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Abstract
Reactions toward performance feedback have critical implications for organizations and 

are of great interest to practitioners. Current measurement of employee experiences 

with feedback intervention varies widely and the literature is flooded with untested, 

coarse measures that largely neglect the complexity of feedback intervention. A new 

scale was developed to evaluate the characteristics of five feedback intervention 

components (i.e., performance measurement, feedback content, feedback delivery, 

organizational system support, and feedback source). Confirmatory factor analysis 
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supports a five-factor structure. Correlational analyses demonstrate strong, differential 

relationships with feedback reaction measures and job satisfaction. Regression 

analyses demonstrate direct effects on motivation and intent to use feedback, and 

organizational justice mediates the relationships. Results indicate that the measure 

has good psychometric properties and support the utility of the Feedback Intervention 

Perceptions Scale for both research and practice. The FIPS provides practitioners 

with an evidence-based tool for holistically auditing and diagnosing deficiencies in 

organizational feedback interventions. A short form of the FIPS and preliminary validity 

evidence is also presented. 

Keywords: feedback, performance management, measurement development

Introduction

Organizations with strong performance management systems (PMS) outperform 

competitors on financial and non-financial measures (Bernthal, Rogers, & Smith, 2003). 

Such systems allow organizations to communicate performance expectations, and inform 

employees as to how well they are meeting those expectations. The intent is to motivate 

and develop employees by generating and delivering performance feedback that is aligned 

with organizational strategy, objectives, and standards (Cascio & Aguinis, 2011). Some 

have argued that the creation and maintenance of effective systems for disseminating 

feedback are critical to organizational survival and success (Taylor, Fisher, & Ilgen, 1984).
 

Unfortunately, evidence suggests that end users’ attitudes toward their performance 

management systems are generally unfavourable (e.g., Leadership IQ, 2005; World at 

Work/Sibson, 2010). As such, performance management has received negative press 

(e.g., HR Magazine, 2015). Lizzio, Wilson, and MacKay (2008) posit that feedback 

strategies are only as effective as strong the user’s ability and willingness to use 

them is. Perceptions of feedback intervention characteristics can influence divergent 

recipient reactions and ultimately, whether feedback is acted upon (Jawahar, 2010). 

Some researchers posit that these reactions are as critical to the effectiveness of the 

intervention as its reliability and validity (e.g., Dipboye & Pontbriand, 1981). 

Currently, there is no one measure that is useful for holistically evaluating or 

auditing organizational feedback systems. While considerable attention has been 

devoted to performance management processes, much of the research has focused 

on the psychometric properties of appraisal tools (e.g., format, scale development, 
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rater accuracy) and has largely neglected their central purpose, measuring and 

communicating performance information in a way that will motivate improvement 

(e.g.,  Ilgen, Barnes-Farrell, & McKellin, 1993; DeNisi & Pritchard, 2006). Not only 

are perceptions of feedback interventions critical to this purpose (e.g., Dipboye & 

Pontbriand, 1981; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995), such criteria are of more interest to 

practitioners than the psychometric properties of performance appraisals (e.g., 

Thomas & Bretz, 1994; Murphy & Cleveland, 1995; Keeping & Levy, 2000).

Where perceptions of system characteristics are measured, the general research 

approach in the feedback and performance appraisal literature is to test the relationship 

between one (or few) system characteristic(s) and one (or few) outcome(s) at a 

time. This approach has led to the creation of disjointed and unreliable measures. 

Additionally, measurement of reactions is commonly done at a global level (e.g., “The 

performance feedback I received was accurate” or “The feedback process is fair”). 

While this level of measurement can be useful for theoretical purposes, it is less useful 

for practitioners who want to diagnose problems with organizational feedback systems. 

Unfortunately, these approaches may disregard the complexity of feedback intervention 

(Mulder & Ellinger, 2013).

We developed a multidimensional instrument, the Feedback Intervention Perceptions 

Scale (FIPS), to measure perceptions of five proposed major feedback intervention 

components (i.e., performance measurement, feedback content, feedback delivery 

process, feedback source, and system commitment). We then explored relationships 

of the FIPS with global cognitive (e.g., accuracy, utility, fairness) and affective (e.g., 

satisfaction with feedback) reactions to feedback intervention. Favourable perceptions 

of intervention characteristics were expected to be strongly related to positive global 

reactions to feedback intervention, and ultimately higher levels of motivation.

The FIPS is intended to have diagnostic utility for practitioners wishing to uncover 

deficiencies (e.g., invalid measures of performance, system training needs, lack 

of feedback specificity) or identify the strengths of an organization’s feedback 

intervention(s). For instance, parts of the feedback intervention could be operating 

effectively while others are not. Measuring and reviewing employee perceptions 

could help pinpoint where a system is lacking. This ability could save an organization 

thousands of dollars by preventing the premature abandonment of a system that may 

need some improvement in favour of the latest management fad and increase the 

return on investment for amending and maintaining the current system.
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The FIPS is intended to be useful for gauging employee perceptions of their feedback 

interventions. Measurement at the facet level will allow practitioners to pinpoint 

potential problem areas. While an overall mean score and mean scores for each subscale 

can be calculated, practitioners may also want to attend to responses on individual 

items. Characteristics of the feedback intervention that are perceived unfavourably 

can be addressed and amended. Such information could also be broken down by unit 

or supervisor in order to deliver targeted remedies. In essence, the tool can provide 

feedback to management about the effectiveness of their feedback intervention, those 

who provide feedback, and the organizational support given to the intervention and the 

end users.

Scale development

Through an extensive literature review, several critical characteristics of feedback were 

identified. The characteristics tend to describe five major intervention components: 

(a) performance measurement, (b) feedback content, (c) feedback delivery, (d) system 

commitment, and (e) feedback source. They were chosen for three reasons: (a) they 

contain clear theoretical explanations for their effects on feedback reactions and 

organizational outcomes, (b) previous research has found support for their effects, 

and (c) they have clear implications for practitioners. The components and referent 

characteristics are listed and defined in Table 1.

Table 1 
Feedback interventions characteristics and definitions by system component
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Item analysis method and results
Based on the literature review and a survey of subject matter experts (SME), more 

than 300 items were written to measure perceptions of feedback intervention. SMEs 

reviewed each item for clarity and independently sorted them into dimensions 

(Anderson & Gerbing, 1991). They first indicated which feedback intervention 

component (e.g., performance measurement, feedback content) was being assessed 

by each item and then indicated the referent characteristic (e.g., perceived system 

knowledge, evaluative). Items were refined, removed, or replaced based on this process, 

and the pool was reduced to 192 items. All items were to be rated on a simple seven-

point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). See 

Table 2 for sample items.

Table 2
Sample items and item sources
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Seventy-nine students from a large southeastern university and 103 workers from 

Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk; www.MTurk.com) completed the 192-item 

measure.  All were employed (20+ hours/week) and had received formal performance 

feedback within the last year. Items with low inter-item correlations, extreme means, 

high skew and/or low variance were eliminated. Eighty items were retained. Initial 

scale statistics including reliability coefficients and intercorrelations are presented in 

Table 3.

Table 3
Descriptive scale statistics and intercorrelations

Note. N = 182. Correlations are among scales created from averaging items. Standardized latent factor 
correlations are found in Figure 8. Cronbach alpha coefficients reported on diagonal. **p < .001.

Next, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to provide an initial test of five 

unique models of the factor structure of the 80-item scale.  Descriptions of the five 

models are presented in Table 4 and illustrations of each model are presented in 

Figures 1-5. All models were fit using LISREL 8.8 with maximum likelihood estimation 

(Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2006). The proposed Higher-Order Model (Model 1) did not 

converge, suggesting poor model fit. In contrast, each of the four competing models fit 

the data well (see Table 5 and Figures 6-8).
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Table 4
Model descriptions

Table 5
Fit results for structural models

Note. N = 182. All chi-square analyses were done in comparison to the Five-Factor Model. df = degrees of 
freedom; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation; RMSEA 90% CI = root-
mean-square error of approximation 90% confidence interval upper and lower bounds; NNFI = non-normed fit 
index; CFI = comparative fit index; SRMR = standardized root mean residual. ** = Δχ² p < .001. * = ΔCFI > .01
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Figure 1
The proposed Higher-Order Model (Model 1)

Figure 2
Five-Factor Model (Model 2)
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Figure 3
Oblique Five-Factor Model (Model 3)

Figure 4
Fourteen-Factor Model (Model 4)
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Figure 5
Single-Factor Model (Model 5)

Figure 6
Standardized solution for the Five-Factor Model (Model 2)

χ² = 6058.60, df = 3075. CFI = .936, RMSEA = .073. ** = p < .001.

Figure 7
Standardized solution for the Oblique Five-Factor Model (Model 3)

χ² = 6017.44, df = 3070. CFI = .936, RMSEA = .073. ** = p < .001.
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Figure 8
Standardized solution for the Fourteen-Factor Model (Model 4)

χ² = 6017.44, df = 3070. CFI = .936, RMSEA = .073. ** = p < .001.

Respecification
While each of the Model 2 factor loadings were significant and the modification indices 

did not suggest model respecification, there were three items from the performance 

measurement scale and three items from the feedback content scale with questionable 

loadings (below .40). We kept the three items from the performance management scale 

because they measured aspects of the domain that could be useful to practitioners and 

were not covered by other items. However, the feedback content items were removed 

because of poor item wording. 
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Regarding Model 4, modification indices for the incentive, training, and maintenance 

factors were high, suggesting they might be measuring the same latent factor. 

The indicators for these factors loaded strongly on the system commitment factor 

in the Five-Factor Model. Considering this evidence along with the inter-item 

correlations and high internal consistency coefficients of the three item training (α= 

.86) and incentive (α = .87) scales, it made empirical and theoretical sense to drop 

redundant items from the training and incentive scales, and collapse the three system 

commitment facets (including maintenance) into a unitary factor. As a result, one item 

was dropped from the incentives factor and two items were dropped from the training 

factor.

Analyses resulted in a seventy-four item measure. The Five-Factor Model was favoured 

over the fourteen-factor solution as the minimal improvement in fit was not preferred 

over parsimony. As not to capitalise on chance, the factor structure of the modified 

instrument was tested on a second sample.

Scale validation
Data was collected from a second sample to cross validate the factor structure findings 

and test convergent, discriminant, and criterion-related validity. Specifically, tests 

of reliability and confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were conducted to confirm the 

internal consistency and fit of the Five-Factor Model (Model 2). Competing models, 

the Oblique Five-Factor (Model 3), the Single-Factor (Model 4), and the Higher-

Order (Model 1), were also tested. The FIPS was expected to display strong, positive 

correlations with measures of cognitive feedback reactions (e.g., accuracy, fairness, 

utility). Additionally, the FIPS was expected to have a strong, positive relationship 

with the affective feedback reactions, positive affectivity toward feedback and feedback 

intervention satisfaction. It was expected that there would be a strong, negative 

relationship between negative affectivity toward feedback and the FIPS. For purposes of 

evaluating discriminant validity, two measures of job satisfaction were administered. 

Relationships with these measures were expected to be of a lower magnitude than the 

relationships with the feedback reaction measures. 

Considering the research linking perceptions of organizational justice to feedback 

intervention and critical organizational criteria (e.g., Roberson & Stewart, 2006; Folger 

et al., 1992; Elicker, 2000), justice was expected to mediate the relationship between 

the FIPS and motivation. The outcome, motivation, was operationalised in two different 

ways in this study, motivation and intent to use feedback.
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Participants
Participants were 295 employed (40+ hours/week) adults recruited from Qualtrics 

Online Sample services and Amazon’s MTurk who had received performance feedback 

within the last six months. Participants completed the FIPS and the following 

measures. 

Measures
For all items, unless otherwise noted, respondents indicated their level of agreement on 

a seven-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Reliability 

estimates for each scale are presented in Table 7.

Table 7
Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations

Note. (N = 294) The alpha internal-consistency reliability coefficients appear in parentheses along the diagonal. 
*p < .05, **p < 0.001.

Cognitive reactions 
Cognitive reactions (i.e., accuracy, fairness, and achievability) were measured using 

scales adapted from the multi-dimensional measure of feedback acceptance by 

Kendharnath and colleagues (2010) and utility was assessed using six items from 

Jawahar (2010). An example item is: “The feedback I receive helps me recognise my job 

performance strengths and weaknesses.” 

Affective reactions
A measure of satisfaction with feedback intervention was developed for this study. A 

sample items is: “I am satisfied with the way my performance is measured.” Affect 
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toward feedback was measured using scales based on those developed by Zuwerink and 

Devine (1996) and modified by Keeping and Levy (2000). Respondents indicated how 

well each adjective (e.g., happy, agitated) described their typical feelings following 

performance feedback from 1 (does not apply) to 7 (applies very much). 

Job satisfaction
Job satisfaction was measured using Brayfield and Rothe’s (1951) job satisfaction 

scale as modified by Judge and colleagues (e.g., Judge, Bono, & Locke, 2000) and the 

Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & 

Klesh, 1979). 

Justice
Organizational justice was measured with a seven-item procedural justice scale and a 

four-item distributive justice scale (Colquitt, 2001). Both used a five-point scale from 1 

(to a small extent) to 5 (to a large extent).

Motivation
Motivation was measured with the Effort and Direction scales from the Motivation 

Assessment System (MAS; Pritchard, 2010). The measure operationalises the Pritchard-

Ashwood model of motivation. The Effort scale assessed the amount of energy exerted 

toward one’s job and the Direction scale measured how effectively effort is applied 

toward actions that benefit the organization.

Intent to use feedback
Six items from the Kendharnath et al. (2010) “Intent to use” subscale were adapted to 

measure employee’s motivation to use feedback (e.g., “I use the performance feedback 

I receive to identify skills that I want to develop”). Respondents indicated their level 

of agreement on a seven-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree).

Control variables
While findings are mixed, demographic variables such as age and tenure may impact 

feedback intervention perceptions. As such, several demographic variables (e.g., age, 

gender, race, industry, organizational tenure, position, tenure in current position) were 

used as control variables. Further, favourability of last feedback, feedback medium, and 

length of time since last feedback meeting were included for control purposes.
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Results

Scale statistics including reliability coefficients and intercorrelations are presented in 

Table 6. The internal consistency for the entire scale was .98. 

Table 6
Descriptive scale statistics and intercorrelations (Sample 2)

Note. N = 294. Correlations are among scales created from averaging items. Standardized latent factor 
correlations are found in Figure 11. Cronbach alpha coefficients reported on diagonal. **p < .001.

Confirmatory factor analysis
All models were fit using LISREL 8.8 with maximum likelihood estimation (Jöreskog & 

Sörbom, 2006). The Five-Factor, Oblique Five-Factor, and Twelve-Factor Models best 

fit the data. Fit indices for the five models are presented in Table 8 and completely 

standardized solutions in Figures 10-12. Item loadings for the Five and Twelve-Factor 

Models are presented in Tables 9 and 10.

Table 8
Fit results for structural models (Sample 2)

Note. N = 294. All chi-square analyses were done in comparison to the Five-Factor Model. df = degrees of 
freedom; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation; RMSEA 90% CI = root-
mean-square error of approximation 90% confidence interval upper and lower bounds; NNFI = non-normed fit 
index; CFI = comparative fit index; SRMR = standardized root mean residual. ** = Δχ² p < .001. * = ΔCFI > .01
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Table 9
Factor loadings for the Five-Factor solution
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Note. PM = Performance measurement; FC = Feedback content; FD = Feedback delivery; SC = System 
commitment; FS = Feedback source. All loadings are significant at p < .001.

http://eawop.org


57
InPractice 14/2020
eawop.org

	
	

 

Table 10
Factor loadings for the Twelve-Factor solution
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Note. N = 294. All loadings were significant at p < .001.
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Figure 10
Standardized solution for the Five-Factor Model (Model 2; Sample 2)

χ² = 7349.82, df = 2622. CFI = .964, RMSEA = .087. ** = p < .001.

Figure 11
Standardized solution for the Oblique Five-Factor Model (Model 3; Sample 2)

χ² = 7322.31, df = 2617. CFI = .964, RMSEA = .087. ** = p < .001.
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Figure 12
Standardized solution for the Twelve-Factor Model (Model 4; Sample 2)

	

	

χ² = 6193.73, df = 2615. CFI = .974, RMSEA = .068. ** = p < .001.

Convergent and discriminant validity evidence
The relationships generally match expected patterns (Table 7). For example, the strong 

correlation between feedback content and utility (r = .80) would be expected as strategic 

and illustrative are two of the characteristics of this component. As a composite, the 

FIPS displayed strong, positive relationships with each of the feedback reaction scales 

(r =.65 to r =.83), and a strong, negative relationship with the negative affectivity scale 

(r = -.60). Also, as expected, correlations between the FIPS and job satisfaction scales 

were strong and positive (r = .53 and r = .57); however, Z values (Lee & Preacher, 2013) 

indicated that these correlations were significantly weaker than the relationships 

with the feedback reaction scales. Specifically, the relationships between FIPS and 

accuracy, fairness, achievability, utility, feedback intervention satisfaction, and 
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negative affectivity were significantly stronger than the relationships between FIPS and 

both job satisfaction measures at p < .001. The correlation between FIPS and feedback 

intervention satisfaction was significantly stronger than the correlation between the 

five-item measure of job satisfaction (p < .05), but not the three-item measure (p = .06).

Criterion related validity evidence
To test the mediation model presented in Figure 9, regression analyses were conducted 

using the PROCESS Procedure 2.13.1 for SPSS (Hayes, 2013). All demographic items were 

included in each of the models as covariates.

Figure 9
Proposed justice model

The FIPS had significant direct effects on procedural and distributive justice (b = .63, 

95 % BC CI =.55-.71; t = 15.73, p < .001) and motivation (b = .31, 95% BC CI =.23-.38; 

t = 7.71, p < .001; Figure 14). Further, the FIPS explained 67% (F = 34.90, p < .001) of 

the variance in procedural and distributive justice and 29% (F = 7.14, p < .001) of the 

variance in motivation (see Figure 13). 

Figure 13
Standardized regression coefficients for justice model (motivation)

Note. The standardized indirect effect between FIPS and motivation is in parentheses. * p < .05, ** p < .001
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When motivation was regressed onto procedural and distributive justice and the FIPS, 

both organizational justice (b = .21, 95 % BC CI =.09-.32, t = 3.44, p < .001) and the 

FIPS (b = .18, 95 % BC CI =.07-.28, t = 3.35, p = .001) had significant direct effects 

on motivation. This model explained 32% of the variance in motivation (F = 7.67, p 

< .001). The standardized indirect effect was (.63)(.21) = .13 (95% BC CI = .05 to .21). 

Considering that the confidence interval does not include zero, the indirect effect 

was interpreted as statistically significant in the direction predicted by the mediation 

hypothesis. While the results of the test of indirect effects suggest that procedural and 

distributive justice mediate the relationship between feedback intervention perceptions 

and motivation, Zhao, Lynch, and Chen (2010) would classify this relationship as 

“Complimentary Mediation.” Meaning, while there was evidence for mediation, the 

significant regression coefficient between the independent and dependent variables 

with the mediator present in the model would suggest the likelihood of an omitted 

mediator in the direct path.

A similar mediation model was tested using intent to use feedback as the outcome. 

The FIPS had a significant direct effect on procedural and distributive justice (b = .63, 

95 % BC CI =.55-.71; t = 15.71, p < .001) and intent to use feedback (b = .84, 95 % BC CI 

=.74-.95; t = 15.66, p < .001). Further, the FIPS explained 67% (F = 34.90, p < .001) of 

the variance in procedural and distributive justice and 54% (F = 20.52, p < .001) of the 

variance in intent to use feedback (see Figure 14).

Figure 14
Standardized regression coefficients for justice model (intent to use feedback)

Note. The standardized indirect effect between the FIPS and Intent to use feedback is in parentheses. 
* = p < .05, ** p < .001

http://eawop.org


63
InPractice 14/2020
eawop.org

	
	

 

When intent to use feedback was regressed onto procedural and distributive justice 

and the FIPS, both procedural and distributive justice (b = .21, 95 % BC CI =.05-.37, 

t = 2.61, p < .05) and the FIPS (b = .71, 95 % BC CI =.57-.85, t = 9.71, p < .001) had 

significant direct effects on intent to use feedback. This model explained 55% of the 

variance in intent to use feedback (F = 20.12, p < .001). The standardized indirect effect 

was (.63)(.21) = .13 (95% BC CI = -.01 to .26). As the confidence interval includes zero, 

the indirect effect was not interpreted as statistically significant. Zhao and colleagues 

(2010) would classify this model as a “Direct-only (Non-mediation)” effect and suggest 

the likelihood of an omitted mediator.

Discussion

Results provide preliminary evidence for the reliability and internal structure of a 

five-factor measure of feedback intervention perceptions. The FIPS also displayed 

strong, positive relationships with several feedback reaction measures. Consistent 

with expectations, these correlations were significantly stronger than those between 

the FIPS and the more distal construct, job satisfaction. The FIPS also accounted for 

significant variance in organizational justice, motivation, and intent to use feedback. 

Finally, regression analyses suggested that organizational justice mediated the effect 

of FIPS on motivation. 

The new measure may provide researchers a more sound approach to studying the 

employee experience with feedback by examining the components and characteristics 

of feedback intervention. Evidence was found for the utility of calculating composite 

scores for the total FIPS, the five component factors, and the twelve characteristic 

factors. Scale scores at each level were related meaningfully with measures of feedback 

reaction, job satisfaction, organizational justice, and motivation. While the evidence is a 

good start, further research is needed to refine and establish the FIPS as a standardized 

measure of feedback intervention perceptions.

The FIPS has the potential to allow researchers to take a more holistic approach to 

studying feedback intervention. Current research is often focused on only one or few 

systems characteristics at a time (e.g., frequency, sign, timeliness). The new model 

may allow researchers to examine feedback interventions at a more intricate level than 

measures of global reactions or characteristics that blur system component lines.

In addition to implications for theory and research, the FIPS may be useful for practical 

application. Practitioners charged with evaluating or fixing broken performance 
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management systems are challenged by the variety of potential changes that can be 

made (e.g., scale, medium, criteria, incentives, training). Considering feedback is likely 

the most critical aspect of performance management, the FIPS can be used to evaluate 

several characteristics of five empirically distinct intervention components. The results 

can help practitioners more quickly diagnose system issues and enact specific remedies. 

These remedies can be evaluated over time with the FIPS. Should future research 

identify consistent relationships between the FIPS facets and feedback reactions and 

organizational outcomes, practitioners may also be able to amend systems based on 

the outcomes they want to effect. Further, this tool could prove useful across different 

types of feedback interventions (e.g., performance appraisal, ProMES, Management by 

Objectives, developmental assessment centers, coaching interventions).

At 74 items practitioners may view the full scale as too time consuming to administer. 

Fortunately, there is potential for using the component or characteristic facet level 

scales in cases where the full measure is not desired or necessary. A short form of 

the FIPS (Table 11) has also been developed based on the principles outlined in the 

lead article of this special issue (Pritchard & Wright, 2020) and correlations between 

FIPS items and key outcomes (e.g., feedback reactions, organizational justice, job 

satisfaction, motivation). While further research is needed to confirm the psychometric 

properties and utility of the short form, preliminary analyses support its utility 

for practice. The short form consists of 26 items and provides adequate coverage 

of the facets within each intervention component. In cases where perceptions are 

unfavourable toward one or more of the five intervention components, a practitioner 

could use the facet level subscales from the full FIPS to diagnose specific issues.

Validation is an iterative process and is never fully completed. Future research should 

test differential relationships between feedback intervention components and a host of 

other self- and other-report variables (e.g., performance, satisfaction with supervisor, 

turnover intentions). A particular strength of this study is that participants rated their 

actual feedback intervention versus contrived feedback intervention in a laboratory 

setting where participants may not be invested in the intervention. Nevertheless, future 

research should examine the FIPS within a large organization. Moreover, longitudinal 

research is needed to examine the long-term effects of experience with feedback 

intervention and explore causal relationships with critical organizational criteria. With 

the collection of more data, the FIPS can also be standardized and “cut-off” scores can 

be derived. Cut-off scores may better inform consultants and/or management about 

failures within a feedback intervention.
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Table 11 
Feedback Intervention Perceptions Scale - Short Form
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Table 12  
Descriptive scale statistics and intercorrelations for FIPS short form (Sample 2)

Note. N = 294. Correlations are among scales created from averaging items. Cronbach alpha coefficients
reported on diagonal. **p < .001. 
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Table 13
Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for FIPS short form

Note. (N = 294) The alpha internal-consistency reliability coefficients appear in parentheses along the diagonal.
*p < .05, **p < 0.001.

Conclusion

The current study suggests the FIPS may be a valuable tool for researchers and 

practitioners. The ability of the FIPS to predict large amounts of variance in several 

feedback reactions and valued organizational outcomes may prove useful to theory 

building and testing. In practice, there are tremendous benefits of well-conceived 

and implemented performance management systems. Unfortunately performance 

management systems have a bad reputation and often fail. Perhaps the common 

perceptions that performance management systems are not useful may be eliminated 

if focus is shifted from the rating scale to the quality of feedback processes. This shift 

could begin by eliciting employee feedback about their feedback.
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