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Survey Feedback as a Tool for Changing Managerial
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A Case Study
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This article presents a case study in a savings bank in which a change of
managerial culture is conducted over several years. A survey feedback was carried
out where special attention was paid to subordinates’ perceptions on managerial
behaviours of the immediate manager. This intervention intended to stimulate and
facilitate changes of managers’ values, competences, and practices by means of
providing them with relevant feedback from subordinates and by developing a
team-centred process of climate analysis and change. However, perceptions and
interpretations developed by managers and their subordinates about the actions
undertaken emphasized political processes and power games, which caused
emotional reactions such as fear, suspiciousness, and discomfort. In light of this
situation, the aims, meaning, and process of the intervention, as understood and
interpreted by the participants, were taken as the focus of a subsequent target of
analysis and intervention. Information obtained on participants’ views and the
process of their deconstruction are presented. Some suggestions are made to
improve professional practice, and research questions are raised that should be
incorporated into the research agenda in the near future.

INTRODUCTION

Survey feedback is one of the most widely used techniques of Organizational
Development (OD). Basically, it consists of collecting data about the organi-
zation and feeding back the data to organizational members in order to analyse,
interpret meaning of, and design corrective action steps to be taken (French &
Bell, 1978; Nadler, 1977). The feedback process is developed by means of a
waterfall design: Each supervisor participates as a group member in a feedback
session with his/her own supervisor and peers, and then conducts a feedback
session with his/her subordinates. In each feedback meeting, the data are
discussed, subordinates are asked to help interpret the data and plans are made for
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making constructive changes (French & Bell, 1978). Typically, the main object
of analysis in feedback meetings is the gathered data aggregated at the
corresponding level. That is, when supervisors of the same department meet
together with their common department manager, data aggregated at the
department level are analysed, but when each supervisor meets with his/her
subordinates the analysed data are those aggregated at the team level. Other
aspects such as the employees’ perceptions of the intervention are not dealt with,
although they can be very useful in interpreting the situation and the data.

Research on survey feedback has been mainly focused on its effectiveness in
changing attitudes and behaviours. In the meta-analysis of interventions aimed at
improving employee productivity carried out by Katzell and Guzzo (1983),
feedback showed a positive influence on productivity and attitudes, and a
negative influence on absenteeism and turnover. In Neuman, Edwards, and
Raju’s (1989) meta-analysis on the influence of OD interventions on job satis-
faction and other job-related attitudes, people-focused interventions, such as
survey feedback, showed a larger influence than task-technology interventions
on the later variables. Becker and Klimoski (1989) studied the relationship
between the perceived organizational feedback and performance in a sample
from a manufacturing organization. They found that positive feedback from the
organization was related to higher performance, whereas negative feedback was
related to lower performance. More recently, Born and Mathieu (1996) carried
out a study on the differential effects of survey feedback and found out that
supervisors who received lower ratings from their subordinates were less likely
to use the information provided by the survey feedback intervention as compared
to those who received higher ratings, and that supervisors who used the results of
the survey feedback evidenced the most subsequent improvement in sub-
ordinates’ ratings.

Research on survey feedback however has hardly analysed: (l) the perceptions
and interpretations that participants have about the whole process, its goals, and
meaning, (2) the reactions that the intervention arouses in different participants,
and (3) the role that all these factors play in the implementation and development
of the technique. Born and Mathieu (1996, p. 401) pointed out that future
research should assess how supervisors react to and use the results of the survey
feedback intervention, and recommend that “qualitative data also be gathered to
sculpt a better understanding of how the OD effort influences supervisors’
reactions and everyday workgroup activities”. The aim of the present article is to
illustrate by means of a case study how managers’ perceptions, interpretations,
and reactions towards a survey feedback intervention were identified, analysed,
and deconstructed in order to facilitate and promote subsequent corrective
actions.
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THE CONTEXT

The study organization is a savings bank with about 4000 employees and 580
agencies operating in several regions of Spain. Agencies are grouped into zones,
zones into units, and units into nets. This organization is the result of the merger
of four savings banks, two of which were small-sized, one medium-, and one
large-sized. This savings bank is a profitable organization and its working capital
is about 12,000 million euros. As a savings bank, this organization returns its
financial benefits to the society via an associated foundation which implements
programmes in the following areas: culture and arts, human capital and employ-
ment, nature conservation, and social services.

The survey feedback intervention analysed here was part of a set of inter-
ventions aimed at promoting change in the managerial culture. From the Human
Resources Manager’s point of view, the prevailing managerial culture was
characterized by:

� A high respect for authority. Compliance with superior’s opinions, which
are not questioned.

� A high respect for old labour relations pacts and agreements (even though
currently they do not add any positive value).

� Strong emphasis on top-down communication.
� A bureaucratic orientation.
� A vision of management where professional status is emphasized.
� Change resistance.
� Payment based on status.
� Training is mainly technical and administrative and based on knowledge

acquisition.
� A high degree of employment stability and a large proportion of employees

following the pattern of a one-organization career.

The desired managerial culture was defined by the organization’s top
management as a part of the organization’s strategic plan. It was characterized as
aiming at:

� Open criticism, where different views are welcome.
� Commitment combined with strategic decisions.

Emphasis on upwards and lateral communication.
� Goals orientation and management by objectives.
� A new vision of management’s of facilitating employee achievement of

their goals and development.
� Emphasis on change adaptation.
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� Payment is partly based on performance and competence development.
� Training is mainly oriented towards competence development and cultural

change.

The interventions implemented to promote this cultural change included the
following:

� Intensive training programmes for all the employees (each employee
receives 50 training hours/year).

� Technical personnel selection instead of public competition.
� Staff rejuvenation and early retirement plans.
� Identification of competent junior managers and career development

planning.
� Competence assessment and improvement of dynamic job–person fit.
� A management by objectives programme and a performance assessment

system related to a remuneration scheme.
� An employee assistance programme.
� A quality improvement programme.
� A periodical survey feedback.

Some of these interventions concern changes in HRM practices, such as the
technical personnel selection instead of public competition and the staff re-
juvenation and early retirement plans. Others emphasize assessment, such as the
identification of competent junior managers and competence assessment. Yet
other interventions are clearly oriented towards the development of the
personnel, such as career development planning and a quality improvement
programme. The periodical survey feedback has been designed from this last
perspective.

THE SURVEY FEEDBACK INTERVENTION

Purpose and Target Employees

As stated previously, the survey feedback was implemented as a tool for pro-
moting managerial cultural change. The use of this technique for this purpose is
documented in the literature (e.g. Harrison & Pietri, 1991). It also was intended to
stimulate upwards communication and managerial development, to identify
problems and weak areas, and to develop actions for improvement.

In the implementation analysed here, zones were the basic units under study.
A zone is composed of a number of agencies and is managed by a zone manager
to whom the agency managers report directly. Zone managers, in turn, report to
their unit managers. So, the survey questionnaire was only filled out by agency
managers.
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The Survey Feedback Process

Once the Chief Executive Committee (CEO) approved the survey feedback
intervention, the Management Development Department (MDD) elaborated the
survey questionnaire. This questionnaire was based on questionnaires and scales
developed and validated by the MDD with the advice of an external expert and
formerly used within the organization. The instrument was piloted in a small
sample. Then the intervention was announced to all the agency managers by
means of a letter that showed the CEO’s involvement and support. Data were
analysed at different levels (agency, zone, unit, net and total sample). Results
were fed back to zone managers and were discussed with their subordinates
(agency managers) in feedback meetings. Results were also communicated up-
wards to unit managers as a tool for facilitating coaching activities that could
improve zone managers’ professional development. Data regarding agency
managers’ perceptions of their immediate superior (zone managers) were also
used by the MDD to appraise zone managers’ competencies and to design, when
required, professional development plans.

Sample and Variables

The survey questionnaire was sent to 580 agency managers distributed in 40
zones. It was completed and returned by 526 (90.7%). The questionnaire was
made up of 106 items, which were responded to by means of 5-point Likert-type
response scales. Each section of the questionnaire was submitted to a principal
component analysis (PCA). In those cases in which the PCA yielded more than
one component, the solution was submitted to a varimax rotation. As a result, the
items were clustered into 24 variables (see Table 1). Cronbach’s alpha co-
efficients were generally satisfactory. This is an important factor in survey feed-
back interventions because subjects frequently try to reject negative survey
feedback results by questioning the reliability of gathered data.

FOCUSING ON ZONE MANAGERS’ REACTIONS
AND INTERPRETATIONS

Zone managers were directly assessed by their agency managers by responding
to the items in one section of the survey instrument. Zone-level aggregated data
were fed back to zone managers and they were responsible for conducting
feedback meetings with their agency managers in order to interpret data and
propose interventions for improvement. At the same time, the results obtained for
each zone manager were communicated to the corresponding unit manager in
order to facilitate and inspire coaching and development activities. During the
feedback process, some discomfort was noticed by the MDD, mainly because in
the interpretation of the results superiors and subordinates seemed to pay more
attention to management appraisal items than other issues dealt with in the
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questionnaire. The MDD decided to carry out a number of workshops for im-
proving zone managers’ competences for interpreting and using survey feedback
results.

Thirty-six out of the forty existing zone managers participated in three eight-
hour workshops. The workshops provided the opportunity for ascertaining the
zone managers’ informal reactions to and interpretations of the survey feedback
intervention. The workshops were conducted by an external expert who did not
participate in the construction of the survey but was a regular collaborator of the
MDD. Consequently, he was familiar with the changes being implemented into
the organization. Another important aspect is that the trainer had credibility for

TABLE 1
Survey feedback variables, reliability coefficients, and descriptive statistics

Variables Items a Mean SD

General appraisal of the organization 4 0.66 3.96 0.48
Payments and social benefits appraisal 3 0.88 3.59 0.77
General work satisfaction 3 0.53 3.88 0.54
Work morale 6 0.69 3.90 0.50
Organizational commitment 5 0.66 4.14 0.56
Unit questionnaire

Unit management 9 0.87 3.19 0.66
Promotion within the unit  2 0.76 3.19 0.66
Satisfaction with unit services quality 7 0.77 3.53 0.59
Satisfaction with personnel management 3 0.59 3.00 0.67

Immediate superior questionnaire
Immediate superior’s competences 3 0.79 4.01 0.78
Goals assignment 4 0.79 3.12 0.79
Communication with the immediate superior 8 0.89 3.89 0.70
Immediate superior’s support 9 0.93 3.90 0.75
Subordinates’ development 6 0.83 3.70 0.73
Immediate superior’s acknowledgement 4 0.83 3.96 0.73
Performance assessment equity 3 0.66 3.76 0.74

Work meetings questionnaire
Satisfaction with received information 5 0.83 3.60 0.61
Satisfaction with meetings’ characteristics 5 0.83 3.69 0.59
Satisfaction with participation in work meetings 3 0.87 3.67 0.85

Job perception questionnaire
Job motivating potential strength 7 0.81 3.88 0.57
Autonomy and clarity 6 0.72 3.78 0.56
Pressure 2 0.46 3.54 0.55

Foundation’s support 4 0.79 2.99 0.85
Reliance on management use of survey results 1 – 3.87 1.02

a  = Cronbach’s alpha coefficient; SD = standard deviation.
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the managers, which facilitated the attainment of a good rapport with the trainees.
Using questions and exercises, the trainer elicited managers’ responses. One of
the aspects investigated was the participants’ opinions about what the survey
feedback technique is good for. The direct answers to this question can be
clustered into three categories: (1) for obtaining information about the situation
(how agency managers perceive their immediate superiors and other organi-
zational factors); (2) for guiding implementation of improvement actions; and
(3) for acknowledging upwards influence. However, during the workshops a
different, strong interpretation of the survey feedback purpose emerged: “zone
managers’ performance assessment”. Some participants suggested that the
survey feedback was interpreted as a kind of “zone manager hunting”. Others
wondered if the survey feedback was an instrument for distinguishing between
good and bad zone managers. To support this interpretation some participants
argued that 80% of the survey feedback items referred to zone managers and the
remaining 20% were included to mislead respondents. However, the items
referring to the immediate superior represented, in fact, only 35% of the items. It
seemed that zone managers perceived the purpose of the intervention as cover
assessment, although overtly it was announced as development. However, it was
clear that performance assessment was carried out yearly as a different process
and the remuneration scheme was related to the result of that formal evaluation
process.

This interpretation led to a number of emotional and self-protective reactions.
The most visible emotional reaction was a sense of anger among participants.
The self-protective answers questioned the survey feedback validity and
adequacy. In addition, some participants reported that the opinions expressed
during the feedback meetings by their agency managers were not in accordance
with the results obtained from the survey. Others questioned the wording of the
items or the size of the zone sample. Finally, other participants asserted that
if the survey feedback intervention were to be repeated, the results would be
different.

These interpretations and reactions contrast with the zone managers’ formal
evaluations of the survey feedback intervention. Formal evaluations were
gathered by using a questionnaire, which was distributed before these workshops
took place. Thirty-three out of the forty zone managers completed and returned
the questionnaire. Table 2 shows the results obtained. In general terms, the
results suggest a positive evaluation. However, two results are congruent with the
informal reactions aforementioned: Only 48% positively evaluated the possi-
bility of repeating the intervention in the future, and only 45% were satisfied with
the information received. In spite of these two exceptions, the contrast between
formal evaluations and informal interpretations and reactions suggest that formal
evaluations could be influenced by social desirability.
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DECONSTRUCTING INTERPRETATIONS AND
EMOTIONAL REACTIONS

It can be inferred that the results obtained from the survey were interpreted and
used more within a power-game framework than from a rational paradigm
approach aimed at stimulating manager competences development. The work-
shops provided a good opportunity for: (1) deconstructing the zone managers’
interpretations and emotional reactions generated by the survey feedback inter-
vention, and (2) training the zone managers in using, analysing, and com-
municating the survey feedback results.

Deconstructing Interpretations About the
Survey Feedback?

In order to deconstruct the informal interpretations regarding the survey feedback
purpose, the trainer explained why organizations may need a survey feedback
intervention, and what it is and is not. With respect to the first point, it was argued
that organizations operating in dynamic environments need to have periodic
indicators about how employees perceive different organizational aspects. This
information may reveal existing and potential problems, and weaknesses and
strengths, which may guide management decisions. Survey feedback is then a
mechanism of upward influence that can contribute to enhancing employees’
commitment. Regarding the second point, the trainer explained that a survey
feedback does not provide an objective description of reality, but rather the
employees’ opinions about that reality. Employees’ opinions do not necessarily

TABLE 2
Zone managers’ (ZM) formal evaluations of the survey feedback (SF) intervention

Positive Negative
Items Evaluations (%) Evaluations (%)

Adequacy of items 72 15
Relevant aspects are evaluated 82 9
Adequacy of analysis 60 0
Results display 76 0
Satisfaction with information received 45 9
Useful material 70 6
Suggestions utility 69 6
SF fosters ZM development 60 3
Possibility of repeating the SF intervention 48 0
SF global evaluation 76 3

Items were responded to by using a 5-point Likert-type response scale. In order to obtain these
results, 1 and 2 responses were recoded as negative evaluations and 4 and 5 as positive ones.
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reflect reality, but shared opinions contribute to defining it. A survey feedback
intervention is not an instrument for evaluating managers, nor a tool for
appraising particular employees, but it is useful for taking into account
employees’ opinions in order to identify and implement actions for improvement.
Thus, it should be clear that the survey feedback system was designed for
developmental purposes and not for performance assessment.

Interpreting Survey Feedback Results

Interpretation and perception of the survey feedback purposes by different social
actors may influence the way the results are analysed and interpreted. To uncover
the strategies that the zone managers used in analysing and interpreting the
survey feedback results, the trainer put forward the following exercise: The zone
managers formed small groups and each group received the survey feedback
results of a hypothetical organizational unit in the same way they received the
results about their zones. They had to analyse and interpret the given results.
After the zone managers completed the exercise, it was observed that some of the
strategies frequently used were:

(1) To elaborate a global view of the implied manager.
(2) To look for causal relationships between variables.
(3) To look for “guilties”.
(4) To emphasize the negative results rather than the positive ones.

The trainer stressed that to interpret survey feedback results implies making
sense of those results, and often this involves an inferential process, which needs
a sound basis of information. When this is not the case, there is a high risk of
oversimplification, overgeneralization, and bias. To prevent this, a number of
strategies may be useful:

(1) To pay attention to methodological factors such as sample size, response
rate, and data-gathering procedures.

(2) To search for a structure for reporting the results. When the survey
feedback results were reported to zone managers, the variables were not grouped
into categories. However, four categories can be clearly defined according to the
level of the referent: (a) corporative (moral, commitment, etc.), (b) the unit,
(c) the team, and (d) the job. Grouping the variables into categories helps by
introducing a referent for interpreting the results.

(3) To take into account information from the context and pay attention to
relevant events taking place near the moment of data gathering.

(4) To provide referents for making comparisons. The results obtained by
other units and by the entire organization can be used as referents against which
to compare the results of the unit under study.
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(5) To play down the meaning of quantitative scores. The different options of
the response scales involved in the survey feedback questionnaire may have
different meanings depending upon which variable is being measured, and the
verbal anchor associated with each option.

(6) To look for the content of the variables. The variables’ labels may lead to
misunderstandings in interpreting the meanings of the variables. It is recom-
mended to read the items that form each variable before interpreting the results.

(7) To prevent attributional biases. According to theory and research on locus
of control, people are used to claiming responsibility for success and to
attributing the causes for failures externally.

Managing Emotional Reactions

The perceptions and interpretations associated with the survey feedback pro-
cedure and results can elicit a number of emotional reactions such as uncertainty,
annoyance, fear, and anxiety. This was suggested by some zone managers who
attended the workshops. Those emotional reactions may activate avoidance
coping responses aimed at protecting self-esteem. These responses are character-
ized by external attribution of inadequate results, and questioning of survey
feedback reliability and validity. In order to prevent the appearance of responses
of that kind, and to promote more adaptative ones, some strategies were
discussed:

(1) Become aware that the feedback has no consequences for performance
evaluation. This evaluation is carried out in a clearly separate process.

(2) Stress that the results that point out factors to improve represent an
opportunity and a challenge, and for that reason they should be welcome.

(3) Question the belief that managers have to be “perfect” and free from
criticism from their subordinates.

Deconstructing the Image of a “Good Manager”

While analysing the results obtained, zone managers often assumed that the
highest scores on the survey variables reflected the “objective” ideal manager
profile, without taking into account that the results reflected the preference of
their subordinates. In order to correct this perception some data analyses were
performed to uncover subordinates’ image of a “good manager”.

In the present case, to uncover that image, the item “My immediate superior
knows how to manage people” was regressed on all the remaining items of the
immediate superior questionnaire. A step-wise procedure was implemented to
select the items that explained a statistically significant proportion of variance of
the criterion variable. The results obtained are displayed in Table 3.

These results suggest that, from the respondents’ perspective, the managerial
competence that is by far the most important for managing people is motivation.
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However, they also show a ranking of preferences about management com-
petences from the subordinates’ viewpoint. As research on 360-degree feedback
suggests, this ranking could be different from other perspectives (Fletcher,
Baldry, & Cunnigham-Snell, 1998; Payne, 1998). But the important question to
be emphasized here is that being an efficient manager not only requires one
competence but a number of them (such as planning, communicating, con-
trolling, rewarding, etc.).

Subordinates’ Feedback on Managerial Competences
and Self-development Plans

Although subordinates’ perceptions on managerial competences is only one of
the relevant inputs for guiding competences development, those perceptions are
helpful in this process. In order to facilitate the use of this information for
management self-development and to emphasize the opportunity for improve-
ment provided by the survey results, the following procedure was implemented.

First, the items of the immediate superior questionnaire were grouped into
nine categories, which reflected nine managerial competences. These com-
petences were the following:

(1) Goal setting and monitoring
(2) Upward influence
(3) Performance assessment
(4) Team building
(5) Personnel flow management
(6) Motivation
(7) Conflict resolution

TABLE 3
Items predicting scores on item “My immediate superior knows how to manage

people” and percentage of explained variance

Explained
Predictor Items Variance (%)

My supervisor encourages and motivates his/her subordinates and makes us
feel important 49
My supervisor struggles to understand people 8
My supervisor has business and technical competences that fit his/her
responsibility 4
When I make a mistake, my supervisor knows how to explain the situation so I
can learn from it 2
In my opinion, my supervisor shows respect for people 1
My supervisor listens to and actively looks for upwards communication 0.5

R2 for the whole regression equation = 0.65.
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(8) Communication
(9) Business and technical competences.

Second, within each category items were ordered according to their
“difficulty”. This “difficulty” index was computed as the percentage of zone
managers that in that item were rated positively (that is, with a score of 4 or 5) by
at least 60% of their subordinates. For instance, a “difficulty” index of 90%
means that 90% of the zone managers were rated positively at least by 60% of
their subordinates, so this hypothetical item would be labelled as an “easy” item
because 90% of the zone managers show the competence level implied by the
item. The use of the term “difficulty” and its operationalization in the present
case study are not technical but didactic. By these means, the trainer intended to
communicate the idea that different items require different levels of competence,
and to provide a useful tool for planning competences self-development.

Third, once the items were ordered within each category, a subordinates’
feedback chart like that displayed in Table 4 was composed for each managerial
competence. In this chart the items are ordered according to their “difficulty”
from the bottom to the top.

Fourth, these charts were distributed among the zone managers in the work-
shops. Considering the evaluations received from their subordinates, each zone
manager indicated his/her personal level of competence development by marking
in the “Personal level” column those items rated positively by his/her sub-
ordinates (see Table 4). This offered the opportunity of determining which
behaviours each manager needed to take into account as a target for improvement
in future managerial competences development plans.

CONCLUSIONS

In this article a case study has been presented describing the use of survey
feedback as a tool for changing managerial culture and promoting management
development. Several side-effects were detected as a result of such an inter-

TABLE 4
Example of a subordinates’ feedback chart for competences development

Difficulty Personal Item Content
Index Level

+ 34 57. Correspondence between performance and payment
54 56. Equity in distribution of sanctions and acknowledgements
69 52. Preparation of performance assessment interview
80 54. Correspondence between performance and evaluation
86 55. Recogniton of good job

-- --- 97 53. Subordinates’ knowledge of assessment criteria
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vention, which required that more attention be paid to the role played by different
actors throughout the process and their interpretations of the intervention
purposes and “hidden agendas”. It is important to notice that if there is not a
shared paradigm about the meaning and aims of interventions among significant
groups of actors they can be reinterpreted and this will have a clear influence on
the outcome. In the present study, the intervention was developed and planned by
the MDD from a rational-paradigm approach. However, other actors interpreted
it from a power-game or political paradigm. This produced a lack of congruence
between meanings attributed to the intervention by the different actors involved.
As a result, a number of emotional reactions were aroused, which hampered the
usefulness of the intervention for managerial development.

Taking these results into account, some conclusions can be drawn to improve
the application of this tool for promoting managerial culture change. First of all,
before planning the intervention, more attention must be paid to the analysis of
the implicit assumptions that underlie the interpretations of every group about the
purposes of the intervention. Special attention has to be paid to the degree of
sharedness of these assumptions.

Second, it is important to know how much the goals intended by the inter-
vention are properly understood and valued by the different groups involved.
While the main goal for the presented intervention was to stimulate the zone
managers’ competences development through survey feedback and sub-
ordinates’ participation in climate improvement, it was predominantly inter-
preted by zone managers as a performance assessment tool. Taking all this into
account, it is important to be aware that in OD interventions the primary
recipients of the survey feedback would own the data referring to their own
performance and competencies, and, thus, they should decide to whom it may or
may not be revealed. This feature of the intervention is important and should be
explicitly considered in the design of the intervention.

Third, a more detailed analysis of the competences needed by, and available
for, different actors participating in the survey feedback intervention is required.
On the basis of this analysis strategies should be developed to build up the
lacking relevant competences. For instance, in this case, it appeared that zone
managers required more training in understanding the aims of the intervention,
data analysis and interpretation, strategies for adequate debriefing and coping
with emotional responses, conducting the meetings with subordinates to analyse
results and develop proposals for improvement, and using all this information as
an input for self-development. Unit managers should emphasize coaching and
developmental activities when analysing results with the zone manager.

The case study also pointed out some research questions that should be
addressed in the near future. First, more knowledge is needed about the
antecedent factors and processes that play a role in the development of the
interpretations that different groups of actors give to the interventions and their
purposes. Special attention should be paid to the role that the established culture
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plays in such a process. Second, emotional reactions to the process and survey
results experienced by focal managers require more research. These reactions
influence their interpretation of the results, their behaviour in the feedback
meeting, and their relationships with their managers. These emotions can hamper
the effectiveness of the intervention. Finally, it would be important to identify
those personal variables (emotional and cognitive responses of the manager),
social factors within the unit, and contextual factors, which determined the
commitment of the participants in the intervention, the proper use of the results
obtained, and their effectiveness.

REFERENCES

Becker, T., & Klimoski, R. (1989). A filed study of the relationship between the organizational
feedback environment and performance. Personnel Psychology , 42, 343–358.

Born, D.A., & Mathieu, J.E. (1996). Differential effects of survey-guided feedback: The rich get
richer and the poor get poorer. Group and Organization Management , 21, 388–403.

Fletcher, C., Baldry, C., & Cunnigham-Snell, N. (1998). The psychometric properties of 360
degree feedback: An empirical study and a cautionary tale. International Journal of Selection
and Assessment , 6, 19–34.

French, W.L., & Bell, CH., Jr. (1978). Organizational development . Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall.

Harrison, E.L., & Petri, P.H. (1991). Achieving cultural change through management training and
survey feedback: A case study. Organization Development Journal , 9, 66–73.

Katzell, R.A., & Guzzo, R.A. (1983). Psychological approaches to productivity improvement.
American Psychologist, 78, 306–309.

Nadler, D.A. (1977). Feedback and organizational development: Using data-based methods.
Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Neuman, G.A., Edwards, J.E., & Raju, N.S. (1989). Organizational development interventions: A
meta-analysis of their effects on satisfaction and other attitudes. Personnel Psychology , 42,
461–489.

Payne, T. (1998). Editorial-360 degree assessment and feedback. International Journal of
Selection and Assessment , 6, 16–18.




