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(ABSTRACT) 

This research extends the work of Donlin (1990), which found that 

individuals are biased toward recalling negative feedback. Two self-motive 

theories, self-enhancement theory Jones & Gerard,1973), and Competence 

motivation theory (White, 1959) were tested in an attempt to determine 

which of these two theories could best account for the Donlin findings. 

Self-enhancement theory predicts that individuals want to see themselves in 

the best possible light, and will therefore, recall positive information about 

themselves. Donlin argued self-enhancing subjects may attempt to discount 

the validity of negative feedback in order to facilitate the maintenance of a 

positive self-image, which leads to deeper processing of negative 

information. Competence motivation theory predicts that people are self- 

motivated to master their environment, and will recall information that 

helps to attain this goal. It was hypothesized that if recall of performance 

appraisal feedback was tested in both an immediate and a delayed recall 
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condition, at time one, both theories would predict superior recall of 

negative information. At time two, competence motivation theory would 

predict superior recall of negative information, self-enhancement theory, 

however, would predict superior recall of positive information because 

negative information should have been successfully discounted. The results 

do not support thefindings of the Donlin study, and indicate a surprising 

trend. Subjects seem to recall information consistent with their self-image 

after a time delay. Subjects low in self-reported expectancy for success on 

the performance tasks recalled more negative information, and subjects 

high in self-reported expectancy for success on the performance tasks 

recalled more positive information. These findings provide support for 

another self-motive theory, self-consistency theory (Ross, Lepper, & 

Hubbard, 1975). Possible explanations for these unexpected findings and 

its implications for the performance appraisal process are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

An area of industrial psychology that has received relatively little 

attention in the research literature is employee recall of performance 

appraisal feedback. This study attempts to add to the base of knowledge on 

this subject. 

This study is based on the work of Donlin (1990). As a means of laying 

the foundation for the present study, An understanding of the Donlin (1990) 

study is necessary. Donlin examined three self-motive theories, and their 

effect on subject recall of performance appraisal feedback. Markus & 

Wurf, (1987) defined self-motives as, "...personal goals or biases that 

influence behavior dependent on the characteristics of the immediate social 

situation." These three self-motive theories were, self-consistency theory, 

self-enhancement theory, and competence motivation theory. Self- 

consistency theory states that once a person forms expectancies regarding 

certain behaviors, they become motivated to maintain these expectancies. 

(Ross, Lepper, & Hubbard, 1975). Self enhancement theory states that 

people desire to see themselves in the best way possible (Jones & Gerard, 

1967). Competence motivation theory states that people achieve competence 

mainly through feedback that gives them diagnostic information about their 

progress or lack of progress towards competency (White, 1959). 

Each of these theories makes slightly different predictions about what 

would be recalled from performance appraisal feedback. Basically, Donlin 

predicted that if self-consistency was being used, individuals would recall 

more feedback statements consistent with their expectations than inconsistent 

with their expectations. If self-enhancement theory was being used, it was



predicted that individuals would recall more positive than negative feedback 

statements. If competency motivation theory was being used, it was 

predicted that individuals would recall more feedback statements of high 

diagnostic value than of low diagnostic value. 

The findings of the Donlin study showed that individuals tended to recall 

more negative feedback statements than positive statements. Self- 

consistency theory could not explain this finding. Donlin argued, however, 

that self-enhancement and competence motivation theories could be used to 

explain the results. 

Competence motivation theory could explain the results if the subjects 

were using the sign of the feedback, instead of the diagnostic value as a 

means of attaining competence. Negative feedback informs the individual 

that they are operating below some acknowledged standard. By 

remembering feedback statements about behaviors that need to be changed, 

the individual can focus on improving their performance. 

Self-enhancement theory could explain the results if subjects had 

attempted to discount the threatening information in the negative feedback 

by developing counterarguments. If counterarguments were being 

generated in order to discount the validity of the negative feedback, then 

this information may have been processed to a greater degree and could 

account for the greater recall of negative information. 

The purpose of this study is twofold, 1, to replicate the work of Donlin 

(1990), and 2, to study self-motives in the differential processing of 

performance feedback, by attempting to determine which of these two 

possible explanations may be responsible for the Donlin findings. If the



self-enhancement/counterargument theory is correct, then once the 

threatening information has been discounted, there is no longer any reason 

to maintain that information in memory. If the competency motivation 

theory is responsible, the negative information should be retained in 

memory, as the negative information is the key to attaining competence. 

Therefore, If memory is tested after a delay, then poor recall of negative 

feedback statements would provide support for self-enhancement theory, 

and superior recall would provide support for the competency motivation 

theory. 

Performance appraisals are a common occurrence in organizational 

settings. Performance appraisals benefit the company in that they make it 

possible to make informed decisions about promotions, training needs, 

compensation etc.. Performance appraisals benefit employees in that they 

provide workers with feedback about performance quality. As such, 

performance appraisals are an employee development tool. 

PROBLEMS WITH FEEDBACK AS A MEANS OF COMMUNICATION 

Performance appraisal information, is at its most basic level, feedback. 

Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, (1979) stated that the feedback sequence consists of 

a message, a source, and a recipient. Ideally, the source sends a message to 

the recipient who then acts upon the information contained in the message. 

This however is not always the case. There are many factors which could 

interfere with or distort this sequence. To illustrate this point, Ilgen, et al. 

(1979), developed a model of the feedback loop. This model attempted to 

define factors that may diminish the impact of feedback. There may be 

problems with the message itself, it may be vague, or difficult to follow.



The source may send out a more positive message than what is intended. 

Research has shown that managers prefer to give positive rather than 

negative feedback (Myer, 1976). Finally, the recipient may not always 

accept the feedback they receive (Taylor, Fisher, & gen, 1984). 

In the [gen et al. (1979) study, it was noted that the acceptance of 

feedback by subordinates is contingent upon many factors. These include 

such factors as the credibility of the source, the expertise of the source 

(Tuckman & Oliver, 1968), and the degree to which the subordinates trust 

the source of the feedback (Huse, 1967). Additional factors include the 

reliability of the source, the perceived accuracy of the feedback, and the 

perceived similarity to the source of the feedback (Herold & Greller, 1977). 

FEEDBACK SEEKING BEHAVIOR 

A subordinate desiring feedback about their progress towards a job goal 

is not constrained to wait until a superior delivers performance appraisal 

feedback to them. The subordinate can engage in feedback seeking behavior 

(FSB) (Ashford & Cummings, 1983). A subordinate (or anyone) engaging 

in FSB can employ one of two methods. The first method of FSB is active 

monitoring of the information environment for information that is 

personally significant and provides the desired feedback. The second 

method of FSB is directly seeking the desired feedback from others in the 

information environment. There are advantages and disadvantages 

associated with both methods. Unlike directly seeking feedback, the 

advantage of actively monitoring the environment is that no "face loss" costs 

are involved, because no one is actually asked for feedback in the 

monitoring method. The disadvantage of actively monitoring the



environment is that there is an "inference cost", that is, there is no way to 

be certain that the feedback they are monitoring is intended for them, or 

that the observed feedback is, "...indicative of some internal state of the 

feedback source" (Ashford & Cummings, 1983). This is not the case in 

seeking feedback directly, as no inferences are necessary in this case. 

Ashford (1986), further investigated FSB and found that in an uncertain 

situation individuals were more likely to engage in FSB. Uncertainty was 

found to make feedback more valuable to the seeker. It was also found that 

the individuals engaged in more FSB when they felt they were failing to 

obtain their goals. Yet another finding of the Ashford (1986) study was 

that long-tenured employees were less likely to engage in direct FSB. 

Among these employees, it was felt that direct FSB was perceived by 

superiors as a sign of weakness or incompetence in long-tenured employees. 

Long-tenured employees appeared to compensate for the perceived stigma 

associated with engaging in direct FSB by increasing their level of 

monitoring FSB. 

RECALL OF FEEDBACK 

Very little research on employee recall of performance appraisal 

feedback has been conducted, and the research that has been done, has 

obtained mixed results (Russell & Goode, 1988, Donlin, 1990). Russell & 

Goode (1988), found that employees remembered positive feedback better 

than negative feedback. They also found that employees distorted the 

positive feedback in such a way as to make it more positive than it was in 

actuality.



Other research in the literature exists that is not specifically aimed at 

employee recall of performance appraisal feedback, but recall of feedback 

in general. Ingram (1984), required subjects to complete a personality 

inventory, an intelligence test, and a "social perception task." Subjects were 

then given bogus feedback (either positive or negative) regarding their 

scores on the various measures in two of three experimental conditions. In 

the third condition, subjects did not receive feedback (control) about their 

scores on the different measures. This was done to manipulate the mood of 

the subjects. It was found that subjects given negative feedback took longer 

to perform a simultaneous reaction time task when examining the feedback 

than subjects who received positive feedback or no feedback. Subjects were 

also asked to recall from memory as many of the feedback statements as 

they could. It was found that subjects in the negative feedback mood 

condition recalled significantly more negative statements than subjects in 

either the positive or control mood conditions. Ingram explained that the 

reason these results were obtained was possibly because the negative 

feedback mood subjects processed this information more deeply than 

subjects in the other two conditions. This was measured by a longer 

reaction time on a simultaneous task while reading their feedback. Ingram 

concluded that, a negative mood appeared to prime subjects to more deeply 

process mood-congruent feedback (negative mood subjects process negative 

feedback more deeply than positive feedback) (Ingram, 1984). 

Handelsman & Snyder (1982), also found that negative feedback was 

recalled better. Subjects were told that they had given either very 

informative answers about themselves on a projective ink-blot test, or were



given no information about the informative nature of their responses. 

Subjects were given either positive or negative bogus feedback about their 

score on the test. After receiving the feedback, subjects completed a 

measure of feedback acceptance. All subjects who received positive 

feedback accepted it, while only about half of the subjects who received 

negative feedback accepted it. Subjects were then asked to recall as many of 

the feedback statements as they could. The results indicated that subjects in 

the informative-negative condition recalled more feedback statements than 

subjects in the positive feedback conditions. Handelsman & Snyder 

theorized that despite the fact positive feedback is generally more readily 

accepted than negative feedback, negative feedback seems to be remembered 

better. This may be due to separate processes used for making judgments 

about the feedback and for incorporation or use of the feedback. 

SELF-MOTIVES IN THE RECALL OF PERFORMANCE FEEDBACK 

Performance appraisals are a relatively unique social cognitive process. 

This is because the feedback people receive in a performance appraisal is _ 

likely to be influenced by their self-motives. These self-motives are 

personal goals or biases that influence behavior, dependent on the 

characteristics of the immediate social situation (Markus & Wurf, 1987). 

Unfortunately, research on self-motives has received little attention in the 

feedback literature. 

Recently, Donlin (1990) examined this aspect of performance appraisals. 

In this study three different self-motive theories, self-consistency, self- 

enhancement, and competency motivation were examined for their adequacy 

in explaining how ratees process the feedback they receive in a performance



appraisal situation. Each of these self-motive theories make different 

predictions about the type of feedback subjects are likely to remember and 

act upon. 

SELF-CONSISTENCY THEORY 

Self-consistency theory states that once a person forms expectancies 

regarding certain behaviors, they become motivated to maintain these 

expectancies by acting in ways that confirm these expectancies (Swann, 

1984, Ross, Lepper, & Hubbard, 1975). Swann & Read, (1981b) found that 

individuals attend more to confirmatory information than to 

disconfirmatory information. Frey (1981a) referred to this tendency as 

selective attention. Swann & Read (1981b Expt. 3) found that subjects were 

more likely to recall information consistent with a previous self-description 

than they were to recall information inconsistent with a previous self- 

description. Swann & Read (1981a) also found that subjects attempt to elicit 

reactions from interaction partners that will be consistent with their self- 

image. Extending this finding, Swann & Pelham (1989), found that people 

with negative self views prefer an interaction partner with a globally 

negative perception of them, to a partner with a globally positive perception 

of them if forced to make a choice. This finding further reinforces the 

hypothesis that people prefer to process information consistent with their 

self-image, as opposed to information inconsistent with their self-image. 

SELF-ENHANCEMENT THEORY 

Self-enhancement theory (Shrauger, 1975) states that people desire to see 

themselves in the best way possible (Jones & Gerard, 1967). According to 

Self-enhancement theory, if a person receives information that is in



contradiction with his/her self-image, he/she will try to assure themselves or 

others that their self-image is correct. This can be accomplished in several 

different ways, the individual can make statements proclaiming his/her 

ability in a certain area, or they can interpret vague or neutral information 

as being supportive of their self-image. Another method of self- 

enhancement (Lord, Ross, & Lepper, 1979), is claiming proficiency in a 

different area that is unrelated to the prior feedback to draw attention away 

from that aspect of their personality (Jussim, Coleman, & Nassau, 1989.) 

The sign of feedback is viewed as a critical element in self-enhancement 

theory. Feedback sign has received considerable attention in the literature 

(Fisher, 1979; Ilgen, 1971; Jacobs, Jacobs, Feldman, & Cavior, 1973; & 

Halperin, Snyder, Shenkel, & Houston, 1976). While positive feedback is 

generally more readily accepted by recipients than negative feedback 

(Jacobs, Jacobs, Feldman, & Cavior, 1973), these findings are not universal. 

Negative feedback has also been found to be more accepted if the negative 

feedback is consistent with the recipients self-image (Kennedy & Wilcutt, 

1964). 

While these findings are mixed, Donlin observed that a possible 

explanation for these results can be found in the area of feedback 

specificity. The findings of research dealing with feedback specificity have 

found that specific feedback is rated as being more helpful and accurate 

(gen, Mitchell, & Fredrickson, 1981) than vague or general feedback. 

Specific feedback phrased in behavioral terms ("You could improve your 

performance by doing __.") has been found to be effective in increasing 

the effort subjects exerted on a task (I]gen et al., 1981).



Self-consistency theory differs from self-enhancement theory in that self- 

consistency theorists believe people are motivated to maintain self- 

expectancies by acting in ways that confirm these expectancies, regardless of 

expectancy sign (positive or negative). Self-enhancement theorists, on the 

other hand, believe that people are motivated to see themselves in the best 

way possible, a positive way. 

COMPETENCE MOTIVATION THEORY 

Competence motivation theorists (White, 1959) believe that the main way 

in which people achieve competence is through feedback that gives them 

diagnostic information about their progress or lack of progress towards 

competency. Nelson & Carlson (1985), found that subjects preferred to 

engage in activities that tested and challenged their ability. Furthermore, 

subjects possessing more of an aptitude in a given area preferred more 

difficult tasks in that area. Subjects performance on the more difficult task 

provided the subjects with more useful or diagnostic information about 

abilities. Harter (1978), examined grade school children's task preference 

when performing word-anagrams of varying letter length. The findings 

indicate that subjects preferred tasks of "optimal difficulty." Optimally 

challenging tasks were defined as "...those relatively difficult problems 

which produce the greatest sense of competence, satisfaction, and/or 

pleasure." (Harter, 1978). The relationship between task difficulty and task 

preference was found to be curvilinear in nature, shaped like an inverted 

U. Put simply, subjects did not prefer either very easy or very difficult 

tasks, instead subjects chose tasks of moderate difficulty. Trope (1975), 

examined the effects that varying difficulty and diagnostic value among 
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tasks would have on subject preference. The results showed that subjects 

preferred to perform tasks on the basis of their informational value. The 

more diagnostic the value of the information, the more it was preferred 

regardless of level difficulty. Put another way, subjects preferred a 

difficult task that was high in diagnostic value to an easy task low in 

diagnostic value. 

OVERVIEW OF DONLIN (1990) STUDY 

To test the three self-motive theories Donlin manipulated three factors; 

task specific self-expectations, feedback sign and diagnostic value. Task 

specific self-expectations reflect the ratee's belief in their own abilities to 

perform a given task. Task specific self-expectations and feedback sign 

were included in the study to test self-consistency theory and self- 

enhancement theory. According to Donlin, self-consistency theory predicts 

that ratees with negative expectations will recall more negative feedback 

compared to positive feedback, and ratees with positive expectations will 

recall more positive feedback compared to negative feedback. However, 

self-enhancement theory predicts that ratees will recall more aspects of 

positive feedback than negative statements regardless of their task specific 

expectations. 

Diagnostic value was included in the study to test competence motivation 

theory. According to Donlin, competence motivation theory predicts that 

ratees are more motivated to recall feedback of high diagnostic value than 

feedback of low diagnostic value. This is because feedback high in 

diagnostic value contains more information on how to demonstrate 
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competence than feedback low in diagnostic value regardless of task-specific 

self-expectations and feedback sign. 

Donlin's study was a 3 (expectancy: high, low, control) x 2 (diagnostic 

value: high, low) x 3 (feedback sign: positive, negative, no sign) mixed 

factor design. Subjects were told that they were helping to compile 

information to examine the relationship of four managerial exercises. 

Subjects then completed managerial task #1. Ata second session, subjects 

were given feedback that led them to believe they had performed well, 

poorly or no information was given (expectancy manipulation). It was 

explained to subjects that performance on managerial task #1 was a fairly 

accurate indication of how they could expect to perform on the rest of the 

managerial tasks they would be completing in the experiment. 

After subjects had completed managerial task #2, the experimenter 

informed subjects they would receive feedback about their performance 

based on their scores on task #2. In the meantime, subjects examined a 

chart that explained that the feedback from task #2 would be given along six 

performance dimensions, and showed the relationships between each of 

these six performance dimensions and overall performance. Three of the 

six dimensions had low correlations, (.01 - .10) and three of the six 

dimensions had high correlations, (.32 - .46) (diagnostic value 

manipulation). 

Subjects were given feedback from managerial task #2. In reality, the 

feedback was standard for all subjects. This bogus feedback included 

percentages about how the subject had performed on each dimension in 

relation to the norm (i.e. feedback sign manipulation). Of the six 
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dimensions, two showed above average performance, two showed below 

average performance, and two contained no information regarding 

performance to the norm (feedback sign manipulation). After the feedback 

had been given to the subjects, they were asked how accurate they believed 

the feedback to be. Managerial task #3 was then completed. 

Following managerial task #3, a free recall measure was given. Subjects 

were asked to recall anything they could about the feedback they had 

received on managerial task #2. A recognition measure was then presented 

which asked subjects to decide whether or not the statements had been 

presented to them as part of the feedback from managerial task #2. Subjects 

were then told that they would not have to perform managerial task #4. At 

this point, subjects were thoroughly debriefed and were told of the actual 

nature of the study and dismissed. 

The results of the Donlin study showed that individuals were biased 

toward recalling negative feedback. The expectancy manipulation yielded 

an unexpected result. Subjects in the low expectancy condition expected to 

perform significantly worse than subjects in the high and control expectancy 

conditions (t (27) = 2.40, p < .05, t (28) = 1.89, p < .05). There was no 

significant difference between subjects in the high expectancy condition and 

subjects in the control expectancy conditions (t (31) = 1.08 p > .05). These 

findings were not completely consistent with any of Donlin's hypotheses. 

However, according to Donlin, self-enhancement and competence 

motivation theories offer possible explanations as to why subject's exhibited 

a biased memory for negative behaviors. Competence motivation theory 

suggests that bias toward recall of negative information is adaptive. 

13



Negative feedback conveys information on those aspects of an individual's 

performance that are not meeting some recognized standard. More accurate 

processing of negative feedback is adaptive in that it allows the individual to 

focus on improving their performance in the area. Positive feedback is 

useful in letting the individual know what areas he/she has achieved 

satisfactory competence, but negative feedback is of most interest to these 

individuals. 

A specific aspect of self-enhancement theory deals with the maintenance 

of self-esteem. Wyer & Frey (1983) had subjects take an intelligence test 

and led the subjects to believe that they had performed well or poorly on 

the test. Subjects were then given two articles to read: one article contained 

information supporting the validity of intelligence tests, the other discussed 

why intelligence tests were invalid. It was found that subjects led to believe 

that they had performed poorly recalled more information from the article 

supporting the validity of intelligence tests. Because they had been actively 

trying to think of counterarguments to the pro-intelligence test article, they 

spent more time processing (referred to in Wyer & Frey as the “amount of 

processing hypothesis") information that was threatening to their 

intelligence. This information was recalled better than information from 

the anti-intelligence test article in which no such threat existed. Wyer & 

Frey did not report symmetrical findings when dealing with positive 

feedback. In other words, subjects who had been led to believe that they 

had performed well did not remember more arguments from the anti- 

‘intelligence test article. Presumably, this was because there was no threat 

involved to the subject's intelligence, and therefore no need to generate 

14



counterarguments to positive information. According to self-enhancement 

theory, while an individual is developing counterarguments to negative 

feedback, they are motivated to maintain their self-esteem, and see 

themselves in the most positive way possible. Because these 

counterarguments are being developed, the negative information gets 

processed more deeply than feedback for which no counterarguments are 

necessary, namely positive feedback. 

IMPLICATIONS AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

One purpose of the current study was to replicate the findings of the 

Donlin study. Self-consistency theory was excluded from the replication, 

because it received no support in the Donlin study. The second purpose of 

the current study is to extend the work of Donlin (1990), by attempting to 

predict self-enhancement behaviors. It is important to study the individual 

differences that may result in differential processing of feedback. If it is 

possible to predict the use of self-motive strategies, or whether an 

individual is more likely to use one strategy over another, it would be 

possible to structure performance appraisal feedback. By structuring the 

feedback given, employers can maximize the likelihood that the ratee will 

use that feedback as a means of improving performance. Stated simply, the 

feedback could be tailored to fit the ratee. 

Of the two self-motive theories being examined here, the competence 

motivation theory most closely resembles the organizational objectives and 

reasoning behind giving performance appraisal feedback. Put another way, 

the organization would prefer to have a work force of employees who 

consistently used the competency motivation theory as a self-motive 
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strategy, to a work force of employees who consistently used self- 

enhancement theory as a self-motive strategy. It would be in the companies 

best interest, therefore, to find some way of identifying individuals who do 

not use performance appraisal feedback to improve their performance. In 

this case, individuals who use self-enhancement as a self-motive strategy fall 

into this category. 

SELF-ESTEEM AS A PREDICTOR OF SELF-ENHANCEMENT 

It is useful to examine more thoroughly the self-enhancement literature 

to see if any reliable predictors of self-enhancing behavior exist. 

Inconsistent findings supporting self-enhancement theory led Baumeister 

(1982), to theorize that some other factor may act as a moderating variable 

behind the decision to engage in self-enhancing behavior. He found that 

self-esteem accurately predicted self-enhancing behaviors. People high in 

self-esteem were more likely to self-enhance than people low in self-esteem. 

Baumeister reasoned that people high in self-esteem were more accustomed 

to receiving compliments, more confident in themselves, and were more 

willing to take risks. These characteristics taken together, made it more 

likely that a person would self-enhance. People high in self-esteem would 

be more willing to take the risk of making self-enhancing statements. These 

people would also be more confident in their ability to back up such 

statements with improved performance later, or with evidence discounting 

the source of the discrepant feedback. People low in self-esteem tend not to 

be as confident or as willing to take risks, and so are less likely to employ 

self-enhancing techniques. Brown, Collins, & Schmidt (1988), found 

support for Baumeisters' hypothesis that high self-esteem individuals are 

16



more likely than low self-esteem individuals to engage in direct self- 

enhancing behaviors. The authors concluded that both high and low self- 

esteem people seek a positive self-identity, but low self-esteem people are 

more constrained in their pursuit of this goal. Low self-esteem people 

appear to doubt that they will be able to maintain a favorable self-identity. 

Even though the self-consistency theory will not be tested in the current 

study, the expectancy manipulation Donlin used to test self-consistency 

theory will be used in this study. 

A parallel can be drawn between the Wyer & Frey study and feedback in 

business situations. The information that the subjects were given in the 

Wyer & Frey study would be analogous to the feedback an employee 

receives during a performance appraisal. Unlike the Wyer & Frey study 

however, performance appraisals often include both positive and negative 

feedback. In addition, the feedback given to employees contains 

information about job performance on different tasks, not information 

about the validity of the performance appraisal process. In this case, a 

subject who is under the impression that they have performed poorly might 

recall more negative than positive feedback. This is predicted by the 

amount-of-processing hypothesis. These subjects would attempt to develop 

counterargumenis against the negative feedback to discount its credibility. 

As in the Wyer & Frey study, we hypothesize that subjects will not be as 

motivated to discount the validity of the positive feedback, and will spend 

less time processing positive feedback. Because subjects will spend less time 

processing positive feedback, they should not recall positive feedback 

statements as well as negative feedback statements (Wyer & Frey, 1983). 
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DIRECTED FORGETTING 

Research has shown that subjects who are processing information for the 

sole purpose of discounting it, forget that information shortly after it has 

been successfully discounted (Bjork, 1972). If the threat to the individual's 

self-image has been removed, there is no longer any reason to maintain the 

cues that allow that information to be readily accessed in memory. This 

process is known as directed forgetting. Miller, Kasprow, & Shachtman, 

(1986) helps to clarify this concept. Consider your memory to be a large 

library. When the library acquires a new book, a card is completed to be 

put in the card catalog. Once the book has been cataloged, the book is put 

on a shelf somewhere in the library. The better the card catalog system, the 

more likely it is that the librarian will be able to find the book later. In this 

analogy the new book is equivalent to new information, and the card catalog 

system to the method of memory encoding used. Research has shown that 

information stored in long term memory is not lost, it is just unable to be 

retrieved from memory (Bjork 1972). Using the library analogy, directed 

forgetting is the same as tearing up all the cards in the catalog that deal with 

that book. The book is still in the library, but the librarian does not know 

where. One of the more theoretically appealing aspects of the directed 

forgetting paradigm, is how it aids memory of information that needs to be 

remembered. By deciding some information should be remembered, and 

other information forgotten, more attention can be paid to the important 

information, and less to the less important information. This helps to 

reduce the probability that the "to be forgotten" information will interfere 
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with the "to be remembered," information when it is being encoded and 

recalled. 

Woodward, Park, & Seebohm, (1974) examined two different types of 

directed forgetting, explicit cuing to forget and implicit cuing to forget. 

Implicit cuing to forget is defined as, "...any cue that instructs the subject at 

the time of output to disregard part of the input." Explicit cuing to forget 

is defined as, "...any signal or cue occurring after input but before output 

instructing the subject not to remember the item(s) in question." The 

results of this study show that explicit cuing to forget is far less likely to 

intrude in immediate and delayed recall than implicit recall. In the present 

study, it is the subjects themselves who give the explicit cue to forget the 

threatening feedback, but not until after they have decided the information 

is no longer a threat to self-esteem. In a condition of immediate recall in 

the present study, the explicit cue may not have been given by the subject 

because they are still trying to discount the information. Once successfully 

discounted, the explicit cue to forget can be given by the subject, making it 

less likely to be recalled in a delayed condition. 

Applying this information to the present situation, if subjects were given 

performance appraisal type feedback containing information that some 

subjects would be likely to try and discount, then it is hypothesized that 

after a delay these subjects would be less able to recall information which 

they had previously discounted. 

This study hopes to test recall of performance appraisal type feedback. 

The specific hypotheses to be tested can be stated as follows: 
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General Hypothesis 1:. 

It is predicted that the results of the Donlin (1990) will be 

replicated. That is, subjects recalling feedback immediately after 

receiving it will show a bias towards the recall negative feedback 

over positive or neutral feedback. 

Competency Hypothesis 1:. 

Subjects recalling feedback after a time delay are likely to recall 

negative feedback more accurately than other types of feedback. 

Competency Hypothesis 2:. 

After a time delay, high self-esteem subjects are likely to recall 

negative feedback more accurately than low self-esteem subjects. 

Self-enhancement Hypothesis 1:. 

Time of feedback recall will interact with type of feedback such 

that at time one subjects will recall negative feedback more 

accurately than positive or neutral feedback, but after a time 

delay, (time two) subjects will recall equal amounts of negative, 

positive, and neutral feedback. 

Self-enhancement Hypothesis 2:. 

Subjects in the low expectancy condition that are high in self- 

esteem will show the highest decrement in recall of negative 

information from time one (immediate recall) to time two (delayed 

recall). Subjects in the no expectancy condition that are low in 

self-esteem, will show the least amount of decrement from time 

one to time two. 
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Method 

Subjects 

Subjects were eighty business students at a large southseastern university. 

Design 
This study used a 2 (expectancy: control, low) x 2 (time: immediate or 

delayed recall) x 3 (feedback sign: positive, negative, no sign) mixed factor 

design with self-esteem as a covariate. The expectancy and time 

manipulations were between subjects factors, and the feedback sign 

manipulation was a within subjects factor. 

Procedure 

The methods and procedure were essentially a replication of the methods 

used in Donlin, (1990). At the first session, subjects were greeted by the 

experimenter and told that they would be taking part in a two part study 

that will measure potential for future managerial success. Subjects were 

told that they would be performing three measures of future managerial 

performance; the Leadership Effectiveness and Adaptability Description 

(LEAD) (Hersey & Blanchard, 1974); and two managerial in-basket tasks. 

The Rosenberg scale of self-esteem (RSE) was administered, and upon its 

completion, the LEAD (see appendix A) was administered and subjects were 

given twenty minutes to complete this test. 

After completing the LEAD, subjects were given feedback regarding 

their performance on the LEAD, (see appendix B) and were allowed 

adequate time (one minute) to look over their feedback. The experimenter 

then reminded the subjects about the LEAD's ability to predict future 

managerial performance. Subjects were also told that their performance on 
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the LEAD was a fairly good indication of how well they could expect to do 

on the remainder of the exercises they would be completing in the rest of 

the experiment. (Subjects in the no expectancy group did not receive this 

information, as they did not receive any information about their 

performance on the LEAD.) 

Subjects were then given instructions on how to complete the first in- 

basket task (see appendix C). The in-basket task required subjects to 

pretend that they had recently been hired as a manager and must sort 

through a hypothetical in-basket to take the steps necessary to solve potential 

problems, schedule meetings, delegate responsibility, etc.. Subjects were 

given thirty minutes, less than the time necessary, to complete the exercise. 

Once the in-basket task was collected, the experimenter explained that 

because the in-basket task is relatively new, some time is required for 

subjects to familiarize themselves with the concept. Therefore, the in- 

basket task would be considered a trial run on which they would receive 

feedback. Subjects were told that they will complete a second in-basket, 

similar to the first in the next session. At this point, subjects were asked to 

complete the Rotter locus of control scale (1966). Subjects were told that 

this measure was to be completed while the in-basket task was being scored, 

which would take about fifteen to twenty minutes. This measure was 

administered at this time to induce the belief in the subjects that the in- 

basket tasks were indeed being scored. The in-basket tasks were not scored, 

and the feedback given was the same for all subjects (see appendix D). 

The experimenter returned after twenty minutes and gave the subjects 

their feedback on the in-basket task. The experimenter allowed the subjects 
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time to look over the feedback and then explained the meaning of the 

feedback to the subjects. The actual feedback was counterbalanced so no 

one dimension appeared first or last in the order of presentation more often 

than any other. This helped to control for primacy and recency effects. 

Once subjects had had ample time to examine their feedback, the 

experimenter asked the subjects to fill out the perceived accuracy scale (see 

appendix E) for the feedback they received on the in-basket task. Once 

subjects in the delayed condition had completed the perceived accuracy 

measure, they were scheduled for a second session and dismissed. Subjects 

in the immediate recall condition, completed the remainder of the study, 

were debriefed, and dismissed as explained below. 

SECOND SESSION/END OF FIRST SESSION 

At this point in the session the experimenter refreshed the subjects 

memories as to what had happened thusfar. The experimenter then asked 

the subjects to please write down what they could recall (see appendix F) 

from the in-basket task feedback they had received earlier. The time 

allotted for this task was ten minutes. After collecting the free recall 

measure, the experimenter administered a recognition measure (see 

appendix G). After collecting the recognition measure, the experimenter 

explained to the subjects that they would not be required to complete a 

second in-basket task. Subjects were asked to fill out the final questionnaire 

manipulation checks (see appendix H), and were then thoroughly debriefed. 

The experimenter made sure to explain to each subject that the feedback 

they received on both the LEAD and the in-basket was false, and had never 

been scored at all. Subjects were also told that the feedback they received in 
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no way reflects their managerial potential. Upon signing a confirmation of 

debriefing (see appendix I) subjects were dismissed. 

Independent Variables 

Time of recall. Subjects were randomly assigned to either the immediate 

or delayed recall condition. Subjects in the immediate recall condition 

completed the study in one session, while subjects in the delayed condition 

returned approximately two days later to complete the recall portion of the 

study. 

Subject expectancy. Subject expectancy was manipulated using the 

Leadership Effectiveness and Adaptability Description (LEAD) (Hersey & 

Blanchard, 1974). The LEAD is a paper and pencil measure of managerial 

performance. It consists of twelve different multiple choice managerial 

situations in which the subject must choose the most appropriate course of 

action for that situation. Before completing the LEAD, subjects were given 

information about the reliability of the LEAD, and its consistent ability to 

predict future managerial performance. Subjects were randomly assigned 

to the low expectancy or the no expectancy conditions. To manipulate the 

subject's expectancies, Subjects in the low expectancy condition were given 

bogus performance feedback on the LEAD informing them that they had 

scored within the 20th to 34th percentile, but no subject was told that they 

had "performed" better than 29%. Subjects in the no expectancy condition 

were not given performance feedback on the LEAD. The expectancy 

manipulation was retained from the Donlin study, because threats to self- 

esteem have been shown to facilitate self-enhancing behavior (Baumeister, 

1982). The expectancy manipulation served that purpose in this study. In 

24



light of the results of the Donlin study, namely, that there was no difference 

between the high expectancy and the expectancy control conditions, it was 

decided that the high expectancy group would be excluded from the study. 

In order for the information that subjects had performed poorly on a 

measure of managerial potential to be a threat to subjects’ self-esteem, it 

was necessary to use subjects for whom managerial potential was ego- 

involving, or important (Miller, 1976). For this reason undergraduate 

business students were chosen as the subject pool in this study. 

Self-esteem. Subjects were asked to complete the Rosenberg scale of 

self-esteem (RSE) for "research purposes" at the beginning of the first 

session. Shahani, Dipboye, and Phillips, (1990) recently examined the RSE 

and found it to have a reliability coefficient of .80. 

Feedback sign. The feedback given for the in basket task was the same 

for subjects in all conditions. The feedback is designed in such a way that 

subjects scored above the norm on two dimensions, below the norm on two 

dimensions, and did not receive any information about their performance in 

relation to the norm on two dimensions. The feedback also contained a 

standard general definition of the dimension on which the subjects received 

feedback. The dimension definitions were typed. The feedback also 

contained information telling subjects how they could improve their 

performance. This consisted of three specific behavioral pieces of 

information per dimension. The improvement feedback was handwritten by 

the experimenter to give subjects the impression that this feedback was 

"tailor-made" for them based on their performance on the in-basket task. 
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Locus of Control 

There was some question as to the amount of variability in self- esteem 

that would be found using business students as subjects. For this reason 

locus of control was also measured. Subjects were asked to complete the 

Rotter (1966) locus of control scale after the in-basket task. This scale has 

been shown to have a reliability coefficient of .78 (Rotter, 1966). 

Dependent Variables 

Recall task. The recall measure consisted of a paper which requested 

subjects to write down any feedback they could remember from their in- 

basket task feedback. Two undergraduate raters were trained in the 

experimental protocol, and separated the statements generated by the 

subjects into the number of general or specific positive, negative, and 

neutral feedback statements recalled. Raters also noted the number of 

errant comments generated by subjects. A comment was considered errant 

if it could not be identified as having been presented in the in-basket 

feedback. Any discrepancies were resolved by the experimenter. 

Recognition task. The recognition measure consisted of thirty-six 

statements, half of which were the eighteen specific behavioral statements (3 

statements x 6 dimensions) the subjects received from the in-basket task 

feedback, and half of which had never been presented to the subjects. The 

subjects were requested to indicate with a response of yes or no whether 

they had received the statement as part of their in-basket task feedback. 

Recognition was measured as the proportion of true hits within each 

feedback sign, and an overall false alarm rate percentage of endorsements 

of non-presented information information. This method was used instead of 
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the response bias formula suggested by Grier (1973). This was chosen 

because when the number of subjects with no false alarms is high, response 

bias is artificially inflated. In the original Donlin study an average of 70 

percent of the subjects committed no false alarms. Any discrepancies were 

resolved by the experimenter. 

Manipulation checks 

Perceived accuracy. The perceived accuracy scale was designed to 

measure how accurate subjects believed the feedback they received on the 

in-basket task to be. Six questions, one corresponding to each feedback 

dimension were included. The questions were based on a seven point 

Likert-scale anchored at 1 by "not accurate at all," and 7 by "very 

accurate.” 

Final questionnaire. The final questionnaire examined many aspects of 

the study. One of the more important questions dealt with the impact of the 

expectancy manipulation by asking the question, "how well did you expect 

to perform on the in-basket task prior to performing it?" This question was 

based on a seven point Likert-scale anchored at 1 by "not well at all,” and 7 

by "very well." The feedback sign manipulation was also examined with 

questions asking the subjects to rate how positive or negative the feedback 

statements on each of their in-basket task feedback dimensions was. There 

were six questions that dealt with this issue, one for each feedback 

dimension. Scores were broken down into six percentile blocks; 0-16th, 

17th-33rd, 34th-50th, 51st-67th, 68th-84th, and 85th-100th. Subjects were 
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asked to indicate which percentile best represented their score. Subjects 

also had the option of selecting the response "did not receive percentile 

score." 
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Results 

The correlation matrix for all of the variables used in the experiment can 

be examined in table 1. The untransformed means and standard deviations 

for these variables can be examined in table 2. 

The data for free recall was positively skewed, as the number of 

statements for each dimension that could possibly be recalled was three. 

44.5% of the responses were zero. This kind of data is referred to in 

statistics as “low count data." In order to normalize this data, a square root 

transformation (Lentner & Bishop, 1986) was used. All of the recall data 

was transformed using the square root process, and all results from analyses 

using recall data refers to this transformed data. The transformed means 

and standard deviations for these variables can be examined in table 3. 

General hypothesis 1 

General hypothesis 1 was analyzed using paired t-tests. It was predicted 

that recall of negative feedback would be superior to the recall of positive 

or neutral feedback. To replicate Donlin (1990), only the data for subjects 

in the immediate recall condition were used. This hypothesis was not 

supported. The results of the paired t-tests are shown in table 4. Negative 

specific information was not recalled significantly better than positive 

specific information t = -0.73, p>.10, or neutral specific information t = 

-.30 p>.10 

The results for total information are also shown in table 4. Negative 

total information was not recalled significantly better than positive total 

information t = -0.71, p>.10, or neutral total information t = -.13 p>.10. 
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These results seem to indicate that neutral information is recalled better 

than signed information. 

Although there was a trend for subjects to recall more negative 

information than positive information, the findings of Donlin (1990) were 

not replicated. A possible explanation for these results, is that the neutral 

information may have been more conspicuous and salient than the signed 

information. This may have been the case because feedback was considered 

neutral when the percentage score on the in-basket task feedback was left 

blank. When going over the in-basket feedback with the subjects, the 

experimenters explained that there were no percentile scores for those 

dimensions of feedback because there was only a limited amount of time 

allotted for the scoring of the in-basket, and that they had run out of time 

before they were able to calculate a percentile score for those dimensions. 

This may have served to draw attention to the neutral information, at the 

expense of the negative or positive feedback. 

Competency hypothesis 1 

Like general hypothesis 1, competency hypothesis 1 was analyzed using 

paired t-tests, It was predicted that after a time delay, subjects would be 

more likely to recall negative feedback than other types of feedback. Only 

data from subjects in the delayed recall condition were used in the analysis 

of this hypothesis. This hypothesis was not supported. The results of the 

paired t-tests are shown in table 5. Negative specific information was 

recalled significantly better than the recall of positive specific information 

t= -0.81, p>.10, or neutral specific information t = -2.15 p<.05. This last t 

value is significant, but it indicates that neutral specific information is 
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recalled significantly better than negative specific information. Neutral 

specific information is also recalled significantly better than positive 

specific information t = -3.16, p<.01. 

The results for total information are also shown in table 5. Negative 

total information was not recalled significantly better than positive total 

information t = -0.49, p>.10, or neutral total information t = -.1.23 p>.10. 

Neutral total information was recalled marginally better than positive total 

information t = -1.72, p<.10. These results, like the results for general 

hypothesis 1 seem to indicate that neutral information is recalled better than 

signed information. 

Competency hypothesis #2 

Competency hypothesis #2 was analyzed using a repeated measures 

analysis of variance with self-esteem as a between subjects factor and 

feedback sign as a within subjects factor. It was predicted that after a time 

delay, high self-esteem subjects would be more likely to recall negative 

feedback than low self-esteem subjects. Only data from subjects in the 

delayed recall condition were used in the analysis of this hypothesis. To 

analyze this hypothesis, it was necessary to dichotomize self-esteem into 

high self-esteem and low self-esteem. A subject was considered to be high 

in self-esteem if they scored a zero on the Rosenberg scale of self-esteem. 

A subject was considered to be low in self-esteem if they scored a one or 

more on this scale (out of a possible six). This resulted in an unbalanced 

split of 14 subjects in the high self-esteem classification and 26 in the low 

self-esteem classification. This split offered the most balanced design of the 

alternatives. It was predicted that there would be a significant interaction 
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between sign of feedback and level of self-esteem. This hypothesis was not 

supported. The results for specific information are shown in table 6. The 

interaction between sign of feedback and level of self-esteem was not 

significant F (2, 76) = 0.18, p>.10. The results for total information are 

also shown in table 6. The interaction between sign of feedback and level of 

self-esteem was not significant F (2, 76) = 1.37, p>.10. 

Self-enhancement hypothesis #1 

Self-enhancement hypothesis #1 was analyzed using a repeated measures 

analysis of variance with time as a between subjects factor and feedback sign 

as a within subjects factor. It was predicted that time of feedback would 

interact with sign of feedback such that at time one subjects would recall 

negative feedback more accurately than positive or neutral feedback. For 

subjects in the delayed condition, it was predicted that subjects would recall 

equal amounts of negative, positive, and neutral feedback. It was predicted 

that there would be a significant interaction between sign and time. This 

hypothesis was not supported. The results for the analysis of specific 

information are shown in table 7. For specific information, the feedback 

sign by time of recall interaction was not significant F (2,156) = 1.41, 

p>.10. The results for the analysis of total information are also shown in 

table 7. For total information, the feedback sign by time of recall 

interaction was not significant F (2,156) = 0.46, p>.10. 

Self-enhancement Hypothesis #2 

In order to analyze self-enhancement hypothesis #2, it was necessary to 

determine the effectiveness of the expectancy manipulation, as measured by 

responses to the manipulation check item that dealt with expectancy. The 
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results of this analysis are shown in table 8. Responses to the expectancy 

manipulation check were analyzed using an analysis of covariance 

(ANACOVA) with time and expectancy as between subjects factors, 

feedback sign as a within subjects factor, and self esteem as a covariate. 

The results indicated that the expectancy manipulation was not effective and 

produced no significant effects or interactions. Because the expectancy 

manipulation did not significantly predict subject recall of performance 

appraisal information, subject's self-reported expectancies from the final 

questionnaire manipulation check were used as an alternate measure of 

expectancy. One possible explanation as to why the expectation 

manipulation was ineffective, is that the LEAD was not believable enough to 

convince subjects in the low expectancy condition that they had really 

performed in the 20th to 34th percentile. Donlin (1990) also had this 

problem, which, in that study resulted in the misclassification of several 

subjects into the low or high expectancy condition, when their self-reported 

expectancy indicated otherwise. It was believed this problem could be 

avoided in the current study by lowering the percentile score given to 

subjects, and concentrating the subjects level of "performance" between 

22nd and 29% in the low expectancy condition. It was theorized that when 

subjects were informed that they had performed so poorly, they would be 

forced to accept the information given. 

Self-enhancement hypothesis #2, was analyzed using an analysis of 

covariance (ANACOVA) with time as a between subjects factor, feedback 

sign and amount recalled as within subjects factors, with self-esteem and 
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self-reported expectancy as covariates. Negative specific information and 

negative total information were analyzed to test this hypothesis. 

The results of the analysis for negative specific recall are shown in table 

9, and yielded a significant SRE X T interaction E (1,78) = 6.08 p< 0.05. 

In the immediate recall condition, subjects with low self-reported task 

expectancy recalled fewer negative specific statements than subjects with 

high self-reported expectancy. Subjects in the delayed recall condition with 

low self-reported expectancy recalled more negative specific statements than 

subjects with high self-reported expectancy. These two lines intersect and 

cross over. This interaction is depicted in figure 1. 

The results of the analysis for negative total recall are shown in table 10, 

and yielded no significant effects. 

To more fully understand the data, recall of positive and neutral 

feedback were analyzed using an ANACOVA with time as a between 

subjects factor, feedback sign and amount recalled as within subjects factors, 

with self-esteem and self-reported expectancy as covariates. 

The results of the analysis for positive specific recall are shown in table 

11, and yielded a significant time effect F (1,78) = 8.41 p< 0.01, and a 

marginally significant SRE X T interaction F (1,78) = 3.44 p< 0.10. In the 

immediate recall condition, subjects with low self-reported task expectancy 

recalled more positive specific statements than subjects with high self- 

reported expectancy. Subjects in the delayed recall condition with low self- 

reported expectancy recalled fewer positive specific statements than subjects 

with high self-reported expectancy. These two lines nearly converge at the 

high end self-reported expectancy axis (see Figure 2). 
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The results of the analysis for positive total recall are shown in table 12, 

and yielded a significant effect for time F (1,78) = 9.36, p< 0.01, and an 

interaction between self-reported expectancy (SRE) and time (T) E (1,78) 

= 6.03 p< 0.05. In the immediate recall condition, subjects with low self- 

reported task expectancy recalled more positive total statements than 

subjects with high self-reported expectancy. Subjects in the delayed recall 

condition with low self-reported expectancy subjects recalled fewer positive 

total statements than subjects with high self-reported expectancy. These two 

lines converge and intersect towards the high end of the self-reported 

expectancy axis. This interaction is depicted in figure 3. 

The results of the analysis for neutral specific recall are shown in table 

13, and yielded a marginally significant SRE effect F (1,78) = 2.90 p< 0.10. 

The mean for subjects low in Self- Reported Expectancy was 0.8349. The 

mean for subjects high in Self- Reported Expectancy was 1.2927. 

The results of the analysis for neutral total recall are shown in table 14, 

and yielded no significant effects or interactions. 

RECOGNITION DATA 

The recognition data was analyzed in the same manner as the data for 

free recall, an analysis of covariance (ANACOVA) with time as a between 

subjects factor, feedback sign and amount recalled as within subjects factors, 

with self-esteem and self-reported expectancy as covariates. 

The results of the analysis for positive recognition are shown in table 15, 

and yielded no significant effects. The results of the analysis for negative 

recognition are shown in table 16, and yielded no significant effects. The 
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results of the analysis for neutral recognition are shown in table 17, and 

yielded no significant effects. 

Perceived Accuracy Data 

The means and standard deviations for data on the perceived accuracy 

scale are shown in table 18. The results of the analysis for positive 

information on the perceived accuracy scale are shown in table 19, and 

yielded a marginally significant interaction for self-reported expectancy F 

(1,78) = 3.64 p< 0.10. The mean for low Self- Reported Expectancy was 

7.1926. The mean for high Self- Reported Expectancy was 7.6282. 

The results of the analysis for negative information on the perceived 

accuracy scale are shown in table 20, and yielded a significant self-reported 

expectancy effect F (1,78) = 6.16 p< 0.05. The mean for low Self- 

Reported Expectancy was 8.9917. The mean for high Self- Reported 

Expectancy was 5.7049. 

The results of the analysis for neutral information on the perceived 

accuracy scale are shown in table 21, and yielded a significant-effect for 

time F (1,78) = 7.71 p< 0.01, self-reported expectancy effect F (1,78) = 

7.50 p< 0.01, and for the interaction of self-reported expectancy and time F 

(1,78) = 7.13 p< 0.01. In the immediate recall condition, subjects with low 

self-reported task expectancy rated neutral information as more accurate 

than subjects with high self-reported expectancy. In the delayed recall 

condition, subjects with low self-reported expectancy rated neutral 

information as less accurate than subjects with high self-reported 

expectancy. These two lines do intersect and crossover and is depicted in 

figure 4. 
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Discussion 

The goal of the current research was to examine individual differences 

in the recall of performance appraisal feedback, specifically to test two 

self-motive theories; competence motivation and self-enhancement theory. 

Although the results of this study do not support any of the hypotheses as 

originally presented, it is still possible to draw conclusions based on the 

data collected. 

Free Recall 

The free recall data from the current study indicates that unlike the 

Donlin (1990) study, individuals recall neutral information better than 

negative or positively signed information. The findings of the current 

study can not be accounted for in terms of competency motivation theory. 

In order to find support for competency motivation, it would have been 

necessary to show a pattern of results indicating superior recall of negative 

information at both time one (immediate recall) and time two (delayed 

recall). This pattern was not obtained. 

The results of this study do seem to show partial support for self- 

enhancement theory. In the immediate recall condition subjects high in 

self-reported expectancy recalled more negative specific information than 

subjects low in self-reported expectancy. In the delayed recall condition, 

however, fewer pieces of negative specific information were recalled by 

subjects high in self-reported expectancy. This result can be seen as partial 

support for self-enhancement theory. As Wyer & Frey (1983) theorized, 

the higher recall of negative information at time one can be accounted for 

with the explanation that the high self-reported expectancy subjects recall 
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more negative information because they are actively attempting to generate 

counterarguments to this threatening information. Once they have 

successfully discounted the information, there is no longer any need to 

maintain the discounted information in memory, and is therefore not 

recalled as well, as shown by the recall findings for high self-reported 

expectancy subjects at time two. The results for recall of positive specific 

information do not support self-enhancement theory. At time one, people 

low in self-reported expectancy recalled a high amount of positive specific 

information, which would be predicted by self-enhancement theory. 

People who were high in self-reported expectancy at time one recalled less 

positive specific information than did the people who were low in self- 

reported expectancy. This cannot be accounted for in terms of self- 

enhancement theory. At time two, individuals recall information consistent 

with their level of self-reported expectancy. This also cannot be accounted 

for in terms of self-enhancement theory, as it would be predicted that 

individuals low in self-reported expectancy would recall a lot of positive 

information, because, according to self-enhancement theory people desire 

to see themselves in the best possible way, a positive way. 

The results of this study however, seem to lend the most support to a 

theory that was not hypothesized in the study. The results seem to support 

self-consistency theory. Self-consistency theory briefly, states that once 

people form impressions of themselves, they become motivated to recall 

information that is consistent with the impressions they have of themselves. 

This finding is quite surprising, especially in view of the Donlin (1990) 

study, which found no support for self-consistency theory. Because of the 
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Donlin findings, self-consistency theory was not tested in this study. These 

results became apparent only over the time delay, which would not have 

been present in the Donlin study, as it only dealt with recall of 

performance feedback at one time. Although the only available study 

dealing with self-consistency theory and recall of performance feedback 

was the Donlin study, other research has been conducted on self- 

consistency theory, and it is possible to fit the findings of this study into the 

existing literature on self-consistency. Wells & Sweeney (1986) examined 

data from a longitudinal survey (one and a half years) on the academic 

abilities of 1508 high school age white males. It was believed that stability 

of self-esteem would moderate self-enhancing behavior, such that subjects 

with unstable levels of self-esteem would be more likely to self-enhance, 

while subjects with stable levels of self-esteem would be more likely to 

engage in behavior consistent with their level of self-esteem. It was found 

that regardless of whether the subjects had stable or unstable levels of self- 

esteem, they engaged in behavior that would be predicted by self- 

consistency theory. That is, subjects with high levels of self-esteem, when 

asked to evaluate themselves on progressively more vague areas (ranging 

from grades- fairly concrete, to a measure of intelligence- fairly vague) 

gave themselves high evaluations. On the other hand, subjects with low 

levels of self-esteem, when asked to make the same self-evaluation gave 

themselves low evaluations. Similar results were obtained for both stable 

and unstable levels of self-esteem, although the results were slightly 

stronger for stable levels of self-esteem. 
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The Wells & Sweeney (1986) study is similar to the research conducted 

here in that subjects tended to engage in behavior (type of ratings, or type 

of information recalled) that was consistent with the subjects’ level of self- 

esteem. Wells and Sweeney theorized that the appearance of self- 

consistency effects may depend on the time interval of the study. This 

study lends support to this theory, as the self-consistent findings emerged 

only in the delayed condition. 

It has been suggested that self-consistency and self-enhancement theories 

are not necessarily at odds in explaining peoples’ self-motives (Shrauger, 

1975; Swann, Griffin, Predmore, & Gaines, 1987). Shrauger (1975) 

theorized that peoples’ affective responses to information (how the 

information makes them feel) conform to self-enhancement theory, and 

that people's cognitive responses to information (recall, or accuracy of the 

information) conform to self-consistency theory. This study provides 

support for the theory that cognitive responses to information conform to 

self-consistency theory. 

Isen, Shalker, Clark, & Karp (1978), examined the possibility that 

mood, or affect, may posess a cognitive component. They hypothesized 

that positive mood may serve to cue recall of positive mood information, 

or as they put it a "positive coginitive loop." They found that subjects in 

positive moods made more positive judgements than members of a control 

group. It was further found that subjects who had achieved success in a 

computer game recalled more positive words from a list of previously 

presented words than other types of words. Isen et al. (1978), postulated 

that there may also be a "negative cognitive loop.” In this study, self- 
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reported expectancy may be seen as a rough indication of subject mood, 

and may have served as a cue to recall information consistent with the 

subjects’ level of self-reported expectancy. Perhaps there is an order to the 

processing of the feedback. Feedback might be scanned twice, once for 

affective reaction, and once for cognitive reaction to the feedback. The 

affective reaction to the feedback may be a "knee-jerk" reaction to the 

feedback that occurs shortly after receiving it, about whether the subject 

likes or dislikes the feedback. After a delay, however, this reaction may be 

tempered by the subjects’ self-motivation to process information in ways 

consistent with their self image. This might account for the findings that 

information is recalled in a self-consistent pattern after a delay, but not in 

the immediate recall condition. 

Jussim, Coleman, & Nassau (1987) examined the role of self-esteem on 

the perceptions of both performance and performance feedback. Subjects 

were prescreened into high and low self-esteem using the Rosenberg Self- 

Esteem Scale. After performing an analogies task, subjects were asked 

how they felt they had performed, and how they felt the experimenter 

would evaluate their performance. The results of the study indicate that 

subjects predicted their performance and their performance feedback to be 

in line with their level of self-esteem. In other words, high self-esteem 

subjects thought that they had performed well, and thought that the 

experimenter would give them performance feedback confirming this. 

Conversely, low self-esteem subjects thought they had performed poorly, 

and that the experimenter would give them performance feedback 

confirming this. The feedback consisted of: positive, "...You have a seven 
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out of ten right-that’s a good score.", negative, "...You have a seven out of 

ten right-that's not a good score.", and no feedback, "...You have a seven 

out of ten right." These self-consistent findings occured even in the face of 

relatively clear and unambiguous feedback. These two studies are similar 

in this respect. In the present research, even though the subjects were 

given clear and unambiguous feedback ("Your score on this dimension was 

atthe —s_— % level") these subjects recalled information consistent with 

their self-image after a delay. This study adds to the growing body of 

literature that show that self-esteem plays a role in the processing of 

performance feedback (Jussim, Coleman, & Nassau, 1987; Felson, 1981; 

Wells & Sweeney, 1986; Bohrnstedt & Felson, 1983). 

The findings of the current study seem to indicate that you can change 

what people recall if they are tested immediately after they are given 

performance information, (time one). In other words, individuals will 

recall information that is inconsistent with their self-image if recall is 

tested immediately (people with low self-image will recall more positive 

than negative information, and people with high self-image will recall 

more negative information.). This pattern holds true in the immediate 

condition for signed information, specific or total. If, however, there is a 

delay between presentation of the performance appraisal information and 

the subject's recall of that information, then subjects seem to recall 

performance information consistent with their previously formed self- 

impressions. This pattern also holds true in the delayed condition for 

signed information, both total and specific information. This finding for 
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the delayed recall condition is consistent with the findings of Wells & 

Sweeney (1986). 

The implications of this finding is that for some employees, specifically 

employees with high self-esteem and positive self-images, performance 

appraisal information will be effective only briefly during and shortly after 

the appraisal is administered. High self-esteem, while, usually adaptive, 

and psychologically healthy (Taylor, Collins, Skokan, & Aspinwall 1989) is 

apparently a detriment in the area of performance appraisals, according to 

the results of this study. High self-esteem people will recall information 

consistent with their self-image after a delay. People who have lower self- 

esteem will recall the negative information from the performance 

appraisal, and will therefore be effective in accomplishing the 

organizational goal of making the employee aware of areas in which they 

need to improve. The problem in making high self-esteem subjects aware 

of their deficiencies, is that the employees themselves need to be aware that 

they have areas in which they are deficient. Put simply, these people have. 

to admit they have weak areas before performance appraisals can be 

effective for them. The challenge for performance appraisers is to present 

these people with their weaknesses in such a way that the employees do not 

feel so threatened by this information that they retreat into preconceived 

self-images and refuse to acknowledge that a problem exists. A potential 

solution to this problem is to provide performance information more 

frequently, as it has been shown that negative feedback can be perceived as 

accurate if it is provided frequently enough (Landy, Barnes, & Murphy, 

1978; Cook, 63). 
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Limitations of the study 

While this study has gone some way in revealing what individuals recall 

about performance appraisal feedback, this study is not without its 

limitations. The manipulation of threat to subject self-esteem was not 

effective as evidenced by the lack of significance in the expectancy 

manipulation. In this study, as in the Donlin (1990) study, the LEAD was 

used to manipulate subject expectancies. Neither of these studies has 

obtained the expected effects using the LEAD. The ineffectiveness of the 

expectancy manipulation led to the use of the subject's own self-reported 

expectancy. This measure was included in the study as a check of the 

expectancy manipulation. It is recommended that researchers wishing to 

replicate this study also include subjects self-reported ratings of how well 

they expect to perform on the in-basket task. It is further recommended 

that a pre-test of self-esteem be performed to ensure equal numbers of high 

and low self-esteem. This was not done in the current study, as it was 

believed there would be a wide variance in self-esteem score over the 

subject pool. This was not the case, and resulted in the necessity of a 

median split on self-esteem to test Competence hypothesis 2. The median 

split on self-esteem was arbitrary and led to an unbalanced design for that 

hypothesis. 

Another question about the current study is the extent to which a 

laboratory study can generalize to actual organizations. The greatest 

strength of laboratory research is the ability the researcher has to 

standardize the experimental stimuli that is presented to the subjects. In an 

organizational setting this would be extremely difficult, as the number and 
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type of feedback statements would most likely be different for each 

employee. 

Directions for future research 

This study has added to the existing base of research literature in the 

area of performance appraisal recall. Specifically, this study has added a 

delayed recall condition which has enabled a fuller picture to emerge and 

gives researchers in this area a better idea of what kind of performance 

appraisal information is retained over the course of time. Researchers 

wishing to pursue and extend the findings of this effort should attempt to 

devise a different expectancy manipulation than the LEAD, as it has been 

shown to be ineffective in two studies of similar nature. A study should be 

conducted to replicate the findings of the current study to determine 

whether the findings obtained here are robust. It is also suggested that an 

alternate method of presenting subjects with "neutral" information from 

the in-basket task be devised that does not make that information more 

salient than the positive or negative information. If these findings are 

indeed robust, then other studies should be conducted that specifically test 

the self-consistency self-motivation theory to determine the boundaries of 

acceptance for feedback inconsistent with an individuals self-image. 

The ultimate goal in this line of research would be to conduct a field 

study resulting in the increase of employee performance due to the 

experimental manipulation. As Donlin (1990) said when discussing future 

research, "It is assumed that if individuals cannot remember the feedback 

then they cannot use it on the job, and if they do remember the feedback it 
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will be applied on the job." This assumption must also be tested in the 

course of future research. 
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Notes 
Myer, H.H. Performance review discussion; Making it constructive. Paper 
presented at the meeting of the American Psychological Association, 
Washington, D.C., September, 1976. 
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LEADERSHIP EFFECTIVENESS AND ADAPTABILITY DESCRIPTION 

DIRECTIONS: Assume that you are selected to a middle-level manager position and in this new position 

you are involved in each of the following situations. Each situation has four alternative actions from which 
you are to choose one. THINK about what YOU would do in each circumstance. Then circle the letter of 
the alternative action which you think would most closely describe YOUR behavior in the situation 
presented. Circle only one choice. Remember, in responding to these situations, you should assume that 
you have been hired for the job. We want to know how you would handle these situations if we were to hire 
you. 
  

1.SITUATION: Your subordinates are not responding to your friendly conversation and obvious concern for 
their welfare. Their performance is declining rapidly. YOU ... 

A. Emphasize the use of uniform procedures and the necessity for task 
accomplishment. 

B. Make yourself available for discussion but don't push your 
involvement. 

C. Talk with subordinates and set goals. 
D. Intentionally do not intervene. 

2. SITUATION: The performance of your employees is increasing. You have been making sure that all 
employees are aware of their responsibilities and what you expect of them. YOU... 

A. Engage in friendly interaction, but continue to make sure that all 
employees are aware of their responsibilities and your expectations. 

B. Take no definite action. 
C. Do what you can to make the group feel important and involved. 
D. Emphasize the importance of deadlines and responsibilities. 

3. SITUATION: Your employees are unable to solve problems themselves. You have normally left them 
alone. Group performance and interpersonal relations have been good. YOU ... 

Work with the group and together engage in problem solving. 
Let the group work it out. 
Act quickly and firmly to solve the problem. 
Encourage your employees to work on the problem and you are 
supportive of their efforts. 

D
O
W
 

> 

4. SITUATION: You are considering a change. Your subordinates have a good record of accomplishment, 
but they respect the need for change. YOU... 

A. Allow the employees to get involved in developing the change, and you 
avoid being too directive. 
Announce the changes and implement them with close supervision. 
Allow the employees to direct the change themselves. 
Listen to the input of your employees, but you direct the change. V

O
W
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5. SITUATION: You stepped into an efficiently ran department. The previous administrator tightly 
controlled the situation. You want to maintain a productive situation, but would like to create a more 
pleasant working environment. YOU ... 

Do what you can to make the employees feel important and involved. 
Emphasize the importance of deadlines & responsibilities. 
Intentionally do not intervene. 
Get employees involved in decision-making, but directly make sure 
that the objectives are met. 

D
O
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6. SITUATION: The performance of your employees has been dropping during the last few months. 
Employees have been unconcerned with meeting their objectives. Redefining their roles and responsibilities 
has helped in the past. They have continually needed prodding and reminding to get their jobs done on time. 
YOU ... 

Allow them to make their own changes. 
Incorporate their recommendations, but see that the changes are made 
yourself. 
Redefine their roles and responsibilities and supervise them carefully. 
Allow employees to be involved in determining their roles and 
responsibilities without being too directive. 

9
 

w
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7. SITUATION: You are considering a change to a structure that will be new for your employees. Some 
employees have made suggestions about needed change. Overall, your employees have been productive and 
demonstrated flexibility in meeting objectives. YOU ... 

A. Define the change and supervise carefully. 
B. Participate with the employees in developing the change, but allow 

employees to organize the implementation. 
C. Are willing to make changes as recommended by your employees, but 

you maintain control of the implementation. 
D. Avoid confrontation; leave things alone. 

8. SITUATION: Group performance and interpersonal relations are good, but you feel somewhat unsure 
about the lack of direction you have given your employees. YOU ... 

A. Leave well enough alone. 
B. Discuss the situation with your employees and then initiate the 

necessary changes. 
C. take steps to direct your employees toward working in a well defined 

manner. 
D. Allow group involvement in setting goals and do not take a great deal 

of control in implementing the goal-setting program. 
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9. SITUATION: Your superior has appointed you to head a task force that is far overdue in making changes. 
Your employees are not clear on their goals. Attendance at planning sessions has been poor. Meetings have 
turned into social gatherings. Potentially, the employees have the talent necessary to help. YOU ... 

A. Let them work out their problems. 
B. Incorporate group recommendations, but directly make sure that they 

are met. 
C. Redefine goals and supervise carefully. 
D. allow group involvement in setting goals, but do not take complete 

control. 

10. SITUATION: Your subordinates, usually able to take responsibility, are not responding to your recent 
redefining of objectives. YOU ... 

A. Allow group involvement in redefining objectives, but do not take 
complete control. 

B. Redefine standards and supervise carefully. 
C. Avoid confrontation by not applying pressure; leave the situation 

alone. 
D. Incorporate group recommendations, but directly see that the 

objectives are met. 

11. SITUATION: The previous supervisor was uninvolved in the affairs of the employees. The employees 
had adequately handled goals and objectives. Group inter-relations are good. YOU ... 

A. Take steps to direct employees toward working in a well-defined 
manner. 

B. Involve subordinates in decision-making and reinforce good 
contributions. 

C. Discuss past performance with employees and then you examine the 
need for new practices. 

D. Continue to leave the employees alone. 

12. SITUATION: Recent information indicates some internal difficulties among subordinates. The group 
has a remarkable record of accomplishment. Members have effectively maintained long-range goals. They 
have worked in harmony for the past year. All are well qualified for their jobs. 
YOU ... 

Try out your solution on subordinates and examine the need for new 
practices. 
Allow employees to work things out for themselves. 
Act quickly and firmly to improve relations. 
Participate in problem discussion with employees while providing them 
with support. 

D
O
W
 

> 
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LEAD SCORING FORM 

SCORING OF LEAD: Each option for the scenarios has been scaled for its effectiveness in 
dealing with the situation, and has a weight associated with it. Options that are most 
effective for dealing with the given situation are given the large weights (i.e., 10) and 
options that are least effective for dealing with the situation are given small weights (i.e. 1). 
Some scenarios are more difficult than others, and each item is also scaled for difficulty. 
The effectiveness weight is multiplied by the item difficulty score, to produce your score for 
each item. The item scores of the 12 scenarios are then totaled to determine your leadership 
effectiveness and adaptability score. 

Your RAW score on the LEAD was points out of 200 points. 

Raw Scor Percentil re Ran 

190-200 95-100 
160-189 80-94 
130-159 65-79 
70-129 35-64 
40-69 (LOW EXP) 20-34 
10-39 5-19 

0-9 0-4 

This score puts you at the percentile. 

Therefore approximately percent of college students who have completed the 
LEAD scored below you. 
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Foreman's In-Basket 

Instructions for participant 
You are Bill Donlin, an employee of the Sellsomore Manufacturing Company. You have 
worked in the Parts Distribution Warehouse #1 on the north side of town for five years in a 
variety of jobs, from picking merchandise off shelves to assigning merchandise to trucks 
and rail cars. For the last year you have been groomed by management for a foreman's 
position and have on several occasions substituted for foremen during their vacation 
periods. 

Two weeks ago, Tom Early, foreman of the Packing Unit in Warehouse #3 on the south 
side of town, was in a serious automobile accident. Although he will probably survive, he 
is still in intensive care and it will be a very long time before he will be able to return to 
work. Bob Tomers, warehouse supervisor in Warehouse #3 called you yesterday (Friday) 
and offered you Tom's job. You immediately accepted the job but explained to Bob that 
you had already paid for a one week Caribbean cruise for you and your spouse. The plane 
leaves today at 12:00 to take the two of you to Florida to meet the cruise ship. Since the trip 
is paid for and the two of you had been planning the trip as an anniversary vacation for a 
number of years, you asked if you could delay your reporting date one week until February 
28. 

Under the circumstances, Mr. Tomers agreed to your request but stated that your official 
starting date would be Monday February 21, and you will be responsible for the Packing 
Unit starting that day. Until you report on the 28th, Jerry Fischer, a management trainee on 
temporary assignment from the home office, will fill in as foreman. He was given this 
temporary position as soon as it was learned of Tom's accident and has been covering for 
Tom for two weeks. 

Although Mr. Tomers agreed to your vacation request, he made a request of you. He stated 
that things were not going well in the Packing Unit, and said he would appreciate your 
coming in before you left on your trip to look over the situation and give Jerry Fischer some 
advice. He estimated that you would have to spend no more than half an hour at your new 
desk. 

It is now Saturday February 19, and you are at your new desk. You will have thirty 
minutes to look over the material that Mr. Tomers and Jerry Fischer have left for you. At 
that time your spouse will pick you up and you will go directly to the airport to leave on 
your trip. The central switchboard is closed, so you cannot make phone calls. you must 
work alone, and you have access only to the materials that have been left for you. You want 
to do well to make a good impression on Mr. Tomers and the others in the warehouse. It is 
pmportant that you let your associates know exactly what you plan to do with each item in 
the basket, so everything you do or plan to do should be in writing. In going through the 
items, you can write notes, memos, and letters; plan meetings; and make decisions. You 
should also plan all phone calls you intend to make regarding any of the items when you 
return in one week to your job. You may write directly on the items or use the supply of 
stationary which has been provided. When using the stationary, clip any notes or letters 
you write to the items to which they refer. 
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Situation Summary 

You are Bill Donlin. 
You have been asked to replace Tom Early who was in a Serious car accident on 
February 4, 1988. 
You will head the Packing Unit of Warehouse #3. Your previous experience with the 
company had been at Warehouse #1. You know no one in Warehouse #3. 
Jerry Fischer began working as Tom Early's temporary replacement on Monday 
February 8. 
Fischer had been on the job two weeks at the time you stopped in today, Saturday, 
February 19. 
You are at your desk today Saturday, February 19, and then out again until Monday, 
February 28. However, your official starting date is Monday, February 21, and you are 
responsible for the unit beginning the 21st. 
You cannot call or get in touch with anyone until your return on February 28. 
Tomers called Fischer to ask him to stay for one more week after learning from you on 
Friday that you had made vacation plans for the coming week. 
You have thirty minutes to work on the materials left for you. 
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ORGANIZATION CHART 

Sellsomore Manufacturing Company 
Parts Distribution Warehouse #3 

G. Don Horn 
General Mgr.- Parts Distribution 

Bob Tomers Susie Brown 
Warehouse #3 Supervisor Secretary 

Margaret Blomquist Tom Early H. Crispey Van Carrier 
Foreman Foreman Foreman Foreman 
Merchandise Unit Packing Unit Loading Dock Transport Unit 

Stn. 
Stock Clerks #1 Packers Loaders Drivers Assigners 

M. Sumter 1. Harold King Jay Steward Ace Polski H. Brown 
C. Bronson 2. Al Falk Ray Phillips Pete Sipe V. Slade 
G. Peters 3. Keith Rogers E. Howard Jack Brill T. Law 
A. Yates 4. Jane Conners 
C. Melley 5. Bill Sutton 

6. Pete Gannon 
7. Abel Walters 
8. Joel Murray 
9. Davey Fields 
10. John Forbes 
11, Marge Smith 
12. Len Hawkins 
13. Bob Nutley 
14. Judy Coates 
15. Ben Durnell 
16. Dick Crane 

17. Barb McGuire 
18. Don Sellers 

Transporters 

Bryan Murray 
Steve Cox 
Jim Stanton 
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2/18/88 

MEMO... 

From: Jerry Fischer 

To: Bill Donlin 

I'm sorry I can't be in Saturday, but I play in an industrial league basketball game every 
Saturday afternoon. A number of things have popped up that concern me, and I've written 
memos about those. I hope you don't mind me asking for so much advice, but this direct 
supervision is new to me. Things are a lot different than what I learned in school. I look 
forward to meeting you on the 28th. I've attached a calendar and organization chart for your 
reference. 

Let me know if there's anything I should do next week while you're out. Bobby Tomers 
called today to ask me to stay on for another week until you return on the 28th. I told him 
I'd be glad to. 

Regards, 

Jerry Fisher 
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2/18/88 

TO: B. Donlin 

FROM: Jerry 

Last Wednesday I had just gotten to work and was standing by the receiving dock. I 
glanced over at the time clock and noticed Ben Durnell punching in two time cards. He 
didn't notice me, and after he left, I checked the two cards. One was for Davey Fields, 
Who didn't arrive until 10:00 that day. I didn't say anything at the time because I was not 
sure how to handle it. I thought I'd let you take care of it. 

I didn't want Davey to get paid for the two hours he didn't work, so I sent a note to payroll 
telling them to deduct the money. What should I tell him when he gets his check next week? 

Jerry 
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2/18/88 

Bill, 

I am afraid I've caused a problem. Today I noticed Harold King took an extra 10 minutes 
during his morning break. In the afternoon when I happened to see him return late again, I 
made a comment to him. I didn't mean to make a big thing out of it, but Harold got all 
upset. He said he is going to "take care of matters on Monday." What should I do? 

Jerry 
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To: Jerry Fischer Date: 2/15/88 

From: Ralph Crispey, Loading dock Subject: Accidents 
  

We had another near accident yesterday when one of your transporters, B. Murray, tried to 
squeeze the last two boxes of shipment onto the dock before we could make the necessary 
space available. His fork lift bumped a box near the edge and it barely missed one of my 
loaders when it fell off the dock. 

Your people should know the rules on overloading the dock. This is the second near miss 
like this in the past month. Do I have to go to Bob Tomers with this, or can you inform 
your people to know how to do the job properly? 

R. Crispey 

66



To: B. Donlin 

From: Jerry 

Thought you'd better see this. I couldn't find any indication that Tom Early had taken care 
of this problem before his accident. What should I do during the week you'll be out so we 
can get something to Tomers by his meeting on the 23rd? 
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INTRA-COMPANY CORRESPODENCE 

Attention of: Bob Tomers G. Don Horn 
General Manager 
Parts Distribution 

From: G. Don Horn 

Date: January 28, 1988 
  

Accounting informs me we are 15% over last year's figures on the cost of our packing 
materials. These figures have been adjusted for our increase in business volume this year as 
well as the materials cost increases. 

Warehouse #2 is under last year's figures. I think you'd better look into this so we can 
discuss it at our next staff meeting on March Ist. Our wastage must be up considerably. 

Mr. Late 
Ms. Blomquist 

Any evidence of increased wastage? 

Bob T. 
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INTRA-COMPANY CORRESPODENCE 

  

Attention of: Bob Tomers G. Don Horn 
General Manager 
Parts Distribution 

From: G. Don Horn 

Date: January 28, 1988 

Bob- 

I'd like you to investigate this for me. We can't afford even one letter like this one. 

Tom 2/3 

I suggest you have a heart to heart with Nutley on station #13. Another one like this and he 
goes on warning. 

Bob T. 

2/18 

Bill, I didn't think this could wait, so I've made an appointment to see Nutley. How should 
I handle it? 

Jerry 
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4320 -41st Street 
New York, NY 11104 
(212)-784-0714 

January 15, 1988 

General Manager Parts Distribution 
Sellsomore Manufacturing Company 
Centreville, New Jersey 08978 

Dear Sir: 

My firm has been doing business with SMC for over 15 years, and we've always 
received good service. Recently, the quality of that service has decreased. I was going to 
call my sales representative for SMS, but decided to write you and get right to the source of 
the problem. 

Not only are incorrect items being sent more frequently now, but also the incidence of 
broken or damaged goods seems to be on the rise. I don't know why your service has 
changed so much, but unless it is corrected, NOP will be forced to do business with a better 
outfit. 

I'd appreciate hearing from you to learn what you plan to do about this. I'm returning 
several damaged items we recently received. They were packed by #13. I believe #13 was 
also responsible for an incorrect order we received last month. 

Hope to hear from you. 

Sincerely 

K.B. Yonker 
Vice President -Sales 
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To: Tom Early 

From: Bryan Murray 

Date: 2/2/88 

I've spoken to you three times already about my fork lift. I'm afraid I can't be held 
responsible for any damage to our goods which result from the lift dropping the last foot. It 
has probably cost us alot more in broken goods than it would be to fix the lift or even buy a 
new one. Stanton & Cox both have the newest lifts. How about doing something about it 
this time? 

2/3 Reminder: Discuss with Bryan next Monday TE 

MEMO TO: B. Donlin 

I called Crispey to apologize, but he said that since you are Tom's permanent replacement 
I'd better be sure you see this. He said he didn't want a "college smart-guy" messing things 
up! 

Jerry 
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From the desk of: B.Tomers 

2/2/88 

Tom, 

What do you think? Sounds like a good product. I'll authorize it if you think we 
should try p-100. I'd like your recommendation. 

Bob 

2/18 B. Donlin 
This was in Tom's in-basket. I thought you should handle it. 

Jerry 

P.S. Our packing materials supply is running low. Harold 
King, our senior packer, says we normally order 20 rolls 
of 1,000 yards each from Ready Rolls. Should I start the 
paperwork for Tomers' approval or should we try this 
new product? I can do it on Monday the 21st. 
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PRO-TECT-MOR 

January 23, 1988 

Mr. Bob Tomers 
Supervisor, Warehouse #3 
Sellsomore Manufacturing Company 
Centreville, New Jersey 08978 

Dear Mr. Tomers: 

I'd like to take this opportunity to introduce you to our most recent development in low-cost 
packing materials. Our research department has recently compiled tests of Protex 100 (P- 
100). This new development is already saving dozens of firms such as yours thousands of 
dollars by virtually eliminating the possibility of breakage of merchandise packed with P- 
100. Our tests have demonstrated the superior quality of this product by direct comparisons 
with conventional brands. 

As part of our introductory offer we would like to ask that you try p-100 at a special reduced 
rate. We will sell you 100-yard rolls for only $300.00 per roll, with a minimum order of 2 
rolls. These rolls would normally sell at $450.00 per roll. 

We'd appreciate hearing from you soon to confirm your order and add you to our growing 
list of satisfied, permanent customers. If you would like to place an order now, you may 
call (201) 321-7783 at any time and our sales representative will be glad to help you. These 
special rates will only apply to orders received by Friday February 24, 1988. 

We look forward to your business. 

Sincerely, 

John Pushing 
Regional Sales Manager 
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IN-BASKET TASK FEEDBACK 
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ID Number Date 

MANAGERIAL IN-BASKET SCORING FORM 

ANALYSISJUDGEMENT is the ability to identify, analyze, and evaluate the pertinent 

information in determining the source of a problem, and to make sound decisions based 

upon the available facts. 

Your performance on this dimension was at the 81st percentile which is ABOVE/BELOW 

the norm. However, you could improve your performance by: 

rately identifying th rce of the problem, gathering relevant information from man 

urces, considering how your decisions impact the emp! 

PERSONAL IMPACT & WORK STANDARDS is the ability to exhibit confidence in one's 

ability to achieve goals, and to communicate high performance expectations for oneself and 

one's subordinates. 

Your performance on this dimension was at the 42nd percentile which is ABOVE/BELOW 

the norm. However, you could improve your performance by: 

mmunicating an atmosphere of in your mem lishin rofessional 

relationship with your subordinates, clearly communicating performance expectations to 

your employees. 

INITIATIVE/DECISIVENESS is the ability to actively influence events, achieve goals, and 

commit oneself to action to solve previously unnoticed problems. 

Your performance on this dimension was at the ___ percentile which is ABOVE/BELOW 

the norm. However, you could improve your performance by: 

recommending new pr r her than ing old on mmittin rself ion 

after making a judgement, making more decisions in the time available. 

PLANNING, ORGANIZATION & COMMUNICATION is the ability to establish a course 

of action to accomplish a specific goal, and express plans clearly in writing. 

Your performance on this dimension was at the 89th percentile which is ABOVE/BELOW 

the norm. However, you could improve your performance by: 

lishing priorities for dealing with management 1 i imelines for     
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DELEGATION/MANAGEMENT CONTROL is the ability to effectively make work 

assignments to one's employees, and establish control procedures to monitor the results of 

delegated assignments. 

Your performance on this dimension was at the 30th percentile which is ABOVE/BELOW. 

the norm. However, you could improve your performance by: 

effectively discriminating which assignments can be delegated, delegating decisions to 

eriors an rdinates, r ing pr r for del ignmen 

CREATIVITY & SENSTIVTY is the ability to demonstrate imagination when dealing with 

management issues, and showing consideration for the feelings and needs of others. 

Your performance on this dimension was at the ____ percentile which is ABOVE/BELOW 

the norm. However, you could improve your performance by: 

inventing new policies and procedures to solve problems, communicating with others in an 

appropriate manner being aware of subordinates needs for guidance and direction. 
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DIRECTIONS: PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT BEST ANSWERS EACH 
QUESTION. 

Using the scale below, please rate the ACCURACY of the feedback you received about 
your performance on the following dimensions: 

NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT VERY 
ACCURATE ACCURATE ACCURATE 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1) ANALYSIS/JUDGEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 6 #7 

2) DELEGATION/MGMT CONTROL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3) INITIATIVE/DECISIVENESS 1 2 3 4 5 6 #7 

4) PLANNING/ORGANIZATION 
& COMMUNICATION 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5) PERSONAL IMPACT 
& WORK STANDARDS 1 2 3 4 5 6 #7 

6) CREATIVITY & SENSITIVITY 1 2 3 4 5 6 $7 
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PLEASE WRITE DOWN EVERYTHING YOU CAN REMEMBER CONCERNING THE 

IN-BASKET PERFORMANCE FEEDBACK YOU RECEIVED. 
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ID# Date. 
The following is a list of 36 feedback statements which may or may not have been presented 
to you when you received your IN-BASKET feedback. For each statement, please circle 
YES to indicate the statement was presented to you and NO to indicate the statement was not 
presented to you. 

1. outlining specific steps for achieving goals YES NO 

2. being aware of subordinates’ need for guidance and direction YES NO 

3. accurately identifying the source of the problem YES NO 

4. making more decisions in the time available YES NO 

5. commanding respect from employees without alienating them § YES NO 

6. considering how the outside environment will impact decisions YES NO 

7. implementing new procedures to prevent anticipated problems YES NO 

8. effectively discriminating which assignments can be delegated YES NO 

9. requesting progress reports for delegated assignments YES NO 

10. considering the audience when writing memos YES NO 

11. inventing new policies and procedures to solve problems YES NO 

12. combining information from multiple sources YES NO 

13. recommend new procedures rather than accepting current ones YES NO 

14. committing yourself to action after making a judgement YES NO 

15. communicating with others in an appropriate manner YES NO 

16. communicating an atmosphere of success in your memos YES NO 

17. actively monitoring employee progress on delegated projects YES NO 

18. considering how your decisions impact the employees YES NO 

19. delegating decisions to superiors and subordinates YES NO 

20. communicating organizational goals to your employees YES NO 

21. developing and implementing novel solutions to work 

related problems YES NO 

22. establishing a professional relationship with your subordinates YES NO 

23. identifying actual problems and potential problems YES NO 

24. being flexible in how you relate to different people YES NO 

25. going beyond obvious procedures to achieve goals YES NO 

26. making decisions when limited information is available YES NO 

27. communicating instructions to subordinates more clearly YES NO 

28. establishing priorities for dealing with management issues YES NO 

29. emphasizing in memos that you must be kept informed YES NO 
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30. delegating assignments to the appropriate subordinates 

31. creating detailed timelines for achieving goals 

32. gathering relevant information from many sources 

33. composing memos in a more concise manner 

34. clearly communicating performance expectations to 

your employees 

35. communicating a sense of assurance in your memos 

36. considering the feelings of others when making decisions 
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FINAL QUESTIONNAIRE 
DIRECTIONS: PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT BEST ANSWERS EACH 
QUESTION. FOR SOME QUESTIONS YOU WILL BE REQUIRED TO WRITE A 
PHRASE OR A SENTENCE OR TWO. 

1) According to your feedback, how well did you perform on the LEAD? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 DNR 

well below average well Did not receive 
average above LEAD feedback 

average 

2) You were provided with a “percentile score” for your performance on the LEAD. Which of the following 
best represents that percentile score? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 DNR 
0-16 17-33 34-50 51-67 68-84 85-100 Did not 

receive score 

3) How well did you expect to perform on the IN-BASKET task? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not well very well 
at all 

4) To what extent did you try to perform well on the IN-BASKET task? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not hard very hard 
at all 

5) How would you rate your general mood now, as opposed to when you entered the room prior to the 
experiment? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
negative neutral positive 

6) Overall, to what degree do you accept the IN-BASKET feedback provided by the researcher as adequately 
reflecting your performance? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very small great degree 
degree 
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You were provided with a "percentile score" for your performance on 6 performance dimensions assessed on 
the IN-BASKET. For each dimension, pleases indicate which of the following best represents that percentile 
score. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 DNR 
0-16 17-33 34-50 51-67 68-84 85-100 Did not 

receive score 

7) ANALYSIS/JUDGEMENT 1 2 3 4 5 6 DNR 

8) DELEGATION/MGMT CONTROL 1 2 3 4 5 6 DNR 

9) INITIATIVE/DECISIVENESS 1 2 3 4 5 6 DNR 

10) PLANNING/ORGANIZATION 
& COMMUNICATION 1 2 3 4 5 6 DNR 

11) PERSONAL IMPACT 
& WORK STANDARDS 1 2 3 4 5 6 DNR 

12) CREATIVITY & SENSITIVITY 1 2 3 4 5 6 DNR 

13) How accurate was the feedback you received about your performance on the LEAD? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 DNR 
not at all somewhat very Did not receive 
accurate accurate accurate LEAD feedback 

14) Overall, how accurate was the feedback you received about your performance on the IN-BASKET? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 DNR 
not at all somewhat very Did not receive 
accurate accurate accurate IN-BASKET feedback 

15) What was the main purpose of the study? 

16) Were there any other purposes that you can think of? If so, what were they? 

17) How credible was the researcher? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not credible very credible 

at all 

18) How realistic was the experimental cover story? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
not realistic very realistic 

at all 
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CONFIRMATION OF DEBRIEFING 
There was more to this study than you were told at the beginning. This is often 

necessary in certain experiments. We do not tell participants the full purpose at the 
beginning because this might affect the way people act, and would not be an accurate 
indication of everyday life. 

Although the in-basket tasks have been used by AT&T this investigation is not 
affiliated with AT&T. The true purpose of this study was to study subject recall of 
performance appraisal feedback The feedback you received about your performance on the 
LEAD (task 1) was false. Therefore, the feedback you received in no way reflects your 
managerial potential. Your performance was never evaluated and you were randomly 
assigned to an experimental condition. Subjects in the low and no expectancy conditions 
received negative and no feedback respectively. This was designed to manipulate your 
performance expectations for the upcoming in-basket task. You probably thought that the 
performance data you received was real. This is a very normal response. 

Your performance on the in-basket (Task 2) was also false. Your performance was 
never evaluated, and every subject received the same experimental feedback, which 
contained both positive and negative statements. This was done for standardization 
purposes. 

PLEASE READ AND SIGN THE FOLLOWING: 

I understand that the purpose of this experiment was to examine memory for 
performance feedback. the experimenters were interested in what type of information a 
subordinate can remember after it is delivered in a performance appraisal session. A 
secondary purpose was to examine various reactions to feedback. 

Most importantly, I realize the feedback I received from the LEAD and the in-basket 
was false. That is, my performance on the LEAD (task 1) and the in-basket (task 2) was 
not evaluated, and the feedback was an experimental manipulation rather than a report of 
my true performance. Also my name is immediately removed from all experimental data so 
as to preserve confidentiality. All data is coded and analyzed by my number rather than by 
my name. 

J understand that any discussion of this research with other students in my class could 
lead to the contamination of the results of this research, and I agree to refrain from 
discussing this research for at least two months. 

  

SIGNED 
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Hello, my name is Jerry Bush and I am a third year graduate student working towards my 
Masters Degree in Industrial Psychology here at Virginia Tech. 

The purpose of this study is to validate several assessment center tasks that are 
specifically used by AT&T to select recent college graduates and summer interns. The tasks 
that you will perform will be tests of "management potential." These tests are designed to 
predict future managerial potential. AT&T plans to make hiring decisions based on 
applicants’ scores on these tests. Because AT&T has made a commitment to bring new 
blood into the organization, they are interested in how college students perform on several 
of these managerial assessment exercises. 

This study requires you to attend two sessions, the first is two and a half hours long and 
the second about forty-five minutes long. I ask that if you participate in the study once that 
you do not participate again at a later time. I will begin by asking you to fill out a consent 
form required by the university for any project using human subjects. 
HAND OUT INFORMED CONSENT, WAIT FOR SUBJECTS TO COMPLETE, 

THEN COLLECT 
I will now ask you to complete this questionnaire. The questionnaire asks questions 

about how you feel about yourself. Please answer the questions as truthfully as possible. 
Your responses will be seen only by individuals working on this study, and you will not be 
able to be identified by name. 
HAND OUT ROSENBERG, WAIT FOR SUBJECTS TO COMPLETE, 

THEN COLLECT 
The first test is the LEAD, which stands for the Leadership Effectiveness and Adaptability 

Description. This is a paper and pencil measure of "management potential." The benefit of 
this test is that it is easy to administer and score, and does not take that long to complete. 
By far the greatest asset of this measure is its predictive validity of future managerial 
performance. It has sizable validity coeffecients, and is, therefore, a good predictor. 
Norms for entry level managers have been developed and your performance will lead to the 
development of college student norms. 

HAND OUT TASK/REVIEW DIRECTIONS 
Pretend that you are actually applying for a managerial position and that you want to work 

for AT&T. Do your best, and do not rush through the exercise. Take your time in 
answering the items, and think carefully about your responses. You may begin. 

COLLECT TASK IN TWENTY MINUTES 
DISREGARD FOLLOWING TWO PARAGRAPHS FOR EXPECTANCY 

CONTROL GROUP 
Please relax while I score your performance on the LEAD, I should not be long. 

HAND OUT LEAD FEEDBACK 
Your score on the LEAD was out of 200 total points. This score places you at the 

percentile compared to other entry level managers who have taken the LEAD. This 
score can be interpreted as follows: you scored better than percent of the people that 
took the test. Because the managerial tasks are highly intercorrelated, how you performed 
on the LEAD is a good indication of how well you will perform on the upcoming managerial 
tasks. In other words, you can expect to do about as well on the other tasks that you will be 
performing as you did on the LEAD. 

I am now going to explain how to complete the managerial in-basket task. The in-basket 
is another measure of managerial potential used in assessment centers. The in-basket 
requires you to sort through a hypothetical in-basket which contains memos, brief reports, 
social items, etc. You must go through the basket and take the appropriate action to solve 
the problems presented. You may write memos, schedule meetings, delegate responsibility 
to a subordinate etc. You will be given thirty minutes to complete this exercise. 

COLLECT IN-BASKET TASK IN THIRTY MINUTES 
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The in-basket exercise is scored on 12 managerial dimensions such as sensitivity, 
initiative, judgement, and management control, to name a few. 

Because the in-basket task is very new to most college students, the in-basket task you 
just performed will be considered a practice test, and I will give you feedback about your 
performance. While I am evaluating your performance, you will complete a short 
questionnaire that surveys general attitudes and feelings. Please choose your responses 
carefully and answer truthfully. 

ADMINISTER I-E SCALE AND COLLECT IN FIFTEEN MINUTES 
Iam now going to give you feedback about each of the 12 dimensions on which the in- 

basket is based. 
HAND OUT IN-BASKET SCORING FORM 

ANALYSIS is the ability to identify and analyze problems. You scored at the 85th 
percentile on this dimension, which is above the norm. However you could improve your 
performance by: relating information from multiple memos more effectively. You should 
integrate information from more than one memo in your analysis of the situation. 

Because we are still pilot-testing the exercise and feedback, we are interested in your 
perceptions of the feedback. We want to make sure that the feedback AT&T gives to the 
applicant is perceived as useful, if it is not it will be revised. To this end, we are asking 
subjects to answer a series of questions about the feedback you have just received. This 
information will help us to structure the feedback to be as beneficial as possible. 
HAND OUT PERCEIVED ACCURACY SCALE AND COLLECT IN FIVE MINUTES 

IF SUBJECT IS IN THE DELAYED RECALL CONDITION, DISMISS SUBJECT AT 
THIS POINT. 

READ FOLLOWING INFORMATION AT SESSION TWO 
Before you perform the second in-basket task, we would like to see what subjects 

remember about their in-basket task feedback. Knowing what feedback is remembered will 
allow us to emphasize aspects of performance feedback that individuals are likely to forget, 
and to structure the feedback to have maximum impact. This will potentially lead to 
increases in performance. Please recall everything you can about the in-basket feedback you 
received. 

COLLECT FREE RECALL IN TEN MINUTES 
Individuals can often recognize things that they could not recall form memory. To see if 

this is the case, I have compiled a list of different feedback statements that I have given to 
students in the past. Some of the items were presented to you in your in-basket feedback 
while others were not. I want you to indicate with a yes or no whether the statement was 
delivered to you in your feedback session. 
ADMINISTER RECOGNITION MEASURE AND COLLECT IN FIVE MINUTES 
You will not be required to perform a second managerial in-basket task. The experiment 

is almost over, but I need you to fill out a few questionnaires before you leave. 
ADMINISTER AND COLLECT MANIPULATION CHECKS 

ADMINISTER DEBRIEFING 
DISMISS SUBJECTS 
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APPENDIX K 

CONSENT FORM 
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Department of Psychology 
In this study you will be asked to participate in two sessions. In these sessions you 

will be asked to complete several managerial assessment exercises. The first session will 
last approximately two and a half hours. The second session will last less then forty five 
minutes. No subject will be required to participate for more than three hours total. The 
purpose of this study is to correlate your performance on the various managerial 
assessment tasks you will be performing during the experimental sessions. 

If you wish to participate please know that: 

1. You may cease your participation at any time without penalty. 

2. You will be given three extra credit hours for satisfactory 
completion of this study. 

3. This research project has been approved by the human subjects 
committee of the Psychology Department and the Institutional 
Review Board; questions should be directed to the chair of that 
committee or the research director of this project. 

4. Due to a variety of factors, such as time constraints, experimental 
procedure, etc., the purpose of the study may not be fully explained 
at the outset. However, you may ask extensive questions at a later 
time. 

5. If you would like a copy of this form you may have one. 

6. If you are interested in the final analysis of the results they will 
be available form the research director six weeks after data 
collection has been concluded. However, since individual data is 
anonymous and will be analyzed as such, you will not be able to 
obtain information directly pertinent to any responses you make. 
Only a summary of the final data (i.e. average) responses will be 
available. 

If you wish to participate, please SIGN YOUR NAME BELOW. 
Thank you very much. 

Dr. Neil Hauenstein x-5716 Jerry Bush x-7066 
Research Director Graduate Student 

Dr. Helen Crawford x-6520 Ernest Stout x-5284 
Human Subjects Committee Chair Institutional Review Board 

SIGNED: 
SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER: jf 
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Table 1 

Pearson Correlation coefficients 

SREXP 
PTRCL 
NTRCL 
NUTRCL 
PSRCL 
NSRCL 
PGRCL 
NGRCL 
NUGRCL 
PREC 
NREC 
NUREC 
FLSAL 
PASP 
PASN 
PASNU 

Self-reported Expectancy 
Positive Total Recall 
Negative Total Recall 
Neutral Total Recall 
Positive Specific Recall 
Neutral Specific Recall 
Positive General Recall 
Negative General Recall 
Neutral General Recall 
Positive Recognition 
Negative Recognition 
Neutral Recognition 
False Alarm Endorsements 
Perceived Accuracy Scale Positive Responses 
Perceived Accuracy Scale Negative Responses 
Perceived Accuracy Scale Neutral Responses 
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Table 2 

Overall Means for Recall and Recognition Data -Untransformed 

  

  

  

Source Overall Mean Standard 

Total Recall 5.3375 2.3381 

Positive Total Recall 1.5625 1.1345 

Negative Total Recall 1.7750 1.2219 

Neutral Total Recall 1.9875 1.2877 

Positive Specific Recall 1.0750 0.9908 

Negative Specific Recall 1.3000 1.1627 

Neutral Specific Recall 1.6250 1.2260 

Positive General Recall 0.4875 0.6934 

Negative General Recall 0.4750 0.6931 

Neutral General Recall 0.3625 0.6413 

Recognition Data 

Total Recognition 10.8250 3.4191 

Positive Recognition 3.4750 1.4753 

Negative Recognition 3.5250 1.6302 

Neutral Recognition 3.7375 1.2803 
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Table 3 

Overall Means for Recall and Recognition Data -Transformed 

  

  

  

Source Overall Mean piandard 

Total Recall 2.2473 0.5393 

Positive Total Recall 1.1078 0.5827 

Negative Total Recall 1.1849 0.6130 

Neutral Total Recall 1.2789 0.5969 

Positive Specific Recall 0.8298 0.6256 

Negative Specific Recall 0.9330 0.6594 

Neutral Specific Recall 1.0989 0.6501 

Positive General Recall 0.4277 0.5553 

Negative General Recall 0.4280 0.5436 

Neutral General Recall 0.3174 0.5149 

Recognition Data 

Total Recognition 0.6013 0.1899 

Positive Recognition 0.5792 0.2459 

Negative Recognition 0.5875 0.2717 

Neutral Recognition 0.6229 0.2134 
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Table 4 

Table for Results of Paired T-test for Recall of Specific and Total Information 
Measured at Time One Only 
  

  

Source Mean T-value PR > ITI 

SPECIFIC INFORMATION 

Positive-Negative -0.0986 -0.73 0.4679 

Positive-Neutral -0.1328 -1.00 0.3237 

Negative-Neutral -0.3419 -0.30 0.7686 

TOTAL INFORMATION 

Positive-Negative -0.0926 -0.71 0.4815 

Positive-Neutral -0.1061 -0.95 0.3473 

Negative-Neutral -0.0135 -0.13 0.8978 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 5 

Table for Results of Paired T- 
M r Time Two Onl 

for Recall 1 Information 

  

  

Source Mean T-value PR > ITI 

SPECIFIC INFORMATION 

Positive-Negative -0.1079 -0.81 0.4208 

Positive-Neutral -0.4055 -3.16 0.0031 * 

Negative-Neutral -0.2976 -2.15 0.0378 * 

TOTAL INFORMATION 

Positive-Negative -0.0616 -0.49 0.6293 

Positive-Neutral -0.2363 -1.72 0.0932 

Negative-Neutral -0.1747 -1.23 0.2264 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 6 

Repeated Measures ANOVA Table for Self-Esteem and Feedback Sign at Time Two 

  

  

  

  

  

Source DF Square F-Ratio  PR> [FI 

SPECIFIC INFORMATION 

Between Subjects Effects 

Self-esteem (RSE) 1 1.6241 2.86 0.0989 

RESIDUAL 38 0.5677 

Within Subjects Effects 

Feedback Sign (SPECIFIC) (F) 4 1.6797 4.63 0.0127 x 

RSE X F 2 0.0643 0.18 0.8378 

RESIDUAL (SPECIFIC) 76 0.3628 

TOTAL INFORMATION 

Between Subjects Effects 

Self-esteem (RSE) 1 1.8480 3.89 0.0560 

RESIDUAL 38 0.4754 

Within Subjects Effects 

Feedback Sign (TOTAL) (F) 2 0.8113 2.23 0.1145 

RSE X F 2 0.4975 1.37 0.2608 

RESIDUAL (TOTAL) 76 (0.3637 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 7 

Repeated Measures ANOVA Table for Time and Feedback Sign 

  

  

  

  

  

Source DF Square F-Ratio PR > JF 

SPECIFIC INFORMATION 

Between Subjects Effects 

Time (T) 17.9179 16.89 0.0001 * 

RESIDUAL 3g ~—«0.4689 

Within Subjects Effects 

Feedback Sign (SPECIFIC) (F) > 1.4749 4.32 0.0149 * 

TXF > ~~ 0.4795 1.41 0.2482 

RESIDUAL (SPECIFIC) 76 0.3410 

TOTAL INFORMATION 

Between Subjects Effects 

Time (T) 1 4.7537 12.35 0.0007 * 

RESIDUAL 38 0.3850 

Within Subjects Effects 

Feedback Sign (TOTAL) (F) 2 0.5878 1.85 0.1607 

TXF 2 0.1463 0.46 0.6319 

RESIDUAL (TOTAL) 76 0.3177 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 8 

ANACOVA Table for Expectancy Manipulation Check 

  

  

Source DF F-Ratio PR>F 

Time (T) 1 0.20 0.6563 

Self-Esteem (RSE) 1 0.01 0.9035 

Expectancy (E) 1 0.11 0.7446 

ExT 1 0.62 0.4354 

RSExE 1 0.33 0.5648 

RSE x T 1 0.23 0.6346 

RSE x ExT 1 0.01 0.9271 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 9 

ANACOVA Table for Negative Specific Recall 

  

  

Source DF F-Ratio PR>F 

Time (T) 1 1.96 0.1657 

Self-Esteem (RSE) 1 0.82 0.3674 

Self-reported Expectancy (SRE) 1 0.55 0.4620 

SRE x T 1 6.08 0.0161 * 

RSE x SRE 1 0.79 0.3781 

RSE x T 1 0.02 0.8819 

RSE x SRE x T 1 0.03 0.8600 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 10 

ANACOVA Table for Negative Total Recall 

  

  

Source DF F-Ratio PR>F 

Time (T) 1 0.01 0.9173 

Self-Esteem (RSE) 1 0.09 0.7678 

Self-reported Expectancy (SRE) 1 0.01 0.9435 

SRE x T 1 0.89 0.3478 

RSE x SRE 1 0.26 0.6149 

RSE x T 1 1.90 0.1721 

RSE x SRE x T 1 1.20 0.2774 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 11 

ANACOVA Table for Positive Specific Recall 

  

  

Source DF F-Ratio PR > F 

Time (T) 1 8.41 0.0049 * 

Self-Esteem (RSE) 1 0.01 0.9274 

Self-reported Expectancy (SRE) 1 0.31 0.5780 

SRE x T 1 3.44 0.0677 

RSE x SRE 1 0.06 0.8034 

RSE x T 1 0.94 0.3363 

RSE x SRE x T I 0.18 0.6759 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 12 

ANACOVA Table for Positive Total Recall 

  

  

Source DF F-Ratio PR>F 

Time (T) 1 9.36 0.0031 * 

Self-Esteem (RSE) 1 0.11 0.7446 

Self-reported Expectancy (SRE) 1 0.65 0.4228 

SRE x T 1 6.03 0.0164 * 

RSE x SRE 1 0.08 0.7751 

RSE x T 1 1.03 0.3124 

RSE x SRE x T 1 0.73 0.3961 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 13 

ANACOVA Table for Neutral Specific Recall 

  

  

Source DF F-Ratio PR >F 

Time (T) 1 0.21 0.6486 

Self-Esteem (RSE) 1 2.06 0.1553 

Self-reported Expectancy (SRE) 1 2.90 0.0927 

SRE x T 1 0.02 0.8869 

RSE x SRE 1 0.94 0.3353 

RSE x T 1 0.61 0.4387 

RSE x SRE x T 1 1.36 0.2468 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 14 

ANACOVA Table for Neutral Total Recall 

  

  

Source DF F-Ratio PR>F 

Time (T) 1 0.82 0.3676 

Self-Esteem (RSE) 1 0.42 0.5170 

Self-reported Expectancy (SRE) 1 1.13 0.2910 

SRE x T 1 0.21 0.6518 

RSE x SRE 1 0.05 0.8321 

RSE x T 1 0.05 0.8320 

RSE x SRE x T 1 0.18 0.6748 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 15 

ANACOVA Table for Positive Recognition 

  

  

Source DF F-Ratio PR>F 

Time (T) 1 0.19 0.6602 

Self-Esteem (RSE) 1 0.25 0.6193 

Self-reported Expectancy (SRE) 1 1.94 0.1675 

SRE x T 1 0.02 0.8955 

RSE x SRE 1 0.09 0.7674 

RSE x T 1 0.00 0.9954 

RSE x SRE x T 1 0.03 0.8633 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 16 

ANACOVA Table for Negative Recognition 

  

  

Source DF F-Ratio PR>F 

Time (T) 1 0.25 0.6208 

Self-Esteem (RSE) 1 0.00 0.9928 

Self-reported Expectancy (SRE) 1 0.21 0.6518 

SRE x T 1 0.69 0.4076 

RSE x SRE 1 0.29 0.5916 

RSE x T 1 1.01 0.3175 

RSE x SRE x T 1 0.29 0.5908 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 17 

ANACOVA Table for Neutral Recognition 

  

  

Source DF F-Ratio PR>F 

Time (T) 1 1.56 0.2150 

Self-Esteem (RSE) 1 0.11 0.7466 

Self-reported Expectancy (SRE) 1 0.46 0.5001 

SRE x T 1 0.43 0.5139 

RSE x SRE 1 0.36 0.5481 

RSE x T 1 0.26 0.6143 

RSE x SREx T 1 0.70 0.4040 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 18 

Means for Perceived Accuracy Data 

  

  

Standard 
Source Overall Mean Deviation 

Positive Information 7.8125 1.7088 

Negative Information 7.8812 1.8457 

Neutral Information 7.4250 1.7558 
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Table 19 

ANACOVA Table for Perceived Accuracy Scale Positive Dimensions 

  

  

Source DF F-Ratio PR>F 

Time (T) 1 2.66 0.1072 

Self-Esteem (RSE) 1 0.26 0.6085 

Self-reported Expectancy (SRE) 1 3.64 0.0603 

SRE x T 1 1.65 0.2028 

RSE x SRE 1 0.71 0.4011 

RSE x T 1 2.37 0.1278 

RSE x SRE x T 1 1.74 0.1909 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 20 

ANACOVA Table for Perceived Accuracy Scale Negative Dimensions 

  

  

Source DF F-Ratio PR>F 

Time (T) 1 2.63 0.1094 

Self-Esteem (RSE) 1 0.01 0.9334 

Self-reported Expectancy (SRE) 1 6.16 0.0154 * 

SRE x T 1 2.56 0.1139 

RSE x SRE 1 0.12 0.7303 

RSE x T 1 2.05 0.1565 

RSE x SRE x T 1 2.77 0.1003 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Table 21 

ANACOVA Table for Perceived Accuracy Scale Neutral Dimensions 

  

  

Source DF F-Ratio PR>F 

Time (T) 1 7.71 0.0070 * 

Self-Esteem (RSE) 1 0.01 0.9430 

Self-reported Expectancy (SRE) 1 7.50 0.0078 * 

SRE x T 1 7.13 0.0094 * 

RSE x SRE 1 0.06 0.8021 

RSE x T 1 2.84 0.0964 

RSE x SRE x T 1 2.87 0.0946 
  

* Denotes significance at the 0.05 level 
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Positive Specific Recall 
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Positive Total Recall 
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Perceived Accuracy -Neutral Information 
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