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Abstract 

In the 21st century organizations are placing more and more focus on continuous learning to stimulate 

employees development. Feedback has a very important role in performance increases and individual 

developments. One of the tools that is gaining more and more attention is 360 degree feedback as this is meant 

for developmental purposes and can improve performance. The aim of this research was to find which feedback 

characteristics from Thomas International’s 360 and which recipient characteristics influence recipients’ 

reactions to multisource feedback. Data from several different companies and departments was collected via 

online 360 assessment by Thomas International’s 360 and  an additional follow-up online questionnaire. The 

feedback characteristics were derived from the output of a 360 report. The online questionnaire measured the 

independent recipient characteristics experience, age, gender, goal orientation, feedback orientation and the 

dependent variables perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness and intentions to use of the multisource feedback 

following the 360 report.  

Results of the multiple regression analysis suggested that feedback sign, feedback discrepancies and interrater 

variation are weak predictors of perceived accuracy, where feedback score was a strong predictor. Feedback 

sign, feedback discrepancies and score were positively related to perceived accuracy while interrater variation 

was negatively related.  Score was the only characteristic that was also positively related to intention to use, in 

contrast to the hypothesized relationship. This positive effect however is fully mediated by perceived accuracy 

and perceived usefulness of the feedback. All the effects of the feedback characteristics followed indirect-only 

effect to intention to use. Results also indicate that higher levels of individuals’ feedback orientation 

autonomously increased recipients’ reactions to multisource feedback.  

Implications of these findings are provided, with contributions to the literature, as well as practical implications 

for practitioners and for Thomas International to increase recipients reactions to 360 degree feedback. The 

results do suggest that individuals’ feedback orientation can be used to indicate whether an individual is open 

and responsive to developmental interventions such as multisource feedback. Additionally, as the perceived 

accuracy plays such a crucial role in recipients’ follow up actions after receiving multisource feedback, 

practitioners therefore should consider options to enhance perceived accuracy.   
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Management Summary 

Research context, relevance and research questions 

The aim of this research was to investigate which feedback characteristics from the Thomas Internationals 360 

report and which recipient characteristics influence recipients’ reactions to multisource feedback. Additionally 

the aim was to come up with recommendations on how to improve recipients reactions or trying to find 

characteristics that explain recipients reactions to multisource feedback. A theoretical framework was developed 

to test these relationships based on a literature research and Thomas Int.’s feedback report. In order to find an 

answer for this question, 28 hypotheses were developed. The model was tested and validated in a quantitative 

study. 

Feedback characteristics that have been found to influence recipients’ reactions to feedback and which could be 

derived from the Thomas 360 formed the basis of the model. Due to time limitations, individuals’ perceived 

accuracy, perceived usefulness and intentions to use the feedback were studied, as these variables serve as 

recipients’ antecedents to use of  multisource feedback and actual performance change or improvement. Goal 

orientation and feedback orientation were also included as these individual differences were believed to have an 

effect on recipients’ reactions to several feedback characteristics.  

Methodology 

The participants were gathered using Thomas Int.’s newsletter, which includes 1345 businesses, the connections 

of employees at Thomas Int. and network (LinkedIn), as well as my own network. Everyone who was 

approached was offered a free 360-degree assessment. In return a participant would deliver a minimum of 5 

assessors (1 manager, 2 peers, and 2 coworkers or subordinates) and the participant was required to fill in one 

additional questionnaire. The feedback characteristics were derived from the output of a 360 report. The online 

questionnaire measured the recipient characteristics experience, age, gender, goal orientation, feedback 

orientation and the dependent variables perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness and intention to use of the 

multisource feedback following the 360 report. In total 150 Thomas360’s reports were generated, 124 second 

surveys were completed. This resulted in 112 valid cases after incomplete data and outliers had been deleted. 

Data was analyzed using SPSS Statistics 22. 

Results 

Previous research has indicated that the received score, feedback discrepancies, feedback sign or interrater 

variation would have an effect on the reactions of the recipient. The fact that in this study these feedback 

characteristics only had an effect on recipients’ perceived accuracy of feedback, which on its hand has an effect 

on the perceived usefulness and intention to use feedback, has not been addressed before.  

The average score only influenced intention to use the feedback as higher score were perceived as more accurate, 

therefore seen as more useful which leads to higher levels of  intention to use. Positive or negative feedback, 

feedback discrepancies or a large spread, only had minor effect on the perceived accuracy. As the two following 
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steps are completely depend on the perceived accuracy, recipients therefore should be helped to form their 

perception of scored accuracy.  

Literature shows that next to the feedback characteristics, individuals self-awareness, source credibility, 

feedback quality, feedback delivery and the amount of time an individual spends evaluating his or her report 

have an influence on perceived accuracy. Given the risk that especially those who receive low scores may doubt 

their accuracy and not (or not optimally) use them, it is worthwhile to consider options to enhance perceived 

accuracy such as instructing participants to discuss the results, or include a neutral facilitator in the 360 degree 

process. Individuals who are instructed beforehand or participate in follow up activities are more likely to 

improve than those who do not.  

Goal orientation is a person’s tendency towards developing or validating his or her ability in achievement 

settings. In this study just as in Brett & Atwater's (2001) study, goal orientation, showed no interaction effects. 

However performance prove and learning goal orientation showed direct effect on the recipients reactions to 

feedback. The results from this study confirm that as recipients’ reactions to feedback are measured, individuals’ 

feedback orientation is a better explanatory variable than goal orientation. Feedback orientation is an individual-

difference in the way they seek, handle and use feedback (London & Smither, 2002), higher levels feedback 

orientation do increase these responses in a positive sense and thus indicate whether an individual is open and 

responsive to developmental interventions. Having insight in someone’s overall feedback orientation thus may 

be helpful, in this study, the higher order latent factor was used, however the four dimensions that  together form 

individuals feedback orientation each capture a unique component and may provide additional insights. 

Recommendations 

The implementation of a facilitator would mean that individuals, groups or departments would be guided though 

the whole 360 degree feedback process. Facilitators are able to train participants on self-evaluation and 

evaluation of others, they are able to explain what certain outcomes mean and the results could be discussed with 

a facilitator or with others during a feedback session. Performance improvement is only likely if appropriate 

action is taken upon the feedback, this will only be done if the feedback is seen as accurate and accepted. 

Working with a coach, discussing the feedback or following up in  development activities will increase these 

crucial steps. Additionally, if organizations want to benefit from an investment, which an 360-feedback process 

is (as it costs a lot of time), the costs of a facilitator may at least ensure that the recipients receive the needed 

attention and guidance. The help of a facilitator would also help recipients to set improvement goals and 

developmental plans. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 From traditional to multisource feedback 

In the 21st century, organizations are placing more and more focus on continuous learning to stimulate employee 

development as well as engagement and increase retention. Feedback has a very important role in performance 

enhancement and individual development, organizations are required to move away from a one-size-fits-all 

approach to maximize the results of the feedback (Atwater, Waldman, & Brett, 2002; Linderbaum & Levy, 

2010). 

One must be able to identify the different needs and motivators for different personalities, in order to move away 

from the one size fits all approach. Using these differences in one’s performance feedback can result in a 

competitive advantage (Atwater et al., 2002; Linderbaum & Levy, 2010). One of the tools that is gaining more 

and more attention is 360 degree feedback, as this tool is meant for developmental purposes and can improve 

performance (Atwater et al., 2002; Brett & Atwater, 2001; Fletcher & Baldry, 2000; Seifert et al., 2003).   

Top down feedback mostly implies formal performance evaluation, compared to 360-degree feedback, which 

gives the recipient feedback from various sources and is used for developmental purposes,  (Atwater et al., 

2002). DeNisi & Kluger (2000) note that 360-feedback should primarily be used for developmental purposes but 

it can also be used as a tool to help facilitate organizational or culture change (London & Smither, 1995). 

Instead of only top down feedback, in 360 feedback an employee is given insight in the knowledge, skills, 

abilities and competencies he or she possesses and areas one should develop. Recipients generally receive this 

information from different perspectives from various groups, the feedback may be given by subordinates, peers, 

bosses, suppliers or customers and usually in an anonymous way. Feedback from other sources than supervisors 

will provide new information or unique perspectives which capture the complexities of an individual’s 

performance in the multiple roles in which he or she is active (Atwater et al., 2002; Seifert, Yukl, & McDonald, 

2003). Using a variety of sources ensures that the behavior and performances of the employees are rated by 

people who are in the best position to give that feedback (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000). Feedback is viewed as more 

useful when it came from multiple sources rather than from one source and if it is provided by multiple sources 

the developmental purpose is less likely to be ignored (Seifert et al., 2003). Atwater et al. (2002) also notes that 

the feedback that employees receive from multisource feedback could support or reinforce the feedback that they 

have received from their supervisor. This will possibly lead to higher acceptance of the feedback received and 

make it harder to reject or discount negative feedback provided just by one person’s viewpoint.  

360-degree feedback is usually presented in a report to the recipient with descriptive information and other 

graphical representations, most of the times including self-ratings. The aggregate of the ratings by the raters from 

each group can be presented in a report against a target, organizational goal or anything else and compared to the 

employee’s self-rating (Fletcher & Baldry, 2000; Seifert et al., 2003).  

Smither, London, & Reilly (2005) suggest that performance improvements are more likely for some feedback 

recipients than others. If one is able to analyze and predict individual reactions to feedback, one would be able to 

maximize the feedback process move away from a one-size-fits-all approach. They end their paper with the 

question “under what conditions and for whom is multisource feedback likely to be beneficial ?”. 
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As conditions per feedback report differ, as well as personal characteristics per recipient, and as this research is 

time limited this resulted in the following research question:  

“Which feedback characteristics and which recipient characteristics influence recipients’ reactions to 

multisource feedback?” 

1.2 Thomas International 

This research is made possible by Thomas International (TI) who has provided the resources and tool to perform 

this research. The 360 tool of Thomas Int. (discussed in more detail in a later chapter), includes feedback about  

nine competencies and is filled out by the recipient him or herself, at least one supervisor, at least two colleagues 

and at least two subordinates. This is TI’s implementation of multisource feedback.  

Using TI’s own 360-degree tool characteristics such as feedback score, self-ratings discrepancies and the 

interrater spread of scores are accounted for. These are characteristics which have been shown to influence 

recipients’ reactions to feedback (Audia & Locke, 2004; Bono & Colbert, 2005; Brett & Atwater, 2001; DeNisi 

& Kluger, 2000; Ilgen & Davis, 2000; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; London & Smither, 1995; Smither, London, & 

Reilly, 2005; Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). Thomas 360 is one of the many tools that Thomas International 

provides to companies, teams or individuals in addition to, for example, personality analyses, emotional 

intelligence analyses, general intelligence analyses. All assessments give individuals or employers insight in to 

the capabilities of the individual. The assessments are complementary to each other and can be used in 

combination or as separate tools to assess individuals.  

As Thomas Int. is simply the provider of assessments or tools, companies can order the (online) assessment or 

tools. So, TI is not involved in the process before and after the feedback process at the client. TI does not know 

why a certain assessment is ordered for just one or multiple people. Once an assessment is ordered, TI provides 

the tool and the results to the customer. Once the result is generated, the report is sent off to the customer. Trying 

to understand when recipients perceive their feedback as useful is the most valuable for this research as it is time 

limited. Additionally, as Thomas Int. is not included in the feedback process but only may be addressed for 

facilitating purposes individuals their beliefs about the report are the best predictor.  

1.3 Practical and theoretical contribution 

In order to answer the research question, individuals’ perceived accuracy of the feedback, perceived usefulness 

of the feedback and intentions to use the feedback will be studied. Using the Thomas Int. tool allows to test the 

tool it in terms of perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness and intention to use. The practical contributions of 

this research could result in a better understanding of recipients’ reactions to a report. This gives Thomas Int.’s 

employees and coaches the opportunity to be better informed on individual outcomes and makes them more 

efficient when facilitating a multisource feedback recipient. Additionally, this research could give Thomas Int. 

points for improvement of the tool itself. 

The theoretical contributions of this research include the step by process of perceived feedback accuracy, 

perceived feedback usefulness followed by individuals intention to use for single and different feedback 
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characteristics. Besides the feedback characteristics, score, positive or negative feedback and discrepancies 

between self and other ratings, variation between assessors’ ratings is included. This factor may influence 

individual’s perceptions, and this factor has not been mentioned in other 360 degree feedback studies with 

regards to the three dependent variables. Additionally this process allows to study for mediating effects, which 

have not been studied in a multisource feedback setting before.  

Walker et al. (2010) however did a longitudinal investigation whether personality played a role in determining 

who improves after receiving MSF and who does not. However they found little or no evidence that personality 

is systematically related to improvement in MSF over time. The recipient characteristics that are included in this 

study and that are believed to influence recipients’ reactions to multisource feedback are goal orientation and 

feedback orientation. Goal orientation is a person’s tendency towards developing or validating his or her ability 

in achievement settings and feedback orientation is an individual-difference in the way they seek, handle and use 

feedback (London & Smither, 2002; VandeWalle, 1997). Feedback orientation (FO) influences reactions to 

feedback, goal setting, and taking action. Feedback orientation is mentioned in the theoretical model of Smither, 

London, & Reilly (2005) and explains that individuals who have a higher FO hold different views of feedback 

than individuals who hold lower levels of FO. This factor may thus be able to predict how different individuals 

are going to react to the feedback received. Therefor feedback orientation will be included. 

Individuals’ goal orientation and  feedback orientation together have not been included before in a 360 degree 

study. Brett & Atwater (2001) included goal orientation in their model but did not find a moderating effect 

between feedback characteristics and outcome variables. Their study however was done with students as part of 

an educational experience rather than a part of the organization in which the recipient worked. Goal orientation 

may have a different effect in such a setting and is therefore included in this research.  

Perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness and intention to use 

In this section, I will briefly discuss the research model that guided the project. In chapter two the theoretical 

background for the model will be provided. The research model that was developed to test the main and 

moderating effects is displayed below in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1: Research model 
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The perceived accuracy of feedback influences the reactions to the feedback received (Brett & Atwater, 2001). 

Perceived accuracy is an individual’s belief whether the feedback that he/ she has received is accurate, whether 

the person who provided the feedback is able to provide this feedback and whether this feedback is correct or 

not. “Perceived accuracy of feedback is viewed as an immediate determinant of individuals’ desires to respond 

to feedback and a subsequent determinant of both intended responses (i.e., goals) to such feedback and actual 

responses” (Stone & Stone, 1985, p.173). Several studies have indicated that individuals assess the accuracy of 

feedback and that perceived accuracy relates to their subsequent reactions. One of the reactions that is believed 

to follow accuracy is individual’s perception of usefulness of feedback (Brett & Atwater, 2001). When feedback 

is accepted as accurate  individuals express a desire to respond to or consider the feedback useful for future 

development (Brett & Atwater, 2001). The last factor in this chain of reactions would be the actual behavior 

change or taking action (Brett & Atwater, 2001; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). In this study 

individuals’intentions to use feedback will be assessed, as these are on much shorter term than actual behavioral 

changes or the actual actions taken that cannot be assessed in the curent project, due to time constraints.  

 

Since Thomas Int. is not involved in that action process, they would rather be able to predict when someone, 

with what kind of initial feedback reactions, feedback and goal orientation is going to perceive their feedback as 

useful and intends to use the feedback. Intention to use feedback is a predecessor of actually taking steps to 

improve (Smither et al., 2005), and therefore this seemed a good variable to test in a short time span. Thus 

perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness and intention to use, are the three variables which I am going to look 

into as these three variables are formed on a short term after the report is received.  

For example the characteristics of the feedback itself may also impact its effectiveness (Atwater et al., 2002; 

Smither, London, & Richmond, 2005). These characteristics influence recipients’ initial reactions, which in turn 

affect goal setting. Goal setting influences taking actions, which in turn determine performance improvement. 

Individuals’ goal orientation is thus very important in determining whether they want to improve or not.  

As noted before, the received overall score, feedback sign, feedback discrepancies and the interrater variation of 

scores are used as independent variables. These are characteristics have been shown to influence recipients’ 

reactions to feedback. According to the literature, the higher the score the more recipients believe that their 

results are correct. However, higher scores give less room for improvement. The bigger the discrepancies 

between someone’s self-rating and their received score, the less they are in agreement but these scores do give 

the recipient insights into the competencies where he or she can develop or is very good at. If raters are in 

agreement, or the variation is low, the feedback seems accurate and is more likely to be accepted. However if 

there is a big spread or difference in scores from different sources individuals may draw additional information 

out of the scores (Audia & Locke, 2004; Bono & Colbert, 2005; Brett & Atwater, 2001; DeNisi & Kluger, 2000; 

Ilgen & Davis, 2000; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; London & Smither, 1995; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005; 

Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). These relations may be effected by goal- and feedback-orientation.  

The next chapter, chapter 2, provides a theoretical background on feedback in general, followed by multisource 

feedback and personality traits with regards to goal and feedback orientation. The theoretical background leads 

to hypothesis development, chapter 3, of the main and moderating effects. Chapter 4 is describes the method of 
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this thesis. This chapter discusses the gathering of participants, the total sample, the measures used and the data 

analyses. Chapter 5 presents the results where after in chapter 6 the conclusion of the thesis will be presented. 
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2. Theoretical Background 

2.1 Feedback in general 

Feedback is a message which is given to a person with regards to his/her behavior or performance and can be  

positive or negative. In organizations feedback is essential to ensure motivation and cooperation for performance 

improvement. Feedback can generally be seen as a valuable resource since feedback helps employees to reduce 

uncertainty, provides information regarding how well one is performing towards a goal and how a person is 

doing according to others  (Finkelstein & Fishbach, 2012; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Steelman & Rutkowski, 

2004). Feedback can be provided once, but in order to be effective feedback involves repeating, reflecting on 

performances and improvements for multistage cycles (London & Smither, 2002). 

Feedback is expected to have positive effects on the performance. However the meta-analysis of Kluger & 

DeNisi (1996) showed that although 40% of the feedback interventions did increase performance, over one third 

of the cases performance actually decreased. Feedback thus does not always produce positive effects or 

performance increases.  

Whether feedback is positive or negative in itself does not explain when feedback will improve performance or 

not. Audia & Locke (2004) mention that the way people process feedback, especially negative feedback, may be 

one of the influencing factors. They also note that people who have access to negative feedback have a head start 

to those who do not but performance improvement depends on someone’s abilities to evaluate and accept that 

negative feedback and act upon it (Audia & Locke, 2004). 

Acceptance of feedback 

The first step that follows receiving feedback is for an individual to access the feedback and (whether) to accept 

it or not. In Steelman & Rutkowski's (2004) study the results indicate three favorable contextual characteristics 

can mitigate the negative consequences of (unfavorable) feedback. 

First, whether someone accepts feedback depends on source credibility, which is a factor composed of the 

perceived expertise of the source and the trustworthiness of the source. “Source expertise includes knowledge of 

the recipient’s job requirements, knowledge of the recipient’s actual job performance and the ability to evaluate 

that performance in an accurate manner” (Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004, p.8).  

Not every rater has the expertise to evaluate someone on certain factors, a rater may also not have the 

opportunity to see the ratee demonstrate the behaviors which are being asked to evaluate. Another fact is that 

raters are not always able to allocate the demonstrated behaviors to the ratee’s role (London & Smither, 1995). 

Next to source credibility, the quality of the feedback is just as important. Feedback which is reliable, accurate 

and feedback which can be considered to be valid will be perceived as more useful and is more likely to be 

accepted than if the feedback is off less quality (Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). 

The last factor is the manner in which the feedback is delivered. The feedback provider can also have influence 

on the acceptance and perceived utility of the feedback. “Feedback provided with greater interpersonal fairness 

has been shown to result in more favorable dispositional attributions about the feedback source, more acceptance 
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of the feedback source and more favorable reactions to the organization overall (Leung et al., 2001)” (as cited in 

Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004, P.9). 

To summarize these contextual characteristics, the outcomes of several studies show that employees are most 

motivated to improve their job performance when unfavorable feedback is provided by a credible source, is of 

high quality and is delivered in a considerate and constructive and meaningful manner. Even going a step 

further, the feedback provider would give factual information, taking the time to work with subordinates and 

help them to set goals for future improvements. 

These outcomes on contextual characteristics may be the additional needed support for low performers to accept 

and utilize the feedback they receive. Thus supervisors should pay attention to contextual variables when 

providing (negative) feedback. Accounting for those contextual variables when providing feedback might even 

lead to more positive reactions and higher intentions to alter behaviors. According to Steelman & Rutkowski 

(2004) is this also applicable and consistent with the literature on 360-degree feedback and organizations that 

develop performance management systems.  

Appraisal of feedback: factors of acceptance 

The second step, which may be just as hard, would be the appraisal of (negative) feedback which involves the 

accuracy and the validity of the feedback. 

The appraisal can be done with a high or low level of refinement, this depends on the amount of time someone is 

willing to put into validating the feedback. A low elaboration approach, thus not putting in that much time to 

validate the message may be more efficient in some cases but sometimes may lead to incorrect conclusions about 

the message. But most important is the perception that the raters or feedback providers can be trusted, rated with 

honesty, goodwill and have the competence to give feedback (Audia & Locke, 2004). The appraisal of (negative) 

feedback involves the accuracy and the validity of the feedback. 

Once the appraisal has taken place, the feedback recipient has to take effective actions. Whether someone will 

take action to does so depends on the belief whether he or she can influence his/her own performance (Ilgen & 

Davis, 2000).  

Responses to feedback  

When someone receives feedback he or she will first have to assess the feedback, but when he/she has done that 

he/she is going to make a choice what he/she is going to do with the feedback. Kluger & DeNisi's (1996) meta-

analysis provided a figure that represents how individual will react to Feedback-standard discrepancies. In 

Figure 2, of their paper, they display the effects of feedback interventions. That figure is displayed below in 

Figure 2.  

When there is no feedback-standard discrepancy, employees are believed to maintain their effort since they are 

on the right track. Positive discrepancy induces an opportunity for individuals to attain other self-goals, if these 

are believed to be true, individuals may raise their standard and their effort. If  individuals do not raise their 

standards they are believed to reduce their effort as less effort is needed to reach their current goal.  
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For a negative feedback-standard discrepancy, Kluger & DeNisi (1996) believe that employees will increase 

their effort no matter what. But individuals will ask themselves if this increased effort is going to reduce the 

discrepancy, if the answer is yes, they will maintain their effort of even increase it more. If they do not believe 

that the increased effort is going to reduce the discrepancy their attention is going to shift. If this attention shift is 

going to be towards learning or towards themselves depends on whether they believe they are going to succeed.  

If they believe they are going to succeed they will redirect their attention to learning or mastery of the task, if 

not, they attention will be focused to the self, e.g. a process wherein an individual will evaluate the utility of task 

performance for a higher order goal. 

 

Figure 2: The effects of feedback interventions (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996) 

Audia & Locke  (2004) give three main ways that feedback recipients can act: They accept the feedback and its 

content and act upon it whether the feedback is negative or positive, they quit or adjust behavior respectively. 

The two other ways are dismissal of the message and continuing the way they were behaving or continue the 

current behavior while they are going to seek for additional feedback.  

The best response someone could have would be the last manner described, managers should insist that 

employee’s seek additional information on the feedback which is provided to them. Simply accepting the 

message is not always the most effective response. One should only do so if the feedback provided is clear, 

perceived as valid and based on correct conclusions, if not, individuals should seek additional information to 

resolve the uncertainty (Audia & Locke, 2004).  

Feedback sign 

Feedback can be provided as positive or as negative compared to a goal or standard, but how an individual is 

going to react to that feedback depends on their own believed standards. The difference, or discrepancy between 

the provided feedback and their own standards will result in positive, negative or no discrepancies.  
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2.1.4.1 Positive feedback 

Positive feedback is provided when individuals have done something up to or above standard and is intended to 

keep them on that track and motivate them to keep performing on that level. As in Fishbach et al. (2010), several 

motivational theories are proposed that indicate that positive feedback is more effective for motivating goal 

pursuit than negative feedback. According to these theories, positive feedback will increase the outcome 

expectancy of the goal and also the perceived self-efficacy which will result in a confidence boost that gives 

employees the belief that they are able and competent to perform and attain their goal. Positive feedback on 

successful actions will increase commitment to a goal, but it can also result in a decrease when positive feedback 

is provided that it indicates that sufficient progress is made (Fishbach et al., 2010). On the same note, individuals 

may increase their goals when they are provided with positive feedback where some individuals may lower their 

goals as they already have made sufficient progress towards the current goal (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Tolli & 

Schmidt, 2008). 

Whether individuals want to receive positive or negative feedback and perceive this feedback as useful depends 

on their level of expertise. People who are experienced in a discipline tend to ask for more negative feedback. As 

they are experienced they aim at the factors which they can improve on, they know they do good at certain parts 

and do not longer need that confirmation. Novices on the other hand need a comforting feeling, and 

conformation of the performance they have delivered as well as their level of commitment. Even more 

interesting is the fact that when people believe they are experienced although they are or not, the statement 

above holds for them too (Finkelstein & Fishbach, 2012; Fishbach et al., 2010).  

Beginners or employees who are new at the organization thus need more positive feedback. They will use this 

feedback as assurance and guidance towards their goal and increase their efforts with a feeling of trust. Where 

for the experts or experienced employees, more negative feedback will give them points for improvement and 

increased effort. Employees need positive feedback but as experience grows so should the amount of negative 

feedback  (Finkelstein & Fishbach, 2012; Fishbach et al., 2010).  

The next section will address negative feedback as there are a lot of models and theories that indicate that 

negative feedback will increase motivation even more than positive feedback. Several models of self-regulation 

suggest that when positive feedback is provided, individuals get a feeling of goal attainment which signals that 

with less effort the goal can also be accomplished. In contrast, receiving negative feedback on performance or 

goal attainment creates the feeling that more effort is needed in order to reach success (Fishbach et al., 2010; 

Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Locke & Latham, 1990). As an example, Vancouver & Tischner's (2004) study showed 

that individuals who received positive feedback showed significantly lower subsequent performance than those 

who received negative feedback. They explained that performance could stay at a substandard level due to the 

positive feedback loop in which individuals are not provided with any negative feedback.  

2.1.4.2 Negative feedback 

A lot of the relationships described above about positive feedback have a contrasting side when negative 

feedback is provided. Negative feedback may undermine people’s confidence in their abilities and result in a 

decrease of self-efficacy or lowering their goals (Fishbach et al., 2010). The negative feedback will have an 

effect on someone’s self-image if it seen as one´s own fault an lack of abilities (Tolli & Schmidt, 2008). 
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Negative feedback is on average also perceived as less accurate than positive feedback and therefore less 

accepted (Audia & Locke, 2004; Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). It is thus very important to frame negative 

feedback in the right way and make sure the recipient will accept negative feedback, otherwise no improvements 

will follow. Negative feedback is especially effective in that it indicates when not enough progress is make 

towards a goal which will result in an increase of effort  (Fishbach et al., 2010). 

Providing negative feedback is not always easy. People do not feel comfortable giving negative feedback 

because they know that it can be painful to receive negative feedback and it can result in conflicts, especially if 

the feedback is not provided anonymous. That is one of the obstacles for people who might benefit from 

negative feedback, negative feedback is scarce (Audia & Locke, 2004). Feedback providers should consider 

whether poor performance is induced by internal or external factors. When poor performance was induced by 

external factors, something over which the person did not have any control, one should consider not to address 

this factor or frame it in the right way (Ilgen & Davis, 2000). When poor performance is induced by internal 

factors  and the feedback which is provided is negative, one must be aware that this can have two kind of effects. 

The recipient can either attempt to reduce the gap between current performance and the desired performance or 

due to a reduced sense of efficacy he/she can withdraw from performance (if the gap seems too big to close). 

The feedback must thus be put in a way that will not affect someone’s self-efficacy in a negative sense and 

should give him/her guidance to closing in on that performance gap (Ilgen & Davis, 2000).  

2.2 What is multisource feedback? 

In this chapter multisource feedback in general will be explained in order to establish an understanding of the 

concept. Factors that influence the acceptance of feedback will be addresses and three theories will be discussed 

on how individuals respond when they received feedback. 

360-degree feedback, or multi-source feedback is an instrument that is used to give an employee, manager or 

leader feedback from multiple sources. Instead of only top down feedback, one is given insight from several 

sources into the knowledge, skills, abilities and competencies one possesses and the area’s one needs to develop. 

Recipients generally receive this information from different perspectives from various groups. Multi source 

feedback may be given by subordinates, peers, bosses, suppliers or customers and it is usually done 

anonymously. Feedback from other sources than supervisors provides new information or unique perspectives 

which capture the complexities of an individual’s performance in the multiple roles in which one is active 

(Atwater et al., 2002; Seifert, Yukl, & McDonald, 2003).  

Employees can be provided with different types of feedback, normally by their supervisor only, but upward and 

multi-source is also an option. These feedback types do have the similarity that they address a single employee’s 

performance or behavior. On the other hand, the different feedback types also differ in the goals or perspectives 

of the feedback providers (Atwater et al., 2002). Atwater et al. (2002) write that the purpose of most upward or 

multisource feedback is developmental oriented, whereas top down feedback mostly implies formal performance 

evaluation. 360 is gaining popularity which may be due to the developmental approach which can improve 

performance. There is also a trend towards the use of 360 in performance appraisal (Atwater et al., 2002; Brett & 

Atwater, 2001; Fletcher & Baldry, 2000; Seifert et al., 2003).  
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DeNisi & Kluger (2000) note that 360-feedback should primarily be used for developmental purposes but it can 

also be used as a tool to help facilitate organizational change. London & Smither (1995) wrote that several 

respondents in their survey  reported that they used multi-source feedback as a tool to introduce a culture change 

and to help shaping it or communicate its values. 

360-degree feedback is usually presented in a report to the recipient with descriptive information and other 

graphical representations and most of the times also includes self-ratings. The aggregate of the ratings by the 

raters from each group can be presented in a report against a target, organizational goal or any other target 

compared to the employee’s self-rating (Fletcher & Baldry, 2000; Seifert et al., 2003). 

Characteristics of multisource feedback 

Using a variety of sources ensures that the behavior and performance of the employees are rated by people who 

are in the best position to give that feedback as different sources see employees active in different ways (DeNisi 

& Kluger, 2000). When feedback is provided from multiple sources, rather than one source, it is viewed as more 

useful and the developmental purpose is less likely to be ignored. Multiple sources (peers, superiors, 

subordinates, customers) include more status and could complement (support or reinforce) the feedback provided 

by just a single source (Atwater et al., 2002; Seifert et al., 2003).  

This will possibly lead to higher acceptance of the feedback received and make it harder to reject or discount 

negative feedback provided just by one person’s viewpoint. London & Smither (1995) name a couple of 

variables which influence the rating reliability, namely: anonymity, the sample size, if everyone may rate 

anyone, the spread of the rating and  rating variability. The last two factors will be discussed in more detail in 

chapter 3, on hypothesis development. 

Anonymity which is guaranteed in most multisource feedback gives the provider the comfortable feeling of 

being honest. In 360-degree feedback, employees are rated by a variety of sources, but from those different 

sources only a small number of people will evaluate that person. The smaller the amount of people who rate 

someone, the less reliable and biased the feedback becomes (London & Smither, 1995). Also if the amount of 

raters is very small, the anonymity is no longer guaranteed. According to London & Smither (1995) at least three 

to five respondents per source are needed in order to ensure the anonymity. Whether everyone actually may rate 

anyone is dependent on the raters’ expertise of the individual who is being evaluated . Not every rater has the 

expertise to evaluate someone on certain factors, a rater may also not have the opportunity to see the ratee 

demonstrate the behaviors which are being asked to evaluate. Another fact is that the raters are not always able 

to allocate the demonstrated behaviors to the ratee’s role (London & Smither, 1995). 

Brett & Atwater (2001) note that (the same) ratings from different sources are perceived differently. Their results 

indicate that higher ratings were not seen as more accurate for peers but were seen as such for bosses and direct 

reports. This may be due to the fact that the employees choose the peers who rated them and therefore they were 

less affected or surprised by the outcomes.  

The feedback received by bosses and peers  had more influence on the recipient than the feedback of 

subordinates did. Which may be caused by the expectancy that subordinates would rate the recipient differently 

because of various behaviors or interpersonal issues. 
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Fletcher & Baldry (2000) on the other hand report that there has been a lot of research on why ratings from 

different sources vary. They name factors that could produce a bias in ratings from different groups, e.g.: 

friendship, amount of contact between self and external raters or different performance schemes. Another factor 

they mention is that bosses give feedback on a day-to-day basis where sub-ordinates of the recipient do not give 

feedback, at least not on a day-today basis, and therefore may have a less critical view or, give less valuable 

feedback (Fletcher & Baldry, 2000). 

The multi-source feedback process also increases communication between and within layers of a company while 

gathering information for development (London & Smither, 1995). Bono & Colbert (2005) write that multi-

source feedback heightens recipients awareness of the strengths and weaknesses they have. When multiple 

sources perceive a deficiency, recipients may also increase efforts compared to a single source since they want to 

show competence (London & Smither, 1995; Seifert et al., 2003). 

Multi source feedback communicates dimensions of performance that are important to the organization. Some of 

these dimensions can simply not be rated by a single source e.g. Supervisor (London & Smither, 1995). They 

note coaching, developing employee’s, communication, representation of the organization to customers, and 

maintaining working relationships. Multi source feedback includes all relations that a recipient has and ensures 

that the totality or the full 360-degrees should be accounted for.  

 

Most 360-degree feedback tools include the feature of comparing the self-ratings to ratings given by others. The 

outcomes in the report therefore represents four interesting independent factors, namely: the feedback score 

received by others, the feedback sign, the feedback discrepancies between self and other ratings and the 

interrater variance within scores received. These four factors will be discussed in more detail in the chapter 3.  

Theories to feedback acceptance in multi-source feedback 

In the chapter 2.1.1, acceptance of feedback in general was addressed; this chapter addresses theories that apply 

for accepting feedback in a 360 degree setting.  

The agreement between or differences in scores play a role in the response to the feedback. Bono & Colbert 

(2005) indicate three theories of self-regulation that may explain reactions to feedback.  

 

1. Goal-setting theory relates to the standards or goals that employees set within multi-source feedback. This 

can either be their level of performance against others’ performance, company standard, or self-ratings 

against ratings provided by others. 

2. Control theory explains that when individuals are faced with discrepancies between feedback received and 

a goal or a certain standard, they can react in three ways. They either increase their efforts to reach the goal 

or standard, they may lower their goal or standard and the last option would be that they would abandon 

their goal or standard because the discrepancy may seem too big to cover. 

3. Social cognitive theory is linked to expectancies of individuals, their perceived need for change and beliefs 

about change. Individuals will increase their efforts towards performance if they believe that it will have 

positive outcomes. 
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Ilgen, Fisher,&Taylor (1979) write that feedback will not lead to performance improvement when recipients 

reject the feedback (as cited in Smither et al., 2005). This is straightforward since the feedback is ignored and the 

recipient will simply continue the way he or she did. 

2.3 Personality traits 

Someone’s personality influences how he/she react to the feedback he/she receives. In terms of the feedback 

sign, the discrepancies, and spread these individuals will form different views on the perceived accuracy and 

usefulness, and also different intentions to use in terms of goal setting and take action upon the received 

feedback. Therefore individuals’goal orientation and feedback orientation are included in this research.  

Goal Orientation 

The major distinction is made between a learning goal orientation and a performance goal orientation, 

performance goal orientation is again split up in 2 different outcomes which results in a three factor model 

(VandeWalle, Cron, & Slocum Jr, 2001).  

3 Factor model 

Goal orientation is a person’s tendency towards developing or validating his or her ability in achievement 

settings (London & Smither, 2002; VandeWalle, 1997).  

This three-factor construct of goal orientation is defined as: learning, performance-prove, and performance-avoid 

goal orientation in VandeWalle (1997). Learning orientation is someone’s focus to develop new abilities and 

competencies by mastering new situations and skills, performance orientation on the other hand is someone’s 

focus to demonstrate and validate their competence and abilities. The two different goal orientations, learning 

and performance, are linked to personal traits and individuals’ beliefs about their ability and input of effort. 

Someone’s beliefs that ability can be developed or incremental theory, is associated with learning goal 

orientation. In contrast, performance goal orientation is related to entity theory, the belief that ability is hard to 

develop (VandeWalle et al., 2001). VandeWalle & Cummings (1997) wrote that goal orientation also influences 

individuals’ feedback-seeking process. People with a learning orientation have a higher need for seeking 

feedback than people with a performance orientation.  

Goal orientation also influences how individuals are going to respond to difficulties or failures related to their 

task. Individuals with a learning-goal orientation tend to react with adaptive responses, meaning they increase 

their effort and stay persistent while working with a solution oriented mindset and enjoy the challenge. Where on 

the other hand, individuals with a performance-goal orientation respond with non-adaptive behavior and rather 

withdraw from the task or make negative attribution and tend to lose interest in that task (VandeWalle & 

Cummings, 1997). 

Performance orientation is split into performance-prove goals and performance-avoidance goals. Performance-

approach is defined as someone seeking favorable feedback, striving towards promotions  or generally doing 

better than others. Someone who tries to avoid negative feedback and punishment or generally strives to avoid 

doing worse than others can be defined as performance-avoidance goal orientation (VandeWalle et al., 2001).  



 

 

22 
 

VandeWalle (2001) however notes that learning and performance goal orientations are not mutually exclusive 

traits, individuals can hold various combinations of each goal orientation. Also a performance goal orientation is 

not completely undesirable in every situation but overemphasis on a performance goal orientation can become 

dysfunctional when it dominates a learning goal orientation.  But overall a learning goal orientation is very 

helpful in situations where individual tasks are dynamic, new skills are needed, and when feedback seeking-

behavior for performance improvement is needed. Organizational managers, coaches or teachers can model a 

learning goal orientation using the social-cognitive theory, meaning they insist on intellectual curiosity and 

promote learning. Additionally they can encourage others to develop and believe in the incremental theory of 

ability instead of holding the entity theory of ability (VandeWalle et al., 2001; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997). 

A lot of research has been done towards goal setting and its influence on multi-source feedback and the use of 

the received feedback. Individuals goal orientation will influence a person’s reaction to feedback and the extent 

to which they will use it to make behavioral changes (Atwater et al., 2002). Since most 360-degree feedback 

outcomes are displayed against a norm/goal, i.e. what others think of you versus self-ratings, a recipient may 

become too much concerned about his/her performance and forget that the 360 is meant as a developmental tool 

(Brett & Atwater, 2001).  

Brett & Atwater (2001) and VandeWalle (2001) both address goal orientation with respect to why some 

individuals view negative or corrective feedback as a developmental opportunity whereas others discount 

negative feedback. Individuals with a learning-goal orientation tend to react with adaptive responses meaning 

that they increase their effort and stay persistent while working with a solution oriented mindset and enjoy the 

challenge. They also perceive feedback as a diagnostic tool which helps them to develop and improve 

performance. On the other hand, individuals with a performance-goal orientation respond with non-adaptive 

behavior and rather withdraw from the task or make negative attribution and tend to lose interest in that task. 

These individuals see the feedback they received as judgements that only negatively contribute to the feedback 

process as they initiate defensive reactions (VandeWalle, 1997, 2001; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997).  

VandeWalle et al. (2001) found that learning goal orientation is positively linked to effort, self-efficacy and goal 

setting level whereas performance prove orientation was only positively linked to an increase in effort and 

performance avoidance orientation was negatively linked to self-efficacy. According to Ilgen & Davis (2000), a 

learning goal orientation is linked to higher goal setting, higher self-efficacy and overall better performance than 

for performance orientation. Under a learning orientation, individuals tend to look for effective strategies and 

work harder to reduce their gap, where individuals under a performance orientation only work harder (Ilgen & 

Davis, 2000).  

Someone’s beliefs that ability can be developed  is associated with implicit personality theory. Implicit 

personality theory can either be an entity implicit theory which refers to a person’s belief that their attributes are 

largely fixed or it can refer to incremental implicit theory which is the person’s belief that their attributes are 

malleable (Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). And thus employees who have an incremental implicit personality 

theory are more likely to change their behavior than employees with an entity implicit theory. Individuals who 

hold an incremental implicit theory are associated with learning goal orientation, those individuals believe that 
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they are able to continuously develop their abilities.  They are more predisposed to set goals for development or 

learning new abilities than individuals with a performance goal orientation.  

In contrast, performance goal orientation is related to entity implicit theory, the believe that ability is fixed and 

hard to develop  (VandeWalle, 1997; VandeWalle et al., 2001). These individuals, as they view ability as fixed 

or hard to develop, therefore attempt to validate and demonstrate them. VandeWalle & Cummings (1997) found 

that goal orientation also influences individuals’ feedback-seeking process. People with a learning goal 

orientation have a higher need for seeking feedback than people with a performance goal orientation. 

The second framework explaining the difference between learning and performance goal orientation is how 

individuals view effort expenditures. Individuals with a learning goal orientation believe that effort is a strategy 

for developing the ability which in the long run is needed for future mastery. Individuals with a performance 

goal orientation, as addressed above view ability as a fixed attribute, and therefore perceive effort, or link effort 

to a low ability. This implies that those who hold a performance orientation that exertion of extra effort to master 

a task is only for those who are incapable (Brett & Atwater, 2001). 

The competence against norms, goals or others that a performance orientation indicates has a negative effect on 

self-efficacy, while under a learning orientation the component of competence is absent. A learning orientation 

reduces the component of competence that performance goals create. Negative feedback, or undesired feedback, 

therefore leads to more positive results when employees are working towards learning goals over performance 

goals (Ilgen & Davis, 2000).  

Feedback Orientation 

As feedback is gaining importance in today’s work environment, creating an understanding of employees 

differences in response to and usage of feedback is getting more valuable and critical for employee and business 

success (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010). Feedback orientation influences how someone is going to react to the 

feedback which is received.  London & Smither (2002) describe feedback orientation as an individual-difference 

in the way they seek, handle and use feedback. Even though feedback orientation is an individual characteristic 

which is generally stable, it may be moldable to some extent over a longer period of time via individual efforts 

or environmental changes (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010). 

In Linderbaum & Levy's (2010) paper, a theoretical model is proposed which addresses individuals’ feedback 

orientation. In their paper they suggest that someone’s feedback orientation consist of a number of dimensions, 

namely liking feedback, behavioral intention to seek feedback, cognitive ability to process feedback, sensitivity 

to others’ views of oneself, belief in the value of feedback, and feeling accountable to act on feedback 

(Linderbaum & Levy, 2010; London & Smither, 2002).  

Feedback orientation is composed out of the following four constructs:  

- “Utility is defined as an individual’s tendency to believe that feedback is useful in achieving goals or 

obtaining desired outcomes” (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010, P.1376). This dimension of  feedback orientation 

denotes individuals’ belief that the feedback received can lead to other valued outcomes. The utility 

dimension also captures individuals’ attitudinal beliefs about feedback. That can affect their initial 
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intentions and behaviors. The perceived utility of feedback plays an important role in influencing 

recipient’s reactions to feedback.  

- Accountability refers to feeling accountable to act on the feedback which is received. Linderbaum & 

Levy (2010) explain this dimension as “an individual’s tendency to feel a sense of obligation to react to and 

follow up on feedback” (p.1377). Accountability here is applicable both to the rater and to the ratee, as they 

have to be held accountable for making accurate ratings and providing useful feedback and need to be held 

accountable for utilizing the feedback respectively.  

- Social awareness is explained as individuals who are conscious of what others think of them and  care 

about those thoughts about one self. With regards to the FOS, social awareness is explained as someone’s 

tendency to use feedback that others have provided so he or she will become more aware of others’ views 

of oneself. Linderbaum & Levy (2010) write that the accountability dimension refers more to internal 

pressures to respond to feedback, while social awareness accounts for external pressure to be aware of and 

to respond to feedback.  

- The last dimension of the Feedback Orientation Scale is feedback self-efficacy, someone’s ability to 

interpret and respond to feedback appropriately. The feedback self-efficacy dimension items of the FOS 

specifically focus on individual’s confidence in dealing with feedback where self-efficacy in general 

implies an individual’s confidence and his or her feelings and beliefs about a being able to carry out a task 

successfully. 

The fact that feedback orientation is composed of different constructs and results in different orientations per 

individual makes these differences very handy and valuable to influence the feedback process (Linderbaum & 

Levy, 2010).  

The next chapter, chapter 3, describes the hypothesis development. First the main effects are addressed followed 

by the moderating effects. In the main effects the relationships of the feedback characteristics to the recipient 

reactions are described. In the moderating effects the influence of experience, goal orientation and feedback 

orientation are described.  
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3. Hypothesis development: effects of multisource feedback  

In this chapter the development of hypotheses will be discussed. The research model contains four main effects 

and two moderating effects. First, the main effects will be addressed.  

3.1 Main effects 

The following characteristics, feedback score, feedback sign and feedback discrepancies and variation between 

raters are expected to have an effect on the perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness and intention to use the 

feedback (which in turn may be affected by the moderating effect of experience, goal or feedback orientation). 

First, the hypotheses for feedback score are discussed (Figure 3). 

Score 

 

Figure 3: Hypothesis on feedback characteristic: Received score 

Whether feedback is positive, negative, high or low in itself does not explain when feedback will improve 

performance or not. Audia & Locke (2004) mention that the way people process feedback, especially negative 

feedback, may be one of those factors as positive feedback is more easily accepted. When an individual receives 

unfavorable feedback, i.e. a low score, he or she will feel a need to change his or her behavior to decrease his/her 

flaws and increase his/her scores (London & Smither, 1995; Sargeant, Mann, Sinclair, Van der Vleuten, & 

Metsemakers, 2008). This is explained by Kluger & DeNisi's (1996) responses to feedback as well as social 

cognitive theory (Bono & Colbert, 2005). 

Low ratings undermine people’s confidence in their abilities and result in a decrease of self-efficacy or lowering 

their goals (Fishbach et al., 2010). Receiving low scores will have an effect on someone’s self-image, as they are 

seen as a recipients own fault, a lack of abilities (Tolli & Schmidt, 2008). Low scores are on average also 

perceived as less accurate than positive feedback or higher scores, and therefore are less accepted (Audia & 

Locke, 2004; Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). It is thus very important to frame negative feedback in the right 

way and make sure the recipient will accept negative feedback, otherwise no improvements will follow. 

Higher ratings by others give individuals the opportunity to raise their standards and improve their performance 

as this motivates goal pursuit and  increases goal commitment. Higher scores also allow individuals to not make 

changes or to lower their standards. On the other hand, lower scores, give more cause for negative feedback, 

which motivates goal pursuit when the feedback indicates insufficient progress is made. The lower received 

score on a single competency, or overall, indicates where and what to improve on and therefore is believed to be 

more useful. Therefore individuals are more eager to use negative feedback than positive feedback (Fishbach et 

al., 2010; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Sargeant, Mann, Sinclair, Vleuten, & Metsemakers, 2007). High scores lead 
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to positive emotions and confirmed self-perceptions, average or low scores indicate need for improvement on 

one or more areas. Low scores in some cases lead to further reflection upon the feedback, but in the majority of 

the cases recipients react with negative surprise and disappointment (Sargeant et al., 2008).  

Negative feedback, in Brett & Atwater's (2001) study indicated as low ratings by others, lower than expected or 

lower than the self-rating was not seen as accurate and useful. Individuals may also interpret feedback as 

negative when ratings from other sources are lower than self-ratings, these individuals may interpret their 

feedback as a low ratings as their own standard is high (Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). This “negative 

feedback” did not lead to development or awareness but did lead to negative reactions such as anger and 

discouragement. Combining the above theories and findings lead to the following four hypotheses. As lower 

ratings are seen as less accurate they are also seen as less useful and thus a mediating effect is proposed. 

H1: There will be a positive relation between feedback score and perceived accuracy. 

H2a: There will be a negative relationship between feedback score and perceived usefulness. 

H3: Feedback accuracy will mediate the relation between feedback score and usefulness. 

H4: Feedback score will be negatively related to intention to use. 

 

Feedback Sign & Feedback discrepancy 

 

Figure 4: Hypothesis on feedback characteristic: Feedback sign & Feedback size 

Feedback can be provided as positive or as negative, but how an individual is going to react to that feedback 

depends on his/her own standards. The difference, between the provided feedback and their own standards will 

result in positive, negative or no discrepancies. The hypothesized relationships of feedback sign and discrepancy 

size are displayed above in Figure 4, the hypothesized relationships of the feedback discrepancies are displayed 

below in Figure 5. 

As the self-other agreement or discrepancies potentially have such a big influence on the follow-up on the 

feedback received, several papers have written about factors that may influence the discrepancies (Brett & 

Atwater, 2001; London & Smither, 1995; Smither, London, & Richmond, 2005). When there are discrepancies 
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between someone’s self-image, or performance and others’ ratings indicated during a feedback session, he or she 

will feel a need to change his or her behavior to decrease those discrepancies (London & Smither, 1995). 

No discrepancy, receiving scores that are at the same level as you have scored yourself can be seen as goal 

reached and therefore no discrepancy or a more positive discrepancy will be seen as positive discrepancies.  

When someone receives feedback, he/she first has to assess the feedback but when he/she has done that he/she is 

going to make a choice what he/she is going to do with the feedback. Kluger & DeNisi's (1996) provided a 

figure that represents how an individual will react to Feedback-standard discrepancies, Figure 2. 

When there is no feedback-standard discrepancy, employees are believed to maintain their effort since they are 

on the right track. Positive discrepancy induce an opportunity for individuals to attain other self-goals, if these 

are believed to be true individuals will raise their standard and their effort, if not they will reduce their effort. But 

on the other hand, control theory and social cognitive theory suggest that individuals tend to lower their efforts, 

standards or do not perceive a need for change if they receive positive discrepancies (Bono & Colbert, 2005; 

Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005).  

For a negative feedback-standard discrepancy, Kluger & DeNisi (1996) believe that employees naturally will 

increase their effort. But individuals will ask themselves if this increased effort is going to reduce the 

discrepancy, if the answer is yes, they will maintain their effort or even increase it more. If they do not believe 

that the increased effort is going to reduce the discrepancy, their attention is going to shift. Whether this attention 

shift is going to be towards learning or towards themselves depends on whether they belief they are going to 

succeed.  When they believe they are going to succeed they will redirect their attention to learning or mastery of 

the task, if not, they attention will be focused to the self, reducing feedback use.  

Employees who need the feedback the most, under performers or over raters (individuals who have an inflated 

view of their own effectiveness), will not see the feedback as useful or take action on the feedback (Brett & 

Atwater, 2001).  

Thus receiving feedback that differs from one’s self-evaluations or feedback that is unfavorable, provided that 

the feedback is accepted, will lead to a perceived need to change which will lead the recipients to set goals and 

take action to realize those goals (Atwater, Brett, & Charles, 2007; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). This effect 

will be larger for the perceived usefulness than for intentions to use the feedback as feedback has to be perceived 

as useful before individuals even tend to use it (London & Smither, 1995; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). 

 

Figure 5: Hypothesis on feedback characteristic: Feedback discrepancy 
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H5: Discrepancy sign (whether it is positive of negative) will be positively related to perceived accuracy.  

H6a: Discrepancy sign (whether it is positive of negative) will be negatively related to perceived 

usefulness. 

H7: Feedback accuracy will positively mediate the relationship between discrepancy sign and perceived 

usefulness.  

H8: Discrepancy sign (whether it is positive of negative) will be negatively related to intention to use. 

H9: Discrepancies will have a positive effect on perceived accuracy of feedback.  

H10a: Discrepancies will have a negative effect on perceived usefulness. 

H11: Feedback accuracy will positively mediate the relationship between feedback discrepancy and 

perceived usefulness. 

H12a: Discrepancies will  have a negative effect on intentions to use. 

Discrepancy size 

For single competency or score discrepancies, the positive and negative discrepancies can easily be seen and 

taken into consideration. The bigger a discrepancy is, the more one is attracted to look into that score 

(competency in this case) (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). When looking at the average of 

multiple competencies, positive and negative discrepancies will cancel each other out. However in the absolute 

sense these discrepancies will not cancel each other out. The bigger the absolute discrepancy size is, the more 

someone’s self-evaluation differs from what others think of this person.  

Control theory explains that when individuals are faced with discrepancies between feedback received and a goal 

or certain standards (in this case their own perception of their performances) those individuals can react in three 

ways. They either increase their efforts to reach the goal or standard, they may increase or lower their goal or 

standard and the last option would be that they would abandon their goal or standard because the discrepancy 

may seem too big to accomplish (Bono & Colbert, 2005; Ilgen & Davis, 2000; Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979). 

The last factor however only holds when the negative discrepancy become too big. The size of the discrepancy is 

believed to have a moderating effect on the feedback sign factor and perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness 

and intention to use. If all the discrepancies are positive or negative, the factor for the size and feedback sign 

factor will be the same and are believed to have the strongest relationship.  

H13: Discrepancy size will moderate the relationship between feedback sign and perceived accuracy such 

that the relationship will be weaker.  

H14: Discrepancy size will moderate the relationship between feedback sign and perceived usefulness 

such that the relationship will be stronger. 

H15: Discrepancy size will moderate the relationship between feedback sign and intention to use such 

that the relationship will be stronger. 
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The combination of hypothesis 2a, 6a and 14 lead to a parabolic effect as larger discrepancies give individuals 

margin for larger improvements and draw their attention. Bigger discrepancies positive or negative thus seem 

more useful to look into and individuals are intended to use those parts of the feedback (Bono & Colbert, 2005; 

DeNisi & Kluger, 2000; Ilgen & Davis, 2000). 

H10b: Discrepancies have a positive parabolic effect on perceived usefulness. 

As addressed above the combination of hypothesis 4, 8 and 15 lead to a parabolic effect.  

H12b: Discrepancies have a positive parabolic effect on intentions to use. 

 

Spread 

 

Figure 6: Hypothesis on feedback characteristic: Spread 

The rating spread between other-ratings depend on the agreement or the differences between the ratings (London 

& Smither, 1995). As feedback from multiple sources is consistent, or in agreement, it is more likely to be 

perceived as accurate and useful for guiding behavior change (London & Smither, 1995; Meyer, 1980).  

An average score could very easily hold a big variation which could explain why someone would not perceive 

his or her feedback as accurate, useful or intends to use his or her feedback. Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor (1979) 

mention that when the feedback messages are consistent with each other, the feedback is perceived as more 

credible or trustworthy and therefore seen as more accurate. If participants find their feedback consistent, they 

appeared to accept and use it for learning and/ or improvement (Sargeant et al., 2008). 

Normally the average of the scores will be provided to the person who is evaluated. But within this average of 

scores there may be a big variability of ratings or rater disagreement. Therefore the inter-rater reliability should 

be considered in the average rating. If the within-ratee variance is low, the results can focus on the averages but 

if the variance if high additional information could be drawn from the results. Ratees could benefit from 

knowing the range of scores given by the different sources. For example they could see the variance from 

different sources or they could see that they executed different competencies better according to some feedback 

providers (London & Smither, 1995), however this effect is only expected for individuals who want to learn 

from their results and are willing to put in enough time to understand their results. As noted before Ilgen, Fisher, 

& Taylor (1979) mention that when the feedback messages are consistent with each other, the feedback is 

perceived as more credible or trustworthy and therefore seen as more accurate. Thus when variation is high the 

overall outcome is not seen as consistent with each other and therefore not credible and trustworthy which leads 

to a negative relation with usefulness and intentions to use. They hypothesized relationships are provided below 

and visually presented in Figure 6. 
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H16: Variation between raters will have an negative effect on the perceived accuracy. 

H17: Variation between raters will have an negative effect on the perceived usefulness. 

H18: Feedback accuracy will positively mediate the feedback variation between raters and perceived 

usefulness. 

H19: Variation between raters will have an negative effect on the intention to use. 

 

3.2 Moderating effects 

The model to be tested has its basis in the theoretical model of Smither, London, & Reilly (2005) wherein the 

model begins with the characteristics of the feedback itself. How these characteristics influence recipients’ initial 

reactions has been addressed in the previous chapters. But these reactions are potentially moderated by several 

factors. Feedback orientation is expected to influence initial reactions and goal setting. Another moderator is 

included from Brett & Atwater's (2001) model, namely individuals’ goal orientation. Finally from other studies, 

not in a multi-source feedback setting, it was found that experience may moderate the usefulness of feedback. 

This moderating effect of experience may explain why feedback that is positioned as negative is seen as more 

useful and individuals may intend to use negative feedback more than positive feedback.  

Experience 

A differentiating fact whether individuals want to receive positive or negative feedback depends on their level of 

expertise. People who are experienced in a discipline tend to ask for more negative feedback. As they are 

experienced they aim at the factors on which they can improve, they know they do good at certain parts and do 

not longer need that confirmation. Novices on the other hand need a comforting feeling, and confirmation of the 

performances they have delivered as well as their level of commitment (Finkelstein & Fishbach, 2012; Fishbach 

et al., 2010).  As noted before, lower ratings are seen as less accurate they are also seen as less useful. However 

there is an exception, lower ratings, or more negative feedback would give more experienced workers more 

points for improvements and thus are more useful for them then for novices who need some comforting 

feedback. 

H2b: Feedback score will be negatively related to perceived usefulness and the relationship will become 

stronger for higher levels of experience. 

H6b: Discrepancy sign (whether it is positive of negative) will be negatively related to perceived 

usefulness and this relationship will be positively moderated by experience. 

H9c: Discrepancy will be negatively related to perceived usefulness and this relationship will be positively 

moderated by experience. 

 

Goal orientation 

A person’s goal orientation will influence his/her reaction to feedback and their extent to which he/she will use it 

to make behavioral changes (Atwater et al., 2002; VandeWalle, 2001). Goal orientation is a person’s tendency 
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towards developing or validating his or her ability in achievement settings (VandeWalle, 1997). According to 

Brett & Atwater (2001) goal orientation is associated with two different interpretive frameworks. First, the two 

different goal orientations, learning and performance, are linked to personal traits and persons’ beliefs about 

their ability and input of effort.   

Goal orientation also influences how individuals are going to respond to difficulties or failures related to their 

task. Individuals with a learning-goal orientation tend to react with adaptive responses meaning they increase 

their effort and stay persistent while working with a solution oriented mindset and enjoy the challenge. Where on 

the other hand, individuals with a performance-goal orientation respond with non-adaptive behavior and rather 

withdraw from the task or make negative attributions and tend to lose interest in that task (VandeWalle & 

Cummings, 1997). Performance orientation is split into performance-prove goals and performance-avoidance 

goals. Performance-approach is defined as someone seeking favorable feedback, striving towards promotions  or 

generally doing better than others. Someone who tries to avoid negative feedback and punishment or generally 

strives to avoid doing worse than others can be defined as performance-avoidance goal orientation (VandeWalle 

et al., 2001). The following moderating effects of goals orientation are proposed: 

H20: Learning goal orientation (h20a) and performance-prove goal orientation (h20b) will moderate the 

relation between feedback score and perceived usefulness such that the relation will be weaker and 

performance-avoid goal orientation (h20c) will moderate the relation between score and perceived 

usefulness such that the relation will be stronger.  

H21: Learning goal orientation (h21a) will moderate the relation between discrepancy sign and perceived 

usefulness such that the relation will be weaker, for performance-prove goal orientation (h21b) the 

relation will be weaker and for performance-avoid goal orientation (h21c) the relation will be stronger. 

H22: Learning goal orientation (h22a) will moderate the relation between discrepancies and perceived 

usefulness such that the relation will be weaker, for performance-prove goal orientation (h22b) the 

relation will be weaker and for performance-avoid goal orientation (h22c) the relation will be stronger. 

H23: Learning goal orientation (h23a)will moderate the relation between variation between raters and 

perceived usefulness such that the relation will become positive wherefore both performance-approach 

goal orientations, prove (h23b) and avoid (h23c), the relation between variation between raters and 

perceived usefulness will be stronger.  

 

Feedback orientation 

While Goal orientation is a person’s tendency towards developing or validating his or her ability in achievement 

settings, feedback orientation is an individual-difference in the way they seek, handle and use feedback (London 

& Smither, 2002; VandeWalle, 1997) 

As stated before, individuals’ feedback orientation influences reactions to feedback, goal setting, and taking 

action as proposed in the theoretical model of Smither, London, & Reilly (2005). In their paper they suggest that 

someone’s feedback orientation consist of a number of dimensions, namely liking feedback, behavioral intension 
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to seek feedback, cognitive ability to process feedback, sensitivity to others’ views of oneself, belief in the value 

of feedback, and feeling accountable to act on feedback (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010; London & Smither, 2002).  

People with a high feedback orientation generally seek feedback and like to receive it. They are not afraid being 

evaluated, care about what others think of them, believe that feedback offers insights to develop, are more 

focused on feedback and take more appropriate action after the feedback intervention and feel accountable to use 

the feedback. People with a low feedback orientation will generally have more resistance to feedback they 

receive, are less likely to act upon the feedback and even may ignore feedback (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010; 

London & Smither, 2002; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005).  

The fact that feedback orientation is composed of different constructs and results in different orientations per 

individual using these differences to influence and/ or moderate the feedback process is very handy and valuable 

(Linderbaum & Levy, 2010). In their paper, feedback orientation is also found to have a significant relationship 

with a learning goal orientation (r=0.40). They based this hypothesis on several theories which are related to 

self-reactions and self-regulation. This process occurs when a person is provided with feedback. One of those 

theories is social cognitive theory which is mentioned earlier and the implicit incremental theory assumption that 

individuals with a learning goal orientation have. Additionally they name that individuals with a learning goal 

orientation should be more likely to have a higher feedback orientation as they perceive feedback as more useful, 

are more likely to seek feedback and are more likely to improve performance following the provision of 

feedback (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010, p.1381). 

H24: Feedback orientation will have a positive direct effect on the  perceived accuracy. 

H25: Feedback orientation will have a positive direct effect on the  perceived usefulness. 

H26: Feedback orientation will have a positive direct effect on the  intention to use. 

H27: Feedback orientation will moderate the relation between perceived accuracy and feedback score 

(h27a), feedback discrepancies (h27b), and variation between raters (h27c) such that the relation will 

become weaker. 

H28: Feedback orientation will be positively related to a learning goal orientation. 

 

In this chapter all the hypothesized relationships are discussed, the following chapter  will describe the method. 

Fist the data collection, participants and sample will be discussed. Followed by the measures used and how the 

data will be analyzed.  
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4. Method 

In this chapter the research design is discussed followed by the research group, the measures and the data 

analysis plan.  

For this research, a model is developed based on a literature research and Thomas Int.’s needs. The model has to 

be tested and this will be done with a quantitative study.   

4.1 Participants, sample and procedure 

The participants for this research differed in function. Most of them were appointed on a management, 

leadership or sales position. This was due to practical reasons as Thomas Int. has two standard 360’s (Sales and 

Leadership), and a 360 which can be adjusted to the costumer´s needs (called ‘bespoke’). The adjustable 360 

would create a lot of more work but also variation in the sample. The same feedback characteristics, feedback 

score, discrepancies and variation can be measured with the two different 360’s for a participants. In this sample, 

the competencies, however, differ for management/leadership and sales.   

 

A large sample size is needed in order to perform quantitative research on the proposed relations. A formula is 

provided as a rule of thumb for calculating sample size requirements. Taking into account the number of 

independent variables (m), the sample size (N) should be at least: 104 + m when testing individual predictors  

(Green, 1991; Tabachnick, Fidell, & Osterlind, 2001).  

 

For my thesis there are four independent variables from the 360 that are related to the three dependent variables. 

There are also two other constructs, feedback and goal orientation, which are expected to moderate the 

relationships between the independent and dependent variables. Therefore a minimum of 110 participants has to 

be required.   

 

The participants are gathered using Thomas Int.’s newsletter, which includes 1345 businesses, the connections of 

employees at Thomas Int. and network (LinkedIn), as well as my own network which resulted in over 80 

personal phone calls and mails. Everyone who was approached was offered a free 360-degree assessment. In 

return they would deliver five assessors per candidate and the candidate was required to fill in one additional 

questionnaire. 

 

Once an individual or a company agreed to take part in the research they would sent me a list of at least five 

people. Their names, mail-addresses and their function in relation to them, at least one supervisor, at least two 

subordinates and at least two team members. After extensive communication via email and phone a total of 150 

individuals agreed to take part in this research. In Figure 7, which is displayed below, the development and 

deletion within sample is visually presented, which will be elaborated on the next page.  
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All data was be gathered online using 

questionnaires. There were two measurement 

moments, the first moment (T1) was the roll out 

of the Thomas360. We expected that individuals 

would be able to complete the 360 within a 

month. After two weeks a reminder was sent for 

completion of the 360 and one week after that 

as well. The reminders were sent to the 

individuals who caused a 360 not to be 

complete, e.g. due to not completing their 360. 

If the two reminders did not result in a complete 

360, the participant was addressed so he or she 

could contact his or her evaluator who was 

obstructing the 360 from completion. Once the 

in total six evaluators (including the participant) 

filled in the online assessment, the 360 was 

complete.  

Once the reports were sent to a participant, two 

weeks later (T2), the second questionnaire was 

sent to in total 148 participants. This questionnaire included scales for goal orientation, feedback orientation, 

perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness, intention to use and some control variables.  

To keep the amount of questionnaires to a minimum, feedback orientation and goal orientation were measured at 

T2 along with the other constructs, instead of sending an additional questionnaire along with the 360. As this is a 

way shorter questionnaire, individuals only had two weeks to complete it, and they received a reminder a week 

after the roll out. Several reminders had to be sent to attain the number of participants who were needed. From 

the 148 second surveys that were sent out, nine were unusable as the 360 of the participant was incorrect, e.g. 

participants did not fill in their own score. Eight surveys were filled in incorrectly, for example only a 4 was 

scored over the whole questionnaire. From the 131 valid cases up an until that point eighteen people who 

received their 360 did not complete the second survey, this resulted in a response rate of 75%. 

As the outcomes of the Thomas360 were the predictor variables, therefore the four independent constructs, will 

be measured at T1. Individuals based their perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness and intention to use the 

feedback on the feedback report of the 360, and will be measured at T2. 

4.2  Measures T1: feedback characteristics 

The four independent variables were measured with the Thomas360. The dependent, moderator and control 

variables  were measured with the additional questionnaire. First, the operationalization of the four independent 

variables will be discussed followed by the dependent variables, moderators and control variables. Thomas360 is 

a validated instrument and was used for the T1 measurement. How a Thomas360 works can be found in 

Appendix A. 

N=150 

N=148 

N=139 

N=131 

N=113 

N=112 
Deletion of one 

outlier 

Eightteen 
second surveys 

missing 

Eight incorrect 
surveys 

Nine incorrect 
360's 

Two incomplete 
360's 

Figure 7: Development and deletion within sample 
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The Thomas360 tool delivers outcomes on the nine competencies and graphically represents the scores of the 

individual’s self-rating next to the average rating of the other raters per competency. We, Thomas Int. and I, 

have decided that it does not seem to be useful or predictive to look at the outcomes of the nine competency 

scores separately because of time restrictions, but also as the competencies may differ per 360 or per company 

(sales versus leadership versus bespoke). So we rather look at the characteristics of the feedback in its totality. 

The tool is aimed at leadership competencies or sales competencies. The output of a Thomas 360 is presented in 

appendix A.  

The feedback score, feedback sign and spread can be measured using the results from the Thomas360. The score 

is the average of all the nine competencies of the other raters.  

𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 =
∑ 𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑏𝑦 𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠9

1

9
 

For the discrepancy score between the assessors and recipient one value is calculated. This value however will 

be used to create two other constructs.  

 

𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑦 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 = 𝑆𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 −
∑ 𝑜𝑤𝑛 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑝𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 9

1

9
 

 

For example, if a participant on average scored a 5 on the nine competencies by others, and on average he scored 

himself a 6.4, he than overrated himself by 1.4. This results in a negative discrepancy of 1.4. The value that will 

be used is -1.4. 

 

To see if the feedback sign and / or its magnitude contribute to the outcome variables two additional variables 

were created. One categorical variable  (feedback sign) that holds a 1 for positive discrepancies and 0 for 

negative discrepancies. For this example the sign would be negative, as the discrepancy value holds a negative 

value. The other variable, discrepancy size, holds the absolute size of the discrepancy, which for this example 

would be 1.4. 

 

Normally the variation is measured as the standard deviation per competency summed up across the 

competencies divided by the number of competencies. This however would have caused an overload of work as 

this data would have had to be manually entered in a data sheet,  which also would have been prone to errors. 

The other two options for measuring the variation were determining the standard deviation for three 

competencies, but as different competencies are used for the sales and management 360 assessments this option 

was dropped. The second option would be to calculate the spread of a score. 

𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 (𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛) = (𝐻𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑒𝑠𝑡 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑠𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑑 − 𝑙𝑜𝑤𝑒𝑠𝑡 𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒)  

𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑆𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 =  
∑ 𝑠𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑑 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛45

1

45
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 For example; Figure 8, the spread of an average of 5.8 follows from ratings varying from 3 to 7. The spread per 

competency and the overall spread can be calculated this way. The spread for this particular example would be: 

4. It was decided to use this operationalization.  

 

Figure 8: score per competency, per statement, per rater group 

4.3 Measures T2: Individual characteristics and reactions to feedback 

At T2 the perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness, intention to use, goal orientation and feedback orientation 

were measured in this 360 degree feedback setting. Not for every single construct a validated questionnaire or 

scale was available, and thus had to be developed for this study.  

The questionnaires were translated into Dutch for the purpose of this research. Once translated they were 

checked by a supervisor from Thomas Int. and the two TU/e supervisors. In the appendices the complete 

questionnaires are provided.  

Perceived accuracy  

To measure the respondents’ overall perceived accuracy of feedback, a scale was developed, as there was no 

single validated scale or questionnaire on individuals perceived accuracy of feedback or information in general. 

Brett & Atwater (2001) measured perceptions of accuracy of the participants with regard to who provided the 

feedback. Participants held different perceptions of accuracy of the feedback with regard to who provided the 

feedback. Therefore a question was included for the perceived accuracy per rater group, one for the supervisor, 

one for team members and for subordinates.  

In Stone & Stone's (1985) paper perceived feedback accuracy is measured with ten items. Only two items were 

listed their paper and therefore were used as reference for the development of my own questions. Three 

additional questions, next to the three per rater group, were created. One example question is “The feedback was 

an accurate evaluation of my performance”. The chronbach’s alpha of perceived accuracy was α = 0.89.  

Perceived usefulness 

The scale for perceived usefulness was a combination of the translated items from Brett & Atwater's (2001), one 

additional question and reformulated and translated items of the “utility” construct from the FOS scale. One 

example item is “The Thomas 360 report was useful to me”. 

After exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses of the perceived usefulness scale two distinct different 

perceived usefulness constructs were identified instead of one. The one factor model (χ
2
 = 194.2, df = 27, p = 
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.00, CFI = 0,818, RSMEA = 0.235 ) was not significant and less fitting to the data as two different constructs for 

usefulness (χ
2
 = 9.03, df = 8, p = .339, CFI = 0,998, RSMEA = 0.034).  

One construct, the three questions from Brett & Atwater's (2001), questions 1,2 and 3, measure the short term 

perceived usefulness of the feedback (α = 0.886). Where the last three questions of the utility scale, questions 7, 

8 and 9, measure usefulness of feedback in general in the long term (α = 0.897) .  

The first three questions referred to the usefulness of the report they received in terms of the information in the 

report as well as that the report may help them to analyze their competencies. The last three questions referred to 

feedback; being useful to perform better, being crucial to reach your goals and feedback being a tool to get 

higher in the organization.  

The initial model, including perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness (with all the nine questions loading on this 

construct) and intention to use had a good model fit (χ
2
 = 377.2, df = 202, p = .00, CFI = 0,913, RSMEA = 

0.088). But as was seen above, usefulness is composed of two different factors.  

The inclusion of both constructs (χ
2
 = 234,7, df = 145, p = .00, CFI = 0,932, RSMEA = 0.078 ) had a better fit 

than the model above. The inclusion of both terms however had a poorer fit than the inclusion of one single 

perceived usefulness term. Inclusion of the short term factor resulted in the following fit measures (χ
2
 = 156.3, df 

= 100, p = .00, CFI = 0,950, RSMEA = 0.071 ) where the long term resulted in (χ
2
 = 157.9, df = 100, p = .00, 

CFI = 0,950, RSMEA = 0.072 ). As the purpose of this research was to measure the short term, or direct 

perceived usefulness of the Thomas 360, only the first construct, Brett & Atwater's (2001) three questions were 

used for the remainder of this research to test the hypothesis. The second construct might be used for additional 

analyses or reference.  

Intention to use 

Linderbaum & Levy (2010) adapted intentions to use feedback from Smither, Wohlers, & London (1995) who 

measured intentions to change behavior. Steelman, Levy, & Snell (2004) developed the Feedback Environment 

Scale in which they mention individuals motivation to use feedback. Motivation to use feedback is explained as 

an individual’s desire to perform better using the feedback which is provided to the individual. Steelman, Levy, 

& Snell (2004) incorporated four items from Dorfman, Stephan, & Loveland (1986) who measured employees’ 

motivation to use the feedback provided for performance improvement. In Dorfman, Stephan, & Loveland 

(1986) the items used to measure motivation to use feedback referred to whether employees felt motivated to do 

their best, willingness to go beyond the expected and the extent to which they wanted to improve their 

performance as a result of the received feedback. The combination of these underlying facets formed the basis 

for the seven questions for the intentions to use feedback scale. The chronbach’s alpha of the intention to use 

scale was α = 0.898. An example item is “I intend to improve my competencies based on the Thomas 360”. 

Goal orientation scale 

As in Brett & Atwater's (2001) study, goal orientation was measured with VandeWalle's (1997) goal orientation 

measure. His instrument is suitable to assess individuals goal orientation in work settings. Individuals are asked 

to rate the 12 questions on a 7-point Likert-type scale which ranges from 1 ( strongly disagree ) to 7 ( strongly 

agree ). In the appendix these twelve questions are displayed. 
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An example item for learning goal orientation is: “I often loook for opportunities to develop new skills and 

knowledge”, the Cronbach’s alpha for learning goal orientation was α = 0.76. An example item for performance-

prove goal orientation is: “I like to show that I can perform better than my co-workers” the Cronbach’s alpha for 

performance prove α = 0.7. An example item for performance-avoid goal orientation is: “I prefer to avoid 

situation at work where I might perform poorly” and the Cronbach’s alpha for performance avoid was α= 0.67.  

Feedback orientation  

Linderbaum & Levy (2010) build on the theoretical article of London & Smither (2002) to try to develop a better 

understanding of individual differences that drive behavior related to feedback. The FOS incorporates utility, 

accountability, social awareness and feedback self-efficacy which have been shortly explained in the chapter 

about feedback orientation. Example questions for those four constructs in the same order are: “Feedback 

contributes to my success at work”, “I feel obligated to make changes based on feedback”, “Feedback lets me 

know how I am perceived by others”, and “I know I can handle the feedback that I receive”. 

Even though the second-order factor model (four constructs loading onto FO) is preferred as it fits the theoretical 

framework better, the first-order (twenty items loading onto FO) and second-order models fit the data equally 

well (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010). For ease of use  the first-order factor model will be used to compute the 

overall FOS scale for individuals. The Cronbach’s alpha of the total FOS was α = 0.86. 

Control variables  

As for this study the relevant predicting factors  are the outcomes of the multisource feedback there are some 

control variables which may have an effect on the results.  Individuals names’ were included in both of the 

questionnaires so the results of T1 can be coupled to the results of  T2. Individuals were asked to include their 

age and gender. Additionally they will be asked how long they have worked in their position as perceived 

experience may determine how individuals perceive feedback. 

 

One additional control variable which was included is the level of obligation or degree of voluntariness of taking 

part in this study. Before the start of this study this control variable was not intended to be measured. Once the 

results of the 360 had been manually entered into an excel file, it became obvious that the results for one group 

differed from the rest.  

For this group their manager believed that the 360 would give the participants points for improvement. He thus 

agreed to take part in the study with his whole department. Their report, the sales variant, did not completely fit 

their profession even though their manager figured that that assessment had a good enough match. It has to be 

noted that the reports were only sent to the recipients and not to the manager. 

As displayed in figure 8, nine 360’s were deleted from the sample, as their scores on one or more competencies 

were evaluated with “not observed”.  From the initial sample of this group (N=37), 25 cases remained in the 

final sample, as two second surveys were not submitted and one was incomplete.  

 

The manager of this groups sent me a list of evaluators per participant, where in contrast to the rest of the sample 

the participants could sent in their own list of evaluators. In all, this has likely represented a lower degree of 
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voluntary participation of this department’s employees, compared with the participants who participated on an 

individual basis.  

 

In the results the anova-analyses are included which show a significant difference between this group and the 

rest of the data, therefore the difference in groups is controlled for in the data analysis. The next chapter 

addresses how the data will be analyzed.  

4.4 Data analysis 

Although the questionnaires could only be submitted after they had been completely filled in, they were checked 

for completeness and correctness. For example, three individuals in the sample filled in the opposite gender, 

these were corrected for. Missing second surveys would lead to incomplete cases and therefore these were 

deleted. The data was also checked for outliers and if necessary data transformations were made so the variables 

will follow a normal distribution. For score, learning goal orientation, performance avoid goal orientation, 

perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness and intention to use a log transformation was performed. Using the log 

transformation either the test for normality was above .05 in the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test or the skewness was 

below two times the Std. Error. The original variable was also visually compared to the log-transformed variable 

to see if the latter followed a better normal distribution (Field, 2009).  

Factor analysis was used in order to define the underlying structure of the variables “perceived accuracy”, 

“perceived usefulness” and “intention to use”. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses are conducted in 

order to make sure the right items are used and discriminant validity is confirmed (Field, 2009; Pallant, 2005). 

As noted for the perceived usefulness scale in the measures chapter (4.3), three of the nine questions were used 

instead of all the nine items as this resulted in a better model fit. Also, reliability analyses of the scales were 

conducted. Cronbach’s alfa are displayed on the diagonal of Table 1. 

The collected data were analyzed and tested using IBM SPSS Statistics 22, more specifically multiple linear 

regression and an anova analysis were conducted for the proposed model (Field, 2009). Structural equation 

modeling (SEM) could not be used because of the relative small sample size (Muthén & Muthén, 2002). Amos 

for SPSS was used to perform the confirmatory factor analyses.  

The outcome variables were tested separately and not within the same analyses. Therefore multiple linear 

regression is a good technique to analyze the data as moderating and mediation effects can be investigated 

(Field, 2009). Additionally the PROCESS plugin by Hayes was used to test certain mediation and moderating 

effects (Hayes, 2017). The results of the analyses allowed me to answer the research question and accept or 

reject the hypotheses proposed.   

Multiple regression  

Multiple regression can be used to find relationships between one continuous dependent variable and a number 

of independent variables or predictors. At first I used standard multiple regression, or forced entry or enter as it 

is known for in SPSS (Field, 2009), in which all the independent variables are entered into the equation 

simultaneously in order to predict their relationship to the dependent variable. “Like hierarchical, this method 

relies on good theoretical reasons for including the chosen predictors, but unlike hierarchical the experimenter 
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makes no decision about the order in which variables are entered” (Field, 2009, p.212).  

With hierarchical modeling first the control variables (e.g. age) were entered into the model which would be 

followed by the main effects e.g. feedback scores, where later on any interaction effects can be included (e.g. 

goal orientation). My model was based on past research and extends the research which has been done, so I was 

able to use several models as a base since there was sufficient and sound theoretical literature on this subject. 

Field (2009) writes that after the initial forced entry analyses, the regression should be repeated but any variable 

which is not statistically redundant should be excluded for the second analyses. This approach can be used for a 

set of variables (in my case feedback score, discrepancy and variation) in order to find out the amount of 

variance that is explained by those three factors in a dependent variable (e.g. perceived accuracy) (Pallant, 2005). 

For most of the tests, when differences between groups are measured “one-way” anova analyses were used, 

additionally if only two groups are compared an independent samples t-test was used (Field, 2009; Pallant, 

2005).  

The following chapter, chapter 5, presents the results of tests and analyses that are performed on the gathered 

data. Chapter 5.1 addresses the correlations and mean scores of the variables. Next the preliminary analyses  are 

described followed by hypothesis testing is addressed. First the main effects will be presented followed by the 

moderating effects.  
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5. Results 

In this chapter the results of test and the analyses performed on the gathered data are presented.  In the first 

subchapter (5.1) the correlations between the variables which are predicted to be associated are presented. After 

the correlations, the performed analyses to test the hypotheses are reported. First the main effects will be 

presented, then the moderating effects. The last part of this chapter covers some additional analyses as some 

contradicting results were found. 

5.1 Correlations and mean scores 

In Table 1the relevant variables are displayed along with their range of scores, means, standard deviations as 

well as the intercorrelations. With regard to the means, the individuals score as well as the self-evaluation score 

are fairly high, on a 7-point Likert scale, M=5,10 and M=5,14 respectively. Those two result in a very low mean 

score of the discrepancies M= - 0,05. The mean of the samples spread is M = 2,23 which indicates that there is 

on average a good amount of interrater variance in score.  

It is interesting to note that the spread of scores is only related to the degree of voluntariness of participants, that 

gender is related to the perceived usefulness of the report and that experience is only negative significant 

correlated performance avoid GO (-0.21*). Age had no significant correlation with any of the outcome variables,  

this is also the case for the spread. 

 

The mean scores of the goal orientations differ which is in line with VandeWalle (2001). As stated before for 

learning GO M = 5,71, performance-prove GO M = 4,33 and for performance-avoid M = 2,64, for this sample 

on average individuals hold a very high learning goal orientation and fairly low performance-avoid orientation.  

 

The individuals in the sample also scored high on feedback orientation, M=5,32, SD = 0,55. Feedback 

orientation is significantly correlated to perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness (short and long term) and 

intention to use. As predicted in Hypothesis 28, FO is positively correlated to learning goal orientation (0.45**). 

FO is also correlated to performance prove GO (0.34**).  

Feedback orientation is positively correlated with 8 constructs, learning GO is positively related to the same 

eight constructs and additionally negatively correlated to avoidance GO (-0.22*). Feedback orientation on 

average loads 0.1 higher for all the eight constructs except for the average self-score.  

 

Perceived accuracy is the only dependent variable that is positive significant correlated to the sign of the 

feedback. Short term usefulness is positively related to the average received score and negatively related to 

gender (indicating that woman perceived their feedback as less useful) where the longer term usefulness is not. 

Both short and long term usefulness are almost equally correlated to the intention to use the feedback report. 

Long term usefulness is positively correlated with performance prove GO where the short term usefulness is not, 

long term usefulness is also more strongly correlated to FO and learning GO.  
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Table 1: intercorrelation of constructs   

 Construct Range Mean SD. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

1. Score "1-7" 5,10 0,43 1                                

2. Self-Score "1-7" 5,14 0,56 -,018 1                              

3. Discrepancy  "1-7" -0,05 0,71 ,609
**
 -,802

**
 1                            

4. FB Sign “0-1” 0.491 0.50 ,554
**
 -,566

**
 ,777

**
 1                          

5. Spread "1-6" 2,23 0,52 -,106 ,060 -,098 -,149 1                        

6. Gender "1-2" 1,47 0,50 ,020 -,071 ,072 ,071 -,174 1                      

7. Feedback 
Orientation 

"1-7" 5,32 0,55 ,314
**
 ,288

**
 -,040 -,030 -,032 -,033 0,859                    

8. Learn-GO "1-7" 5,71 0,77 ,279
**
 ,352

**
 -,108 -,178 -,020 -,134 ,453

**
 0,764                  

9. Prove-GO "1-7" 4,33 1,12 -,002 ,198
*
 -,154 -,081 -,001 -,095 ,338

**
 ,259

**
 0,7                

10. Avoid-GO "1-7" 2,64 0,92 -,099 ,119 -,154 -,076 ,057 ,047 -,011 -,223
*
 ,137 0,672              

11. Per. ACC "1-7" 5,14 0,77 ,585
**
 ,086 ,279

**
 ,305

**
 -,065 -,121 ,331

**
 ,237

*
 -,002 -,050 0,887            

12. Per. USE "1-7" 5,19 1,00 ,243
**
 ,180 ,007 ,010 ,180 -,321

**
 ,322

**
 ,191

*
 ,176 ,033 ,456

**
 0,886          

13. Per. USE 
Long 

"1-7" 4,27 1,22 ,168 ,204
*
 -,065 -,057 -,049 -,145 ,461

**
 ,313

**
 ,366

**
 ,073 ,325

**
 ,549

**
 0,897        

14. ITU "1-7" 4,82 0,93 ,209
*
 ,191

*
 -,025 -,024 ,087 -,135 ,430

**
 ,319

**
 ,279

**
 ,079 ,295

**
 ,601

**
 ,662

**
 0,898      

15. Experience "1-7" 5,51 1,23 ,082 -,043 ,097 ,109 ,126 -,116 -,011 ,142 -,020 -,208
*
 ,049 ,049 -,076 -,029 1    

16. Degree of 
voluntariness 

"1-4" 1,67 1,25 -,360
**
 ,043 -,251

**
 -,183 -,365

**
 ,351

**
 -,064 -,143 -,021 -,073 -,312

**
 -,385

**
 -,050 -,151 ,048 1  

17. Age “26-64” 47,6 10,1 -,051 ,160 -,161 -,082 -,005 -,017 -,015 -,129 -,066 -,164 -,004 ,069 ,008 ,071 ,105 ,435
**
 1 

N = 112, * P <.05,. ** P < .01 (2-tailed). The Cronbach Alpha’s are displayed on the diagonal. The correlations for Log-transformed variables are displayed for 1, 8, 10-14.   
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5.2  Preliminary analyses 

In order to find the unique contribution of each independent variable, moderator or mediator towards the total 

variation in the dependent variable, multiple linear regression analyses were performed.  

Before the hypotheses could be tested and discussed some preliminary analyses had to be done. The expected 

control variables had to be tested towards the outcome variables for instance. Age and gender were expected to 

have an significant effect on (either) perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness and intention to use. Age was not 

significantly related to any of the dependent constructs, gender however is negatively and significantly 

correlated to perceived usefulness. This indicates that males score higher on perceived usefulness than females. 

An independent samples t-test the revealed a difference between males (M= 5,47 , SD= 0,91) and females (M= 

4,87 , SD= 1,00; t(110)=3,32 , p=.001).   

Gender thus has to be controlled for in the regression analyses. Gender was added in the first step of hierarchical 

regression analyses but only had an effect on the perceived usefulness and not on perceived accuracy and 

intention to use and therefore gender is only added into the equation when a regression analyses was performed 

for perceived usefulness. As explained in the paragraph on control variables (4.3) the degree of voluntariness had 

to be included, as it turned out that participants for this study had been selected in two different ways, either on 

completely voluntary basis or at the request of the manager of the department (who also selected the evaluators 

per employee). Another differentiating factor was the difference in test, sales versus leadership. An independent 

samples t-test was performed between the group who did not participate on complete voluntary basis (N=25) 

versus the rest of the sample (N=87) and the total of the sales group (N=32) versus leadership group (N=80). The 

results are shown in Tables 2 and 3. 

Table 2: Independent samples t-test of completely voluntary vs. manager selected on outcome variables. NB. Log 

transformed results are presented 

Voluntary VS Manager selected 
N Mean SD t 

 
df 

 
p 

Perceived Accuracy Voluntary 87 -,42 ,12    

Manager selected 25 -,51 ,10 3,449 110 ,001 

Perceived Usefulness Voluntary 87 -,39 ,15    

Manager selected 25 -,53 ,12 4,370 110 ,000 

Intention to use Voluntary 87 -,47 ,13    

Manager selected 25 -,52 ,13 1,604 110 ,112 

 
Table 3: Independent samples t-test of  sales VS Leadership 360 on outcome variables. N.B. Log transformed results 

are presented. 

Leadership VS Sales  
N Mean SD t 

 
df 

 
p 

Perceived Accuracy Leadership 80 -,42 ,12    

Sales 32 -,49 ,11 2,901 110 ,004 

Perceived Usefulness Leadership 80 -,39 ,14    

Sales 32 -,51 ,15 3,797 110 ,000 

Intention to use Leadership 80 -,47 ,13    

Sales 32 -,51 ,13 1,495 110 ,138 

 

For both the completely voluntary vs. manager selected groups, and for the leadership vs. sales report, significant 

differences were found  for perceived accuracy and perceived usefulness, this was not the case for intention to 
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use. The group that did not participate on a voluntary basis (N=25) was a large part of the sales sample (N = 32). 

Additionally, the self-selected versus manager selected group caused a bigger difference for the two outcome 

variables. The degree of voluntariness therefore will serve as a control variable within the sample. This group 

serves as a better control variable as the roll-out of the 360 unintentionally slightly differed as discussed in the 

control variable paragraph.  

5.3 Hypothesis testing 

Below the hypotheses, which are discussed in chapter 3, will be tested and the results will be presented. This 

chapter will follow the same structure as the hypothesis development. First the main effects will be addressed 

followed by the moderating effects. Some additional analyses are provided at the end of this chapter.  

Main effects 

Under the main effects the four independent variables are discussed. Outcomes of the regression analyses are 

provided in text, only for significant relationships the outcome tables are provided. As stated before, for 

perceived accuracy the degree of voluntariness is controlled for  (β = -0.31, p < .001) and is added in the first 

step of the regression. For perceived usefulness, gender and the degree of voluntariness are added in the first step 

of the regression, (β = -0.21, p < .05 and β = -0.31, p < .001, respectively). In Table 4 the findings of the main 

hypothesized relationships are provided.  

Table 4: Summary of main effects 

Description Hypothesis Finding 

Score   

Higher score  Feedback perceived as more accurate  H1 Yes 

Higher score  Feedback perceived as less useful H2a No 

Higher score  Feedback perceived as more accurate  Feedback perceived as more useful H3 Yes 

Higher score  Lower intention to use feedback H4 Higher 

intentions 

Feedback sign   

Positive feedback  Feedback perceived as more accurate H5 Yes 

Positive feedback  Feedback perceived as less useful H6a No 

Positive feedback  Feedback perceived as more accurate  Feedback perceived as more useful H7 Yes 

Positive feedback  Lower intention to use feedback H8 No 

Feedback discrepancies   

More positive discrepancies  Feedback perceived as more accurate H9 Yes 

More positive discrepancies  Feedback perceived as less useful H10 No 
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More positive discrepancies  Feedback perceived as more accurate  Feedback perceived as more 

useful 

H11 Yes 

More positive discrepancies  Lower intention to use feedback H12a No 

Absolute discrepancy size   

Larger absolute discrepancy size  weaker relationship between feedback sign and perceived 

accuracy  

H13 No 

Larger absolute discrepancy size  stronger relationship between feedback sign and perceived 

usefulness 

H14 No 

Larger absolute discrepancy size  stronger relationship between feedback sign and intention to use H15 No 

Interrater variation   

Larger interrater variation  Feedback perceived as less accurate  H16 Yes 

Larger interrater variation  Feedback perceived as less useful H17 No 

Larger interrater variation  Feedback perceived as less accurate  Feedback perceived as less 

useful 

H18 Yes 

Larger interrater variation  Lower intention to use feedback H19 No 

 

First the relationship of the received score to the dependent variables are provided. 

Score 

Hypotheses 1 to 4 apply to the independent variable score. The first hypothesis predicted a positive relationship 

between the received score and the perceived accuracy. The results of the linear regression indicated that 

perceived accuracy is significantly influenced by the received score (β = 0.54, p < .001), and thus confirms that 

individuals who receive higher scores perceive their feedback as more accurate (H1), see Table 5. 

Table 5: relation between feedback score and perceived accuracy 

Accuracy B SE Beta t Sig. 

 

R
2 

 R
2
 

change 

 

F 

degree of voluntariness -,029 ,008 -,312 -3,449 ,001 ,098 ,098 11,89** 

Score 1,018 ,155 ,543 6,586 ,000 ,354 ,257 43,38** 

 

Hypothesis 2 predicted a negative relationship between the received score and perceived usefulness but this was 

not confirmed (β = 0.161, p = .087). Even if the direct path is not significant there could be a significant 

mediation process, which means that H3, feedback score mediated by perceived accuracy to perceived 

usefulness, can still be tested (Hayes, 2017). 

 

Using Process no significant direct effect was found but a significant mediation effect was present. The direct 

effect was not significant which means that this effect represents an indirect-only mediation effect (Hayes, 2017; 

Zhao, Lynch Jr, & Chen, 2010). 
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As can be seen in figure 9 below, the direct effect of score to perceived usefulness ( .40, se.=.23,  p = .09),  is 

not significant but the indirect effect is significant as X (feedback score) to M (perceived accuracy) and M to Y 

(perceived usefulness) are significant (a = .1.05** and b = .53** respectively). This indirect effect tells us that 

“two cases that differ by one unit on X are estimated to differ by ab units, i.e. 1.05* .53 = .56, on Y as a result of 

the effect of X on M which, in turn, affects Y” (Hayes, 2017, p.86).  

The indirect effect of X on Y is 0.56 and is significant as the bootstrap interval does not include zero (LLCI = 

.29, ULCI = .87), H3 can thus be confirmed. Score is thus meditated by perceived accuracy to perceived 

usefulness. In this process both control variables, gender (-.07, p < .05) as well as degree of voluntariness (-.03, 

p <.05), have a significant direct effect on the perceived usefulness. 

 

Figure 9: Mediation process of feedback score. N.B. c’= direct effect, c= total effect.  

Hypothesis 4 predicted that lower scores had a positive effect on the intention to use, thus a negative relation was 

predicted. A positive β is received from the  regression and therefore hypothesis 4 is not supported (β = 0.21, p 

< .05).  

Feedback Sign & Feedback discrepancy 

Hypothesis 5 to 15 apply to the independent variables feedback sign and feedback discrepancy. Hypothesis 5 

predicted a positive relationship between feedback sign and perceived accuracy. The regression analyses 

confirms this hypothesized relationship (β = 0.26, p < .01), see Table 6. Positive feedback, in this research 

determined by whether the overall discrepancies (i.e. other ratings are higher than own ratings) are bigger than or 

equal to zero, is perceived as more accurate.  

Table 6: relation between feedback sign and perceived accuracy 

Accuracy B SE Beta t Sig. 

 

R
2 

 R
2
 

change 

 

F 

Degree of voluntariness -,029 ,008 -,312 -3,449 ,001 ,098 ,098 11,89** 

Sign ,060 ,021 ,256 2,867 ,005 ,145 ,063 8,22** 

 

For hypothesis 6a, no significant relation was found (β = -0.034, p = .7), i.e. whether the feedback is positive or 

negative has no significant effect on perceived usefulness of feedback.  In the Figure 10 below, the direct effect 

of feedback sign to perceived usefulness ( -.01, p > .7),  is not significant but the indirect effect is significant as 

X (feedback sign) to M (perceived accuracy) and M to Y (perceived usefulness) are significant (a = .06** and b 

= .53** respectively).  

1,05** 

(.16) 

 

,53** 

(.13) 

 
c’= -,16 

(.25) 

 c = ,40 

(.23) 
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The indirect effect of X on Y is 0.03 and is significant as the bootstrap interval does not include zero (LLCI = 

.01, ULCI = .06). H7 can thus be confirmed, however the effect is very weak! Perceived accuracy does mediate 

the relation between feedback sign and perceived usefulness even though the effect is very small.  

In this process both control variables, gender (-.06, p < .05) as well as degree of voluntariness ( -.04, p <.05), 

have a significant direct effect on the perceived usefulness. 

 

 

Figure 10: Mediation process of feedback sign. N.B. c’= direct effect, c= total effect. 

Hypothesis 8 predicted that discrepancy sign would be negatively related to intention to use, however as no 

significant result was obtained from the regression analysis, H8 has to be rejected (β = -0.024, p = .8). 

 

The magnitude of the feedback discrepancy (H9), see Table 7, (β = .21, p < .05) has a positive effect on 

perceived accuracy, therefore H9 can be accepted. So as discrepancies move negative to positive the feedback is 

perceived as more accurate. The magnitude of the feedback discrepancy (H10a) (β = -.062,  p = .5) has no 

significant effect on perceived usefulness. Following Hayes (2017), this allows to test the proposed  mediation 

process (H11). 

 

Table 7: relation between feedback discrepancy and perceived accuracy 

Accuracy B SE Beta t Sig. 

 

R
2 

 R
2
 

change 

 

F 

Degree of voluntariness -,029 ,008 -,312 -3,449 ,001 ,098 ,098 11,89** 

Feedback discrepancy ,035 ,015 ,214 2,330 ,022 ,140 ,043 5,43* 

 

As with feedback sign, H11, the mediating effect of perceived accuracy on the relationship between feedback 

discrepancy and perceived usefulness can be confirmed, as can be seen in the Figure 11 below. Perceived 

accuracy does mediate the relation between feedback discrepancy and perceived usefulness even though the 

effect is very small (ab = .02, LLCI = .004, ULCI = .04). In this process both control variables, gender (= -.06, p 

< .05) as well as degree of voluntariness (= -.04, p <.05), have a significant direct effect on the perceived 

usefulness. 

Hypothesis 12, that stated the magnitude of the feedback discrepancy would have a negative relationship to 

perceived usefulness cannot be confirmed as the relation was not significant (β = .017,  p = .8).  

 

,06** 

(.02) 

 

,54** 

(.12) 

 
c’=  -,04 

(.03) 

 c= -,01 

(.02) 
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Figure 11: Mediation process of feedback discrepancy. N.B. c’= direct effect, c= total effect. 

Discrepancies included the magnitude of the discrepancy in a positive or negative sense, where feedback sign 

only was a categorical variable.  

To conclude whether the feedback sign or the discrepancies determine a recipients perceived accuracy, perceived 

usefulness or intentions to use his or her feedback the absolute magnitude of the discrepancy is included as a 

moderator variable. 

The absolute discrepancy size was placed as a moderator on the relation between the feedback sign and 

perceived accuracy (H13), perceived usefulness (H14), and intention to use (H15). However none of these 

hypothesis was significant using Process for the moderating effects (Hayes, 2017).  

Even though feedback sign and discrepancies are only significant to accuracy: Sign has a larger Beta, larger R
2
 

and the discrepancy size does not show any moderating effect to perceived usefulness. These results seem to 

indicate that feedback sign in this study explains more variance in perceived accuracy than discrepancies 

between other and self-scores do. 

This leaves the parabolic effects, h10b and h12b. In order to determine a parabolic effect the quadratic term of 

feedback discrepancies has to be included in the next step of hierarchical linear regression. The quadratic term 

was not significant (β = -0,05, p = .6) for perceived usefulness (h10b). The parabolic effect (h12b) was also not 

significant with regards to intention to use (β = 0,05, p = .59). Thus, in this sample there is no parabolic relation 

between feedback discrepancies and perceived usefulness or intentions to use.  

Spread 

Hypothesis 16 to 19 apply to the independent variable spread (i.e. interrater variation). The first hypothesis H16 

predicted a negative relationship between the spread and the perceived accuracy. As the variation between rates 

gets bigger, the perceived accuracy of the feedback is assumed to decrease, the results confirm this hypothesis (β 

= -.21, p < .05), see Table 8.  

Table 8: relation between spread and perceived accuracy 

Accuracy B SE Beta t Sig. 

 

R
2 

 R
2
 

change 

 

F 

Degree of voluntariness -,029 ,008 -,312 -3,449 ,001 ,098 ,098 11,89** 

Spread -,047 ,022 -,207 -2,160 ,033 ,135 ,037 4,67* 

 

For H17, the relation between spread and perceived usefulness, no significant result was obtained (β = 0,035, p 

= .70), however the mediation process via perceived accuracy is significant.   

,53** 

(.11) 

 
c’= -,03 

(.02) 

 c= -,01 

(.02) 

 

,04 * 

(.02) 
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As with H7 and H11, Figure 12 shows that effect is very small but significant (ab = -.02, LLCI = -.05, ULCI = -

.004), indicating that H18 can be confirmed. In this process both control variables, gender ( -.07, p < .05) as well 

as degree of voluntariness ( -.04, p <.01), have a significant direct effect on the perceived usefulness. 

 

Figure 12: Mediation process of feedback spread. N.B. c’= direct effect, c= total effect. 

The spread also has no significant relationship to intention to use feedback (H19) (β = ,09, p = .4).  

 

Moderating effects 

None of the independent variables had a significant direct relationship with perceived usefulness. Using Process 

none of the moderating effects was significant (Field, 2009; Hayes, 2017; Kenny, 2018). The results are 

summarized below in Table 9. For experience this pertained to hypothesis 2b, 6b and 9c. Also the expected 

moderation effects of goal orientation, H20, H21, H22, and H23, turned out to be not significant. 

Feedback orientation was also expect to influence the relation of the independent variables to perceived accuracy 

(H27a, H27b, H27c) neither of these moderating effects was significant using Process (Hayes, 2017). 

Table 9: Summary of moderating effects  

Description Hypothesis Finding 

Experience   

Higher experience  stronger relationship between score and perceived usefulness H2b No 

Higher experience  stronger relationship between negative feedback and perceived usefulness   H6b No 

Higher experience  stronger relationship between negative discrepancies and perceived usefulness   H9c No 

Learning goal orientation (L-GO)   

Higher levels of L-GO  weaker relationship between feedback score and perceived usefulness H20a No 

Higher levels of L-GO  weaker relationship between negative feedback and perceived usefulness   H21a No 

Higher levels of L-GO  weaker relationship between feedback discrepancy and perceived usefulness   H22a No 

Higher levels of L-GO  positive relationship between interrater variation and perceived usefulness H23a No 

Performance prove goal orientation (PP-GO)   

Higher levels of PP-GO  weaker relationship between feedback score and perceived usefulness H20b No 

,52** 

(.11) 

 
c’= ,03 

(.03) 

 c= ,01 

(.03) 

 

-,05* 

(.02) 
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Higher levels of PP-GO  weaker relationship between negative feedback and perceived usefulness   H21b No 

Higher levels of PP-GO  weaker relationship between feedback discrepancy and perceived usefulness H22b No 

Higher levels of PP-GO  stronger relationship between interrater variation and perceived usefulness H23b No 

Performance avoid goal orientation (PA-GO)   

Higher levels of PA-GO  stronger relationship between feedback score and perceived usefulness H20c No 

Higher levels of PA-GO  stronger relationship between negative feedback and perceived usefulness   H21c No 

Higher levels of PA-GO  stronger relationship between feedback discrepancy and perceived usefulness H22c No 

Higher levels of PA-GO  stronger relationship between interrater variation and perceived usefulness H23c No 

Feedback orientation   

Higher feedback orientation  Higher perceived accuracy H24 Yes 

Higher feedback orientation  Higher perceived usefulness H25 Yes 

Higher feedback orientation  Higher intention to use   H26 Yes 

Higher feedback orientation  weaker relationship from feedback score to perceived accuracy H27a No 

Higher feedback orientation  weaker relationship from feedback discrepancy to perceived accuracy H27b No 

Higher feedback orientation  weaker relationship from variation between raters to perceived accuracy H27c No 

 

Next to the hypothesized moderating effects of feedback orientation, feedback orientation was also hypothesized 

to have a direct effect on the dependent variables.  

Feedback orientation 

Feedback orientation was hypothesized to have a positive direct effect on perceived accuracy (H24), a positive 

direct effect on perceived usefulness (H25) and positive direct effect on the intention to use the feedback (H26). 

Results indicate that individual’s level of feedback orientation also led to higher perceived accuracy of the 

feedback (β = 0,312, p < .01), Table 10, Hypothesis 24 is supported. Results indicated that perceived usefulness 

is only significantly influenced by an individual’s level of feedback orientation (β = 0,296, p < .01) when 

controlled for gender and difference between groups. As hypothesized, feedback orientation has a positive direct 

effect on the  perceived usefulness, see Table 11, which implies that individuals who hold a higher feedback 

orientation perceived the provided feedback as more useful. The same applies to hypothesis 26 (β = 0,430, p < 

.01): higher levels of feedback orientation lead to higher levels of intention to use, see Table 12. 

Table 10: relation between Feedback Orientation and perceived accuracy 

Accuracy B SE Beta t Sig. 

 

R
2 

 R
2
 

change 

 

F 

Degree of voluntariness -,029 ,008 -,312 -3,449 ,001 ,098 ,098 11,89** 

FO ,067 ,018 ,312 3,622 ,000 ,195 ,097 13,1** 
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Table 11: relation between Feedback Orientation and perceived usefulness 

Perceived usefulness B SE Beta t Sig. 

 

R
2 

 R
2
 

change 

 

F 

Gender -,065 ,028 -,213 -2,305 ,023    

Degree of voluntariness -,038 ,011 -,310 -3,363 ,001 ,188 ,188 12,58** 

FO ,083 ,023 ,296 3,609 ,000 ,275 ,087 13,0** 

 

Table 12: relation between Feedback Orientation and Intention To Use 

Intention to use B SE Beta t Sig. 

 

R
2 

 R
2
 

change 

 

F 

FO ,102 ,020 ,430 4,989 ,000 ,184 ,184 24,9** 

 

As none of the direct hypothesized paths to perceived usefulness were significant, some additional exploratory 

analyses have been performed. 

5.4 Exploratory analyses 

There might have been a possibility that feedback characteristics interact with each other, therefore interaction 

analyses are performed. Additionally, as feedback and goal orientation are strongly correlated, additional 

analyses were performed to see which factor was the better predictor with regards to the outcome variables. But 

first, as all the independent variables were not significantly related to perceived usefulness but they were 

significantly mediated via perceived accuracy there might be a mediation process occurring to intention to use 

via perceived usefulness as well. 

Double mediation 

As a negative relationship between score and intention to use feedback also was hypothesized (H14) and a 

positive relationship was significant there might be a mediation process occurring as well (β = 0,21, p < .05). 

The mediation process could follow two paths, via accuracy or via usefulness, or both at the same time. We 

know that X to M2 (perceived usefulness) is significant and is mediated by M1 (perceived accuracy) which is 

explained above (H3). 

If X, M1 and M2 are added into the equation at the same time only usefulness remains significant. This indicates 

that there is no partial mediation, either via X or one of the mediators, but complete mediation is following both 

mediators from score to intention to use, the path thus follows X  M1  M2  Y. 

 

c, the total effect of X (score) on Y (intention to use) was 0,41 (se. = .21, p = .053), via Process with both control 

variables included. Also here an no significant direct effect was found but a significant mediation effect may be 

present, which would lead to indirect-only mediation effect (Hayes, 2017; Zhao et al., 2010).  

The direct effect of X on Y via Process model 6 c’ =,21 ( se. = .21, p = .29). As the total and direct effects are 

not significant, indirect only mediation is happening. Figure 13 below shows the outcomes of the regression 
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analyses using model 6 of Process with Score (X), Perceived Accuracy (M1), Perceived Usefulness (M2), and 

Intention To Use (Y) when controlled for both control variables are displayed.  

 

 

Figure 13: Double mediation from score to intention to use. N.B. c’= direct effect, c= total effect. 

 

The only significant path is the path is via the two mediators. This can be explained by the individual path 

coefficients as those are the only significant relations. The indirect of X on Y is .30 with LLCI = .15, ULCI = .5. 

No partial mediation effect or direct effect from the independent variable (score) to the dependent variable (ITU) 

is significant (Hayes, 2017; Preacher & Kelley, 2011; Zhao et al., 2010). This effect is also present for feedback 

sign (a1 d21 b2 = .02, LLCI = .005, ULCI = .03), feedback discrepancy (a1 d21 b2 = .01, LLCI = .002, ULCI = 

.02), and spread (a1 d21 b2 =- .01, LLCI = -.03, ULCI = .002), even though they are significant they are 

extremely weak! 

Interaction effects  

The next analyses performed were to see if the variables had a direct effect to the dependent variables, not on 

their own as hypothesized but in interaction. When perceived usefulness was controlled for the degree of 

voluntariness gender, and the inclusion of score and feedback discrepancies both became significant but their 

interaction term did not, see Figure 14. Score still has a positive relationship (β = 0,29, p = .011)  but the 

discrepancies had a negative relationship (β = -0,23, p < .05)  as was hypothesized (H13a).  

 

Figure 14: Interaction effects of feedback score and feedback discrepancies on percieved usefulness. 

The same is happening for intention to use, see Figure 15, the received score and discrepancies both had a 

significant relation (β = 0,36, p < .01, β = -0,23, p < .05, respectively), and their interaction term was not 

significant. Hypothesis 17a by itself is not confirmed but when the score is added into the regression at the same 

β = 0,29* 

β = -0,23* 

d21 = 

,53**  

(.13) 

 

β = -0,07 

p = .42 

C’=,21 

(.21) 

 

a2 = -,16 

(.26) 

 

b1 = -,02 

(.11) 

 

a1 = 1,05** 

(.15) 

 

b2 = ,54 ** 

(.08) 

 

C= ,41 

(.21) 
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time the discrepancies have a significant relation to the intention to use of feedback. As the feedback discrepancy 

is getting more negative, individuals intend to use their feedback more. 

 

Figure 15: Interaction effects of feedback score and feedback discrepancies on intention to use. 

 If score and discrepancies are included at the same time trying to explain the outcome variables than higher 

scores and bigger negative discrepancies lead to higher usefulness and intentions. The fact that higher scores 

lead to higher levels of usefulness or higher levels of intention to use is explained by mediation. The negative 

discrepancies in this case do lead recipients to perceive a need to change and use their feedback to help them to 

improve their competencies or performance.  

Correlations 

Bivariate relations can be drawn from the correlation Table 1. One correlation in this sample which draws 

attention is that as experience increases those individuals tend to hold a lower performance avoid goal 

orientation which indicates that those individuals are less concerned with looking bad by poor performance and 

are potentially less afraid of negative feedback.  

Performance prove orientation is only positively related to the usefulness of the feedback in the long run and 

intentions to use feedback. This can be explained by the fact that individuals who hold a high performance prove 

orientation believe that feedback may help them to improve their performances and therefore show their 

competence. 

The hypothesized moderating effects of all goal orientations were all not significant. However learning goal 

orientation was positively correlated with perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness on long and short term and 

intention to use. This also holds for feedback orientation. This, however, is to be explained as learning goal 

orientation and feedback orientation are pretty strongly correlated. If L-GO and FO both are added in a linear 

regression feedback orientation is the only independent variable that remains significant. With regards to 

perceived accuracy (β = 0,28, p < .01), perceived usefulness (β = 0,3, p < .01), and intention to use (β = 0,36, p 

< .01). 

If feedback orientation, learning goal orientation and received score are added into the regression at the same 

time, then the received score is the only variable that remains significant with regards to accuracy (β = 0,5, p < 

.01), feedback orientation is the only variable that remains significant with regards to perceived usefulness (β = 

0,29, p < .01)   and intention to use (β = 0,35, p < .01). 

β = 0,36** 

β = -0,23* 

β = 0,07 

p = .47 
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If FO and score are the two predicting variables than score is only significant in relation to accuracy (β = 0,55, p 

< .01), FO was significant with all three (β = 0,16, p < .01, β = 0,28, p < .01, β = 0,4, p < .01 respectively). If 

L-GO and score are the two predicting variables than score explains the perceived accuracy (β = 0,55, p < .01), 

and L-GO explains ITU (β = 0,26, p < .01).  

The received score thus plays a large and dominant role with the perceived accuracy of a recipient, where as 

any of the orientations plays a role to the perceived usefulness and intention to use where FO has a larger 

explanatory value than learning goal orientation has. 

However holding higher levels of both orientations may not directly lead to a higher score, this process is most 

likely effected by several other processes. E.g. individuals who hold higher levels of feedback orientation are 

perceived by others as more competent and therefor may receive a higher score.  

Individuals who hold higher levels of  either of the above personality traits also received higher scores from their 

feedback assessors. Button, Mathieu, & Zajac (1996) also found this relation with regards received grades.  As 

LGO and FO give cause for higher scores as well as higher values of the dependent variables, one therefore 

could call the relationship between these personality traits and the outcome variables as cofounding variables 

(Hayes, 2017).  

The next chapter discusses the results to the hypothesized relationships which are described in this chapter. First 

the limitations of this research will be addressed, followed by the theoretical and practical implications. Next the 

recommendations for Thomas International will be provided and opportunities for future research will be listed.   
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6. Discussion and conclusion 

In order to answer the research question, “which feedback characteristics and which individual characteristics 

influence recipients reactions to multisource feedback?”, individuals’ perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness 

and intentions to use the feedback were studied. These variables are predecessors to actual performance change 

or improvements and serve as recipients’ reactions to multisource feedback as this study is time limited (Atwater 

et al., 2007; Brett & Atwater, 2001; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). 

This research is made possible by Thomas International (TI) who have provided the resources and tool to 

perform this study. The 360 tool of Thomas Int. includes feedback about nine competencies and is filled out by 

the recipient him/ herself, at least one supervisor, at least two colleagues and at least two subordinates. Using 

TI’s 360-degree tool, characteristics such as feedback score, and the interrater variation are accounted for. These 

are characteristics that have been shown to influence recipients’ reactions to feedback (Audia & Locke, 2004; 

Bono & Colbert, 2005; Brett & Atwater, 2001; DeNisi & Kluger, 2000; Ilgen & Davis, 2000; Kluger & DeNisi, 

1996; London & Smither, 1995; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005; Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004).  

Individual characteristics such as goal orientation are included in this study as well, as  Brett & Atwater (2001) 

failed to prove a relationship which might had to do with their sample that only included students who were a 

part of an educational experience. Feedback orientation is also included as this factor may have an effect on the 

perceived outcomes of the recipient and as this factor has only been included in a theoretical model (Smither, 

London, & Reilly, 2005). Experience is included as a moderator (Finkelstein & Fishbach, 2012), as this factor 

may mitigate the negative effects of negative feedback. This research and the Thomas360 are presented as a 

developmental opportunity for each individual who took part in this study. The individuals who were contacted 

for this research agreed to take part on a voluntary basis except for one group.  

The feedback characteristics that can be derived from the 360 report, score, feedback sign, feedback 

discrepancies and interrater variation serve as independent variables for which relations are hypothesized to the 

dependent variables. The main findings are displayed in Figure 16, for more detailed see the results section. 

 

Figure 16: relationships of research model, presented values are β’s. N.B. if the regression was performed with the group who 

participated on a voluntary basis (N=87) only three independent variables increased marginally to perceived accuracy. All the 

dependent variables are controlled for gender and difference in groups. 

 ,53**. 

59** (N=87)   

 ,26**  

,35** (N=87) 

 ,21* 

,30** (N87) 

-,21*  

,37**  ,65**  

,31**  ,42**  ,30**  
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Before the theoretical and practical implication are described the limitations of this research are addressed.  

6.1  Limitations 

Before this research was started it was believed that it would be easy to generate a lot of input, i.e. participants. 

However, even providing a free 360 degree feedback report did not trigger many direct responses. Therefore one 

of the limitations of this research is the fairly small sample size. Researchers’ have to consider this before 

starting a study on multi-source feedback as it is an very intensive as well as extensive project. The 360 report 

has to be completely filled in by at least six people in this study (could be fewer or more in other studies) and an 

additional follow up questionnaire additionally had to be completed before one participant’s outcome could be 

used. Researchers are thus restricted by the companies and employees who are taking part in the study. 

With regards to this research, as it was presented as a developmental opportunity for employees, most of the 

participants took part on their own initiative, which may be unrepresentative for organizational practice. The 

sample may be skewed in terms of higher learning goal and higher levels of feedback orientation. However  the 

mean of learning goal orientation (M = 5,71), the performance-prove (M = 4,33), and the performance-avoid 

goal orientation (M =2,64) is do not differ so much from Brett & Atwater (2001) (M = 6,22, M = 5,04, M = 3,30, 

respectively).  

Due to time limitations was the interrater variation was measured by calculating the spread, where the variance 

or standard deviation might have led to different values. Another limitation was the number of questionnaires, in 

order to keep the response rate as high as possible the smallest possible number of questionnaires were sent. 

Otherwise individual characteristics would have been measured before individuals received their feedback.  

Experience had no significant effect as in this sample over 80% believed they were experienced. A sample with 

a more diverse level of experience might have produced different results.  

Individuals in this research were simply provided with the report once it was completed. They were asked to 

form their own perceptions of the report. They might have discussed the results with others but the researcher 

had no insight in whether they did or not. The researcher also had no insight in the amount of time an individual 

invested in the evaluation of his or her report. 

6.2 Theoretical implications 

Previous research has indicated that the received score, feedback discrepancies, feedback sign or feedback 

characteristics in general would have an effect on the reactions of the recipient (Brett & Atwater, 2001; London 

& Smither, 1995; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). The fact that in this study the feedback characteristics only 

have an effect on recipients’ perceived accuracy of feedback which mediates the effects of the feedback 

characteristics has not been addressed before. The feedback characteristics had no significant direct relationship 

to perceived usefulness or intention to use. Their effects follow an indirect-only mediation process: from 

perceived accuracy to perceived usefulness to intention to use. It is very important that individuals form the right 

perceptions of their feedback as the two following steps are completely mediated by this factor.  Literature 

shows that next to the feedback characteristics, individuals self-awareness, source credibility, feedback quality, 

feedback delivery and individuals elaboration approach have an influence on perceived accuracy (Atwater et al., 

2007, 2002; DeNisi & Kluger, 2000; Sargeant et al., 2008; Seifert et al., 2003; Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). 
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As in Brett & Atwater's (2001) study, goal orientation showed no moderating effects, however performance 

prove and learning goal orientation showed direct effect on the recipients reactions to feedback. The results from 

this study confirm that when recipients’ reactions to feedback are measured, individuals’ feedback orientation is 

a better explanatory variable than goal orientation. Feedback orientation is an individual-difference in the way 

they seek, handle and use feedback (London & Smither, 2002), higher levels of feedback orientation do increase 

these responses in a positive sense and thus indicate whether an individual is open and responsive to 

developmental interventions. Having insight in someone’s overall feedback orientation thus may be helpful. In 

this study, the higher order latent factor was used, however the four dimensions that  together form individuals 

feedback orientation each capture a unique component and may provide additional insights. 

In a previous study older participants rated themselves higher but were rated lower by others, and men were 

rated less favorably than women by others (Ostroff, Atwater, & Feinberg, 2004). Age differences  in this study 

was positively correlated with one specific organization in the sample, as these participants (M = 55,7) on 

average were older than the rest of the sample (M = 45,2), age did not have any other effects in this research.  

Gender is correlated with perceived usefulness of feedback, in this sample males (M= 5,47 , SD= 0,91) were 

found to perceive their feedback significantly more useful than females (M= 4,87 , SD= 1,00; t(110)=3,32 , 

p=.001). A large portion of women out of this sample are part of the group who did not take part in this study on 

a voluntary basis, which might effected the perceived usefulness, however there is a trend (p = .082) for the 

effect of gender with regards to perceived usefulness as the females (M= 5,17 , SD= 0,98) in the group who 

participated on a voluntary basis also perceived their feedback as less useful than males (M= 5,53 , SD= 0,89; 

t(85)=1,76 , p=.08). There is very little to no literature on gender differences related to the outcome differences 

of multisource feedback.  

The individuals who took part on a voluntarily basis had the freedom to choose whoever rated them, where for 

the other group the evaluators were chosen. It was found that whether individuals participate on a voluntary basis 

in a multisource feedback process influences their perceived accuracy and perceived usefulness but not their 

intentions to use the feedback. This might give support for the fact that intentions to use are more of a personal 

characteristic, as individuals learning GO and FO are positive related to ITU whereas none of the feedback 

characteristic are. Brett & Atwater (2001) stated that over time, individuals with a higher learning goal 

orientation, may be more likely to see the value of the feedback, and as ITU is a follow up action on individuals 

perceptions of the feedback it may not be influenced by the degree of voluntariness. An additional explanation 

may be that these individuals still intend to use their feedback because they are signed on by their manager and 

feel the need to do something with this feedback intervention.  

Feedback characteristics 

The score an recipient received, the average score of 9 competencies, has a positive effect on perceived accuracy 

of the feedback. Higher scores are seen as more accurate by the recipient, which support previous research (Brett 

& Atwater, 2001; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). The score also had a positive effect on the intention to use 

the feedback. However, it was believed that individuals would find negative feedback more useful and intend to 

use this feedback rather than positive feedback as negative feedback indicates that an individual is 

underperforming and a need for change is perceived by the recipient (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000; Kluger & DeNisi, 



 

 

58 
 

1996; London & Smither, 1995; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005).  The explanation for this contradicting result 

would be that score is completely mediated via perceived accuracy and perceived usefulness to intention to use 

feedback. Even though there is no significant direct effect of score to perceived usefulness, an indirect-only 

mediation effect is significant (Hayes, 2017; Zhao et al., 2010).  

Feedback sign has a positive effect on the perceived accuracy of the feedback as was hypothesized. Receiving 

positive feedback, defined as receiving a score which is equal to or higher than the recipients self-rating, is seen 

as more accurate than negative feedback (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; London & Smither, 

1995; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005).The results show that the discrepancy size does not have a significant 

effect. According to DeNisi & Kluger (2000) feedback should not be presented in a way that would harm or 

threaten the ego of the recipient, with regards to this research, harmful or negative feedback only had a small 

influence on the perceived accuracy.  

The interrater variation in score was hypothesized to have a negative effect on all three outcome variables, as a 

larger spread would be seen as less accurate, less accepted and therefore less useful feedback. Spread however 

was only negatively related to the perceived accuracy of feedback which confirms the hypothesis (Ilgen et al., 

1979; London & Smither, 1995). Smither, London, & Reilly (2005) wrote that 360-degree, or feedback in 

general, may have small effect sizes which is also the case in this research.  

Someone’s belief whether he or she can and will change their behavior depends on the perceived need for 

change as well as their beliefs about change.  When there are discrepancies between someone’s self-image or 

performance and others’ ratings indicated during a feedback session or in a report he or she will feel a need to 

change behavior to decrease those discrepancies (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; London & Smither, 1995; Smither, 

London, & Reilly, 2005). The discrepancies found in this research however may not have led to perceived needs 

for change as the discrepancies did not have any significant effect on the outcome variables with regards to 

usefulness or intentions to use the feedback. 

London & Smither (1995) and  Smither, London, & Reilly (2005) also note that on the other hand it could be 

unrealistic to expect that everyone who receives (multisource) feedback will perceive a need to change. Someone 

may simply be satisfied with feedback because he/she is rated above his/her own expectations, above a norm or 

equal to what they expected. Recipients who received feedback that is favorable or consistent with their self-

ratings may see no need to change at all. But individuals may set performance improvements even after 

receiving positive or favorable feedback.  

Goal orientation and Feedback orientation 

Brett & Atwater (2001) tested whether goal orientation would moderate the relations of self-other rating 

discrepancies and ratings by others with perceived accuracy and reactions of recipients. Brett & Atwater (2001) 

failed to prove a relationship which might have had to do with their sample as only students who were a part of 

an educational experience were included, whereas in this sample a real business setting was used. That was the 

reason to include goal orientation in this study. However, in the current study goal orientation had no significant 

moderation effect, as in Brett & Atwater's (2001) model. 
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As no moderating effects of goal orientation were present, direct effects were analyzed. Individuals who hold 

higher values of performance prove goal orientation tend to strive for better results and look for activities or 

assignments to show their competence (VandeWalle, 1997; VandeWalle et al., 2001), they use feedback to 

improve their performance to show that competence. This shows in the results of this study, as higher levels of 

performance prove goal orientation are related to ITU and perceived usefulness in the long run.   

L-GO also autonomously increased the levels of the dependent variables. Individuals are less critical about the 

accuracy of received feedback, perceive received feedback as more useful and hold higher levels of intention to 

use the feedback as they are more learning oriented. This can be explained by the fact that individuals with a 

learning-goal orientation tend to react with adaptive responses meaning that they increase their effort and stay 

persistent while working with a solution oriented mindset. They believe that ability can be developed 

(incremental theory), have a higher need for seeking feedback, and enjoy the challenge (Ilgen & Davis, 2000; 

VandeWalle, 1997, 2001; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997). L-GO was positively related to the received scores 

by evaluators. Individuals who thus hold higher levels of learning goal orientation are seen by other as better 

performers as they generally seek more feedback to improve, are less prone to make mistakes and believe they 

are able to learn from them, increase effort and implement goal setting (Ilgen & Davis, 2000; VandeWalle et al., 

2001) .  

Feedback orientation however is a better explanatory variable with regards to recipients’ score, perceived 

accuracy, perceived usefulness and intention to use than learning goal orientation. This can be explained by the 

fact that feedback orientation is more applicable to the perceptions of, and reactions to feedback and holds more 

information towards performance improvement with regards to the received score (Brett & Atwater, 2001; 

Linderbaum & Levy, 2010), this will be elaborated in the practical implications. 

6.3 Practical implications  

The average score only influenced intention to use the feedback as higher score are perceived as more accurate, 

and one therefore seen as more useful, which in turn leads to higher levels of  intention to use. Positive or 

negative feedback, feedback discrepancies or a large spread, only had minor effect on the perceived accuracy. As 

such, recipients should be helped to form their perception of accuracy, as the two following steps are completely 

dependent upon the perceived accuracy. That makes this factor very crucial for the follow up activities of the 

participants. Given the risk that especially those who receive low scores may doubt their accuracy and as a 

consequence do not (or not optimally) use them, it is worthwhile to consider options to enhance perceived 

accuracy such as instructing participants to discuss the results, or include a neutral facilitator in the 360 degree 

process. Individuals who are instructed beforehand or participate in follow up activities are more likely to 

improve than those who do not (Seifert et al., 2003; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). Providing the facilitator 

with knowledge on the level of the individuals feedback orientation may help that facilitator better understand 

the individuals responses to the feedback.  
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Accuracy 

Perceived accuracy in this research is believed to be effected by the degree of voluntariness, the fit of the report, 

whether evaluators are choses by the participant him or herself, and the appraisal of the feedback report (next to 

the feedback characteristics). 

 

It was found that individuals perceived accuracy and perceived usefulness were negatively influenced by not 

signing up on a voluntarily basis for multi-source feedback. The effects of degree of voluntariness, choosing 

your own evaluators and the fit of report, can be explained by factors for acceptance (Steelman & Rutkowski, 

2004). The first step that follows receiving feedback is for an individual to access the feedback and (whether) to 

accept it or not which depends on source credibility, feedback quality and the manner in which feedback is 

delivered.  

 

First, whether someone accepts his or her feedback depends on source credibility. As for one group the 

evaluators were chosen for them (by someone else), their level of source credibility, which is included in the 

perceived accuracy scale, explains why they perceived their feedback as less accurate (Sargeant et al., 2007; 

Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004).  

Next to source credibility, the quality of the feedback is just as important. Feedback which is reliable, accurate 

and feedback which can be considered to be valid will be perceived as more useful and is more likely to be 

accepted than if the feedback is off less quality (Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). The group that was signed on by 

their manager received a sales variant (one of the basic Thomas360’s). Their competencies did not complete fit 

this report which additionally may explain why their levels of perceived accuracy and perceived usefulness are 

lower than for the group that participated on a voluntary basis.  

 

Thomas Int. offers two standard variants (leadership and sales) that were used for this research to keep the 

variations in reports to a minimum. They also offer a “bespoke” variant where the recipient is able to apply his 

or her preferences in competencies. This will probably result in a better fit between the report and recipient 

which will likely positively increase the recipients reactions.  

 

The last factor, the manner in which the feedback is delivered, was the same for every participant and thus had 

no influence on the outcome variables. The second step would be the appraisal of  the feedback. 

 

The appraisal can be done with a high or low level of refinement, this depends on the amount of time someone is 

willing to put into validating the feedback. It is believed that individuals only apply a low elaboration approach 

to such an extensive report (Audia & Locke, 2004; DeNisi & Kluger, 2000)  and all the extra data only could 

give cause for distraction and confusion. A low elaboration approach, thus not putting in that much time to 

validate the message, may be more efficient in some cases but sometimes may lead to incorrect conclusions 

about the message.  
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This assumption could be supported by our results, as score has a much stronger relation to perceived accuracy, 

and therefore to perceived usefulness and intention to use. For example if recipients only takes a glance at his or 

her report, he/she will remember the score received but he/she will have no insight on the spread within his/her 

scores as he/she simply did not invest the time to look at those results. As feedback should include the maximum 

amount of information on how the recipient could improve his or her performance, the amount of data presented 

on the other hand should be minimized, to prevent an information overload and keep the developmental goals 

clear. Less may be more with regards to multisource feedback (Atwater et al., 2002; Seifert et al., 2003). 

Additionally, as spread has no direct effect on perceived usefulness and intention to use and only has a small 

negative effect on perceived accuracy, the implication (for the Thomas360 report) therefore would be not to 

include the outcomes of every single question in the report as less information may yield the same or better 

outcomes. The outcomes per question should only be presented to a facilitator who can help the employee to 

interpret and react to the feedback and ratings received and not simply hand them their report and let them sort it 

out for themselves. This may lead to misunderstandings of the outcomes or neglecting of the report (Atwater et 

al., 2002; Seifert et al., 2003). 

To summarize these contextual characteristics, the outcomes of Steelman & Rutkowski's (2004) study show that 

employees are most motivated to improve their job performance when unfavorable feedback is provided by a 

credible source, is of high quality and is delivered in a considerate and constructive and meaningful manner. 

Even going a step further, the feedback provider would give factual information, taking the time to work with 

subordinates and help them to set goals for future improvements. These outcomes on contextual characteristics 

may be the additional needed support for low performers to accept and utilize the feedback they receive which 

brings us to the following practical implication, the implementation of a facilitator.   

Feedback sessions with a facilitator 

The inclusion of multi-source feedback in organizational systems would have the best results if these are 

combined with other training and other developmental efforts. If multi-source feedback simply is a report 

employees are expected to feel unable to make the improvement happen by themselves without any training or 

assistance. This will result in less motivated and frustrated employees (Atwater et al., 2002). Especially if you 

see that the antecedents, perceived usefulness and intention to use are mediated by perceived accuracy, helping a 

recipient to understand and perceive his or her feedback as accurate will help getting better results (Atwater et 

al., 2007; Sargeant et al., 2008).   

 

With regards to the perceived accuracy it is thus important that the organization should train employees, 

specifically people who will be asked to rate others or rate themselves, in order to give good and accurate 

ratings, give constructive feedback during feedback sessions and increase employees’ self-awareness.  (Atwater 

et al., 2002; Fletcher & Baldry, 2000). A better understanding of the self will result in more accurate self-ratings 

and will minimize the negative impact of possible overratings (Atwater et al., 2007, 2002). 

Smither et al. (2005) write that performance improvement is only likely if appropriate action is taken upon the 

feedback, they name working with a coach, discussing the feedback or following up in  developmental activities. 
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Brett & Atwater (2001) also support this recommendation. They wrote that if organizations want to benefit from 

an investment, which an 360-feedback process is, the costs of a facilitator may at least ensure that the recipients 

receive the needed attention and guidance. The help of a facilitator would also help recipients to set 

improvement goals and developmental plans (Seifert et al., 2003). If the feedback is not provided by a facilitator, 

which is recommended,  the feedback should be provided on a face-to-face form, either in a group or on a 

individual basis.  

In these sessions recipients can talk about the feedback received, questions can be asked and the outcomes can 

be discussed. This will increase trust and understanding, relevance and utility of the feedback, those who do 

discuss the feedback are likely to improve more than others who do not discuss it with their evaluators  (Atwater 

et al., 2002; Seifert et al., 2003; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). 

Sargeant et al. (2008) noted that participants who receive negative feedback most of the times are not able to 

objectively assess their feedback, they needed time before they were able to do so. Seifert et al. (2003) write that 

when feedback is distributed or discussed during a workshop with a facilitator there is opportunity for mutual 

support and encouragement among the participants, this will decrease participants’ negative feelings from their 

feedback. During workshops with a neutral facilitator, instead of the supervisor or HR manager, the feedback 

and environment is probably less threatening. Additionally a neutral facilitator is less likely to elicit a defensive 

reaction, recipients may feel more confident and a neutral facilitator may be more capable of providing advice 

and coaching to help managers improve their performance. Multisource feedback recipients who participate in 

the training and follow-up activities as well as the feedback sessions are more likely to improve than those who 

do not participate (Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). In Smither, London, & Reilly's (2005) study for both the 

managers and their employees, work attitudes as well as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and 

turnover intentions improved as feedback-coaching interventions were used. 

Goal orientation 

The results confirm that when someone has a high learning or performance prove orientation he or she will be 

likely to be motivated and set improvement goals after receiving multisource feedback, but these orientations do 

not moderate the relationship of feedback characteristics with participants reactions .  

Goal setting is a returning element which is very important in the 360 feedback process as feedback alone does 

not cause behavior change, the goals individuals set in response to feedback determine performance 

improvement  (Smither et al., 2005). Goal orientation is simply less focused on individuals perceptions of 

feedback than feedback orientation is, although performance prove and learning goals orientation are related to 

perceived usefulness and intentions to use as individuals who hold higher levels of these goal orientations use 

the feedback received to reach their goal. Overall a learning goal orientation is very helpful in situations where 

individual tasks are dynamic, new skills are needed, and when feedback seeking-behavior for performance 

improvement is needed. Organizational managers, coaches or teachers can model a learning goal orientation 

using the social-cognitive theory, meaning they insist on intellectual curiosity and promote learning. 

Additionally they can encourage others to develop and belief in the incremental theory of ability instead of 

holding the entity theory of ability (VandeWalle, 2001; VandeWalle et al., 2001; VandeWalle & Cummings, 
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1997). For individuals with performance goal orientation, focus should be placed on developmental aspects of 

the multisource feedback process (Atwater et al., 2007). 

 

Feedback orientation 

Usage of the FOS will provide insight in individuals’ feedback orientation, as indicated earlier, understanding of 

this orientation and using this information will give a good indication whether they are open to (developmental) 

feedback and if they are going to use it or not. This information can be used very effectively during coaching or 

training and will tell if an individual needs additional support in responding to the received feedback (Atwater et 

al., 2007). 

 

“Furthermore, providing an individual with feedback on his or her openness to feedback may also help that 

individual better understand why others (e.g., direct reports) do not give him or her feedback” (Linderbaum & 

Levy, 2010, P.1399). More recent research also notes that managers who value feedback for themselves more 

were also viewed as better coaches. This process happens via the perceptions of employees of the manager. The 

managers transfers this via his or her behaviors, feedback environment, and the relationships of the manager and 

subordinate. Managers with a higher feedback orientation may receive higher overall scores by others (Steelman 

& Wolfeld, 2016), which can be supported by these results. 

This research did not look at the individual scales within the Feedback Orientation Scale (FOS). However 

understanding an individual’s overall feedback orientation will provide insight into the coachability of this 

person.  Looking into the individual scales may provide additional information regarding an individual’s 

standing on the dimensions which may indicate where an individual would need additional support in responding 

to feedback. For example if an individual only scores low on the utility scale from the FOS, he or she may be 

provided additional insight by a facilitator how he or she would be able to use that feedback specifically.  

Individual differences have been shown to affect the four stages of feedback processing: perception, acceptance, 

desire to respond, and intended response (Ilgen et al., 1979), the FOS provides researchers the opportunity to 

look at these individual differences more closely. The FOS looks at individuals utility, accountability, social 

awareness and feedback self-efficacy (Linderbaum & Levy, 2010; London & Smither, 2002), their implications 

will be addressed shortly.  

The utility dimension has been found to influence the motivation to accept, seek, and use feedback and directly 

relates to individuals their perceived usefulness of feedback which helps them in achieving goals or obtaining 

desired outcomes. Accountability relates to individuals responsibility to respond to their feedback which directly 

applies to intention to use. Individuals who hold higher values of social awareness have both a greater desire for 

feedback and more initial seeking intentions and therefore influence others perceptions of him or her. Feedback 

self-efficacy covers individuals ability to set and accomplish goals wherefore they use the feedback received to 

accomplish those.  

 

Although feedback orientation is seen as an individual difference that is generally stable, Linderbaum & Levy 

(2010) propose that it can be influenced with efforts or an environment that specifically target changing it. For 
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example coaching can be used to increase openness to feedback which can help individuals with lower levels of 

feedback orientation become more successful in dealing with and responding to feedback. According to London 

& Smither (2002) HRM  programs should be designed to develop feedback orientation, build the organization’s 

feedback culture and should ensure that feedback is not a one-time event but part of performance management. 

They also noted that with regards to 360 degree feedback, one should focus on the within-subject improvement 

over multiple performance management cycles which is a hard construct to measure as stated earlier. 

6.4 Recommendations for Thomas International 

At the end of the second questionnaire participants were given the opportunity to give their thoughts on this 

research and the 360 report of Thomas Int. The most interesting comments related to the descriptions of the 

process and fit of recipients’ 360 report and their job.  

Three individuals said that their 360 was to general and seven others noted that they did not completely see the 

fit in of their report (sales or leadership) to their profession. The fit of the competencies, and thus a 360 bespoke 

(the customer is able to choose which competencies to include in their 360), is a very effective tool! Especially if 

you count in twelve individuals who said that they thought the descriptions of either the competencies, questions 

or overall report were hard to read, ten individuals who would have liked better communication beforehand, e.g. 

explanation how to evaluate whether someone performed a behavior often or not, and four people would have 

liked their report explained to them.  

Combining these statements from the participants of this sample with the outcomes and practical implications, I 

would recommend Thomas International to include a facilitator for almost every 360! If multi-source feedback 

simply is a report based on which employees feel unable to make the improvement happen by themselves 

without any training or assistance, this will result in less motivated and frustrated employees(Atwater et al., 

2002). 

A facilitator would be able to guide an individual, group or department through the whole process, explain what 

is meant to be filled in by whom, train participants on self-evaluation and evaluation of others, and assist in 

discussing what certain outcomes mean. As accuracy is such an important factor in this process, feedback 

sessions or the implementation of a (neutral) facilitator will ensure that the perceived accuracy is increased and 

that participants are not left on their own.  

Performance improvement is only likely if appropriate action is taken upon the feedback, this will only be done 

if the feedback is seen as accurate and accepted. Working with a coach, discussing the feedback, or following up 

with developmental activities will ensure these crucial steps. Additionally, if organizations want to benefit from 

an investment, which an 360-feedback process is (as it costs a lot of time), the costs of a facilitator may at least 

ensure that the recipients receive the needed attention and guidance. The help of a facilitator would also help 

recipients to set improvement goals and developmental plans. 

Thomas International is not included in the whole process, they simply are the provider of a multisource 

feedback assessment. However they could suggest or insist on using their employees as (neutral) facilitators to 

ensure a good outcome of a report. This would also result in additional revenue, a more satisfied and higher 
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performing customer, which is their mission. They could use this research as support for this claim as individuals 

simply base their perceptions on the feedback they would like to receive, which is positive, preferably as high as 

possible and their scores of their evaluators are congruent with each other. 

6.5 Future research 

In order to keep the amount of questionnaires to a minimum, feedback orientation and goal orientation were  

measured at T2 along with the other constructs, instead of sending an additional questionnaire before or along 

with the 360. The output of the 360 might induce a situational performance-prove goal orientation (Brett & 

Atwater, 2001) regardless of their dispositional goal orientation (Button et al., 1996), which leads to an 

opportunity for future research. It would be interesting to see if individuals hold different goal orientations 

before and after receiving their 360 report as the goal orientation scale is an instrument which is domain specific 

to work settings (VandeWalle, 1997). 

Self-evaluation, in this research determined by the self-score, and its relationship to the outcome variables was 

not included in this research, Bono & Colbert (2005) however found that self-evaluation is a trait that plays a 

crucial role in maintenance and initiative of behavioral change.  

 

For future research the group could be split in two, one group where a facilitator helps the recipients forming 

perceptions of their results, the other group left by their selves to form their perceptions, as was done in this 

study. The results can be compared in terms of perceptions as a facilitator is believed to have a positive effect 

recipients reactions, e.g. a facilitator is able to discuss or explain the results with participants which increases 

individuals perceived accuracy. Another study could look into the difference in an individual’s elaboration 

approach and thus the amount of time an individual invest in the evaluation of their feedback. Additionally 

future researchers could look into what recipients do with their report, i.e. which parts of the report they read or 

do not, discuss it with others or their supervisors etc.  

Unintentionally, one group differed a lot from the rest of the sample. This however led to some insights why 

their perceptions of the feedback differed. In the future the degree of voluntariness of participation could be 

investigated, the degree of fit of the report (e.g. the competencies in the 360 and a participants job), and whether 

a participant reactions to the feedback differ if a participant submits his or her own evaluators versus their 

manager who submits their evaluators for them.   

With regards to individuals feedback orientation, the overall scale was used which includes 20 questions on 4 

constructs. Future research could investigate which construct has the most explanatory value with regards to 

individuals reactions to feedback, e.g. higher levels of social awareness may lead to higher levels of intention to 

use. 

Personality characteristics influence the recipients reactions to the feedback characteristics and reactions to the 

multi-source feedback (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Judge, Higgins, Thoresen, & Barrick, 1999; Roccas, Sagiv, 

Schwartz, & Knafo, 2002; Smither, London, & Reilly, 2005). As the Thomas360 is one of the complementary 

assessments it might be interesting to see if any of the other assessments (personality profile analyses or high 

potential trait indicator) could be related to the outcomes or perceptions of a multi-source feedback report.  
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6.6 Conclusion 

The research question was “which feedback characteristics and which individual characteristics influence 

recipients reactions to multisource feedback?” 

Feedback characteristics in this study were related to the perceived accuracy of the feedback, they did not have a 

significant direct relationship to either the perceived usefulness of the feedback or intentions to use. However the 

effects are mediated via perceived accuracy to perceived usefulness, and thereafter mediated via perceived 

usefulness to intentions to use. The perceived accuracy of the received feedback thus plays a crucial role in 

recipients’ follow up activities. The perceived accuracy however may be influenced degree of voluntariness, the 

fit of the report to someone’s function, whether evaluators are choses by the participant him or herself, the 

amount of time an individual spends on the appraisal of feedback report, next to the feedback characteristics. The 

implementation of a facilitator or feedback sessions will mitigate these influences as well as increase the 

perceived accuracy of received feedback.   

Just as in Brett & Atwater's (2001) study, goal orientation had no moderating effect even though this was a real 

business setting whereas their study only used students. Feedback orientation, however, did have a positive 

direct effect on perceived accuracy, perceived usefulness and intentions to use as was predicted in Smither, 

London, & Reilly's (2005) theoretical model.  
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Appendices 
 

Appendix A - Thomas Tool 

Thomas Int. 360 tool  

The 360 tool and report are confidential and deliver an extensive analysis of the recipient from the point of view 

of different people with different functions related to that person. The analysis includes the scores of the 

supervisor, colleagues, team, possibly the feedback of clients and the self-rating of the recipient.  

360 has a developmental purpose and is mostly used for management or leadership roles. As these roles include 

leading and coaching abilities, they need feedback from lower levels. So the main purpose of the tool is to 

deliver the reviewed employee, most of the times in a management role, feedback from multiple sources as 

feedback from a single source may not always be complete, accurate or truthful as stated by Thomas Int. 

Feedback form multiple sources creates more value, is perceived as more accurate and is perceived as more 

useful than feedback from a single source.  

As said before the tool includes 45 statements about nine competencies. The nine competencies included in the 

360 tool are; vision, impact, influence, communication, team orientation, organizing, drive, problem-solving 

ability and strategic insight. During the analysis, the scores of the raters are combined per competency, which 

leads to an average score for each competency for the individual. Below an example of one competency, 

influence (Dutch: invloed), is displayed. The recipient scored himself as 6.4 on this competency where the 

average of the other raters was a 4.9.

 

Figure 17: Score on competency influence 

At the end of the assessment, a rater is also able to provide examples of very good behavior or performance or 

performances or behavior on which the recipient is able to improve. These results are summarized at the end of 

the report. 

In the report the scores are displayed graphically, as displayed above. On the next page of the report, the five 

highest and lowest values, so a persons’ qualities or improvements are displayed.  

Another example, statement number three, “is a networker” (Dutch: “is een netwerker”), was on average 

(including the self-image of the individual) scored the highest at a 6.1. 

 

Figure 18: score on statement 
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Next, a table is provided with the competencies classified as important or not important for the role or job 

function of the reviewed employee, and interpreted per group (supervisor, colleague, team etc.).  

At the end of the report, as an appendix the scores per competency, per statement, and per rater group are 

included after the observed qualities or to improve qualities are listed. This is displayed below, for the same 

competence, influence and the same statement “is a networker”. One can see that seven people from this 

participants’ team scored him from a three to seven, where four people scored a six, one a three and two 

provided a score of seven. As the self-rating was 7, this table shows most others gave a lower score, and also that 

the supervisors were in agreement (both gave a 6) whereas the peers and team members showed substantial 

differences in scores.  

 

Figure 19: score per competency, per statement, per rater group 

The report also has a page which gives individuals the opportunity to set goals for personal development on three 

competencies. On this page they are encouraged to list three competencies, their points for improvement on that 

competency and the related actions needed to accomplish their goals with a specific deadline.  
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Appendix B – Perceived accuracy 

In order to measure the overall respondents’ perceived accuracy of feedback a questionnaire is developed. There 

was no single validated scale or questionnaire on individuals perceived accuracy of feedback or information in 

general. 

1. Alles overziend vind ik dat de feedback die ik heb ontvangen een correct beeld geeft 

van mijn prestaties? 

2. Alles overziend vormen de feedback scores een juiste evaluatie van mijn competenties 

3. De scores van mijn leidinggevende(n) zijn een juiste weergave van mijn competenties 

4. De scores van de leden van mijn team zijn een juiste weergave van mij competenties 

5. De scores van mijn directe collega’s zijn een juiste weergave van mijn competenties 

6. De evaluatie scores zijn een correcte weerspiegeling van mijn effectiviteit op het werk 
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Appendix C – Usefulness from Brett & Atwater (2001) 

 

In Brett & Atwater's (2001) study participants were asked to complete their perception of usefulness of the 

feedback at two different time moment but with the same test. Their scrale included 3 items, which are included 

in appendix B. 

These three questions will be used to measure perceived usefulness. Additionally the five items from the 

“utility” construct from the FOS scale will be used as a guideline when being translated to Dutch and made more 

specific to the 360 report.  

Three question from Brett & Atwater (2001) on usefulness: 

1. "This report was useful to me" 

2. "This report is valuable for helping me diagnose my management abilities"  

3. “I was able to use the information that was provided to improve my performance.” 

 

1. Het Thomas360 feedback rapport was nuttig voor mij 

2. Het Thomas360 feedback rapport is  waardevol als hulpmiddel bij het analyseren van mijn 

competenties  

3. Het Thomas360 feedback rapport bevat bruikbare informatie voor het verbeteren van mijn competenties 

 

One additional question was added. 

4. Met de informatie in het Thomas360 feedback rapport ben ik in staat om mijn effectiviteit op het werk 

te verbeteren. 

 

The following five questions are the made more specific and translated items from the utility scale from the 

FOS.   

5. Deze feedback draagt bij aan mijn succes in het werk 

6. Deze feedback is nuttig om mijn vaardigheden te blijven ontwikkelen op het werk 

7. Deze feedback is cruciaal voor het verbeteren van mijn prestaties 

8. Deze feedback kan me helpen om hogerop te komen binnen een organisatie 

9. Ik vind deze dat deze feedback cruciaal is voor het bereiken van mijn doelen 

 

 

Appendix D – Intention to use 

The following seven questions were used to measure individuals intention to use the Thomas360.  

 

1. Naar aanleiding van de Thomas360 feedback ben ik van plan mijn competenties te verbeteren 

2. Ik ben van plan om dit feedback rapport te gebruiken om mijn effectiviteit op het werk te verhogen 

3. Ik ben van plan om dit feedback rapport te gebruiken om uitdagende doelen te stellen 

4. Ik ben van plan om dit feedback rapport te gebruiken om meer informatie te verzamelen om mijn 

competenties te ontwikkelen 

5. Ik zal vaker terug kijken naar dit rapport wanneer ik mijn competenties wil verbeteren dan wel op mijn 

competenties wil reflecteren 

6. Naar aanleiding van de ontvangen feedback heb ik al enkele concrete acties ondernomen 

7. De ontvangen feedback motiveert me om te werken aan de ontwikkeling van mijn competenties 
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Appendix E – Goal orientation Dutch 

 

The items below are translated and stated in same order as the original scale; the items were scrabbled in the 

questionnaire.  

1. Ik ben bereid om een uitdagende opdracht te kiezen waarvan ik veel kan leren 

2. Ik ben vaak op zoek naar mogelijkheden om nieuwe vaardigheden en kennis te ontwikkelen 

3. Op het werk vind ik uitdagende en moeilijke taken waarbij ik nieuwe vaardigheden zal leren leuk 

4. Voor mij is een verdere ontwikkeling van mijn werkbekwaamheid voldoende belangrijk om risico’s te 

nemen 

5. Ik wil laten zien dat ik beter kan presteren dan mijn collega’s 

6. Ik probeer te achterhalen wat er nodig is om mijn werkbekwaamheid aan anderen op het werk te 

bewijzen 

7. Ik vind het leuk als anderen op het werk zich ervan bewust zijn hoe goed ik het doe 

8. Ik werk het liefst aan projecten waarbij ik mijn werkbekwaamheid aan anderen kan bewijzen 

9. Ik zou een nieuwe taak vermijden als de kans bestond dat ik ten opzichte van anderen incompetent zou 

blijken te zijn 

10. Het is voor mij belangrijker om te vermijden dat ik een geringde bekwaamheid laat zien dan het leren 

van een nieuwe vaardigheid 

11. Ik zie er tegenop om op het werk een taak op me te nemen als het uit mijn prestatie zou blijken dat ik 

een geringe bekwaamheid had 

12. Op het werk wil ik het liefst situaties voorkomen waarin ik slecht zou kunnen presteren. 
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Appendix F – FOS Scale 
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Utility 

1. Feedback draagt bij aan mijn succes in het werk 

2. Feedback is nuttig om mijn vaardigheden te blijven ontwikkelen op het werk 

3. Feedback is cruciaal voor het verbeteren van prestaties 

4. Feedback van leidinggevenden kan me helpen om hogerop te komen binnen een organisatie 

5. Ik vind dat feedback cruciaal is voor het bereiken van mijn doelen 

 

Accountability 

1. Het is mijn verantwoordelijkheid om feedback te gebruiken om mijn prestaties te verbeteren 

2. Ik houdt mijzelf verantwoordelijk om op een goede manier op feedback te reageren 

3. Ik heb niet het gevoel dat ik iets echt heb afgesloten totdat ik iets met feedback heb gedaan. 

4. Als mijn leidinggevende mij feedback geeft, dan is het mijn verantwoordelijkheid daar iets mee te doen 

5. Ik voel me verplicht om dingen te veranderen naar aanleiding van feedback 

 

Social awareness 

1. Ik probeer me ervan bewust te zijn wat anderen van me denken 

2. Als ik iets met feedback doe, dan ben ik me er meer bewust van wat anderen van me denken 

3. Feedback helpt me om de indruk die ik op anderen maak te beïnvloeden 

4. Feedback laat me weten hoe anderen over me denken 

5. Ik gebruik feedback omdat het me helpt een geode indruk op aderen te maken 

 

Feedback self-efficacy 

1. Ik voel me zelfverzekerd in het gebruik maken van feedback die ik krijg 

2. Vergeleken met anderen ben ik beter in staat om met feedback om te gaan 

3. Ik denk dat ik de bekwaamheid heb om op een goede manier te reageren op feedback 

4. Ik heb zelfvertrouwen in het gebruiken van de positieve en negatieve feedback die ik krijg 

5. Ik weet dat ik goed kan omgaan met de feedback die ik krijg. 

 


