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Not one, two, or three, it takes several supervisory feedback
characteristics for effective feedback: a latent profile analysis and
experimental vignette

Jetmir Zyberaj

Work and Organizational Psychology Group, University of Bamberg, Bamberg, Germany

ABSTRACT

This study examined the impact of supervisory feedback and employee characteristics
on feedback effectiveness. First, utilizing a person-centered approach, | conducted
latent profile analysis to check for the number of supervisory feedback latent profiles
within the sample. Second, | used a within-subjects experimental vignette to check for
the effects of supervisory feedback profiles on employee feedback processing. | also
employed feedback sign as a moderator and employee task processes and
meta-processes as mediating variables. These relationships were investigated in a
mixed-population sample (N=452; M, .= 34.75years, SD,,, = 10.35). For instance, the
relative indirect effects of medium—quafity SF (compared to low-quality SF) on perceived
accuracy through task processes and meta-processes were significant (ab=0.50, SE =
0.13, and 95% Cl [.23, .36] and ab=0.44, SE = 0.14, and 95% ClI [0.21, 0.47], respectively).
No moderating effect was found for the feedback sign. Findings suggest supervisors
and employees can benefit from training focused on improving feedback quality and
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1. Introduction

After almost one hundred years since the early claims of Thorndike (1931) on feedback effects being
dependent upon feedback sign (i.e. positive and negative), findings on boundary conditions regarding
feedback effectiveness are still inconclusive. In 1996, Kluger and DeN:isi investigated over 600 effect sizes
and demonstrated that feedback interventions are not only positive but end up with detrimental effects
up to one third of the time. Recently, two studies investigated negative feedback and showed contradic-
tory results. Eskreis-Winkler and Fishbach (2019) found that negative feedback undermines learning by
driving recipients toward self and ego concerns. However, a replication study by Keith et al. (2022)
revealed that framing format (e.g. in terms of losses rather than gains) and corrective feedback (e.g.
introducing correct solutions) mitigated the effects of negative feedback.

| contribute to this line of research by suggesting that the effectiveness of feedback interventions
depends on the characteristics of the feedback provider (i.e. supervisor). In addition, similar to the stud-
ies of Eskreis-Winkler and Fishbach (2019) as well as Keith et al. (2022), | proposed that recipients’ focus
(e.g. ego concerns or solutions) would mediate the provider's effects via the task processes and
meta-processes (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). Finally, | used negative feedback (vs. neutral) and investigated its
moderating role in these relationships. Unlike the studies mentioned, | focus in the present study on
feedback processing (e.g. feedback acceptance) as an outcome, not direct performance. Kluger and
DeNisi (1996) criticized the direct-performance approaches, stating the need for more research on
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‘processes induced by FlIs [feedback interventions] and not on the general question of whether Fls
improve performance’ (p. 278). Hence, | aim to add to the significance of feedback processing.

Building on these inconsistent findings, | aimed to provide further insights into the role of various
supervisory feedback characteristics in feedback processing. | suggest that supervisory feedback charac-
teristics (defined in terms of attributes or qualities, such as trust and feedback quality) might best predict
employee feedback processing. Feedback effectiveness often depends upon the characteristics of the
feedback sources, such as their credibility or power (llgen et al., 1979; Kinicki et al., 2004; Lechermeier &
Fassnacht, 2018). For instance, feedback from credible sources is perceived and accepted better (llgen
et al., 1979).

In addition, | investigate the effects of supervisor feedback sign (i.e. positive or negative), noted as a
critical feedback feature (Audia & Locke, 2003; llgen et al., 1979; Kim & Kim, 2020). While positive feed-
back denotes good performance, negative feedback implies a gap in performance and a need for
improvements (Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009). Generally, people tend to accept positive feedback more
easily than negative feedback because it aligns with their self-views (Swann, 1987). Hence, explaining
why and when negative feedback works remains a crucial question for researchers.

Furthermore, whether feedback fails or succeeds often depends on the recipients’ attributes. Hence, |
employ feedback recipients’ task processes and meta-processes as mediators between supervisory feed-
back and employee feedback processing (Kim & Kim, 2020; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). Task processes imply
recipients’ focus on the task and generation of better strategies for work, while meta-processes signify
recipients’ psychological state in which they feel threatened by negative feedback and focus on the self
(Kim & Kim, 2020; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). According to the feedback intervention theory (FIT; Kluger &
DeNisi, 1996), feedback drives recipients toward task processes or meta-processes. In turn, they deter-
mine recipients’ subsequent performance.

Finally, | propose that employees benefit from supervisory feedback when they are willing to accept
feedback and use it for their tasks (Anseel & Lievens, 2009; ligen et al., 1979). | refer to these mechanisms
as feedback processing. According to one of the first theoretical models of feedback, the feedback process
model (FPM; ligen et al., 1979), feedback processing is a derivation of both cognitive (i.e. perceptions and
acceptance) and motivational and behavioral (i.e. desire and intentions to respond to feedback) pro-
cesses. Therefore, for supervisory feedback to work, employees must express positive perceptions and
acceptance of feedback and their desire and intentions to respond to it (Anseel & Lievens, 2009;
Christensen-Salem et al., 2018; Fulham et al., 2022; ligen et al., 1979).

| employed a two-step approach to investigate relationships between supervisory feedback character-
istics and employee feedback processing through feedback sign and task processes and meta-processes.
In the first step, | used a person-centered approach, namely the latent profile analysis (LPA), and designed
supervisory feedback profiles based on several supervisory feedback characteristics. For this purpose, |
employed the results of a meta-analytic study by Zyberaj (2022). In the second step, | ran an experimen-
tal vignette. In this step, | examined the effects of the supervisory feedback profiles on employee feed-
back processing through employee task processes and meta-processes and introduced feedback sign as
a moderator in these relationships.

With this study, | contribute to research on feedback in two important ways. First, | am one of the
few researchers to employ a person-centered methodology to study the implications of supervisory feed-
back (Dahling et al, 2017; Qian et al,, 2016). This approach differs from variable-centered approaches,
which focus on variables and how they influence outcomes separately. Person-centered approaches allow
for constructs to be studied conjointly and within individuals (Dai et al., 2013; Spurk et al., 2020). Dahling
et al's (2017) study investigated supervisory feedback environment profiles using a person-centered
approach. However, Dahling et al. (2017) (a) used a different scale of feedback environment and (b)
focused on direct outcomes such as motivation. Following the FPM (llgen et al.,, 1979), | use a scale that
accounts only for supervisory feedback characteristics relevant to feedback processing. Through LPA, |
employ a pattern and multivariate analysis and add to the literature on supervisory feedback by investi-
gating their significance for employee feedback processing conjointly. This approach enables examining
whether some characteristics are more important than others. Leadership skills can be complementary,
such as one skill influencing or compensating for the other (Dai et al, 2013; Kaiser, 2011). Second, |
provide further empirical insights concerning the role that both supervisory feedback and recipients’
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characteristics play in employee feedback processing. Traditionally, research has focused on direct perfor-
mance, such as job performance. By studying employee reactions to supervisory feedback, | provide
insights into the intermediate psychological processes between supervisory feedback and subsequent
employee performance (Anseel & Lievens, 2009). The theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985) notes
employee reactions (i.e. intentions) as the best predictor of recipients’ actual response to feedback.

2. Theoretical background and hypotheses development

To explain the role of supervisory feedback characteristics, | draw on FIT (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996) and the
FPM (ligen et al, 1979) as theoretical frameworks. FIT states that feedback might influence recipients
through ‘the salience of the feedback provider’ (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996, p. 271) and by driving their atten-
tion toward task processes or meta-processes. Feedback works if recipients are kept within task processes
and fail when driven to meta-processes. Similarly, the FPM (ligen et al., 1979) alludes that sources must
be viewed as credible and powerful. In addition, the model stipulates the critical role of feedback pro-
cessing, noting four main variables (known as the elements of the feedback process): (1) perceived feed-
back (the extent to which the recipient accurately perceives the feedback from the sources); (2) acceptance
of feedback (recipient’s belief about the accuracy of the feedback), (3) the desire to respond to feedback
(increasing intentions), and (4) the intended response (or goals), representing intentions of the recipients
to respond to feedback. According to FPM (ligen et al., 1979), all these feedback processes should be
present for supervisory feedback to work. While perceptions and acceptance denote feedback accep-
tance, desire and intentions reveal recipients’ willingness to use the feedback.

2.1. Supervisory feedback characteristics: derivation of supervisory feedback profiles

Traditionally, feedback research uses variable-centered approaches to predict how different variables
affect outcomes of interest separately and across people (Wang & Hanges, 2011). Although helpful, this
approach can be complex since each variable has to be tested for main effects and eventually for mul-
tiple interactions across variables and outcomes. However, one can avoid these complexities by using a
person-centered approach. Person-centered approaches enable researchers to combine variables of inter-
est within one individual and derive unique profiles (Spurk et al., 2020; Wang & Hanges, 2011). One
renowned method is the LPA, a statistical method that identifies latent profiles within a specific popula-
tion based on various variables (Spurk et al., 2020). Each profile can then be scrutinized for its constel-
lations based on the variables used. In this study, | employed LPA and used the supervisory feedback
categories that Zyberaj (2022) derived to design supervisory feedback profiles.

Zyberaj (2022) derived eight categories of supervisory feedback characteristics (Table 1). The author
used a systematic review and analyzed over 600 papers to extract these categories. As a result, the
author found 26 supervisory feedback characteristics and classified them into eight categories. The
author notes that they employed a subject-matter expert methodology for the categorization. | used
these categories and aimed to design supervisory feedback profiles using LPA as a person-centered
approach. Because there is a relatively large number of categories, | expected several profiles with dif-
ferent constellations (e.g. high and low) and aimed to answer the following research question:

Research question 1: Will there be qualitatively and quantitatively distinct latent profiles of supervisory feed-
back characteristics?

2.2. Supervisory feedback profiles as predictors of feedback processing

A large body of research has reported the many effects feedback sources and their characteristics yield
on the effectiveness of feedback. Kinicki et al. (2004) stated that sources and their characteristics could
determine the effectiveness of feedback, claiming that ‘source credibility has both direct and indirect
effects on employees’ desire to respond to feedback’ (p. 1067). ligen et al. (1979) stated that the power
and credibility of a source (which they define in terms of expertise and trust) are among the essential
source characteristics that can determine feedback effectiveness. Similarly, Gregory and Levy (2015)
noted that feedback is more likely to be effective (i.e. to result in behavior change) if the feedback
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Table 1. Predictors and their frequencies from the studies on supervisory feedback.

Number of Frequency™

characteristics Predictor Number of studies ~ SMEs categorization Total of predictors**
1 Trust 5 Credibility 1 (Credibility)
2 Credibility 4 Credibility

3 Expertise 2 Credibility

4 Feedback valence 4 FI valence 2 (FI Valence)
5 Just treatment 2 Fairness 3 (FI Fairness)
6 Feedback specificity 2 FI quality 4 (FI Quality)
7 Empathy 2 Support 5 (Support)

8 Feedback quality 9 FI quality

9 Goodwill 1 Support

10 Supervisor developmental feedback 1 FI quality

1 Positive affect 1 Support

12 Gender 1 Similarity 6 (Similarity)
13 Race 1 Similarity

14 Ambivalence 1 FI quality

15 Impression management 1 Fairness

16 Feedback-rich environment 1 FI quality

17 Similarity 1 Similarity

18 Constructive feedback 1 FI quality

19 Learning-goal orientation 1 Learning-goal orientation 7 (Learning-goal orientation)
20 Consideration 1 Fairness

21 Adequacy of account 1 Fairness

22 Sincerity of account 1 Credibility

23 Charisma 1 Charisma 8 (Charisma)
24 Procedural justice 1 Fairness

25 Supervisors’ cultural orientation*** 1 Similarity

26 Perceived supervisory intentions 1 Fairness

Note.

"Number of studies represents the number of single studies that studied the respective characteristic (i.e. one or more studies per paper; two
or more variables were studied by a single study).

“For categorization, the numbering was done according to the frequency level.

“*Collectivist vs. individualist orientation, FI=Feedback, SME = Subject-matter experts; Used with permission from Zyberaj (2022).

recipient believes that the feedback provider is trustworthy and a topic expert. Credibility is shown to
positively affect recipients’ feedback-seeking behaviors (Donald, Rensvold, & Adams, 1992), as well as
satisfaction (Bannister, 1986) and creativity (Son & Kim, 2016). Moreover, sources’ status and expertise (i.e.
executing power, such as bonuses) are also essential characteristics (Gregory & Levy, 2015), positively
affecting acceptance of feedback (Collins & Stukas, 2006) as well as intrinsic motivation of the recipient
(Cusella, 1982).

In their meta-analytical study, Zyberaj (2022) found charisma (i.e. charismatic leadership) to be the
best predictor of feedback processing (o = .65). Similarly, credibility and feedback valence (o = .43), feed-
back quality, and support (o = .40) were also good predictors. However, they found that learning-goal
orientation (p = .12) and similarity (o = .005) were the least effective predictors for feedback processing
(n.s). Following these findings, | excluded learning-goal orientation and similarity characteristics. In addi-
tion, because similarity is measured based on gender and race, retrieving supervisory profiles would be
difficult. Based on these findings, | hypothesized the following:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): The effects of the supervisory feedback profiles on employee processing will depend on
supervisory feedback characteristics. Thus, supervisory profiles scoring high on supervisory feedback character-
istics will yield better employee feedback processing, such as better feedback acceptance, than those scoring
low.

2.3. The mediating role of task processes and meta-processes

FIT notes that ‘Fls effects on performance are attenuated by cues [e.g. feedback that provides specific
information about the task and goals to be achieved] that direct attention to meta-task processes’ (Kluger
& DeNisi, 1996, p. 267). Thus, feedback affects recipients primarily through their attention in two ways.
First, feedback affects performance by diverting the recipients’ attention towards lower-order processes,
namely task-learning processes. Secondly, feedback can affect recipients through higher-order processes,
namely meta-processes. According to FIT, meta-task processes can potentially control the focal task pro-
cesses, which might hinder one’s performance by diverting their attention away from the task and to the



COGENT BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT . 5

self. Thus, while meta-processes hinder the effectiveness of feedback, task processes facilitate it by keep-
ing the recipient focused on the task (Atwater & Brett, 2006; Kim & Kim, 2020; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996).
For instance, a study by Kim and Kim (2020) found that negative feedback heightened recipients’ task
processes, increasing their strategy usage and focus and positively affecting their creativity. However, a
study by Eskreis-Winkler and Fishbach (2019) found that, because of its ego-threatening features, nega-
tive feedback undermined learning and made recipients ‘tuned out, which aligns with the FIT (Kluger &
DeNisi, 1996) assumptions on meta-processes. Hence, | proposed the following:

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Task processes and meta-processes will mediate the relationship between supervisory pro-
files and employee feedback processing.

2.4. Does feedback sign moderate the effects of supervisory feedback profiles via task processes
and meta-processes?

Concerning the feedback sign (i.e. positive vs. neutral feedback), | was interested in investigating
whether the effects of the supervisory feedback profiles on employee feedback processing through task
processes and meta-processes would depend upon the valence of the feedback. Previous research has
shown that feedback sign (e.g. negative feedback) can have major implications on the effects of super-
visory feedback (Audia & Locke, 2003; llgen et al., 1979; Kim & Kim, 2020). Thus, | investigated whether
negative feedback would differ from the neutral condition (Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009). Generally,
people tend to accept positive feedback more easily than negative because it aligns with and reaffirms
their personal views (Swann, 1987). The self-enhancement theory (Shrauger, 1975) claims that individu-
als prefer favorable feedback more than negative. Negative feedback is often viewed as less accurate
and, therefore, less accepted by employees than positive feedback (llgen et al., 1979; London, 2003).
Similarly, recipients are less willing to accept negative feedback because it evokes feelings of defensive-
ness and dissatisfaction (llgen et al., 1981; London, 2003; London & Smither, 2002), which could lead to
self-concerns and might distract one’s attention away from the task processes (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996).
Hence, in line with these findings, feedback sign could mitigate the relationship between the supervi-
sory feedback and the subsequent employee reactions (i.e. task processes and meta-processes). While
employees might be willing to accept positive feedback, negative feedback might be perceived as a
threat and evoke negative feelings, resulting in rejection. Thus, | posed the following research question
and hypothesis:

Research question 2: Does the indirect effect of supervisory feedback profiles on employee feedback processing
through task processes and meta-processes depend upon feedback sign?

Hypothesis 3 (H3): The indirect effect of SF Profiles on feedback processing through task processes and
meta-processes will depend on the feedback sign. Specifically, these indirect effects will be significant and
stronger for negative than neutral feedback.

3. Method
3.1. Research design and procedure

| employed a two-step approach (see Figure 1). First, | conducted LPA to design supervisory feedback
profiles. Second, in a between-subject design, | tested the profiles derived from the first step in a vignette
experiment for their effects on employee feedback processing. In this step, | used employee task pro-
cesses and meta-processes as mediators between supervisory feedback profiles and employee feedback
processing. Furthermore, | tested whether feedback sign would moderate the effects of supervisory feed-
back characteristics on employee task processes and meta-processes. Research and experimental materi-
als followed criteria stated in the Declaration of Helsinki 1964 and its later addendum. Vignettes and
study procedures used in this study were approved by the ethics committee of the University of Bamberg
in the original research by Zyberaj (2022; dossier number: 2021-04/17). In addition, because the experi-
ment was conducted online, online informed consent was obtained from all study participants before
commencing the experiment.
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Step 1: Latent profile analysis

Supervisory feedback Supervisory feedback
characteristics profiles

A\ 4

Step 2: Experimental vignette

Feedback sign
(negative vs. neutral)

Task Feedback processing
Supervisory processes — Perceived accuracy
feedback profiles — Feedback acceptance
Meta- — Desire to respond
processes — Intended response

Figure 1. Research steps and the hypothesized moderated-mediation model.

3.1.1. First step: Latent profile analyses

In the first step, | conducted LPA to derive supervisory feedback profiles. LPA is a probabilistic or
model-based technique superior to traditional cluster analyses for detecting latent taxonomy (Tein
et al,, 2013, p. 2). The primary aim is to identify types or groups of people based on specific profiles
of attributes, such as personal attributes. Another essential feature of the LPA is distinguishing profiles
quantitatively and qualitatively (Bakag et al., 2023;; Spurk et al., 2020; Wang & Hanges, 2011; Woo et al,,
2018). Quantitatively distinct profiles vary in the absolute level of the profile indicators, such as being
high or low on constructs (Spurk et al., 2020). Qualitatively distinct profiles vary in shape because of
differences in relative standing on the profile indicators (Bennett et al., 2016). To design these distinct
profiles, LPA uses some patterns of variables, where profiles that share similar patterns are combined
and compared with other profiles (Bouckenooghe et al., 2019; Spurk et al., 2020; Woo et al., 2018).
Then, specific fit indices are used to derive the profiles sharing similar patterns (i.e. the best-fitting
profile solution; Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018; Peugh & Fan, 2013; Spurk et al., 2020). Some of these fit
indices include the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), consistent
AIC (CAIC), the Bootstrapped Likelihood Ratio Test or BLRT (Bouckenooghe et al.,, 2019; Nylund et al.,
2007; Spurk et al., 2020; Wang & Hanges, 2011). Model fit is usually based on lower BIC and AIC values,
a higher BLRT, and other criteria, such as the elbow plot (Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018; Zyberaj
et al., 2022).

3.1.2. Second step: Experimental vignette

In the second step, | conducted an Experimental Vignette (EV). The EV methodology contains ‘carefully
constructed and realistic scenarios to assess dependent variables including intentions, attitudes, and
behaviors’ (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014, p. 352). Vignettes are well-suited because they do not require
in-depth knowledge about the topic and can be easily used to elicit meaning from participants (Hughes
& Huby, 2002). They are also good if one needs to exercise control of independent variables and draw
causation (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014, p. 258). Vignettes can be displayed via images, videos, or written
format (Hughes & Huby, 2002). Organizational research mainly uses written vignettes, also called paper
people studies (Burt et al, 2016; Murphy et al., 1986; Woehr & Lance, 1991). The paper people studies
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are especially appropriate when the research aims to assess explicit processes and outcomes (Aguinis &
Bradley, 2014; Heim et al., 2018).

In this study, | used two written vignettes developed by Zyberaj and Volmer (2021). | conducted a
between-subject design experiment and used one vignette for each condition. Participants were ran-
domly assigned to the conditions. Feedback in these vignettes was provided as a numerical evaluation
(e.g. 'you scored below average and worse than 70% of your peers’) and in a written format (e.g. ‘your
current answers do not describe the product optimally and accurately’). This feedback format has previ-
ously been widely used in similar research (Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009; Burt et al., 2016; Kim & Kim,
2020). In addition, vignettes developed by Zyberaj and Volmer (2021) contain text and images that align
with previous recommendations. Each vignette contains one text, one figure about the text, and five
questions that recipients must answer. To contextualize the intervention, | told participants that they
were working in ‘a Science and Technology company called ‘TOYA’ and asked them to envision it as if
they were working in this company. In addition, | told them that they are part of the ‘Research and
Development Department;, currently assigned to learn about some new products. Finally, they were told
they would be monitored by their supervisor, who would provide their performance results at the end
of their learning process (see supplementary material for vignette details).

An overview of research steps, study variables, and their relationships are shown in Figure 1.

3.2. Sample

| decided on the sample size based on the recommendations for robust LPA (Nylund-Gibson & Choi,
2018; Spurk et al,, 2020). According to Spurk et al. (2020), ‘a sample size of about 500 should lead to
enough accuracy in identifying a correct number of latent profiles’ (p. 6). However, because of the exclu-
sion criteria (i.e. excluding participants who performed well) and for an assurance of possible participant
attrition or outliers, | aimed for 50 more participants. Thus, | targeted a sample size of around 550
participants.

| designed the experiment using the SoSci Survey (https://www.soscisurvey.de/) and recruited the par-
ticipants via Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). Respondents were invited to participate in a leadership
study in exchange for €0.60 and were asked to consent to participate before commencing the experiment.
To be eligible, participants had to be employees and proficient in English. | further followed the best-practice
recommendations by Aguinis et al. (2021) for robust data from MTurk. For example, | used CAPTCHA for
approving valid users and invited only experienced users of MTurk (known as ‘Master Workers') and those
with Human Intelligence Task (HIT) approval rates of < 95. Finally, | set a code of conduct to exclude those
who did not follow the criteria (e.g. wrong answers to the attention check questions).

| was able to collect data from 566 participants. | excluded 46 participants from this sample due to
their inconsistent answers in three of the attention check questions. For instance, | asked participants to
name the vignette they did or select the right number of answer options for that vignette. In addition,
| excluded 68 participants due to their good performance in the task (i.e. scoring all five answers correct,
which disqualified them from receiving negative feedback; see supplementary material). Thus, the final
sample in the analyses comprised 452 participants (59.5% male; Mage= 34.75years, SDage = 10.35). Most
participants were from the United States (90%) and India (4.9%), followed by several other countries,
such as the United Kindom, Australia, Denmark, and Italy. Furthermore, most participants had Bachelor’s
(52.2%) and Master’s (38.8%) degrees. The majority reported having five years of work experience (23%),
followed by ten (13.1%) and four years (16.4%); the rest had less than five years of work experience.

3.3. Instruments

3.3.1. Vignettes

| adopted two vignettes (experimental vs. neutral condition) from Zyberaj and Volmer (2021). The authors
noted that vignettes were standardized in two pilot studies. First, they tested the vignettes for their
power (e.g. whether conditions affected recipients) and included five questions with five answer options
for each. Vignettes tested recipients’ performance in a cognitive task. Afterward, participants would get
feedback (i.e. negative and neutral). Participants were randomized for each feedback condition.
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3.3.2. Supervisory feedback characteristics

| used the measures of the original studies by Zyberaj (2022) for the SF characteristics. To measure credibility,
| used the measure of Steelman et al. (2004) with five items. A sample item was ‘l can trust what my super-
visor says, measured on a Likert-type scale with responses ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly
agree). Cronbach’s a was .84. | used the 17-item measure of charismatic leadership for charisma by Bycio
et al. (1995). A sample item was ‘I have confidence in the feedback my supervisor gives me, measured on
a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not at all) and 5 (frequently). Cronbach’s a was .85. For feedback sign, |
asked participants about the proportion of positive to negative feedback they received, using a scale rang-
ing from 1 (700% positive) to 11 (100% negative), which were reverse coded (Kinicki et al., 2004). For feedback
quality, | used the five-item scale of Kinicki et al. (2004). A sample item was ‘My supervisor gives me useful
feedback about my job performance; measured on a Likert-type scale with responses ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s a was .85. For support, | used the 20-item PANAS scale
of Watson et al. (1988), representing positive and negative affect, and a six-item scale of McCroskey and
Teven (1999), representing goodwill. PANAS uses a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely),
while goodwill scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree), where participants indicated
impressions about their supervisors (e.g. ‘My supervisor.cares about me’). Cronbach’s a for support was .93.
Finally, | used the five-item measure by Leung et al. (2001) for fairness. A sample item was ‘My supervisor.is
kind to me, measured on a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (disagree) and 5 (agree). Cronbach’s a was .73.

3.3.3. Task processes and meta-processes

For task processes (4 items) and meta-processes (5 items), | utilized the measure by Kim and Kim (2020).
A sample item was ‘This feedback helped me pay more attention to how | conduct my tasks’ (task pro-
cesses) or ‘This feedback made me care about how | present myself to my supervisor’ (meta-processes).
The measure uses a Likert-type scale with responses ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much) and was
introduced after participants’ exposure to vignettes and feedback received. Cronbach’s alpha was .86 for
task processes and .91 for meta-processes.

3.3.4. Feedback processing

To measure recipients’ processing of feedback, | used several measures. First, | used a five-item measure
developed by Kinicki et al. (2004) for perceived accuracy. A sample item was ‘The information discussed
at the appraisal session was accurate. Cronbach’s a was .74. Second, for the acceptance of feedback, |
used four items from Anseel and Lievens (2009). A sample item was ‘The feedback | received was an
accurate evaluation of my performance’ Cronbach’s a was .87. Third, the desire to respond was measured
using four items from Kinicki et al. (2004). A sample item was ‘l have no intention of using the feedback
to guide my performance on the next task' Cronbach’s a was .71. Finally, | used one item from Anseel
and Lievens (2009) for the intended response. The item was: ‘Because of my most recent performance
appraisal session, | intend to put forth a great deal of additional effort towards doing my job' Responses
ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) for the desire to respond, and 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree) for perceived accuracy and acceptance of feedback.

3.3.5. Negative vs. neutral feedback

I employed negative and neutral feedback to measure the effects of the feedback sign. | manipulated
feedback sign and investigated the effects on feedback processing. For negative feedback, | used both
numerical and normative (e.g. ‘You scored below average and worse than 80% of your peers’) and writ-
ten (‘Unfortunately, your current score does not meet the requirements that our experts have set for
your performance’). For the neutral condition, participants were told they ‘scored in a percentile between
30 and 60’ Feedback would show up after around 40seconds (i.e. while the supervisor prepares it).

3.4. Statistical analyses

For research synthesis, | employed several steps. First, for the LPA, | applied the recommended criteria,
such as deciding about the number of profiles (i.e. fit indices or model fit values), types of the estimator
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(i.e. Maximum Likelihood), and similar criteria (Spurk et al., 2020). Second, for the experimental results, |
looked at the direct effects and mediating role of task processes and meta-processes (i.e. mediation
analyses) and the moderating role of feedback sign (i.e. moderated mediation analyses). | used SPSS, R,
and Mplus software to conduct analyses.

4. Results
4.1. Descriptive statistics and confirmatory factor analysis

| conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to see the fit of the different measurement models of the
latent constructs within the assumed models. For the tasks processes and meta-processes (mediator), |
conducted a one- and two-factor model and one and four models for the feedback processing variables
(outcome). Results confirmed the theoretically assumed models for both mediators and outcome variables.
Compared to the one-factor model, the two-factor model for mediators showed a better fit (x> = 206.08,
df = 26, CFl = .94, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .12, 95% Cl [.11 to .14], SRMR = .039). Similarly, compared to the
one-factor model, the (original) four-factor model of feedback processing had a better model fit ()(2 =
796.85, df = 72, CFl = .80, TLI = .75, RMSEA = .15, 95% ClI [.14 to .16], SRMR = .095). See Table 2 for the CFA.

Table 3 shows descriptives of the main study variables. As shown, there were medium-high positive
correlations between different facets of SF characteristics and employee feedback processing. For exam-
ple, a positive correlation was shown between charisma and feedback acceptance and desire to respond
to feedback (r = .72, p < .001). Similarly, medium-large correlations were between different facets of
predictors and outcomes with mediating variables. For instance, charisma (r = .89, p < .001) and credi-
bility (r = .85, p < .001) positively correlated with employee task processes.

4.2. LPA analyses

For the SF profiles, | used Mplus. To calculate the best profile solution, | used the standardized mean
values and the maximum likelihood estimator (MLR), freely estimating one to six profiles in terms of
means and variances. To decide on a profile solution, | looked at several fit indices (Table 4), such as low
values of AIC, BIC, and Sample-Size-Adjusted BIC (SABIC), as well as high Entropy and significant
Lo-Mendell-Rubin Likelihood Ratio Test (LMR) and Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Test (BLRT). In addition, |
employed the elbow plot. However, fit indices (i.e. BIC and AIC) did not differ much. Hence, | based the
final decision on the elbow plot (Figure 2), distinguishing three profiles with a significant LMR.

Furthermore, | looked for group memberships in each profile. | found that the four-profile solution
had one group with only 16 people, which violates the LPA assumptions for a minimum of 20 individuals
per profile (Spurk et al., 2020).

Moreover, | plotted profiles to check for qualitative differences, showing slight differences (Figure 3).
Thus, | retained the three-profile solution, which also aligns with the study of Dahling et al. (2017). |
named profiles as high-quality SF (Profile 1; 55.2%, the largest profile), medium-quality SF (Profile 2;
36.3%), and low-quality SF (Profile 3; 8.5%).

Table 2. Confirmatory factor analyses with different factor models for the study variables.

Model X df Adf Ay? CFl TLI RMSEA SRMR AlC BIC

Mediators

One-factor 215.34 27 - - .94 92 12 .040 11141.09 11215.14
model

Two-factors 206.08 26 1 9.26*** .94 91 12 .039 11133.83 11211.99
model

Outcomes

One-factor 980.20 77 - - .75 .70 16 .090 16017.78 16132.96
model

Four factors 796.85 72 5 183.35%** .80 75 15 .095 15844.42 15980.17
model

Note. One-factor model: Task- and meta-processes, together; Two-factor model: Task- and meta-processes, separately; One-factor model:
Perceived accuracy, acceptance of feedback, desire to respond to feedback, and intended response, together; Two-factor model: Perceived
accuracy, acceptance of feedback, desire to respond to feedback, and intended response, separately.
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Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations between study variables.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 " 12 13 14 15

1. Gender 140 049

2. Age 3475 1035 .08

3. Condition 049 050 .03 .09

4. Credibility 573 1.04 .08 -.06 01 (.84)

5. Fairness 396 074 04 -07 -.02 .73** (73)

6. Feedback 579 103 .07 -.03 01 .87** .69** (.85)
quality

7. Support 389 069 .02 .02 03 .68** 73** | 71** (93)

8. Charisma 573 1.04 06 -.03 04 87** 62** B5%* 73** (85)

9. Feedback sign 701 356 -02 -.00 00 .22%%  31** 5% 37*x 23%*

10. Perceived 402 063 .04 -.06 06 .76** 68** 72*¥*  6O** 72*%*  21** (84)
accuracy

11. Feedback 560 1.31 09 -06 —-.00 .69** .71** .66** .71*¢ .64** 28%* 78% (.87)
acceptance

12. Desire to 402 069 .03 -.08 01 72%% 62%*  68** 65%* 72%*  19%*  8O** 71** (71)
respond

13. Intended 417 082 .01 —09* —02 .61*F 45*%* 57** 46" 61* .10* .64** 52%¢ 71**
response

14. Task-processes 571 109 .05 -.03 06 .85%* 57¥*  82¥*  p4%*  BO** 18** 75*¥*  62%* | 71**  61** (.86)
15. Meta-processes 570 1.16 .09 -.00 06 .82** 65**  8O** 71** 83** 5% |75¥x  72%*  72%*  57¥* 84** (91)

Note. N=452. Condition refers to negative (1) and neutral (0) feedback; Feedback sign ranged from 1 (100% negative feedback) to 11 (100%
positive feedback); Values along the diagonal represent reliability estimates (coefficient omega); Gender was coded as 1=male, 2=female,
and 3 =diverse.

p < .05.

“p < .01.

Table 4. Fit indices for profile structure and selection.

# of Profile LL FP AIC BIC SABIC LMR(p) Entropy
2 —3572.37 19 7182,75 7260,91 7200.61 < 0.05 0.97
3 -3101.32 26 6254,65 6361,61 6279.09 < 0.05 0.95
4 —2990.15 33 6046,31 6182,06 6077.33 < 0.05 0.95
5 —2884.24 40 5848,48 6013,03 5886.08 < 0.05 0.95
6 —2767.14 47 5628,28 5821,62 5672.46 < 0.05 0.95

Note. N=452. LL=log-likelihood; FP=free parameters; AIC=Akaike information criteria; BIC=Bayesian information criteria; SABIC=sample-size
adjusted BIC; LMR(p) = p-value for the Lo (2001) test.

Finally, | checked for quantitative differences, and the results showed significant differences between
the three profiles (Table 5). These results answer the first research question, revealing distinct qualitative
and quantitative SF profiles.

4.3. Hypotheses testing

For the mediation and moderation analyses, | utilized the PROCESS tool (Hayes, 2012) in SPSS, applying
bootstrapping with 5000 resamples and 95% confidence intervals.

Regression analysis revealed that, compared to low-quality SF, high-quality SF (b=3.37, p < .001) and
medium-quality SF (b=2.47, p < .001) were significant predictors of the task processes. However, rela-
tively similar results were shown for the meta-processes (Table 6). Similarly, compared to low-quality SF,
high-quality SF (b=3.37, p < .001) and medium-quality SF (b=2.47, p < .001) were a significant predictor
of both feedback acceptance (b = .91, p < .05) and desire to respond to feedback (b = .19, p < .05),
representing cognitive and motivational feedback processing factors. However, this profile did not pre-
dict intentions to respond to feedback (b = .02, p > .05). Hence, these results partially support Hypothesis 1.

4.4. Mediation

The mediation analyses revealed that task and meta-processes significantly mediate the relationship
between the SF profiles and employee feedback processing. For instance, compared to low-quality SF,
there was a significant indirect effect of medium-quality SF on employee perceived accuracy mediated
by task processes (ab=0.50, SE = 0.13, and 95% Cl [.23, .36]), as well as meta-processes (ab=0.44, SE =
0.14, and 95% ClI [0.21, 0.47]). These results partially confirm Hypothesis 2 (cf. Table 6).
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Figure 2. Elbow plot for BIC and AIC in determining profile solution. BIC: Bayesian Information; AIC: Akaike Information
Criteria.
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Figure 3. Latent profiles of supervisory feedback characteristics and the profile percentages.
Profile memberships (i.e. percentage of people in each profile): Profile 1 (high-quality SF): 55.2%; Profile 2 (medium-quality SF): 36.3%; Profile
3 (low-quality SF): 8.5%.
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Table 5. Quantitative differences between profiles with means and standard deviations.

Feedback
# of Profile Credibility Fairness quality Support Charisma Feedback sign Difference p
3 3.05 (0.77) 2.85 (0.49) 3.37 (0.1.16) 2.82 (0.50) 3.09 (0.81) 5.13 (2.88) 2-1 0.00
2 5.37 (0.50) 3.42 (0.60) 5.41 (0.58) 3.42 (0.46) 5.41 (0.59) 6.01 (3.26) 3-1 0.00
1 6.37 (0.31) 4.47 (0.29) 6.40 (0.35) 4.34 (0.40) 6.34 (0.36) 7.95 (3.55) 3-2 0.00

Note. SD is shown next to the M (in parentheses). Feedback sign was measured on a scale ranging between 1 (100% negative feedback) to
11 (7100% positive feedback).

Table 6. Regression results testing the hypothesized model.

Mediators Outcomes
Perceived Acceptance of Desire to Intended
Task-processes Meta-processes accuracy feedback respond response
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
Intercept 3.08** (17) 2.77** (19) 1.71** (.114) 2.12%* (32) 1.83** (.17) 1.92** (.24)
Profile 2 2.47%* (.15) 2.35%* (17) -.12% (.12) 17 (.28) —.22% (.15) .09 (.21)
Profile 1 3.37** (115) 3.48** (.16) 5% (L14) 91* (32) .02 (.15) 19%* (.24)
Condition .35 (.20) 44 (21) 15 (12) —.34 (.28) —-.16 (.14) .01 (.21)
Age —.003 (.003) —.001 (.00) —.002 (.00) —.006 (.00) —.004 (.02) —.00 (.00)
Gender —.05 (.05) —.04 (.06) —.00 (.03) —-.12 (.08) —.004 (.04) —.03 (.06)
Condition*Profile 2 —-.18 (.18) —-.19 (.24) -17 (13) 17 (30) .08 (.15) —.20 (.23)
Condition*Profile 1 —-.23 (.23) —-.35(.23) -11 (.13) .38 (.29) .19 (.15) —-.01 (.22)
Task-processes 21%% (.03) —.06 (.07) 2%* (.03) .30%* (.05)
Meta-processes 19%* (.03) .58*%* (.07) 21%* (.03) 11% (.05)
R? 67** 68** 66** 58** .60** 39%*

Note. N=442-444. Unstandardized coefficients are reported; Standard errors are shown in parentheses; Condition refers to negative (1) and
neutral (0) feedback; Profile 3 is the reference profile.

“p < .001.

p < .05.

4.5. Moderation

The moderation result revealed that the condition (i.e. negative vs. neutral feedback) did not moderate
the difference between profiles regarding task- or meta-processes. Specifically, the difference between
high-quality SF and low-quality SF in task- and meta-processes did not depend on condition (b=-0.23,
p > .05 and b=-0.35, p > .05, respectively). The same pattern of results was found for the difference
between medium quality SF and low quality SF (b=-0.18, p > .05 and b=-0.19, p > .05, respectively).
Thus, these results rejected Hypothesis 3 (cf. Table 6).

5. Discussion

Why do some people accept feedback while others reject it? | found that characteristics of providers (e.g.
credibility) influence employee feedback processing (e.g. feedback acceptance). In addition, | found a
mediating role of the employee characteristics (i.e. focus on task or self) but not of feedback sign (i.e.
negative vs. neutral) as a mediating variable. Using a person-centered approach, | designed supervisory
feedback latent profiles, and in an online experiment with a within-subject design, | investigated profiles’
effects on employee feedback processing. Overall, the results partially supported the hypotheses.

First, the results revealed three latent SF profiles. Profiles were quantitatively and qualitatively distinct,
scoring above and below the mean. For example, Profile 1 scored relatively high in almost all SF charac-
teristics (i.e. charisma, credibility, feedback sign, and feedback quality, except support and fairness, with
medium-low scores). In addition, this profile represented the largest sample (55.3%) among all three
profiles. Because of its scoring (i.e. above the mean) in most SF characteristics, | named this profile
high-quality SF. Similarly, the other two profiles were relatively different, with Profile 2 showing
medium-high levels of SF characteristics, which | labeled medium-quality SF, and Profile 3 scored low on
SF characteristics and was labeled low-quality SF. Although with slightly different constellations on the
supervisory feedback measurement, these results align with the study of Dahling et al. (2017), who also
found three different types of SF profiles (i.e. high, medium, and low). For instance, similar to Dahling
et al. (2017), Profile 1 (high-quality SF) was distinguished by high scores on the feedback sign.
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Second, regression results showed medium-to-large effects of SF profiles on employee feedback pro-
cessing. For instance, Profile 1, which scored high in crucial SF characteristics, was a good predictor of
employee feedback processing. These results align with the study of Zyberaj (2022), where charisma and
credibility predicted employee feedback processing. Similar results were found by Dahling et al. (2017),
where a high-quality supervisory feedback environment positively predicted several outcomes, such as
intrinsic motivation and affective commitment. ligen et al. (1979) noted motivation as representing one’s
desire to respond to feedback.

Third, in addition to leadership qualities, | investigated whether employee characteristics mediate the
effects of SF profiles on the way they process SF feedback. Results partially supported the second
hypothesis, showing that both task processes and meta-processes mediate the effects of SF profiles on
employee feedback processing. However, while task processes mediate the relationships positively,
meta-processes reveal different results from expectations and hypotheses. According to the FIT (Kluger &
DeNisi, 1996), task processes facilitate employee performance by keeping the recipient focused on the
task and away from the self and ego concerns. However, meta-processes have the opposite effect. Driving
the recipient’s attention toward meta-processes increases focus on the self and depletes cognitive and
affective processes, hindering one’s performance. Nevertheless, according to the FIT, there is one scenario
when meta-processes might not affect recipients as strongly: when the task is simple or ‘if the recipient
diverts attention back down to the task-motivation or -learning level’ (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996, p. 267).
Hence, this could be one explanation for these results - recipients might have been able to grasp
vignettes well and move easily between task processes and meta-processes.

Finally, | investigated whether feedback sign (negative vs. neutral) moderates the effects of SF profiles
on employee task processes and meta-processes. | found no significant effects, which various mecha-
nisms can explain. Research has found that the effects of feedback sign can be mitigated by the type of
task (van Dijk & Kluger, 2011; Vancouver & Tischner, 2004), which aligns with the FIT assumptions (Kluger
& DeNisi, 1996). For instance, Vancouver and Tischner (2004) found that the intensity of the task played
a significant role in the effects of negative feedback on performance. This could mean that variance in
the level of the negative feedback intensity (i.e. high or low) might also affect its power concerning
behavior and performance. Hence, vignettes’ power (i.e. intensity) could be one factor for not finding an
effect of feedback sign on feedback processing through task processes and meta-processes. In addition,
feedback sign focused solely on losses (i.e. negative feedback). Keith et al. (2022) reported that focusing
on losses rather than gains might explain these effects of feedback sign. For example, Keith et al. (2022)
found that earning money after each correct answer (gains) had better effects on learning compared to
the incentives framed as losing money for each wrong answer (losses). Hence, although the feedback
was correct (i.e. honest feedback based on participants’ performance), focusing only on the losses (neg-
ative feedback only) might be vague and useless for the recipient (Fulham et al., 2022; Keith et al., 2022).
Fulham et al. (2022) noted that ‘feedback-recipients are unlikely to learn from or use feedback when the
feedback provided is vague... or does not relate to the feedback-recipient’s goals’ (p. 2).

5.1. Implications, limitations, and future directions

Practically, this study showed that SF characteristics could be a relatively robust intervention for organi-
zations. With a person-centered approach, | found that different constellations of the SF characteristics
might play a significant role in the effects of their feedback for employee feedback processing. This could
signify that organizations pay attention to the various features and attributes of the supervisory feed-
back. For instance, findings showed that Profile 1 (i.e. high-quality SF) could significantly affect how
employees react to SF, even though this profile scored relatively low in fairness and support. Hence,
although supervisors must act fairly (Sparr & Sonnentag, 2008), showing credibility and feedback quality
is often more critical (Kinicki et al., 2004) for successful feedback interventions. According to the FPM
(llgen et al.,, 1979), trust is a core foundation of a supervisor’s credibility. This way, building trust might
be critical and complement other (lacking) skills. The person-centered approach showed that mutual
characteristics could make up for each other. Leadership research has noted leaders might benefit from
person-centered approaches since the lack of some characteristics can be compensated by other skills
(Dai et al, 2013; Kaiser, 2011). For instance, Dai et al. (2013) reported that managers must adopt a
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holistic approach and utilize various skills and competencies. Therefore, enhancing SF qualities mutually
(e.g. conjointly, through training; London, 2003) could be vital for organizations (i.e. leadership).

Furthermore, with non-significant results for the sign of the feedback, the findings of this study could
imply that supervisors pay attention to how they construct their feedback. Much research calls for more
future- and behaviorally-focused feedback than corrective feedback only (Fulham et al., 2022; Gnepp
et al, 2020; Gregory & Levy, 2015; Murphy, 2020). Hence, for supervisory negative feedback to work,
supervisors should strive to be honest with their feedback and provide ways for improvements through
specific and future-focused feedback. According to the FIT (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996), feedback cues (i.e.
particular components of the task) ‘are likely to direct attention to learning processes and generate work-
ing hypotheses, or at least cause their reevaluation’ (p. 263). However, Kluger and DeNisi (1996) noted
that cues might also divert attention away from the task and to the self. Hence, supervisors can provide
more future-focused and task-related feedback to mitigate the negative effects of cues (Fulham et al,
2022; Gnepp et al.,, 2020; London et al., 2023). This, in turn, increases recipients’ focus on the task and
learning processes and keeps them away from self-evaluations and ego concerns. For instance, coaching
and feedforward could be helpful to interventions because they focus on the future and what works
rather than on evaluations only (Fulham et al., 2022; Kluger & Nir, 2010).

Finally, | focused solely on negative feedback and neglected positive feedback. Hence, future research
might need to investigate the role of other feedback formats, such as positive or future-focused feedback
(van Dijk & Kluger, 2011) or more listening-supported formats (Kluger et al., 2023). Researchers have
recommended coaching and feedforward sessions in which feedback providers focus on ‘what works,
instead of focusing on fixing what's wrong’ (Kluger & Nir, 2010, p. 236).

Theoretically, this study provides hints concerning leadership structure and adds to research on its
implications about feedback through the person-centered approach. Traditionally, research focuses on
variable-centered approaches in investigating leadership structure (Brickley et al., 1997; Dai et al., 2013).
However, the study showed that the person-centered approach could be another promising intervention,
which yields significantly better ways for interventions by merging different constellations of SF charac-
teristics. Drawing on the concept of leadership pipeline (Kaiser, 2011), Dai et al. (2013) noted that because
person-centered approaches identify patterns rather than single variables, a multivariate analysis of the
impact of leadership skills could be a better approach in studying configurations of leadership compe-
tencies. According to Dai et al. (2013), this approach provides a better possibility for leaders because of
its complementary nature, noting that ‘the lack of one leadership competencies may be compensated
for by other characteristics’ (p. 166). This was indeed shown in this research. For instance, profile 1
(high-quality SF) scored high on feedback sign, credibility, charisma, and feedback quality but medium-low
on fairness and support. This could imply that high-quality characteristics can compensate for the
medium and low-quality supervisory feedback characteristics (Dai et al, 2013; Kaiser, 2011). Therefore,
future research should account for person-centered approaches and investigate ways to provide a better
overview of leadership structure by combining various features of SF and not relying on single constructs.

Relatedly, future research should provide more insights concerning the mediating variables affecting
feedback effectiveness and not direct performance. This study demonstrates that the several mechanisms
of feedback processing, such as acceptance and desire to respond to feedback, could explain a great
deal of failing feedback. As Fulham et al. (2022) note, ‘for feedback to promote learning and improve-
ment, feedback-recipients must be receptive to the feedback... (p. 1). Similarly, feedback processing
mechanisms must be studied conjointly and not as separate constructs (FPM; llgen et al., 1979). | found
that most research reports only some (i.e. mainly feedback acceptance) of the four mechanisms noted
by ligen et al. (1979). While feedback acceptance is crucial, this might not suffice. FPM (ligen et al., 1979)
and the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1985) note that intentions might be the most approximate
evaluation of feedback effectiveness. Hence, more research is needed to explain the mechanisms and
circumstances under which feedback is accepted or rejected.

Finally, this study is not without limitations. First, | collected data from employees only. Hence, it
would be important that future research looks for ways to incorporate both employee and supervisor
evaluations. This approach can provide more robust results on feedback assessments. Second, | focus
solely on feedback processing and neglect job outcomes. Future research shall replicate findings by
involving possible job outcomes. This can provide more direct hints on the implications of employee



COGENT BUSINESS & MANAGEMENT ’ 15

feedback processing. Third, | was only interested in negative feedback. Hence, future research shall rep-
licate findings and investigate whether there would be differences concerning positive feedback. Similarly,
future research could employ other feedback forms, not only normative ones. Fourth, although the sam-
ple was quite robust in size and representativeness, future research could look into other contexts since
culture and context might have ramifications on SF profiles and their effects on employee feedback
processing. Fifth, future research could investigate whether there will be differences in results if there are
variations in vignettes (both in terms of power, such as intensity, and in terms of quantity, such as using
two or more vignettes). Finally, some correlations are relatively large, which could indicate low divergent
validity across scales. However, model results and LPA are not influenced by such results.

6. Conclusion

| found three supervisory feedback profiles. All three profiles were distinct from each other both quali-
tatively and quantitatively. The experimental vignette results revealed that profiles differ in their effects
on employee feedback processing. Profiles scoring high on supervisory feedback characteristics (i.e.
high-quality SF) yielded better effects than low-scoring profiles. Importantly, results further revealed that
employee characteristics play a significant role in supervisory feedback, with both task processes and
meta-processes mediating the effects of SF on their feedback processing.
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