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Feedback Frequency and Appraisal Reactions: A Meta-Analytic Test of Moderators 

Abstract 

 

Performance appraisals provide employees with feedback that helps them improve subsequent 

performance, with acceptance of feedback as a key precondition to improve performance. In this 

study, we use the due process model of performance feedback to better understand predictors of 

favorable employee reactions to performance appraisal. The due process model views knowledge 

of performance standards and frequent feedback as aspects of adequate notice in performance 

appraisal, and as key predictors of favorable appraisal reactions.  Empirical findings to date, 

however, have been inconsistent on this issue. Feedback frequency has not been consistently 

related to appraisal reactions in primary studies, suggesting the potential for moderator effects. 

We therefore meta-analyzed the relationships between knowledge of performance standards and 

feedback frequency with appraisal reactions through the due process lens with performance rating 

favorability and knowledge of performance standards as moderators. Our findings suggest prior 

inconsistent results could be partly explained by the moderating effects of performance rating 

favorability and knowledge of performance standards on the relationship between feedback 

frequency and appraisal reactions. We discuss the implications of our results for theory, research 

and practice.  
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Scholars and practitioners agree that managers and employees are often dissatisfied with 

the performance appraisal process (e.g., Taylor, Tracy, Renard et al., 1995). Managers generally 

do not enjoy delivering bad news, and few employees are eager to accept it (Brett & Atwater, 

2001). Nonetheless, performance appraisals should ideally provide employees with formal 

feedback that helps them identify performance improvement opportunities (Tziner, Murphy, & 

Cleveland, 2005). How employees react to feedback during the appraisal process is linked to job 

attitudes (e.g., Kuvaas, 2006), as well as subsequent performance (Anseel, Van Yperen, Janssen 

& Duyck., 2011; Carver & Scheier, 1981; Jawahar, 2010; Kuvaas, 2006; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). 

Yet, performance appraisal research has not adequately addressed how to improve the 

performance appraisal process by understanding the mechanisms that lead to increased 

performance appraisal acceptance. Researchers have traditionally focused on rating formats (e.g., 

Latham, Fay, & Saari, 1979) and the psychometric properties of appraisals (Balzer & Sulsky, 

1990). More recent research has focused on qualitative aspects of the appraisal process, such as 

relationships between employees and managers and employee reactions to performance appraisals 

(e.g., Cawley, Keeping & Levy, 1998; Farndale, & Kelluher, 2013; Levy & Williams 2004; 

Pichler, 2012; Steelman, Levy & Snell, 2004).  The frequency with which employees receive 

feedback has been proposed as a major factor contributing to appraisal reactions and to the 

effectiveness of appraisals (e.g., Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979; Kinicki, Prussia, Wu, & Ryan, 

2001; Kuvaas, Buch, & Dysvik, 2016; Narcisse & Harcourt, 2008). 

Yet the research on feedback frequency and appraisal reactions has produced inconsistent 

results (Jawahar, 2010). For example, some studies report no association between feedback 

frequency and appraisal reactions (e.g., Dobbins et al., 1990; Secunda, 1984, Study 1), while 

others report positive associations of varying strengths ranging from small (Klein & Snell, 1994; 
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Secunda, 1984, Study 2) to large (Inderrieden et al., 2004; Shrivasatva, & Purang, 2011A 

summary of variables coded and effect sizes from primary studies is included in the Appendix. 

The wide variation in these studies could be due to unexplored factors that moderate the 

relationship between feedback frequency and appraisal reactions during the performance review 

process (e.g., Alvero, Bucklin, & Austin, 2001). Prior research has shown contextual factors such 

as supervisor-subordinate relationships and employee participation (Cawley, Keeping & Levy, 

2008; Pichler, 2012; Pichler, Varma, Michel et al., 2016), as well as employee age (Wang, 

Burlacu, Truxillo et al., 2015) may explain some of this variance across studies. Our goal is to 

explore whether the adequate notice dimension of the due process model of performance appraisal 

may explain variance in the relationship between feedback frequency and appraisal reactions.  

Adequate notice is one of the three dimensions of due process performance appraisal, 

which is achieved through both frequent feedback and knowledge of performance standards 

(Folger, et al. 1992; Taylor et al., 1995). We suggest that the inconsistent empirical results in the 

literature may be due to key moderators of the relationship between feedback and employees’ 

reactions to appraisal, namely the knowledge of performance standards and in favorability of 

performance ratings. Knowledge of performance standards before the review has long been 

identified as an important predictor of appraisal reactions (e.g., Cederblom, 1982) and a key 

contextual feature of effective performance management (Biron, Farndale, & Paauwe, 2011). We 

propose that frequent feedback is more likely to be effective when employees are more 

knowledgeable of the performance standards to which they are held accountable. We also expect 

the favorability of the rating employees receive will moderate the relationship between feedback 

frequency and appraisal reactions. Although more favorable feedback is known to be positively 

associated with favorable appraisal reactions (Brett & Atwater, 2001; Fedor, Eder, & Buckley, 
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1989; Ilgen & Hamstra, 1972), the literature has overlooked the potential interactive relationship 

between feedback frequency and performance rating favorability. Figure 1 displays our 

hypothesized model. 

-----Insert Figure 1  here----- 

Since appraisal reactions are critical to the overall success of a performance appraisal 

system (Levy & Williams, 2004; Pichler, 2012), the purpose of this paper is to (a) enhance our 

understanding of the extent to which feedback frequency and knowledge of standards, are related 

to appraisal reactions, and to (b) identify and test moderators of the feedback–reactions 

relationship and thereby (c) enable us to develop a model of feedback frequency and appraisal 

reactions that informs future research and practice. We make recommendations regarding how 

organizations and human resource managers can more effectively manage performance appraisal 

systems to bring about more positive appraisal reactions and better subsequent performance. Our 

paper makes important contributions to the literatures on due process performance appraisal, 

performance appraisal reactions, and the broader literature on perceptions of HRM practices 

(Boon, Den Hartog, Boselie, & Pauuwe, 2011).  

Theory and Hypotheses 

Performance management is typically characterized as a cyclical process of identifying, 

measuring, and developing the performance of individuals and teams (Aguinis, 2013). It begins 

with performance planning, where the manager ensures that the appreaisee has a clear 

understanding or knowledge of performance standards and expectations, and it ends with a formal 

performance review, often simply called the appraisal. This is a formal meeting between a 

manager and a subordinate employee to evaluate and discuss the extent to which performance 

standards and expectations were met in the prior review cycle. In between these two interactions, 
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performance planning and the appraisal, managers should provide frequent feedback, which may 

be informal or built into the appraisal process, such as periodic reviews. This is an ideal model, 

which organizations may or may not follow. In the opposite case the process is truncated into a 

formal infrequent periodic appraisal (typically once a year) in which the planning is conducted 

and no feedback is provided between these infrequent periodic appraisals (Steelman, Levy & 

Snell, 2004).   

Frequent feedback and knowledge of performance standards are crucial for applying the 

legal theory of due process to performance appraisal (Folger et al., 1992). The principles of the 

due process of law, which are prescribed by the Fifth and Fourteenth amendments to the U.S. 

Constitution, include adequate notice (notification of charges and proceedings), a fair hearing (one 

can present evidence on one’s behalf and prepare a legal defense) and judgment based on evidence 

(judgments that are impartial, free from bias). In the context of performance appraisal, setting 

standards or expectations in the planning stage and giving feedback between this stage and the 

formal appraisal provide the adequate notice dimension of due process (Folger, et al, 1992: 143; 

Taylor et al, 1995: 496). The remaining due process criteria—fair hearing and judgment on 

evidence—are fulfilled through the appraisal itself, appeals procedures, and ensuring judgments 

at all stages are based on relevant evidence. We chose to focus on feedback frequency and 

knowledge of performance standards as predictors of performance appraisal reactions because they 

are both key aspects of adequate notice in due process, and because knowledge of standards may 

impact upon how feedback frequency is related to appraisal reactions (Folger et al., 1992). The 

fair hearing dimension has been meta-analyzed previously (Cawley et al., 1998) and is therefore 

outside the scope of this study. The judgment based on evidence dimension has only been 
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investigated infrequently and consequently there are insufficient primary studies to conduct a 

meta-analysis.   

Due process theory was developed in response to the “test metaphor” of performance 

appraisal, which focuses on the psychometric properties of performance ratings (Folger et al., 

1992). The test metaphor of performance appraisal relies on three assumptions: that work 

performance can be measured validly and reliably, that raters can evaluate performance 

accurately,; and that an ultimate performance criterion exists. Folger et al. (1992) questioned these 

assumptions as raters are susceptible to systematic errors and are biased by political and 

motivational factors. Multiple goals and mixed motives may further confound the integrity of the 

appraisal process. In contrast, the starting point of due process theory is that achieving fairness 

should be a key goal of performance appraisal (Folger et al., 1992). In that connection, a general 

proposition of this theory is that when employees perceive the appraisal process as fair, they will 

react more favorably to that process. Relatedly, Folger and colleagues (1992) argued that due 

process can enhance both procedural justice (i.e., making performance appraisal systems  

procedurally fair), and interactional justice (i.e., providing employees with more complete 

information).   

An implication of due process theory for both research and practice is that employee 

reactions, such as perceptions of fairness, should be a defining criterion for gauging efficacy of the 

performance appraisal process (Pichler, 2012). Employee reactions to performance appraisal are 

measured by perceptions of accuracy, performance appraisal fairness and utility, satisfaction with 

the appraisal, motivation to improve performance, and perceptions of organizational justice (e.g., 

Keeping & Levy, 2000). Previous meta-analyses have treated performance appraisal reactions as 

a composite variable first, given that they all represent appraisal reactions and second, because 
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there are too few primary studies in the empirical literature to look at meta-analytic correlations 

with individual reaction criteria (Cawley et al., 1998; Pichler, 2012).  

Feedback frequency. Frequent feedback is central to the due process model yet it also is 

neglected in most organizations that tend to focus on the formal periodic (annual or bi-annual) 

appraisal.  We define feedback as information that allows individuals to determine how well or 

poorly a job has been done (Greller, 1975). Frequency is a key factor in models that explain 

reactions to performance feedback (e.g., Dobbins et al., 1990; Ilgen et al., 1979; Lam et al., 2011; 

Landy, Barnes, & Murphy, 1978; Kinicki, Prussia, Wu & McKee-Ryan, 2001). Frequent feedback 

is typically assumed to be informal, though it can also occur in more formal periodic performance 

evaluations or discussions (London & Smither, 2002). Due-process theory posits frequent 

feedback during the appraisal process facilitates a discussion between a manager and the ratee in 

order to enable behavioral change between the planning stage and the formal performance 

appraisal review (Agunis, 2013). It is typically expected that feedback frequency to be positively 

related to favorable reactions (e.g., Kinicki et al., 2004; Zander & Gyr, 1955) based on three 

primary rationales.  

First, given that feedback is a necessary condition for learning, feedback frequency should 

yield more favorable reactions as employees turn attention and effort towards their own learning 

and performance improvement. Feedback will provide valuable information that will enable 

employees to correct errors (Lurie & Swaminathan, 2009). Feedback provides cues that enable 

employees to assess their progress towards established goals, which can positively affect their 

well-being (Greller & Parsons, 1992; Holahan & Gottlieb 2001) and result in more favorable 

performance appraisal reactions.  
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Second, more frequent feedback should provide employees with information that is timely 

and relevant for their current work assignments. Consequently, employees will be less likely to be 

surprised by the appraisal results and their appraisal reactions should be more favorable. Effective 

appraisals give employees a sense of control over the appraisal process and reduce unwelcomed 

appraisal surprises by aligning expectations with experience (Evans & McShane, 1988; Lind & 

Tyler, 1988). This is consistent with due process that emphasizes how adequate notice through 

frequent feedback gives employees voice in the process. 

 Third, organizational justice theory, which Folger et al. (1992) use in their development of 

due process theory, also helps explain why feedback frequency enhances appraisal reactions. 

Frequent feedback should increase the extent to which the appraisal is based on valid and accurate 

information (Folger et al., 1992, Leventhal, 1980), which will positively influence perceptions of 

the appraisal's procedural and substantive justice (Landy, Barnes & Murphy, 1978; Lind & Tyler, 

1988).  Feedback interactions provide an opportunity for employees to present their case, which 

constrains the power of managers to distort appraisal results (Taylor, et al, 1995: 503). Moreover, 

as feedback interactions increase or become institutionalized, employees may be more motivated 

to seek feedback themselves (Beenen, Pichler & Levy, 2017; Steelmen, et al, 2004:169). Frequent 

feedback may also enhance perceptions of interactional justice as employees receive more 

adequate and complete explanations about their performance (Bies & Moag, 1986; Cleveland & 

Murphy, 1992). Consequently, since justice perceptions are positively associated with well-being 

(Wood, et al. 2016), we expect the increased sense of justice that feedback provides will yield 

favorable appraisal reactions (Ashford & Cummings, 1983). 

We therefore predict: 

 Hypothesis 1: Feedback frequency will be positively related to appraisal reactions.  
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Knowledge of performance standards.  The purpose of performance planning is to ensure 

that employees understand their performance standards or expectations (Aguinis, 2013). In this 

connection, Folger et al. (1992) explain that “… due notice given via the publication, distribution 

and explanation of standards for performance” (pg. 143) is essential to appraisal effectiveness and 

favorable performance appraisal reactions. Knowledge of performance standards before the 

appraisal review, which includes knowledge of  goal setting processes (Jawahar, 2010) and of the 

performance appraisal system (Levy & Williams, 1998), has long been identified as a key predictor 

of performance appraisal reactions (e.g., Cederblom, 1982). Knowledge of performance standards 

ensures that employees know how to effectively prioritize and accomplish their work. This is 

especially important when employees have multiple tasks and goals. In the appraisal process, 

managers should formally meet with employees at the start of a performance management cycle, 

although this is often incorporated into the formal appraisal as goals are determined during the 

review of past work.  

Due process theory suggests adequate notice as expressed through knowledge of 

performance standards should be positively associated with perceptions of performance appraisal 

fairness, and consequently, favorable appraisal reactions. A key reason why knowledge of 

standards is important is that employees should not be held accountable to performance standards 

“unless sufficient efforts have been directed to making these standards known and understood” 

(Folger et al.: 143). Increased knowledge about the appraisal process creates shared understanding 

between the parties and improves employees’ justice perceptions (Folger et al., 1992). Goal 

achievement and progress towards goals, not goal setting itself, positively affects well-being 

(Carver & Scheier, 1990). Knowledge of performance standards enables employees to match their 

work performance to a level required for optimal rewards (Lind & Tyler, 1988). The procedural 
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justice criterion that processes are based on prevailing moral and ethical standards (Leventhal, 

1980) is fulfilled to the extent that it is unethical for employees to be kept in the dark regarding 

their employer’s performance standards. This adds to their perceptions of procedural fairness of 

the appraisal process and perhaps more generally of the organization.  In so far as adequate 

knowledge of performance standards increases the employee's expectancy that they can achieve 

required standards, it may also increase their perceptions of distributive justice.  

Research has linked employee knowledge of performance standards to more favorable 

reactions to performance appraisals (e.g., Levy & Williams, 1998; Williams & Levy, 2000).  

Knowledge of performance standards is related to higher levels of consistency between self- and 

supervisor-ratings of performance (Williams & Levy, 1992). Employees often react negatively to 

discrepancies with their manager in terms of performance ratings (Levy, Cawley, & Foti, 1998), 

so if knowledge of performance standards can increase consistency of self- and supervisor-rated 

performance, more this could result in more favorable appraisal reactions. Controlling for 

performance rating favorability, knowledge of performance standards is also related to more 

positive job attitudes (Levy & Williams, 1998). When employees are more satisfied with their 

work and feel more committed to their organization, they are more likely to react favorably to 

performance appraisals (Kuvaas, 2006).  

Hypothesis 2: Knowledge of performance standards will be positively related to appraisal 

reactions.  

Moderators of the Relationship Between Feedback Frequency and Appraisal Reactions 

Although theory predicts a positive relationship between feedback frequency and appraisal 

reactions, findings to date have been inconsistent. As noted earlier, some studies report no 

association between feedback frequency and appraisal reactions (e.g., Dobbins et al., 1990; 
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Secunda, 1984, Study 1), while others report positive associations of varying strengths from small 

(Klein & Snell, 1994; Secunda, 1984, Study 2) to large (Inderrieden et al., 2004; Shrivasatva, & 

Purang, 2011). No published research to our knowledge has attempted to examine these 

inconsistent findings. Variance in findings across studies suggests the relationship between 

feedback frequency and appraisal reactions may be contingent on other key elements of the 

appraisal process.  

We propose that knowledge of performance standards and performance rating favorability 

both have moderating effects on the relationship between feedback frequency and appraisal 

reactions. We chose these variables as potential moderators based on due process theory (Folger 

et al., 1992). We also leveraged key theoretical models of the performance appraisal process, which 

suggest that knowledge of performance standards (Folger et al., 1992; Inderrieden et al., 2004; 

Shrivasatva, & Purang, 2011; Steensma & Otto, 2002) and performance rating variability (Kinicki 

et al., 2004; Klein & Snell, 1994; Pichler et al., 2016) are closely tied to frequent feedback and 

performance appraisal reactions. When it comes to moderators in meta-analysis, “correlations 

between moderator variables and effect sizes sometimes point to associations that are very helpful 

to understand” (Rosenthal & Dimeatteo, 2001: 66). Our general proposition here is that if 

knowledge of performance standards and performance rating favorability are conceptually related 

to and correlated with feedback frequency and to appraisal reactions, they may moderate the 

relationship between feedback frequency and appraisal reactions. Although these relationships 

may be important, they have not been tested to our knowledge in any primary or meta-analytic 

study. 

Knowledge of performance standards. While frequent feedback and knowledge of 

performance standards fulfils the adequate notice principle of due process, feedback is unlikely to 
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be effective without benchmarks against which to gauge performance. Consequently, we expect 

knowledge of performance standards will have a synergistic effect with feedback frequency on 

appraisal reactions. In a review of research on feedback in organizations, feedback combined with 

an array of supporting activities (i.e., staff training, task analyses and information, supervisor 

prompts, etc.) was more effective in improving job performance than feedback alone (Alvero et 

al., 2001). Indeed, frequent feedback in and of itself may not always improve performance 

particularly if the feedback lacks clear contextual information about performance standards and 

prescriptive recommendations for improving performance (e.g., Chhokar & Wallin, 1984). We 

posit this synergy between frequent feedback and knowledge of performance standards should 

occur for three reasons.  

First, while frequent feedback should enhance the development of shared understandings 

of performance standards enabling the appraisal to become a learning process, adequate planning 

should accentuate this process. Performance planning and goal-setting, which generate knowledge 

of performance standards, will provide context to this learning so that understandings are more 

realistic and based on “adequate explanation”, which entails comprehending how and why goals 

should be achieved (Folger et al., 1992: 143).  On the other hand, if frequent feedback is given in 

the context of poor planning and inadequate explanation, learning opportunities will be limited 

and employees will feel powerless to improve their performance.  

Second, planning enables the feedback to be grounded in shared expectations as employees 

have a chance to discuss or review their goals with supervisors. As more feedback is offered with 

greater clarity around performance expectations, a shared mental model of the appraisal process 

should help employees feel a greater sense of control over their performance, and enhance their 

perception that the process is just. This could increase employees’ sense of procedural and 
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interpersonal fairness, thereby amplifying the compound effect of appraisal frequency and 

knowledge on employees’ reactions to feedback.  

Finally, as a more complete picture of the appraisal process emerges through frequent 

feedback exchanges, employees should experience a greater sense of coherence and orderliness in 

their work lives as the formal appraisal approaches. Conversely if the planning is insufficient, the 

lack of coherence and orderliness will impair the effect of frequent feedback on appraisal reactions. 

Research indirectly supports this as appraisal reactions are more favorable when managers have 

been trained in both goal setting and providing frequent feedback, compared to providing frequent 

feedback alone (Ivancevich, 1982).  

Hypothesis 3: Knowledge of performance standards will moderate the relationship 

between feedback frequency and appraisal reactions such that the relationship between feedback 

frequency and appraisal reactions will be stronger (weaker) as knowledge of performance 

standards increases (decreases).  

Performance rating favorability. In addition to feedback frequency, performance feedback 

favorability – otherwise known as feedback sign or performance rating favorability – has long 

been viewed as a key aspect of the feedback environment (see Ilgen et al., 1979; Kinicki et al., 

2004). Performance rating favorability is the degree to which the subordinate being evaluated in 

the performance appraisal receives favorable performance feedback (Pichler, 2012). Kinicki et al., 

2004; Podsakoff & Farh, 1989). Positive performance ratings are associated with favorable 

appraisal reactions (Dipboye & DePontbriand, 1981; Mesch, Farh, & Podsakoff, 1994; Pichler, 

2012). Conversely, performance appraisal research consistently has shown that low appraisal 

favorability is commonly perceived as inaccurate, unlikely to be accepted by the ratee, and related 

to negative reactions (e.g., Ilgen et al., 1979). In fact, performance rating favorability traditionally 
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has been thought to be one of the most important predictors of employee reactions to performance 

appraisals. Notwithstanding, performance rating favorability and feedback frequency also are 

intertwined, such that more frequent feedback is positively related to more favorable ratings (Ilgen 

et al., 1979).  

This being the case, the effects of feedback frequency on appraisal reactions may be 

amplified by rating favorability. Employees’ sense of justice generated by frequent feedback may 

be reinforced when feedback is positive as it adds credibility to both the shared understandings 

that emerge in the feedback interactions, and to the positive formal feedback received at the end 

of the review cycle. Employees tend to self-inflate assessments of their own performance 

(Holzback, 1978; Conway & Huffcut, 1997), and frequent feedback can reduce the potential for 

self-inflation and lead to a greater agreement with their appraiser’s performance ratings and higher 

levels of feedback acceptance and satisfaction (Blakely, 1993). Since employees react more 

positively to favorable performance ratings (Dipboye & DePontbriand, 1981; Pichler, 2012), the 

relationship between frequent feedback and appraisal reactions should be stronger when 

performance ratings are more favorable because employees are going to feel that attending to this 

feedback was rewarded. Furthermore, perceived injustice of the appraisal process is likely to be 

reinforced when employees receive both little or no feedback, and a low rating, violating due 

process. We therefore hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 4: Rating favorability will moderate the relationship between feedback 

frequency and appraisal reactions such that the relationship between feedback frequency and 

appraisal reactions will be stronger (weaker) as appraisal favorability increases (decreases). 

Methods 

Literature Search and Inclusion Criteria 
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Literature review. To identify studies, we searched relevant databases, (i.e. PsycInfo, 

Business Source Elite, Jstor, Proquest, Sage Journals Online, and Social Science Abstracts) using 

keywords such as “employee reactions and performance appraisal” and “organizational justice 

and performance appraisal”. We also used reference lists of major reviews related to contextual 

or qualitative aspects of performance appraisal (i.e. Cawley, Keeping & Levy, 1998; Erdogan, 

2002; Levy & Williams, 2004; Levy et al., 2015) for unidentified articles. To minimize any 

publication bias or file drawer effect, we searched for relevant unpublished theses and papers, 

conference papers from SIOP and Academy of Management. Finally, we sent emails to the 

human resources and organizational behavior listservs of the Academy of Management 

requesting published or unpublished studies of employee reactions to performance appraisals.  

Inclusion criteria. We used three criteria to evaluate studies for inclusion in our meta-

analysis. First, given our central interest in employee reactions, we included only studies that 

measured a relationship between one or more employee reaction criteria and one or more 

measures of adequate notice (i.e., knowledge of performance standards or frequent feedback). 

Second, each study had to include actual performance review sessions. Both laboratory and field 

studies were included in the database since there is no a priori rationale for differences across 

study type in substantive relationships between appraisal processes and reactions (Levy, 

Cawley, & Foti, 1998). Although there are fewer lab than field studies, researchers have found 

convergent results when testing the same relationships between appraisal processes and 

subsequent reactions in both settings (cf. Levy, Cawley, & Foti, 1998). Finally, the study must 

have reported an effect size (i.e., r or d), or sufficient information to calculate an effect size. Any 

time an effect size was not reported in a manuscript, we contacted authors to obtain the relevant 

data and in most cases we received responses from authors with effect size data. Whenever a 
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study reported multiple correlations between a contextual antecedent(s) and an employee 

reaction(s), non-independent effect sizes were transformed into a correlation of composite 

variables (see Lipsey & Wilson, 2001), using Nunnally & Bernstein (1994) formula. All of these 

procedures are consistent with meta-analyses published in the human resource management 

literature (e.g., Pichler, 2012; Schneid, Isidor, Li, & Kabst, 2015).  

The studies included in our analysis are marked with an asterisk in the References.  

Effect sizes were analyzed from 5,227 respondents across 18 unique samples from 16 studies for 

feedback frequency; effect sizes were analyzed from 5,317 responses across 19 unique samples 

from 17 studies for knowledge of performance standards.  

Study Coding 

Primary studies were coded for measures of feedback frequency and knowledge of 

performance standards (see Appendix for details). An example of feedback frequency is 

providing feedback, i.e, “… the raters’ ability to provide clear, timely, frequent, and constructive 

feedback to their subordinates” (Shrivastava & Purang, 2011; see also Thurston, 2001). Another 

example would be perceived regular feedback, i.e., “day-to-day feedback outside of formal 

feedback systems such as PA” (Kuvaas, 2011, pg. 127), and feedback frequency or “How often 

does your supervisor tell you [if] you are doing well overall” (Kinicki et al., pg. 1061). 

An example of knowledge of performance standards is the “perceived system 

knowledge” scale developed by Williams and Levy (1992), which measures “the level of 

knowledge and understanding an employee reports having about the standards, criteria, and 

objectives of his/her performance appraisal system” (Williams & Levy, 2000, pg. 505) and is 

used in several studies  (e.g., Feys et al., 2008; Levy & Williams, 1998;),.  This scale is similar 

to the knowledge of appraisal criteria item used by Erdogan (2001), which asked “Before the 
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performance appraisal, I was familiar with the criteria by which my performance would be 

appraised”, as well as measures of clarifying expectations, i.e., “raters clarifying performance 

expectations and the evaluative standards to the employees before the appraisal…” (Shrivastava 

& Purang, 2011; see also Thurston, 2001). Several studies also measured goal setting before the 

appraisal, such as Evans and McShane, which they defined as “the process by which 

performance-related goals for the employee's current job are established” (pg. 182), and 

Dipboye and DePontbriand (1981), which measured both goal setting before the review and 

whether objectives were set during the review period,.  

Performance rating favorability was coded across studies. Examples include feedback 

sign, e.g., the proportion of favorable performance appraisal feedback to negative feedback 

(Kinicki et al., 2004), and employee performance or the employee’s performance rating (Klein 

& Snell, 1994).  

Two researchers familiar with the performance appraisal literature (the first author of 

this study and a trained graduate student) independently coded the effect sizes in this study. 

Level of agreement for both frequent feedback and knowledge of standards was 85%.  

Appraisal reactions. As described above, a variety of criteria are used to measure 

appraisal reactions, including perceptions of performance appraisal accuracy and fairness, 

satisfaction with the appraisal, motivation to improve performance, perceptions of 

organizational justice and overall or composite measures of reactions (Keeping & Levy, 2000). 

Similar to previous meta-analyses of the appraisal reactions literature (Cawley, Keeping & 

Levy, 1998; Pichler, 2012), when meta-analyzing overall relationships between adequate notice 

and appraisal reactions, multiple reaction criteria were included; the are not yet enough studies 

to enable meta-analyses of relationships with multiple distinct specific criteria.    
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Meta-Analytic Method 

The effect size metric chosen was the correlation coefficient, as effect sizes reported in 

the performance appraisal literature are generally reported in this metric. Correlations were first 

transformed into the Fisher’s z for analysis, and were then back- transformed into the correlation 

metric. Each effect size was weighted by the inverse of its sampling error variance. Tests of 

significance for effect size centrality were conducted using Z-tests (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). 

Since effect size distributions were heterogeneous, random effects models were employed for 

Mr and its confidence interval (Hedges & Vevea, 1998; see Table 11).  

Significance tests for moderation (with continuous moderators) were conducted using 

procedures developed for meta-analytic regression in SPSS by Lipsey and Wilson (2001), i.e., 

inverse variance weighted regression analysis. A modified weighted least squares regression 

approach was used to test hypotheses involving moderation with continuous moderators (Lipsey 

& Wilson, 2001, pg. 141). 

Procedures for testing and reporting effect size centrality, homogeneity and moderation 

were consistent with convention (Hedges & Olkin, 1985), as well as papers published in the 

human resource management literature (e.g., Pichler, 2012; Schneid, Isidor, Li, & Kabst, 2015).  

Results  

Meta-Analytic Correlations 

Meta-analytic correlations between each of the independent variables in this study and 

employee reactions are reported in Table 1. A list of primary studies, variables coded and effect 

sizes included in the database is given in the Appendix. As hypothesized, knowledge of 

                                                 
1  In response to a reviewer request, we also ran our analyses using methods outlined by Hunter & Schmidt 
(2014), i.e., population estimates corrected for measurement error. Results are the same, except that these estimates 
are larger: For Frequent Feedback, ρ = .50 [80% CI = .24, .77]. For Knowledge of Performance Standards, ρ = .50 
[80% CI = .30, .71]. CI = credibility interval. 
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performance standards and feedback frequency were both positively related to employee 

reactions. Both aspects of adequate notice, i.e., knowledge of performance standards (Mr= .49, 

k = 19) and frequent feedback (Mr= .45, k =18), were correlated with overall reactions. Thus, 

hypotheses 1 and 2 were supported. After computing mean effect sizes, we calculated Failsafe 

N’s, using Orwin’s (1983) formula, for each effect size to establish if publication bias might be 

a likely threat to the validity of our results.. These computations revealed that it would take 18 

studies to reduce the Mr= .45 in half, to .225, and it would take 19 studies to reduce the Mr= 

.49 in half, to .25. Thus, publication bias does not seem a likely threat to the validity of our 

results. 

-----Insert Table 1 here----- 

Tests of Moderation 

Results of moderator analyses are reported in Table 2. Hypothesis 3 predicted that the 

relationship between feedback frequency and employee reactions would be moderated by 

knowledge of performance standards. The relationship between feedback frequency and 

employee reactions was significantly heterogeneous (Q = 290.35 p < .05; Table 1), and was 

moderated by knowledge of performance standards in the expected direction (B = .1.35, R2 = .48, 

k = 8). Hypothesis 4 predicted that the relationship between feedback frequency and employee 

reactions would vary according to rating favorability, i.e. that the relationship would become 

stronger as the relationship between rating favorability and employee reactions increased. The 

relationship between feedback frequency and employee reactions was moderated by rating 

favorability in the expected direction (B = .56, R2 = .05, k =11). Thus, both hypothesis 3 and 4 

were supported. 

Discussion 
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Performance appraisal is one of the most researched topics in human resource management, 

and employee reactions to appraisals are an important outcome of the appraisal process. Some 

scholars and practitioners say it is the most important outcome. Yet, there has been a critical 

science-practice gap (Balzer & Sulsky, 1990; Levy & Williams, 2004) in this literature as research 

has not produced a coherent explanation for different employee reactions to appraisals. The 

scholarly literature traditionally has overemphasized the psychometric properties of appraisals, 

and underemphasized the appraisal process. In response to criticisms from both the scholarly and 

practitioner communities, researchers have shifted their focus to contextual aspects of the formal 

appraisal and to employee reactions to appraisals (e.g., Levy & Williams, 2004; Pichler, 2012). 

We investigated how an important set of due process constructs relate to appraisal reactions, i.e., 

knowledge of performance standards and frequent feedback, and the boundary conditions of the 

relationship between feedback frequency and appraisal reactions. Although relationships between 

feedback frequency and appraisal reactions are inconsistent in primary studies, meta-analysis 

shows this relationship to be moderately strong, and moderated by knowledge of performance 

standards and performance rating favorability. 

Implications for theory and research  

Feedback frequency has received significant attention in performance appraisal research 

for decades, and has been a central construct for understanding the feedback environment of 

performance appraisal (e.g. Kinicki et al., 2004), performance management process (Ilgen et al., 

1979; Klein & Snell, 1994), and reactions to performance appraisals (Kinicki et al., 2001). These 

theoretical models would suggest that there should be a consistently positive and practically 

significant relationship between feedback frequency and reactions to performance appraisals. This 

has not been borne out by the empirical literature which has shown inconsistent results across 
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studies (cf. Table 1). This meta-analysis reveals that in general across studies, there is an overall 

significant and moderately strong relationship between feedback frequency and appraisal 

reactions, which is consistent with theory. That said, it is also important to try to explain the 

variability in the relationship between feedback frequency and appraisal reactions across studies. 

Theoretical models of the feedback process highlight the importance of the favorability of 

feedback (e.g., Ilgen et al., 1979), yet these models have not proposed how frequent feedback and 

feedback sign might interactively be related to performance appraisal reactions.  

We accordingly proposed that feedback frequency has an interactive relationship with 

performance rating favorability on appraisal reactions. This hypothesis was supported, explaining 

some of the variability in the relationship between feedback frequency and appraisal reactions.  

More specifically, we found that the relationship between feedback frequency and appraisal 

reactions was stronger when feedback was more positive. This could suggest that employees tend 

to perform better across time with more frequent feedback, and thus react more favorably to their 

performance appraisals. It could also suggest that employees may develop expectations of more 

favorable performance ratings with more frequent feedback, and when these expectations are met, 

they react more favorably to the appraisal. Such propositions can be explored empirically in future 

research.  

While researchers and practitioners have touted the importance of ongoing feedback for 

employees, our results provide empirical support for this critical practice. Our findings also suggest 

that knowledge of standards is an important predictor of appraisal reactions. Due process theory is 

consistently viewed as a useful lens through which to examine fairness in performance appraisals 

(Abzug & Mezias, 1993; Levy et al., 2015), which suggests that adequate notice is critical for 

favorable reactions to the appraisal process. Our model which combines feedback frequency and 
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knowledge of performance standards, suggests both are important, and that there is an interactive 

relationship between feedback frequency and knowledge of performance standards as related to 

performance appraisal reactions. Our meta-analytic results support our model. Since performance 

feedback is not very useful without knowledge of performance standards, the two appear to be 

complementary. It may be that frequent feedback is a necessary but insufficient condition for 

reactions to appraisal to be positive, in the sense that knowledge of performance standards is a key 

variable that amplifies this relationship. We provide a new way of understanding the relationship 

between feedback frequency and appraisal reactions in terms of moderators of this relationship, as 

seen in Figure 1. Future research should consider this complementary or synergistic relationship 

between knowledge of performance standards and feedback frequency.  

We also suggest that future research examine the level of employee knowledge of other 

HRM practices as a predictor of reactions to those practices, thus extending the due process model 

of performance appraisal to other areas of HR. There is an increasing body of research on employee 

perceptions of HR practices (e.g., Boon, Den Hartog, Boselie, & Pauuwe, 2011), including 

outcomes of these perceptions and mediators of the perceptions–outcomes relationship (e.g., 

Dearle, Den Hartog, Weibel, Gillespie, Six, Hatzakis, & Skinner, 2011; Jensen, Patel, & 

Memmersmith, 2011). That said, there is less research on antecedents of employee perceptions of 

HR practices (e.g., Den Hartog, Boon, Verburg, & Croon, 2012). Due process theory suggests that 

adequate notice is paramount to reactions to performance appraisal reactions, and this may be the 

case with other HR practices and systems as well.  

Implications for human resource management  

Performance appraisal reactions are a key indicator of performance appraisal effectiveness 

(e.g., Cawley, Keeping & Levy, 1998; Levy & Williams 2004; Pichler, 2012). Some studies have 
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found that appraisal reactions influence subsequent job performance (Anseel et al., 2011; Jawahar, 

2010). The relationship between appraisal reactions and performance may be more nuanced than 

a simple direct effects model (see Kuvaas, 2011), but understanding how feedback is related to 

appraisal reactions provides insight into the link between feedback and job performance. In other 

words, we assert that frequent feedback combined with knowledge of performance standards may 

be helpful not only for improving performance appraisal reactions, but also for subsequent 

improvements in job performance. In fact, it is more likely that reactions to feedback predict future 

job performance, not feedback per se (Jawahar, 2010).  

This matters because scholars have criticized the performance feedback literature for 

focusing on direct relationships between feedback and outcomes, such as job performance, without 

considering mediating or moderating processes (Anseel et al., 2011; Kinicki et al., 2004; Kuvaas, 

2006; 2011; Lurie & Smawinathan, 2009). Such processes are important for understanding both 

how to manage performance appraisal effectiveness. The finding that performance rating 

favorability moderates the relationship between feedback frequency and appraisal reactions is 

consistent with previous research, which has demonstrated an interaction between feedback 

frequency and constructiveness as related to job performance (Kuvaas et al., 2016). An implication 

of our results is that managers should be aware of the potential ramifications of regular 

performance conversations, including that employees may begin to expect more favorable ratings. 

This is consistent with the arguement that adequate notice can raise employee’s expectations in 

addition to giving them voice (Cropanzano et al., 2001:  45).  

Finding that the relationship between feedback frequency and appraisal reactions is 

moderated by knowledge of performance standards suggests that managers should implement 

processes to increase employee knowledge of performance standards, using both informal and 
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formal channels. For example, some organizations such as AT&T expect managers to have 

recurring informal conversations with subordinates to clarify performance standards and improve 

employee skills. Publishing performance standards for specific job families in organizational 

handbooks could be a helpful formal channel, with the caveat that complex heuristic jobs may 

require more fungible performance standards than simple algorithmic jobs. Overall, performance 

feedback should take on a developmental tone if it is expected to facilitate performance gains for 

workers (Combs, Liu, Hall & Ketchen, 2006).  Increasing supervisor-subordinate discussions of 

performance standards and goals throughout the year (not just during the appraisal session) would 

be a helpful informal channel (Levy et al., 2015). Employee knowledge of performance standards 

should benefit both employees and their employers. For the performance management system to 

have an effect on an organization’s bottom line and thus contribute to organizational effectiveness, 

managers need to make organizational goals and standards salient to employees by linking them 

to performance assessment.  

Overall, our results suggest that organizations will benefit from implementing both aspects 

of the adequate notice dimensions of due process. The due process theory of performance appraisal 

also includes a fair hearing (employees can participate in the appraisal and present a defense of 

their perspective of their performance), and judgment based on evidence (which includes a fair 

and unbiased evaluator and system features, such as an appeals process). Although we were not 

able to include all these aspects of due process in our study, the literature suggests that performance 

appraisal processes will be optimally effective to the extent that all aspects of due process operate 

in concert. That said, as Levy et al. (2015) pointed out, implementing all aspects of due process in 

a single organization is complicated, and requires substantial resources (e.g., process design, 

manager training). Human resource managers should consider which aspects of due process are 
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most relevant to their organizations based judgments about the return on such investments or fit 

with organizational culture.  

Limitations and directions for future research  

As is the case with much of the empirical research in the organizational sciences, and with 

meta-analyses of this literature (e.g. Cohen-Carash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001), the 

effect sizes included in the database for this meta-analysis were based on cross-sectional, percept-

percept data. This is a concern not only because of the potential for inflated effect sizes, but also 

because it limits the extent to which research sheds light on the dynamic processes by which 

employee reactions occur. Nonetheless, meta-analysis allows for 1) stable estimates of bivariate 

relationships, which is important here given prior discrepancies in the relationships between 

frequent feedback and appraisal reactions, 2) tests of moderators of bivariate relationships, which 

meant in this case we were able to assess rating favorability and knowledge of performance 

standards as potential moderators of relationships between feedback frequency and employee 

reactions. 

Since meta-analyses can only include variables that are available from primary studies, we 

were unable to assess other dimensions of feedback (besides frequency) such as the nature, timing, 

source and quality. The feedback environment scale (FES) measures multiple dimensions of 

performance feedback (e.g., feedback quality, promotion of feedback seeking) from both 

supervisors and coworkers (Steelman, Levy & Snell, 2004).  Future research could focus on 

feedback frequency and the feedback environment to better understand reactions to performance 

appraisal. We also could not control for other relevant variables, such as the extent of subordinate 

participation in goal-setting, supervisor appraisal training, or performance-based pay. Future work 

could aim to overcome these weaknesses by designing studies that also include other dimension 
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of due process. Perhaps more importantly, future research should test the causal paths we posited 

which include learning, organizational justice and well-being as mediators of the feedback 

frequency to appraisal reaction relationship. Several moderators also should be included in future 

research.  

First, some of the omitted variables in primary mentioned above, such as supervisor 

appraisal training, may be included. Furthermore, the psycho-social relationship of the supervisor 

and subordinate may be conducive to enhancing the effectiveness of feedback by addressing 

psychological needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness (Beenen, Pichler & Levy, 2017). 

Second, individual differences could be allowed for: including their job demands and extent of 

control, intrinsic versus extrinsic motivational preferences (Ryan & Deci, 2000; see Kuvaas, 

2007), feedback orientation (Linderbaum and Levy, 2010), mastery orientation (London and 

Smither, 2002), core self-evaluation (Judge, Erez, Bono & Thoreson, 2003), and personality 

factors such as conscientiousness, openness or trait negative affectivity. For example, somebody 

with very high demands and low control might respond less favorably to feedback, especially 

negative feedback. In contrast a highly conscientious and open person may be more responsive to 

both positive and negative feedback.  

As appraisal is an ongoing process, studies should examine the dynamics of that process. 

For instance, appraisal reactions in one period may improve goal-setting in the next. Longitudinal 

research could examine upward performance spirals such as whether appraisal processes deemed 

as fair and satisfactory lead to increased performance, which then leads to more positive 

supervisor-subordinate interactions, which in turn leads to more frequent feedback and discussion 

of performance standards during the next appraisal period, followed by more favorable reactions, 

and so on. Conversely, appraisal processes that are deemed to be unfair and unsatisfactory may 
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lead to downward performance spirals and less positive experiences during the next appraisal 

session and, perhaps ultimately, increased burnout, and lower commitment and retention. Studies 

which measure perceptions of appraisal processes, reactions to appraisals and job performance at 

multiple points in time over more than one appraisal period are therefore highly desirable.  

Conclusion 

We have integrated theory and research on performance feedback with the due process 

model of performance appraisal to more fully understand how feedback frequency and knowledge 

of performance standards each contributes to favorable reactions to the performance appraisal 

itself. We also showed how prior inconsistencies in the literature regarding the relationship of 

feedback frequency to appraisal reactions may reflect, at least partly, the moderating effects of 

knowledge of performance standards and performance rating favorability, although across studies 

the direct effect was validated.  We hope that our model which shows how feedback frequency, 

knowledge of performance standards and performance rating favorability are related to 

performance appraisal reactions (Figure 1), can guide future research. By further exploring these 

relationships, scholars and practitioners should be able to design studies and interventions that 

improve the effectiveness of performance appraisals, resulting in higher employee performance 

and all the benefits that go with it.  
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Table 1 
Meta-analytic Results for Employee Reactions to Performance Appraisal 

 N K SDr Mr Lower 
95%CI 

Upper 
95%CI 

Q 

Adequate Notice 
Frequent 
Feedback 

5,227 18 .24 .45 .33 .56 290.35* 

Knowledge 
of 
Performance 
Standards 

5,445 19 .19 .49 .40 .60 201.07* 

Note. N = Cumulative sample size; k =Cumulative number of effect sizes; SDr = weighted 
standard deviation of observed effect sizes; Mr = Population mean correlation; Q = heterogeneity of Mr, * = 
significant at p < .05. Since effect size distributions were heterogeneous, random effects models were employed 
for Mr and its confidence interval (Hedges & Vevea, 1998). For a list of variables coded and effect sizes from 
primary studies, see the Appendix.  
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Table 2 
Results of continuous moderator analyses in regression 

Independent 
Variable 

Moderator 
Variable 

k B SE Mr Lower 
95%CI 

Upper 
95%CI 

Q R2 

Frequent 
Feedback 

Knowledge of 
Performance 

Standards 

8 1.35 .25 .54 .91 1.79 35.74* .48 

Frequent 
Feedback 

Performance 
Rating 

Favorability 

11 .56 .18 .44 .21 .91 9.58* .05 

Note: k = number of effect sizes; B = regression coefficient; SE = standard error; Mr = population mean correlation; 
Q = heterogeneity of Mr. 
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Figure 1 

Hypothesized Model of the Relationship of Feedback Frequency, Knowledge of Standards, and Rating Favorability on Appraisal 
Reactions 
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Appendix  
List of studies, sample size, variables coded, and effect sizes from primary studies. 

Study  N FF Measure r,  
FF, 
PAR 

KPS Measure r, KPS, 
PAR 

PRF Measure r, 
PRF, 
PAR 

Ayers, 2010 146   Employee 
Involvement.  

.14   

Buehler, 2006 131 Frequent feedback.  .46* Discussed 
expectations.  

.45* Favorability 
of 
performance 
rating.  

.52* 

Dipboye & DePontbriand, 
1981 

474   Perceived goal 
orientation.  

.57*   

Dobbins et al., 1990 165 Frequency of 
evaluations.  

.09   Overall 
summary 
evaluation. 

.62 

Erdogan et al., 2001 84 Performance 
feedback. 

.28 Knowledge of 
appraisal criteria. 

.23   

Evans & McShane, 1998, 
Sample A 

214 Appraisal frequency 
and follow-up. 

.32 Goal establishment.  .43 Favorableness 
of appraisal. 

.36 

Evans & McShane, 1998, 
Sample B 

188 Appraisal frequency 
and follow-up. 

.32 Goal establishment.  .34 Favorableness 
of appraisal. 

.29 

Feys et al., 2009,  
Study #1 

218 Positive feedback. 
(Steelman et al., 
2004). 

.61*    .25* 

Feys et al., 2009,  
Study #2 

83   Perceived System 
Knowledge. 
(Williams & Levy, 
2000) 

.31*   

Gaby, 2004 704 Appraisal frequency. .56*     
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Study  N FF Measure r,  
FF, 
PAR 

KPS Measure r, KPS, 
PAR 

PRF Measure r, 
PRF, 
PAR 

Inderrieden et al., 2004 326 Feedback throughout 
the evaluation. 
(Based on Ilgen et 
al., 1981, among 
others). 

.63 Knowledge of 
performance 
standards.  

.42 Work 
performance. 

.52 

Kavanagh et al., 2007 2377   Clarity of 
performance, 
planning & 
evaluation (Tang & 
Sarsfield Baldwin, 
1996) 

.38   

Kinicki et al., 2004 182 Frequency of 
feedback. 

.44*   Sign of 
feedback. 

.26* 

Klein & Snell, 1994 55 PAI Frequency.  .13   Employee 
performance. 

.25 

Landy et al., 1978 950 Frequency of 
performance 
evaluation. 

.33     

Levy & Williams, 1998, 
Study #1 

62   Perceived system 
knowledge 
(Williams & Levy, 
1992) 

.79   

Levy & Williams, 1998, 
Study #2 

48   Perceived system 
knowledge 
(Williams & Levy, 
1992) 

.55*   

Kuvaas, 2011 803 Perceived regular 
feedback. 

.48     

Scott, 2001 221 Informal feedback. .77     
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Study  N FF Measure r,  
FF, 
PAR 

KPS Measure r, KPS, 
PAR 

PRF Measure r, 
PRF, 
PAR 

Secunda, 1984,  
Study #1 

208 Frequency of 
evaluation 

.07*   Performance 
rating.  

.37* 

Secunda, 1984,  
Study #2 

208 Frequency of 
evaluation  

.13*   Performance 
rating. 

.39* 

Steensma & Otto, 2000 78 Appraisal frequency. .31 Adequate notice.  .30 
(N=69) 

  

Shrivasatva, & Purang, 
2011 

304 Providing feedback.  .49* Setting & 
Clarifying 
expectations. 

.45*   

Tang & Baldwin, 1996 110   Clarity of 
performance 
standards. 

.17*   

Thurston, 2001 188  Providing feedback.  .77*  Clarifying 
expectations.  

.79* Appraisal 
perceptions. 

.55* 

Tuytens & DeVos, 2012 298   Standards for 
acceptable 
performance. 

.14*   

Williams & Levy, 2000, 
Sample # 1 

34   Perceived system 
knowledge 
(Williams & Levy, 
1992) 

.59   

Williams & Levy, 2000, 
Sample # 2 

94   Perceived system 
knowledge 
(Williams & Levy, 
1992) 

.58   

Wright, 2004 51   Clear standards. .72   
Total K, Mr   K=18  K=19   
Total K,  
Moderator Analyses  

   K=8  K=11  
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Notes. N = study sample size; FF = feedback frequency; KPS = knowledge of performance standards; PRF = performance 
rating favorability; PAR = performance appraisal reactions. Names of variables from primary studies are included with the 
citation or source in parentheses, when possible; otherwise, variables were created by the authors in each primary study. r = 
bivariate correlation from primary study. * = effect size is based on composite correlation. Sample sizes for effect sizes are 
in parentheses when different from the sample size for feedback frequency, performance appraisal reactions effect size. 
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