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ABSTRACT

Interpersonal critical feedback is a particularhportant form of organizational
communication. With the rise of distributed worlagtices, virtual teams, and other non-
collocated forms of work, feedback must increasirgg communicated through
electronic means. Electronic communication medrareduce and distort contextual
information, affect the interpretation of sociaksyand shape relationships among
communicators. This dissertation develops a thebopmmunication interactivity and
presents two experimental studies designed to statet how the interactivity of a
communication environment affects the delivery aterpretation of critical feedback.

In both experiments a participant received critfealdback about a document
(s)he had written. The feedback was delivered mafifour mediated communication
conditions. In two conditions, both the feedbaobvter and feedback recipient used the
same communication medium, either videoconferenaimgstant messaging. The other
two conditions used mixed-media environments inclvlane participant sent messages
through videoconferencing while the other replisthg instant messaging. The first
experiment examined how the communication envirartraéfected both the critic and
the feedback recipient, with experimental subjéectsoth roles. The second experiment
focused only on the recipient’s reaction to crémi so that uniform feedback was

delivered to all participants by a confederate.
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The results of these experiments suggest that &s&ditelivery, interpretation,
and use are affected by the communication enviromnwéhen feedback was delivered
in videoconferencing instead of instant messagigjpients found it less negative,
formed better impressions of the critic, and bedtkthe feedback more. Recipients were
more likely to incorporate the critic’'s suggestiant® their document when the critic was
sending feedback through videoconferencing, anchviihe recipient was able to reply in
videoconferencing. There is some evidence thatanenvomen react to communication
media differently in the feedback process. The grpents provide limited support for

the theory of interactivity in electronically methd communication developed here.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Interpersonal communication is key to organizatidifa Increasingly, this
communication is taking place in electronically nag¢eld contexts. Knowing how these
technologies affect the process and outcomes ofrzoritation is crucial for
understanding, designing, and managing virtual teantl other forms of distributed
work.

Interpersonal critical feedback is a particularhportant form of organizational
communication. Receiving feedback can improve parémce and enhance self-
awareness. Critiques of performance or productgiges guidance about where quality
improvements need to be made. Praise can indicatareas that either do not require
improvement or can serve as models for future wBeyond these task-related
functions, feedback also helps individuals maintairaccurate self-image. Employees
who know what their colleagues think of them arke &b act appropriately and won't be
surprised by feedback when it does come (Ashfolakt,B& VandeWalle, 2003; ligen,
Fisher, & Taylor, 1979).

Feedback can also create and enact social struEmrexample, Owen-Smith
(2001) finds that the patterns of expressed skisptie-who gives feedback to whom—in

a scientific laboratory are determined by social arganizational status. Others have



also found that both the way feedback is giventaedeactions to feedback are
determined by status and power (Carson & Cupadb);Zeodor, 1974; Fournier,
Moskowitz, & Zuroff, 2002).

At root, however, the purpose of most critical fleack is to reinforce or change a
person’s behaviors. As such, much of the researdbeaxiback processes has been
focused on those factors that determine whethelbfeek successfully produces the
intended response (ligen et al., 1979). It has Iskewn that the response to feedback is
determined by characteristics of the message itg@dfracteristics of the feedback source,
and characteristics of the recipient (Anderson &e#) 2000; Baron, 1988; Chamberlain
& Haaga, 2001, Giffin, 1967; Hickey, 2001; Hoxwaqrit®89; Jacobs, Jacobs,

Feldman, & Cavior, 1973; Podsakoff & Farh, 1989a&HhL997). The impact and specific
effects of these factors also tend to vary acraisres (Stone-Romero & Stone, 2002).

One of the reasons feedback is such a fertile relseaea is because it is a rich
communication task. Of course, one goal is to nske that information is transmitted
and understood accurately, but feedback informateominclude both technical details
about the object at hand and subtle descriptiomsraitional reactions. Feedback
conversations usually have clear roles, with onegre(or group) giving feedback and
another receiving it. Giving feedback often meaalss/dring bad news, which can be
particularly difficult (Bond & Anderson, 1987). THeedback recipient must be
persuaded that the critic’s subjective evaluatgadcurate and relevant, which is
especially challenging if the evaluation is incatesnt with other people’s or the
recipient’s own evaluation. This communication oftakes place within a context of

particular interpersonal relationships as well @itipal and organizational factors. Given



the importance and challenges of feedback commtimicat is somewhat surprising that
very few studies have focused on electronically iated feedback (Hebert & Vorauer,
2003, is a notable exception).

Research on computer-mediated communication (CN&)gnown to be
increasingly important as mediating technologiegehzecome more common and varied
(Olson & Olson, 2000). Various streams of rese&ire looked at effects of mediated
communication at the organizational, group, andrpgrsonal levels. One stream of
research (including some of the earliest CMC liten&@ concentrates on how the use of
these channels affected group processes like arheatecision making, and status (Bos
et al., 2006; Bos, Shami, Olson, Cheshin, & Na®42@ubrovsky, Kiesler, & Sethna,
1991; Kiesler, Siegel, & McGuire, 1984; Siegel, Dasky, Kiesler, & McGuire, 1986;
Sproull & Kiesler, 1991). Others have focused andlhganizational implications of
networked communication technologies (Jarvenpaainer, 1999; Mortensen &
Hinds, 2002; O'Mahony & Barley, 1999; Walsh & Bayrm896; Walsh & Maloney,
2002). Another thread of research looks at the eraicocesses of interpersonal
interaction in mediated environments (Gergle, R&skraut, 2007; Horn, 2001; Huang,
Olson, & Olson, 2002; Kraut, Gergle, & Fussell, 200einott, Olson, Olson, & Fu,
1999; Zheng, Veinott, Bos, Olson, & Olson, 2003)eTurrent study continues in this
last tradition.

Many studies of technologically mediated commumicatompare one or two
“mediated” communication channels to face-to-famemunication. Especially when
looking at the differences between co-located astlibuted organizations, this high-

level approach produces useful results. Howevarplng all electronically mediated



communication into a single category hides the oapmocesses that, for example, make
the experience of communicating by e-mail veryadéht from that of having a video-
conference. Similarly, by treating “face-to-face’aunitary category, we miss the subtle
variations in physical space and designed enviromsrthat might affect how we interact.

Not every CMC approach sees a strict dichotomy eetwmediated and face-to-
face communication. For example, we can think abfm@iimpact of CMC on
interpersonal communication using the lens of “rmet@ihness” (Daft & Lengel, 1986;
Kahai & Cooper, 2003). Some media allow for greatiarmation flows than others.
Face-to-face communication is a very informatiahk@nvironment, while the telephone,
which preserves vocal inflection as well as the ieXess rich, and e-mail, which relies
solely on the text to carry meaning is a partidyldean” medium. Or we can take a less
linear approach, where each communication mediwrphgicular features that constrain
the possibilities for conversation (Clark & Brennaf91; Kraut, Fussell, Brennan, &
Siegel, 2002). For example, while e-mail lacks hility and visibility, it has the
properties of reviewability and revisability.

The studies presented here focus on a particubgrepty of communication
environments that is hypothesized to be importantdedback communication:
interactivity. Interactivity is used here to refer to the apibf a communication
environment to support interlocked and contingetiba. Communication in which
participants respond to each others’ statementsmittheir responses in light of what
has already been said is crucial for sensemakirgiay1979; 1995). It is only through
this kind of interaction that communicators sigtiair comprehension to each other

(Clark & Brennan, 1991). While media richness tlydocuses on the ability of a



particular channel to carry a specific kind of imf@tion, interactivity focuses on the
ability of an environment to support sensemakiracesses.

Two studies were conducted to examine how feedbackmunication processes
are affected by the interactivity of the communmaEenvironment. Both studies share
the same basic framework. One subject is assigngtetrole of “Writer,” and is asked to
create a document based on a business case shetyaTCritic” gives the Writer
feedback about how to improve the document. Thelfaek is delivered in one of four
electronically-mediated communication environmeAfger receiving feedback, the
Writer edits the document before submitting a fveision. Data are generated from
guestionnaires, transcripts of the feedback coavers, and the documents that the
Writers create.

A key innovation in these experiments is the uskeadih same-medium and
mixed-media communication environments for the @@t conversation. Participants
communicate using either instant messaging (IM)ideoconferencing (VC). In the two
same-medium conditions, both the Critic and Wiater using instant messaging, or both
are using videoconferencing. In the two mixed-mediaditions, one subject sends
messages through instant messaging, while the sémels messages in
videoconferencing. By looking at the data in a 28POVA (Critic’s medium by
Writer's medium), we can distinguish effects resigjtfrom the carrying capacity of a
particular medium from the interactivity effects e communication process.

The first study looks at both the Writer's and {Ci# response to the variations in
the communication medium. It is hypothesized thatdhanges in communication

environment will affect both the way that the Critielivers feedback, and the way that



Writers respond to the feedback they receive. Boersd experiment focuses only on the
Writer’s response to feedback, and uses a confedieréhe Critic’s role.

As more organizations operate in distributed emrrent, using virtual teams
supported by networked communication technologidscomes even more important to
understanding how these technologies affect comeation. Delivering critical feedback
IS an important organizational interaction, angdasticularly sensitive to variations in
content, style, and interpersonal relationshipss $tudy will increase our knowledge
about how mediated communication environments aféstback communication, and
develop and test a theory of communication interagt

The next chapter reviews the literature in the aisddeedback delivery and
computer-mediated communication. The following th@apters present the results of
two experiments designed to test the effects efautivity on feedback processes. The
final chapter discusses these results, addressdisnitations of this study, and suggests

directions for future research.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Interpersonal Critical Feedback

In the broadest sense, feedback occurs when tpatofta system is “fed back”
into the system that generated those actions, ecahies the basis for new output. The
current study will use a much narrower definitidieeedback, but one that maintains its
ties to this general meaning. The level of anallgsi® is the individual in a social
situation, especially a team or work group withmcaiganization. And the focus is on a
particular subset of feedback: interpersonal @&itieedback. We are interested in those
situations in which an individual evaluates the kvof another, and provides critical
commentary.

A clear implication of this characterization is tivadividuals take on distinct
roles in a feedback interaction. Namely, some peapdgiving feedback, while others
arereceivingit. The feedback information flows in one directid here are exceptions,
of course. Sometimes people will give feedbackaicheother, but these situations can
usually be decomposed into separate instanceseditidnal feedback. It is also possible
to give self-directed feedback (imagine editingodder document, or filling out a self-
evaluation form), but these studies focuses onlintarpersonafeedback.

7



Giving and receiving critical feedback is a familggocess in a number of
situations. Teachers regularly grade and commestuwdents’ assignments. Academics
evaluate and comment on each others’ work in thenpd and grant review process.
Formal and informal critiques are a common featdrgtudio environments like
architecture or industrial design. Many organizagioequire regular performance reviews
in which a supervisor comments on their subordsiggerformance.

In some circumstances, the purpose of interperdeadback in the workplace
may be something other than evaluation. Supervisansgive good feedback in order to
boost the morale of their subordinates. If feedbaakven in public, its purpose may be
to influence others’ perception rather than to pte\an honest evaluation. Someone may
give good or bad feedback based on their own fgglioward a person rather than their
reaction to that person’s work.

Social structure can also influence what feedbagkien. For example, Owen-
Smith (2001) finds that the patterns of expresgeptscism—who gives feedback to
whom—in a scientific laboratory are determined bgial and organizational status.
Feedback almost always flows from higher-statuswer-status individuals. Others
have also found that both the way feedback is garehthe reactions to feedback are
determined by status and power (Carson & Cupaddf);Zeodor, 1974; Fournier et al.,
2002).

Given all of this, it should not be surprising tigating effective criticism may be
a difficult process. It seems improbable that Ma@siconditions for giving convincing
feedback are ever fully met:

To change people by presenting convincing feedisattkbe concerned
with explicitness, immediacy, accuracy, and releeaand to have



material presented by an expert source as an adgaet rather than an
issue of taste, dispassionately, and on an isseeewthe target person has
no preconceptions. (McGuire, 1968 as cited in We2€l01, p. 400)

The exact nature of feedback can be difficult togdwn, and multiple
interpretations of feedback are often possiblee@ithis equivocality, feedback is often
an occasion for sensemaking (Weick, 2001).

It is important to note that much of the informatioeeded to interpret feedback is
not in the content of the feedback itself. Intetimg feedback requires a large amount of
contextual information, including but not limitea the style in which the feedback was
delivered, the past and expected future relatignisbiween the source and recipient, who
else was present to hear the exchange, wheredtlbdek was delivered, and even the
mood of the participants at the time (llgen etE9.79).

Conflict has been studied extensively in recertditure about virtual teams, and
there are several parallels between conflict ardback (for example, Mannix,

Griffith, & Neale, 2002; Mortensen & Hinds, 200Both conflict and feedback have
task and affective dimensions, although this disiim has been studied more in the
conflict than the feedback literature. Additionalbpth conflict and feedback can
produce constructive or destructive group and degdilonal outcomes (Baron, 1990;
Jehn, 1995). Feedback and conflict also interadgity organizational life. Conflict can
be born out of criticism or poorly delivered feedb#@Baron, 1988). Likewise, in
situations of high conflict, feedback processes suffer. Disagreements about process
or content may inhibit the ability to give effectiveedback.

Feedback and conflict have certain similarities sweractions, but it is important
to recognize that they are two distinct procesddsereas feedback can be positive and

express agreement, conflict implies the existericaloe disagreements or

9



incompatibilities between individuals (Boulding,63® Deutsch, 1973; Jehn, 1997).
Additionally, whereas it is possible to have unegsed conflict, feedback is at base an

information exchange through interpersonal inteoact

Effective Feedback

Organizations are concerned with the effectivené$sedback processes.
Receiving feedback from supervisors and colleatyefss employees regulate their own
behavior, set appropriate goals, and recognizethewfit into the organization.
Processes like “360 Degree Feedback” recognizedebrdback need not only flow down
a hierarchy, and provide tools for staff membergrtvide feedback to their managers
(Atwater & Brett, 2006). Both formal and informa&ddback have their place in
organizations, and serve these functions in someslifiarent ways. Formal feedback
can be quite explicit and developed, while inforfiegdback can be more frequent and
often from a wider variety of sources. But feedbBmifeedback’s sake is not sufficient.
It is important to ask if the criticisms are constive, if the praise is motivational, and if
the suggestions are followed.

When feedback is effective, there are a numbergdrazational benefits that
may accrue. Task feedback can help improve pragluadity (Longenecker, Scazzero, &
Stansfield, 1994). Being receptive to criticism aaprove learning in the organization
(Bligh & Slade, 1996). Feedback can help build-agreness and interpersonal skills
among employees (Ashford et al., 2003). But whedlback goes wrong, the
consequences can be particularly damaging. Feediaaicke destructive if it is
inconsiderate, poorly communicated, non-specifigarsonally judgmental. It can cause

anger and tension between co-workers, and maynaigatively impact how employees
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handle future disagreements (Baron, 1988), leadimyoidance and unwillingness to
compromise.

The impact of criticism can not be predicted diebly the content of the
message. For example, Meyer (1979; 1992) found pinaise and criticism can have
paradoxical effects. While praise from a superan often be used as a reward for good
performance, recipients may also interpret prasgiggest that the supervisor’s
expectations were low. Likewise, when criticismtde harsh, recipients may reject it
because they perceive that the source’s expecsatiere too high. As a result, feedback
that was meant to reinforce or sanction partich&ravior may instead have adverse
effects on motivation. This suggests that feedlfaitres can stem not only from
misunderstanding the feedback itself, but also froisinterpreting the source’s intent or
expectations.

The efficacy of feedback is judged by the impatias on the recipient. This
involves both whether the feedback has any impaalit,aand if it does, how it affects the
recipient’s future actions. For example, recipiesftaegative feedback may ignore the
feedback (no impact), or they may choose to workldrain the future or to lower their
aspirations (Nease, Mudgett, & Quinones, 1999hénstudy presented here, the
feedback messages are intended to produce a parttiange in the content of a
document. As such, feedback success will be detexhby the extent to which the

feedback recipient follows the suggestions fromdtiigc.
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Figure 1: Model of the effects of feedback on recients, from ligen, et al., 1979.

llgen et al. (1979) developed a cognitive modehefeffects of feedback on
recipients (see Figure 1). They see feedback ashalex stimulus that comes from a
source and acts on a recipient. Once the stimas®bcurred, there are several steps
before a response is produced. First, the recipmrst recognize the stimulus as
feedback, and interpret its meaning. Second, ttipiemt accepts or rejects the feedback
based on the recipient’s belief that the feedbackiately reflects his or her
performance. Then, if the recipient develops ardédsirespond to the feedback, he or she
cultivates an intended response, and then responds.

Feedback acceptance marks a crucial point in #dbieck process. Here, | will
refer to feedback acceptance as a decision paihthis is not meant to imply that
feedback acceptance is necessarily conscious ibedstle. Additionally, feedback
acceptance is not necessarily binary. Feedbackeavholly accepted or wholly
rejected, or recipients may decide to take thelfaekl “with a grain of salt.” We should
also note that just because feedback is accepeshdlamecessarily mean that it is

12



effective. Feedback acceptance, however, is aquesiee for an effective feedback
process.

At each stage of the process, the effects arerdeted by characteristics of the
source of the feedback, characteristics of theldfaekl stimulus itself (the message), and
characteristics of the recipient. Especially beeats present concern is primarily with
the recipient’s response to interpersonal feedbhackjmportant to note that what lligen,
et al. call the “characteristics of the source” oftlen be more accurately described as
characteristics of theelationshipbetween the source and the recipient.

This brings us to an important point about the enirstudy of feedback
acceptance. The decision about whether to pay toefegdback rests upon the
perceptionsandbeliefsof the recipient. These perceptions and beliefcalared by
characteristics of the relationship between thec®and the recipient. For example,
llgen et al. (1979) suggest that the source’s pawer the recipient is important in
determining feedback acceptance. However, if topient does not know that the
feedback is coming from a powerful person, or #@pient does not respect the source’s
power, then this factor will not influence the got@ce decision.

In this study, | propose to consider another infltieg factor beyond ligen et al.’s
model: the communication medium. Their model (hkech of the feedback literature) is
focused on how individual difference charactergst€ the recipient affect the feedback
process. However, CMC research suggests the plityditsat the communication
medium may affect what feedback is given, how gezlback and the source of the

feedback are perceived, and the power of the feddioanfluence future actions.
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Mediated Interpersonal Communication

By now, we should not be surprised by the interplagnedium and message
(McLuhan, 1964). Research interested in understgnaiiedia effects in the arena of
interpersonal communication began to grow as thietyaof communication
technologies increased. Just a few decades agotexbsnessages were sent by postal
mail, we could use the telephone for voice messagesmoving pictures were
essentially unavailable as an interpersonal comoation medium. In today’s work
environment, however, e-mail, conference callingtant messaging, web conferencing,
videoconferencing, and many other technologiecanemonplace.

A number of theories have been put forward to ssigigew these technologies
affect interpersonal communication. In the nextisec | will outline some of these
theories and their implications for feedback comroaition. | will then propose an
extension to affordance theory that takes into actthe level ofnteractivity supported
by the communication environment.

Throughout this document, | will use the conventioait a communication
mediumrefers to any particular communication technol@gyg. instant messaging, e-
mail, or face-to-face). On the other hand, a compationenvironmentefers to a
communication medium or mediums in the contextsa. ' hus, a conversation taking
place with one individual speaking over the phoidevanother person types replies

results in a mixed-media communication environment.
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Theories

Many theories about electronic communication fomu$iow interacting in these
media (especially e-mail and other text-based comeation) is different from face-to-
face (FtF) communication. In an early study of cogbe electronic mail use, Sproull and
Kiesler found that the lack of social context cures-mail led to less social inhibition and
an increase in “flaming” and other destructive hetis (1991). They also found,
however, that e-mail complemented FtF communicatiothat new information was
sent in e-mail that wouldn’t have been shared indettings.

Media richness theory focuses on the ability obamunication medium to
reduce equivocality (Daft & Lengel, 1986). Equiviityais marked by ambiguity,
confusion, and the existence of multiple or cotiftig interpretations. Media richness
theory suggests that media that allow more immedesdback, greater personalization
and variety of messages, and support a larger nuofileeies and channels (like non-
verbal cues) are better suited for tasks with leighivocality. On the other hand, lean
media may be more appropriate for tasks with lowiexgality.

While media richness theory has engendered a deshbf interest, empirical
studies have produced in mixed results (Kahai &&002003). Most early studies of
media richness suggested that there was a univarsabrdering of media richness, with
textual communication on the lean end of the speattand face-to-face the richest
medium. However, more recent studies have showatgrsupport for media richness
theory by taking a more dynamic and complex apgrdacichness. Channel expansion
theory, for example, suggests that as individuals gxperience with a particular

communication medium, they will perceive it as lggiither (Carlson & Zmud, 1999).
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The perceived richness of a medium turns out ta better predictor of media choice and
use than a static ranking of technologies.

Another set of theories that try to explain CMGCeeft are focused on individual
and group identity. For example, the social idesdtion model of deindividuation
effects (SIDE), like Sproull & Kiesler (1991), syests that computer-mediated
communication tends to make personal identity Wesible, and as a result, can reduce
social pressures. However, SIDE goes further agdesits that depersonalization in
CMC also has effects on how individuals perceiveert. Without individualizing cues,
people are more likely to identify others througkial group or category cues rather than
as idiosyncratic individuals (Postmes, Spears, &,11€998; 2000; 2002; Spears, Lea, &
Lee, 1990; Spears, Postmes, Lea, & Watt, 20015 Assult, they claim that CMC leads
to greater stereotyping and divergence in attit@hesopinions. Even though these
studies experiment with specific technologies @oample, Internet Relay Chat), results
tend to be (over-)generalized to all CMC technasgi

Taken together, the group of theories that focusammal presence, the lack of
social context cues, or media richness has besretethe “cues-filtered-out” approach
(Culnan & Markus, 1987; Walther & Burgoon, 1992)aMier specifically notes that
these theories have not been able to accountdardhflicting results from laboratory
studies and field studies of media effects. Heozi¢s these theories for implying that
media effects are “inherent, constant, and contexriant” (Walther, 1992). Walther
suggests that instead, laboratory findings apply aha particular “boundary condition”
where the participants do not know each other.sdal information processing

perspective suggests that computer-mediated conmation affects not the amount of
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social information that is communicated but instderate at which it is communicated
(Walther, 1996). He predicts that the quality dénpersonal relationships will not vary
between mediated and face-to-face conditions dmeearticipants have gotten to know
each other.

Walther’s focus on temporal issues highlights thgam that our communication
needs change over time. For example, social conteed may be filtered out in
electronically mediated communication, but if weeatly know the person we are
working with, and we have spent time with themhait environment, our need for social
context cues will be less than it was at the bagmof our relationship. Similarly, social
presence may be constrained in mediated commuongdiut communication partners
are likely to adapt to the medium and learn stiatefpr communicating social presence
when necessary (e.g. through emoticons or by makimgtional cues explicit rather than
tacit).

This suggests that predicting media effects requlieee inputs: the
communication needs (as determined by the typemfunication and the context in
which it takes place), the way that the medium trairss the communication, and the
strategies that are available for meeting (or cheg)ghe needs given the current
constraints (Birnholtz, Finholt, Horn, & Bae, 200%p give an example, imagine that
two individuals are negotiating the purchase ofgeis over the telephone. In this
interaction, it is important that both parties beé that the other is able to fulfill his end
of the bargain (either by supplying the widgetspaying for them). Several studies have
shown that the use of electronically mediated comgation can impair trust formation.

However, if this is the twentieth order for widgéhtat these two people have negotiated,
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Table 1: Affordances of communication media. From Kaut, et al. (2002). Adapted from Clark and
Brennan (1991).

Affordance Definition

Audibility Participants hear other people and sounds in thieomment.

Visibility Participants see other people and objects in thiecgrment.

Tangibility Participants can touch other people and objediseienvironment.

Copresence Participants are mutually aware that they shareysipal environment.

Mobility People can move around in a shared environment.

Cotemporality Participants are present at the same time

Simultaneity Participants can send and receive messages artiestane.

Sequentiality Participants take turns, and one turn’s relevao@nbther is signaled by
adjacency.

Reviewability Messages do not fade over time but can be reviewed.

Revisability Messages can be revised before being sent.

there is a significant amount of trust alreadylacp. The parties will adopt the strategy
of signing a contract for the sale, which may atstuce the need for trust. Even though
the situation and contract strategy have minimibedneed for trust in this interaction,
the participants may also adopt a strategy of eéngag personal chit-chat before getting
down to business to reinforce their already-establi relationship (Zheng, Bos,

Olson, & Olson, 2001). Communicating successfudhies not only on the medium, but
also on the needs of the participants and theegjiedt that they employ.

Clark & Brennan (1991) and Kraut, Fussell et abl02) both adopt an approach
that focuses on the interactions between conversatheeds and the properties of the
communication technology. Clark and Brennan outliree“constraints” that technologies
place on communication processes. Kraut, et abtatie language of “affordances” to
describe a technology’s support for particular camioative goals (Gibson, 1966;
Norman, 1988). For example, while e-mail lacks bilidy and visibility, it has the
properties of reviewability and revisability (seable 1).

The choice of communication channel may be moreptexithan simply using

the richest medium available (Rasters, Vissers,aklbaar, 2002). Instead, individuals
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may choose the medium that provides the best sdtaflances for the particular
conversation, and in fact, technology has the pi@teto provide a “beyond being there”
experience (Hollan & Stornetta, 1992; Olson & Olsp®00). This suggests that a
technologically mediated conversation is not nedlysa degradation of the face-to-face
experience. Rather, the success of the mediatechoamation may depend more on the
fit between specific communication needs and maff@adances (Birnholtz & Horn,
2004).

Most authors who study affordances in CMC, howefaens on one particular
element of successful conversation: grounding. @dmg refers to the coordination
process by which partners in a conversation actshaeed understanding. While
developing common ground is necessary, it is ooty criteria for successful
conversation. In this study, | will examine howtaologies constrain and afford a
different and more specific conversational purpésedback delivery and receipt.

Mapping affordances is a useful way to think abdmw particular technologies
shape communication, even if the concept has beemged, and used sloppily, in the
HCI literature (Baerentsen & Trettvik, 2002). Wenggain more precision by
characterizing affordances in terms of the cosictétire of communication within a
particular communication environment. While | dd mdend to create an elaborate

economic model, there are some assumptions thdttodee stated:

» Communication is functional, but not necessarilgpiclear or explicit
way. The most obvious, but surely not the onlycfion of
communication is to convey information. Communicatmay also
serve social, emotional, or psychological purpdaesong others). A

single conversation may serve multiple purposes.
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As such, conversations will vary in their degreswécess, defined as

the extent to which the purposes of the conversatie met.

People do not want to expend more effort than ces®ary to achieve
their communicative goals. In other words, they fallow the
principle ofleast collaborative effortln conversation, the
participants try to minimize their collaborativéat—the work that
both do from the initiation of each contributionite® mutual
acceptance” (Clark & Wilkes-Gibbs, 1986). Clark &8rénnan are
concerned with the effort to achieve common grounal
conversation, but this principle will also applydther communication

goals.

Costs are to be understood broadly in terms oétfoet required to
meet a communication need. Costs inhere not icdahemunication
medium alone, but, like affordances, in the intecacbetween the
environment (medium) and behavior (action) (Gibsk986). In other
words, we should speak not simply of the cost déeiconferencing,
but rather of the cost of, for example, signaligge@ment in video-

conferencing.

Changes to the cost structure of communicationredult in changes
in the effort required for successful communicatiéar example, if it
becomes more difficult to satisfy the communicati@eds (cost goes
up), then the participants will either need to whékder, or will have

a less successful conversation.

Any particular change in the cost structure of camiwation (for
example, changing the medium, or the strategied)wgd not

necessarily affect all communication processeslgquir example,
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switching from audio to text conversation may maleasier to
convey technical specifications, even as it makest-building more
difficult. Given that conversations may have muéipurposes, a
change in cost structure may have both positiveragative effects

on the conversation.

* Two processes will affect this equation over tiffiest,
communication needs may change. For example, thais who have
an established relationship will not need as matioductory
conversation. Second, the costs may change overamparticipants
learn to communicate in a given situation or adopte efficient
strategies (adaptation). For example, the userdws abbreviations
and “emoticons” in Instant Messaging make commuignaof

emotions and agreement less costly.

It is important to understand both the costs antebis of a particular
communication environment, especially if we areiasted in how communicators
choose their communication technologies. For exammn-native speakers may find
that text-based environments provide important fisnéncluding the ability to re-read
and edit messages before sending (Veinott et29)1 And while videoconferences can
provide non-verbal cues and rich channels, techdisaussions may benefit from having
a text-based medium in which to send data or coxnipktructions. However, because
this study is interested in the impact of a paticaommunication environment on the
ability of communicators to have a successful cosatgon, the discussion here will focus

mostly on communication costs.

21



This framework suggests that to understand howouamnmedia affect the cost
structure of communication, it is necessary to ustded the purpose of the
communication (and attendant success criteria)eteires of the communication

environment (media), and the strategies availaltleimthat environment.

Applying the Framework

In this section, | will outline the components dissed above as they relate to

communicating feedback under varying conditionstdractivity.

Purpose: Communicating Feedback

Feedback may serve many purposes in organizatimigding helping someone
improve their work, making a political move, or atieg a psychological impact in the
recipient. For the most part, this study will bexcerned with the persuasive function of
feedback: does the feedback induce a response intdnded direction. In other words,
if the critic suggests a particular change, doegdgipient make that change?

The emotional and relational purposes of feedbatiknat be ignored, but will be
approached from the standpoint of the feedbaclietis’ perceptions. The studies
presented here are designed so that we can exéctitic’'s only goal is to provide
feedback that will help improve the quality of fieedback recipient’s work. We may
find, however, that in some conditions, recipiearis more or less likely to perceive other
motives. If the recipient ascribes political or@timotives to the critic, this will be

treated as a failure in feedback communication.
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Communication Environment: Interactivity

This dissertation focuses on the effects of onaquéar characteristic of feedback
communication: interactivity. The term interactwhas been given a wide variety of
meanings in reference to computers and communicatgpecially to designate
interfaces that respond to human input (e.g. “adgve web sites,” or “large interactive
displays”). | will use it in a more restrictive faen to refer to communication
environments that allow and perhaps encourageaictiee communication behaviors.

Communication environments support interactivityewlithey allow for
interlocked and contingent action, in the sense\Weick speaks of the process of
organization:

Processes contain individual behaviors that asrlotked among two or

more people. The behaviors of one person are geritron the behaviors

of another person(s), and these contingenciesafiezlnteracts The unit

of analysis in organizing is contingent respondéepas, patterns in which

an action by actoh evokes a specific response in a@&dso far this is an

interact), which is then responded to by aétgthis complete sequence is
adouble interact (Weick, 1979, p. 89)

While it is not necessary that there be rich aidchhmmunication to enact these
contingencies (Rabinowitz, Kelley, & Rosenblattp®¥ there must be some way of
signaling responses betwe&mandB. It is my contention in this study, however, that
various media impose different costs on this siggaknd that the communication
environment will affect both organizational procesand outcomes.

There are three primary ways that media impactaetevity. First, signaling may
incur different costs in different media. For exdenpyping a response may require more
effort than saying it. Second, the media may liimé ability of both partners to
participate equally in the communication. Can k®timal their responses, and are the

signals sent in the same way (and with the sanoetgtfFinally, various media may
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impact the speed with which the signals can be aettreceived. For example, typing a
message often takes longer than speaking the sassage. Some media, like e-mail or
written letters, tend to have delays between the & message is sent and when it is
received. While long delays do not make it impdssib develop interactivity, they can
make it more difficult. For example, the limitat®nf human memory may make it
difficult to build shared history and maintain commground. During transmission
delays, it is also possible that the context ferdiscussion may change, so that a
message may no longer be relevant by the timeaédcsived. The current study only
looks at media in which the sending and receivihgnessages is nearly instantaneous,
but the impact of transmission delay on interattidieserves attention.

Some media (like video or audio conferencing) aléow very quick non-verbal
communication, sometimes referred tdask-channel communicatioBack-channel
communication is that in which the recipient of assage can signal comprehension (or
lack thereof) to the sender while the messageimgylsent (Krauss & Fussell, 1991;
Yngve, 1970). More recently, some authors have tlseterm “backchannel” to indicate
a secondary conversation channels in group situstioat allow a separate conversation
to take place (often compared to students passitesiin a classroom) (McCarthy et al.,
2004). This second meaning will not be used here.

It is important to remember that interactivity ipperty of an enacted
communication environment rather than being a ptygpe the medium. Other factors
may impact interactivity, such as the personalitiethe people involved and their
relationships with each other. A corollary is thay particular medium may not always

produce the same level of interactivity, especiafiycontext or level of experience
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changes. However, media do have consistent comationccosts, and given a particular
set of communication goals and knowledge of thernamicators and their experience
with the media, we can predict the interactivitytled communication environment.

Interactivity plays an important role in helpingpapants in a conversation
create shared meaning. For each contribution tlmaersation, grounding requires that
the participants mutually believe that they underdtwhat the contributor meant (Clark
& Brennan, 1991). Reduced interactivity in a cosation will make it more difficult for
the participants to meet this grounding criteribmvill make it more difficult for the
listener to give signals that she understandsslofa clarification when she does not.

Even when both the feedback provider and recipiaderstand the meaning of
each individual utterance, the lack of interacyivaan still present challenges to higher-
level comprehension in the conversation. The ldakteractivity makes it more difficult
for the feedback recipient to ask questions orlehgk the provider on the feedback that
is given. Feedback is more likely to be acceptetdisfaccompanied by an explanation of
the specific issue and the rationale. However, vathuced interactivity, the provider
may have difficulty judging when enough evidencs haen given to support their
judgments.

In most face-to-face situations, especially amoyaypd or small groups,
interactivity can be assumed to be fully supporBad.it can be useful to imagine some
face-to-face situations in which it is not. Consjder example, a large lecture hall where
there is one primary speaker and a large audi&dbée the speaker is able to get some
cues from the audience (are they sleeping?), dueseelatively low fidelity and

generalized across a large number of people. Atigere is a strong spotlight on the
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speaker, and the audience lights have been dimtreah seem to the speaker as if she is
addressing the void. This is not to say that tipgeblems prevent successful
communication. A good lecturer will develop straésgto help overcome the limitations
of or change the features of the space. Good speaiay circulate through the aisles to
have closer contact with audience members. Or mnagylyg ask that the lighting be
changed. However, these strategies take time dod &f develop.

Architecture is not the only cause of these effeResal or perceived status
differentials among communicators or situationahm®may produce a similar effect.
Someone who is being addressed by a judge or yallbg their boss may remain silent
or feign understanding out of fear rather than troimprehension.

Electronically mediated communication channelsaao affect interactivity.
Many conference phones and voice-over-IP applinatare “half-duplex”—only one
participant may speak at a time. Noise-reductiahdata-compression technologies may
mute softer sounds or reduce sounds in certaih psicges. Even if a phone supports full
duplex, in many conference calls one party will entlteir audio to improve the quality of
audio from the other site.

Centra software provides an appropriate examphowofa technology can affect
the costs of interactivity (Centra Software, 20@@ntra is a suite of real-time
collaboration tools to support distributed meetin@sntra provides facilities for sharing
applications and data across sites, but the conuatioin features are of particular
interest here. Centra allows participants to comuoaie through voice-over-internet-
protocol (VolP) technology, which digitizes the audoming into the computer through

a microphone, and sends it to the other sites theinternet instead of over telephone
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lines. However, in an effort to save bandwidthyasme person can speak at a time in
most Centra conferences. Similarly, it is possibleshow live video from any of the
participating sites. However, only one site cardisplayed at a time, not all sites will
necessarily have video available, and differenteranpositioning may make some
people more or less visible. Centra does providedme backchannel communication,
through both text-based communication (a chat wiydind emoticons—icons of a
happy face, clapping hands, a red X (to signal )ramid a green check mark (to signal
“yes”). Additionally, participants who wish to bévgn the floor can raise a virtual hand.
However, this provides a very limited set of backuhel responses, and because of the
design of the interface, backchannel messages mayigsed.

Obviously, interactivity in Centra’s “virtual meag” software comes at a higher
cost than in a face-to-face meeting. Even thoughfaasible for all participants to speak
and be seen in the video, the mechanics of “pastiegmicrophone or switching camera
views require extra effort and create delays. Tdkbhannel emoticons are limited to the
kinds of signals that one might get in a largedszthall: happy faces (like smiling),
green check marks (like nodding), and applause.dd¥ew Centra makes it easier to give
positive responses than to give negative. Whilestieea red “X” to parallel the green
check mark, there is no sad face or negative analém applause.

One thing to note, however, is that even thouglctsts for interactivity are
higher in Centra than in a face-to-face situatiotgractive communication is not
impossible. Experienced participants learn to heeetmoticons and text chat to convey
more complex ideas (for example, by using the igor@mbination to signal more

intense emotion). Experienced presenters becon atlpolling the other participants
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Figure 2: How features of a communication medium/evironment affect task performance.

to make sure that everyone is following along angdrovide an opportunity to correct
any misunderstandings.

Figure 2 shows how tasks are supported by featfr@€ommunication
environment, with examples from the CMC literataral the current study. Most CMC
research has been concerned with predicting tag@&rpeance from the features of a
particular technology. Typically, the affordancésdechnology can be thought of as
“features-in-use.” Affordances enable behaviorsicvlgive rise to communication
processes in support of a task. The connectiongeet layers in the diagram are not

necessarily one-to-one—for example, a single featay afford several different kinds
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of communication, and it may be that several afio®s in conjunction support a single
kind of behavior. Fussell, et al. (2003) for exaenfucus on how different
communication technologies support collaborativestauction of a toy robot. In their
study, a fixed scene camera affords workspaceiltgjlwhich supports pointing
behaviors that help with reference and groundinggsses. They found that use of the
wide-angle fixed scene camera resulted in betsdr parformance than a head-mounted
camera, which did not provide visibility of the matworkspace.

The current study focuses on the ability of a comitation environment to
support interactivity, and how that affects thecass of a mediated feedback task. The
right column of Figure 2 illustrates one specifipbthesized connection from the
features of the communication environment to tleellb@ck task. In a same-medium
environment, we expect that the costs of particypawill be the same for all
participants, which will afford balanced particijgat. This in turn supports interactive
behaviors like interlocked and contingent commutioca which promote better
sensemaking, and should result in a better feedadess. This and other hypotheses
will be discussed in greater detail in the nextises.

The definition of interactivity that | have devetxphere shares some
commonalities with the “interactivity principle” péorth by Burgoon, et al. (2002;
2001). They parse interactivity into a set of affomces including contingency,
participation, synchronicity, proximity, and riclsseof nonverbal contextual information.
They also look at interactivity from a phenomendadagstandpoint, and suggest that it is
also characterized by the degree of cognitive, @mak and behavioral involvement,

interaction ease, coordination, and mutuality. Wlithiis definition of interactivity seems
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similar to the one | use, it is also much broati¢hnile | prefer the language of
interactivity because of its connection to the “oleunteract,” if | were to use Burgoon et
al.’s language, | might say that | am focusing ontmgency effects, and how they are
mediated by participation and richness.

The breadth of Burgoon, et al.’s concept of intevéy can be seen in one study
where the three hypotheses suggest that: 1) mddgatkfferent from unmediated
interaction, 2) proximal is different from distalkeraction, and 3) face-to-face and audio
interaction will be more favorable than text andeo (Burgoon et al., 2002). | would
argue that these hypotheses are theoretically gmudiic. The first hypothesis groups all
“mediated” communication into a single categoryd dones not recognize that “face-to-
face” communication is also subject to a numbezrafironmental effects (e.g. sitting
around a large conference room table may not beahe as sitting next to each other on
a train). The second hypothesis treats “proximatef “distal” as binary categories, when
distance tends to operate more like a continuotiabla (O'Leary & Cummings, 2007).
The third hypothesis treats each category of conication as consistent, whereas |
would argue that, for example, not all textual naeafford equal interactivity, and there
is significant overlap among the categories (exgad is less interactive than telephone
conversations, but text chat is may be more inteathan voice-mail).

Burgoon, et al. do make an important point, howewethat media affordances
are in themselves neutral. For example, while imyratuations we would assume that
more interactivity would be better, higher levelsnieractivity may actually hinder our

ability to detect deception (Burgoon et al., 2001).
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Strategy and Experience in Feedback Communication

One of the factors discussed above is that comratiarcsuccess is determined
not only by the communication environment, but dgdhe strategies adopted by the
participants. In media where back-channel commtioicas limited, a speaker may be
more likely to explicitly ask if the listener hasderstood. If it is more difficult or takes
longer for conversational turns to be sent andivedethen a speaker may put more
information into a single turn. In media wheresitifficult to ascertain the emotional
impact of one’s statements, we may see attemptgtae negativity through the use of
additional politeness cues. The strategies thaadopted will work best in a particular
kind of communication in a particular medium.

Over time, both the communication needs and stiegeayailable may change.
As individuals develop a relationship and learn enaloout each other, the need for
relational communication is likely to decrease (iVat & Burgoon, 1992). Additionally,
as they gain experience working together withiradipular medium, they will pick up
more strategies and have greater resources tovatdpany constraints the medium
presents. As such, it is expected that the efteetisl am interested in will be most
pronounced in zero-knowledge situations, when drégpants have not previously met.
It will be important in future research to undenstdnow these needs and strategies may
change over time, but that question is outsidéefstope of the current study.

The next section will focus on how interactivityactyes in the communication

environment are expected to affect feedback comeation.
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Effects of Media Interactivity on Feedback Communiation

In this section, | will discuss the ways that thieractivity of the communication
environment can affect feedback success. Buildmg iramework adopted from (ligen
et al., 1979), | will discuss the effects of intenaity on source credibility, on the
pertinent characteristics of the message, andenltaracteristics of the recipient (see
Figure 1). This will lead to more general expectasi about feedback acceptance and

mediated communication.

Source Credibility

Source credibility refers to the belief by a listethat a speaker is telling the
truth, and is a fundamental tenet of interpersenaimunication. The basic concept has
been of interest to philosophers for centuries. (&gstotle’s concept of ‘ethos’), but
came under the lens of social psychology in the-mvihtieth century (Giffin, 1967).
Hovland, Janis, & Kelley (1953) found two factolnat affected source credibility:

1) the extent to which a communicator is perceieebde a source of valid

assertions (his expertise) and 2) the degree didmrce in the

communicator’s intent to communicate the assertimeonsiders most
valid (his “trustworthiness”). (p. 21)

A number of other studies have found that souredibility can be decomposed into
additional factors, including, for example, dynami@erlo, Lemert, & Mertz, 1969),
and objectivity (Whitehead, 1968). While the faeamalytic approach to source
credibility has been criticized (Cronkhite & LiskEQ76), there seems to be general
agreement on Hovland, et al.’s original conceptaonrd | will use validity and

trustworthiness to frame this discussion.
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Source Validity

One of the important factors that will influence ttecipient’s reaction to
feedback will be whether the source is perceiveubiee a legitimate basis for giving
feedback. Feedback that comes from someone whappaispriate status in relation to
and more power over the recipient is more likelypéoaccepted (Huse, 1967). In an
organizational context, an immediate supervisoftsn one of the most legitimate
sources of feedback. Depending on the contextjiegfie sources of feedback may also
be at the same or even lower levels in the org#oiza hierarchy, but this is less likely.
(Fournier et al., 2002) found that individuals haNféerent reactions to criticism based
on the status of the criticizer. They are morelyike accept and submit to criticisms
from a superior, and more likely to quarrel wheiticzed by subordinates. While the
power that the source has over the recipient isn@ortant part of status, it is not the
only one (ligen et al., 1979).

Expertise is another important component of souatiglity (llgen et al., 1979). If
the recipient perceives that feedback is cominmpmfsemeone who lacks sufficient
expertise, the feedback is unlikely to be accepld expertise effect encompasses both
knowing the subject matter and knowing enough atlmibehavior in question to give
accurate feedback. Personality feedback is sigmflg more believable when it comes
from a graduate student or PhD clinical psychokadtpan from an undergraduate, who is
perceived to know less about psychology (Halpe&smyder, Shenkel, & Houston, 1976).
On the other hand, teachers are more receptiverformance feedback from students
than from supervisors, because supervisors tygibaNe little opportunity to directly

observe the teacher’s work (Tuckman & Oliver, 1968)
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Sources who are perceived to be part of the redigiengroup are more likely to
be seen as legitimate than outgroup members. Shdeetity and ingroup effects have
been recognized in many aspects of team functigmiefuding communications,
cohesiveness, cooperation, and general satisfa@tlannevski, 1994; K. Y. Williams &
O'Reilly, 1998). Feedback processes are no exeegtiornsey and colleagues have
identified the “intergroup sensitivity effect”: tigisms from outgroup members tend to
be met with defensiveness and lower acceptancenfdgr& Imani, 2004; Hornsey,
Oppes, & Svensson, 2002).

The interactivity of a communication environment\affect the feedback
recipient’s perception of the source’s validity.€dme of research suggests that
computer-mediated communication may, in fact, aicé power differentials (Spears &
Lea, 1994). However, in computer-mediated commuigicamany social context clues
are reduced, and status differences and sourcetisepeill be less salient (Driskell,
Radtke, & Salas, 2003; Dubrovsky et al., 1991; 8ib& Kiesler, 1986). When
interactivitiy is reduced, people will tend to les$ aware of the education and areas of
expertise of their colleagues (Cramton, 2001). Wieedback recipients cannot
accurately perceive the status of the feedbackcsotgedback acceptance is likely to be
reduced.

Feedback recipients must also believe that theopegving feedback has been
able to adequately evaluate the object of feedbattke context in which it is intended.
When interactivity is low, feedback recipients niigg it more difficult to fully explain
their work, their motives, or the context they wemagining. If the recipient feels that

the source has misunderstood anything about thie, wavill be more difficult to provide
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more information or clarification. In such casdw tecipient is likely to discount the
feedback.

To summarize, feedback acceptance is influencetidoyecipient’s perception of
the validity of the source. Source validity encosges perceptions of the source’s
expertise, power, and status. The feedback retipiparception of source validity will

be positively related to the level of interactivitythe communication environment.

Source Intent & Trust

Understanding the source’s intent is a particufeallenge when interpreting
feedback messages. The recipient needs to dedide fiéedback can be taken at face
value, or if there is a need to “read betweenithes|” This judgment relies, to some
extent, on understanding the motives of the feddbaarce. Intent, however, is
elusive—it cannot be observed directly, and if songedoes have less than honorable
intentions, it is likely he will try to hide them.

Having a grasp on the context in which the feedlvea offered can help
illuminate the source’s intent. For example, thterpretation of the message may be
influenced by whether the feedback was offereduiplip or in private. In an
organizational setting, someone offering feedbaghublic may be more interested in
showing off their own critical faculties rather thin providing helpful advice to their
colleague. Feedback can provide a site for plagutgensions that have little to do with
the expressed topic of the message, like turf wapmocess conflict. Knowing these
contextual factors can be important in deciding thvbeto accept feedback.

Disingenuousness in the feedback process can fesulfpositive as well as

negative impulses. Even the closest colleaguesgivayinaccurate feedback to shield the
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recipient’s feelings or help her “save face.” last®f giving a negative review, the
source may couch the message in more polite lamguagy give a vague, ironic, or
equivocal response, or may even lie (DePaulo & a$898; Dews & Winner, 1995).
Edwards & Bello (2001) found that equivocal messame seen as more polite, even
though equivocation is generally judged to be a tssnpetent form of communication.
Similarly, supervisors can make use of ambivalanguage to moderate the face-threat
when criticizing subordinates, but there is a n§being misunderstood (Wajnryb,
1998).

Research on distributed teams suggests that detegnntent can be particularly
difficult when feedback is communicated in a loweractivity environment. Individuals
in distributed teams are more likely to make fundatal attribution errors: they are more
likely to attribute intent to something internaldispositional rather than external and
situational (Cramton, 2002). For example, in thetert of feedback acceptance, the
recipient may believe that the source was respgnaliore to their own feelings about the
recipient (internal attributions) than to the reeid’s performance (external attributions).

When intent is unclear, relational factors becosyeeially important. Trust
between the recipient and source of feedback detemacceptance in such situations
(Giffin, 1967). Does the recipient trust that trergon giving feedback has the recipient’s
best interests at heart? Does the recipient thasthe source is telling the truth? If the
recipient trusts the source, then it is more likélgt she will accept the feedback (llgen et
al., 1979).

Trust in computer-mediated communication has baatied extensively. By

comparing trust across various media in an experiahsetting, (Bos, Olson, Gergle,
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Olson, & Wright, 2002) demonstrated that trust wesst difficult to establish in lean
media like text chat. Face-to-face settings gaeehtghest levels of trust, with video- and
audio-conferencing close behind. However, trust slawer to develop and more fragile
in all the electronically mediated conditions. Y&t teams may also develop a form of
“swift trust” (Meyerson, Weick, & Kramer, 1996), bihis tends to be particularly fragile
(Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999).

This does not mean, however, that trust can net @ICMC. Several strategies
have been proposed for building or repairing tmusbw-interactivity environments. For
example, having periodic face-to-face meetinggwan just having social conversations
before getting down to business can help build {fleecco, 1998; Zheng et al., 2001).
But in general, and especially in the absence pfeaplicit remedies, participants in
computer-mediated communication demonstrate lass the trust is slower to develop,
is more difficult to maintain.

In this section, several factors have been discusst contribute to feedback
credibility. Generally, low interactivity will maki more difficult to determine intent,
and decrease the level of trust. Taken togethisrstiggests that the level of interactivity
in the communication environment will be positivedjated to the feedback recipient’s

perception of the source’s credibility.

Characteristics of the Message

After source credibility, a second area of conarrieedback processing has to do
with characteristics of the message itself. In fastion | will consider some of these

factors as they relate both to the content andttyle of the feedback message.
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Message Content

Feedback sign—whether the message is positivegatiwe—is one of the most
studied determinants of acceptance (Baughman, F#88tl, 2000; Garza & Lipton,
1978; Haeggberg, 2000; Halperin et al., 1976; Haxtwd 989; Jacobs et al., 1973;
Johnson & Nawrocki, 1967; Levy, 1990; Mesch, Fé&lrodsakoff, 1994; Podsakoff &
Farh, 1989; Shao, 1997; Waldersee, 1994; Zhou,)19®aitive feedback is accepted
more readily than negative feedback (llgen etl®79). This robust finding is usually
interpreted in line with ego-protection motivesdiwiduals will tend to accept feedback
that confirms or enhances their own self-image tfte¥a1968; ligen, 1971; Shrauger &
Rosenberg, 1970). However, feedback sign effectdeacomplex. For example,
individuals with high self-efficacy are less likely accept negative feedback, especially
over repeated trials (Nease et al., 1999). Thisatembe understood as a kind of
expectation-confirmation: individuals are less Ik pay attention to feedback that
violates their expectations (Ammons, 1956). Accegas also complicated by the
“praise paradox”: in some cases, a recipient asprmay infer that the praise results
from the source’s low expectations (Cohen, Ste&Rpss, 1999; Wulf-Uw Meyer,
1979; Wulf-Uwe Meyer, 1992).

An important but under-researched component of agessontent is whether or
not the feedback message is relevant to the taskgaals of the recipient (McGuire,
1968). Several sources advise that, when givinfppaance feedback or criticism, it is
important to point to the specific incidents or aelors that led to the feedback (Baron,
1988; Leskovek, 1967; Weick, 2001). An assumptioalmost all studies of feedback

acceptance is that the feedback will be on topikil&\this may seem obvious, it is an
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assumption that is easily violated in organizatiGedtings. An employee may receive
feedback about a project with which she is not imed. Or, perhaps, that through some
miscommunication, she requests feedback on Pr@duunit receives feedback on
Product B. Another related problem of relevancenstéom a lack of shared task or goal
conceptions. If the source and the recipient ddhaet similar understandings of the
purpose of the behavior that is being reviewedfekdback will have less value.

Interactivity is likely to affect both message camitand relevance. First, feedback
will tend to be more negative. There is often aaqmessure to provide positive
feedback, especially when the feedback may comtr#uk recipient’s self-image
(Blumberg, 1972; Langer & Wurf, 1999). However, Ewnteractivity can lead to a
reduction in the power of social norms, and theteoinof the messages may become
more important than saving face for the recipiéhltZ, Johnson, & Turoff, 1986; Kiesler
et al., 1984, Siegel et al., 1986; Sproull & Kieslk991).

Hebert and Vorauer (2003) studied computer-mediedback in comparison to
face-to-face feedback, focusing on differencesiértegativity and clarity of the
feedback message, as well as the accuracy of ssiijgerpretations of the feedback.
They asked subjects to give feedback on a writhsg,teither face-to-face or through e-
mail. They found that “skills” feedback was moreyatve in computer-mediated
communication than face-to-face, although the éffietnot hold for “liking” feedback.
Skill feedback also tended to be more clear in-tackace feedback. They also looked at
feedback recipients’ meta-accuracy—in other wottas accuracy of the recipient’s
perception of the source’s feelings. They found,thanerally, subjects’ ability to

interpret the meaning of the feedback did not $icgmtly vary across communication
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media, although there was some suggestion thatacetaacy may be compromised in
computer-mediated communication.

Feedback relevance is also likely to be affectethtgractivity. It is through
interaction that communicators develop a shardddasception. When interactivity is
limited, feedback recipients will find it more diftilt to discover and correct the source’s

mistaken assumptions.

Message Style

The way in which feedback is communicated will alstuence the likelihood of
its acceptance. A number of studies have focusedrategies that are used to craft a
feedback message. Some attempt to describe whtd@gas are available and what
factors influence the adoption of those strategidsle others focus on instruction for
feedback sources on how to best phrase praisétiorsen. Unfortunately, only a few
have directly focused on how choice of communicasityle by the source influences
feedback acceptance.

Dews & Winner (1995), for example, find that iroisyan effective strategy for
muting the force of feedback. Compared to litetatesnents, ironic criticism is perceived
to be less negative, and ironic praise is seeasasgdositive.

Managers who use politeness to soften the blowits€ism are often perceived to
be more competent communicators and more fair thglr employees. Carson &
Cupach (2000) surveyed employees in a large firauan incident in which they were
reproached by their supervisors, and the reproagkes categorized by their level of
politeness. Polite reproaches were perceived ty tae least face threat, and were

associated with higher perceived fairness and camgator competence.
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Wajnryb (1998) suggests that ambiguous feedbackeanuseful managerial
tool. She finds that the “naturally slippery” chetex of language creates a space in which
to discuss potentially difficult subjects withobetface threat that criticism often entails.
However, adopting this strategy can be difficuld aisky.

Edwards & Bello (2001) outline some of the risksasated with taking such an
approach. They suggest that equivocation—the usagife or ambiguous messages—
can influence the recipient’s perception of thea&ee's communication competence. In
their study, they focused on reactions to feedlmaeksages that varied in their level of
equivocation. They found that speakers who gavéseqal feedback were generally
perceived to be less honest, less competent as goioators (in contrast to Carson &
Cupach’s findings), and more polite than speakdrs do not. They also found that the
perception of equivocators changed depending ooitbemstances for the feedback. If
the individual’'s performance was obviously poonjigqcal communication is seen to be
less competent. However, if the situation is trautybiguous, equivocal communication is
perceived to be more competent than unequivocal.

Several aspects of message style are likely tdfbeetad by communication
environment. Non-verbal communication is constrdieeen in the richest computer-
mediated communication, but politeness stratedites adepend on non-linguistic cues
(Ambady, Koo, Lee, & Rosenthal, 1996). While commeators may adapt their
politeness strategies to the communication medisén(for example, through the use of
emoticons), it is not clear that all speakers adapt in the same way. For example,
while women tend to be more polite in face-to-faoaversation than men, Hobbs (2003)

found that men and women are equally polite in &ar@il communications. Because the

41



study only compared between genders and not betwaa@us media, it is unclear
whether men are more polite or women are lesseplivoice-mail messages compared
to other kinds of messages.

Given the lack of richness in computer-mediated momication, attempts to use
irony, joking, equivocation or other politenessastgies may backfire. Low interactivity
can make it that much more difficult to repair angcommunications. These strategies
create opportunities for misunderstandings andntagaretations, which can be
especially problematic in distributed groups (Amaeg & Cole, 2002). Damage from
misunderstandings will be more costly if there detay in correcting the mistakes (Clark
& Brennan, 1991). Communication media like e-mladttlack cotemporality will make it
significantly more difficult to quickly repair misulerstandings, but even slight delays
can lead to problems (Krauss & Bricker, 1966; Kr&utssell et al., 2002; O'Connaill,

Whittaker, & Wilbur, 1993).

Characteristics of the Recipient

The last major category of factors influencing fle@ck acceptance have to do
with personal characteristics of the recipienthi@ context of the current study, which is
focused on the impacts of distance and mediatedrzomntation, these factors function

primarily as controls.

Personality
Individual personality plays an important role etermining feedback
acceptance. “Type A” and “Type B” individuals regpadifferently to criticism, with

Type B individuals engaging in “supportive selfkialo maintain their self image (M. E.
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Williams, Davison, Nezami, & DeQuattro, 1992). Qthbave taken a more direct
approach, and shown that some individuals exhighdr “sensitivity to criticism” than
others. Sensitivity to criticism correlates notyowiith higher levels of psychological
disorders like depression, but also with behawoish as avoidance of criticism (Atlas,
1994).

A good deal of work has been done on linking sHit&cy and self-esteem to
acceptance of feedback. Self-esteem is negativetglated to sensitivity to criticism
(Atlas, 1994). Students who exhibited high “Uncdiaghal Self-Acceptance” were less
likely to react negatively to others who gave themavorable feedback (Chamberlain &
Haaga, 2001). Self-efficacy affects how individualgrpret feedback that they are given
(Silver, Mitchell, & Gist, 1995). Upon receiving gitive performance feedback,
individuals with high self-efficacy tend to integtiit as due to internal causes (their own
ability and effort), whereas low-self-efficacy ineiuals attribute it to external causes
(level of task difficulty, luck). The pattern iswersed for negative feedback.

Feedback in organizations tends not to be a sengat, and is better
characterized as an ongoing stream of behaviorsesmutions to those behaviors
(Bilodeau, 1966). While self-efficacy can affecthteedback is accepted, it is also the
case that accepted feedback can influence futifreffeacy (Baron, 1988). This is
particularly important in repeated feedback sitwadi Whereas high self-efficacy
individuals may be buffered against the effectaegative feedback, individuals with
low self-efficacy may find themselves trapped inegative spiral (Nease et al., 1999).
Because negative feedback is consistent with éxgectations, they will accept the

feedback. In accepting the feedback, it will remattheir self-efficacy, and make future
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acceptance of negative feedback more likely. Nestsa,, also found that the reverse
case is true: low self-efficacy individuals aresléikely to accept positive feedback and
more likely to discount repeated instances of pasiteedback.

An important take-away from these studies is tbHtefficacy is a protective
factor that moderates the relationship betweenbiaekdsign and feedback acceptance.
Individuals with high self-efficacy are bufferedaagst the effects of negative feedback.
While high self-efficacy can help individuals maiimt their self-image, this does not
necessarily imply beneficial organizational outcentéor example, if an employee’s self-
image is out of line with his performance, it maydifficult for a supervisor to “get
through” to the employee and convince him to changédehavior.

In the context of this study, even though perstyatiay moderate the
relationship between other factors and feedback&aace, there is no expectation that

personality will be affected by characteristicsited communication environment.

Culture and Gender

While several studies have hypothesized that gepidgs a role in how
individuals respond to feedback, the results hatéaen entirely conclusive. For
example, Bresnahan, Morinaga Shearman, Lee, Ol&ashgsher (2002) found that,
while men tended to be more assertive and aggeeisin women, they found that men
did not respond more aggressively to criticism thamen. On the other hand, Wilson,
Lizzio, Whicker, Gallois, & Price (2003) found thabmen and men have qualitatively
different responses to unfair feedback. Their figdis consistent with a “social rules”
framework, that suggests that behaviors are mdeetefe when they conform to social

expectations based on gender and status. Men amenvalso interpret feedback
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differently, depending on the style in which icemmunicated. Females find equivocal
messages more polite than do males, althoughndtislear that this has an effect on
feedback acceptance (Edwards & Bello, 2001).

The case for cultural differences in feedback psees is much more clear. One
model of cultural differences in response to fee#tha based on whether the culture is
individualist or collectivist (Stone-Romero & Stqr902). The model is based on
research that suggests that individuals who arévatetl by more individualistic motives
may not respond appropriately to feedback. Othetiss have taken an experimental
approach to examine differences in feedback inééapion and acceptance across
cultures. Takeuchi, Imahori, & Matsumoto (2001)riduhat Japanese prefer feedback to
be more indirect than US Americans, and that stbge able to adjust their criticism
style to the cultural context. Other studies haemntified different responses to feedback
among Mexicans and Anglo-Americans (Garza & Liptt®/8), English and US
Americans (Earley, 1986), and US Americans, ChimegkbJapanese (Bresnahan et al.,
2002).

Finally, although not studied extensively, someagsh suggests that members of
stigmatized groups may respond to praise and isnticlifferently than members of non-
stigmatized groups. Comparing black and white sttgjéCohen et al., 1999) found that
black students can have a “paradoxical”’ reactiotritccism, in that they perceive praise
to be an indication that the evaluator has low etgi®ns of them. Black students
motivation was more adversely affected by criticitsran White students, although this
effect could be erased by “wise” feedback thatardy provided criticism but also

invoked high standards.
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In the current study, gender and culture will betoalled through both procedural
and statistical means. Pre-screening will enswaedlh subjects are competent English
speakers, and that subjects have lived in the Uidtates long enough to become
familiar with local cultural norms. Demographic anmation will be collected from

subjects, and used to test for cultural interastion

Overall Effects on Feedback

Several propositions have been put forward abowtthe interactivity of a
communication environment will affect how the reemt responds to feedback. Source
credibility, in terms of both validity and trustjlikbe positively related to interactivity. In
low interactivity environments, recipients will peive feedback to be more negative,
less relevant, less polite, and less skillfully coumicated. Recipients are more likely to
accept feedback that is credible, positive, relevaolite, and skillfully communicated.
As such, feedback success will be positively relatethe interactivity of the
communication environment.

The next chapters discuss two experiments designist the various hypotheses
presented here. Each section will elaborate oexperimental design and metrics for
testing these hypotheses, and present the rettétmed from the experiments. The final

chapter will then provide a discussion of the ressahd implications for future work.
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CHAPTER 3

EXPERIMENT 1

Introduction & Hypotheses

This chapter presents an experiment that was coetéd examine the feedback
process in electronically mediated environmentstarmtovide data about how recipients
respond to this feedback. In the experiment, omtcgaant will critique a document
written by another participant. The Critic will dedr feedback about the document to the
Writer in one of four media conditions that willryan levels of conversational
interactivity. The experiment will test several byipeses about how the interactivity of
the communication environment will affect percepfi@f source credibility, the content
and style of the feedback message, and feedbaetacce.

In organizational life, it is not uncommon to reaecritiques of one’s work. This
experiment replicates this moment of critical apgak In the experiment, one subject
creates a document, and a second subject givelsaeletb the first subjects about how to
make the document better. The feedback is deliveracconversation conducted in one
of four electronically mediated communication eowiments that differ in their level of
interactivity.

To this point, we have spoken of interactivity engral theoretical terms, but this
experiment will demonstrate that changes in themamication media will affect the
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interactivity of the conversation. A highly intetesx® conversation is marked by several
characteristics. First, we expect interactivityptorelated to the cost and speed of
communication afforded by the communication medibigh levels of interactivity will
show a large amount of information shared in amgperiod of time. Second, in order to
produce interlocked and contingent interactionhla#rticipants should have an equal
opportunity to contribute to a conversation. Highlieractive communication will be
marked by relatively equal levels of participatimnall participants. Finally, highly
interactive conversations will be marked by bacl-&rth discussion of topics, rather
than a series of unconnected statements. Thesgdsatamount, balance, and
interlocking of communication—provide a measuré¢hef interactivity of communication
environments.

A consistent finding from the social psychology @mdup dynamics literature is
that group conversations tend not to have balapaetitipation. Instead, contributions
tend to follow an exponential curve, with the mpatticipation by a few people, and
little or no participation by the rest (Stephan &shkler, 1952). Groups tend to follow
these same patterns in both face-to-face and efecally mediated interactions (Straus,
1996; Weisband, 1992). It's not clear, howevert tha typical conversational process
always produces the best outcomes. In fact, matiyeofiypotheses presented in the next
section explicitly suggest that when giving feedbamwore interactive conversations will

be more effective.

Feedback Content and Style

We expect that the content and style of feedbadkrauy with the interactivity of

different communication environments. Cultural aodial norms may provide
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guidelines for how to give feedback, but as otlmenge suggested, these norms are often
not as strong in electronically mediating contéggsroull & Kiesler, 1991). Most
explanations for this effect focus on feelings stahce and anonymity in these
environments. Hebert and Vorauer (2003) found ¢hits gave less positive feedback
in e-mail than in face-to-face communication, boitnet examine the communication
processes that lead to this finding. Here it isgested that the presence of a rich
backchannel allows the development of interconmeatel interdependent interaction
(Krauss & Fussell, 1991). If a Critic can obsertve tecipient’s reaction to feedback, he
is more likely to be aware if his comments are prapriate or hurtful, and can then
change the tone of his feedback. Without that ames®, negative comments are less
likely to be filtered. Additionally, greater levetd interactivity will help the Critic
understand the reasoning behind the Writer’s clspleading to less negative judgments.

Hypothesis 1: The level of negativity of the feedback will besnsely
related to the interactivity of the communicatiagrvieconment.

While Critics may change the ratio of positive aredjative feedback in response
to the Writer’s reactions, they can also employeo#motion management strategies.
Threat regulation is the process by which individumderstand and manage other
people’s perceptions of threat (M. Williams, 200@Yyerly negative or harsh feedback
can pose a threat to the recipient’s self-imageisiteks likely to be accepted. The threat
can be reduced, for example, through the use a@kpeks cues or by withholding bad
news. Typically, the goal of threat regulationasstill be able to deliver critical feedback,
but in a way that poses less threat to the redipidmeat regulation depends on the
ability to take the perspective of another persuh ta see the impact of one’s own

actions. Interactivity in conversation will suppthts perspective taking and awareness.
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Hypothesis 2: The level of threat regulation in a feedback cosaéon
will be positively related to the interactivity thie communication
environment.

Being able to monitor a communication partner'stieas is also important for
building shared understanding. As has been denatedtfor conversational grounding,
in more interactive environments, it will be easg@signal confusion, and
misunderstandings are more likely to be discové@ddrk & Brennan, 1991). When the
cost of sending messages is lower, it will be easi@rovide more clarifying
information. Additionally, interactivity will bettesupport sensemaking processes
(Weick, 1979).

Hypothesis 3: Shared understanding will be positively relatedhe
interactivity of the communication environment.

Perceptions of Source Credibility

As described in the last chapter, the level ofraxvity is expected to affect the
recipient’s perceptions of feedback source creitifpNvhen communication costs are
higher, it is less likely that the source will shgrersonal or other seemingly off-topic
information. But it is this information that givéise recipient the necessary confidence
that the critic has adequate expertise and isvargy. In low-interactivity
environments, the participants will also find it raalifficult to develop a feeling of
mutuality—that they are “in this together.”

Hypothesis 4: The recipient’s trust in the feedback source fall
positively related to the interactivity of the coomitation environment.

Hypothesis 5: The participants’ feelings of mutuality will begitvely
related to the interactivity of the communicatiorvieonment.
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Feedback Acceptance and Response

All of the hypotheses stated contribute to the ey a recipient responds to
critical feedback. Empirical evidence suggests pleaiple are more likely to believe
positive than negative feedback (llgen et al., J9TBe way messages are phrased is
important—recipients are more likely to reject feack that damages their self-image
(Edwards & Bello, 2001). Recipients will have adhéime using feedback that they do
not adequately understand. Source credibilityss afucial for feedback acceptance
(llgen et al., 1979). As a result, we expect thdjacts are more likely to accept and use
feedback delivered in more interactive environments

Hypothesis 6: Feedback acceptance will be positively relatethto
interactivity of the communication environment.

Hypothesis 7: Recipients’ satisfaction with the feedback willgasitively
related to the interactivity of the communicatiaorvieconment.

Gender

Much of the feedback literature (and social psyogplresearch in general) points
to the importance of gender as a determinant erpetrsonal interactions. Mixed-gender
pairs tend to function differently than same-geruhars; this experiment will control this
variance by using only same-gender pairs. Additlgnavhile there are no specific
expectations about how men and women will diffefesdback processes or outcomes,
we do expect that gender may moderate or mediateetationships among independent
and dependent variables. As such, gender will bleded in the analyses. Gender results

will only be reported where significant.
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Method

This section explains the procedures used to exathmhypotheses stated above.
In the experiment, one participant creates a PoaetPresentation based on a fictional
business case study. A second participant thengesvyeedback to the first participant.
This feedback is delivered in one of four electeally mediated communication
conditions. In two conditions, subjects communicatthe same medium. In two
conditions, the person giving feedback (the “cijticses a different communication
medium than the person receiving feedback (thetéwii The rest of this chapter

presents the experimental method and discussesghkis.

Participants

Participants were recruited through a general stipjgol at a large Midwestern
university. The pool is open to all members ofdhéeversity and general community, and
subjects have been recruited through newspapertahraents, at university events, and
by word of mouth. Compared to many undergraduaigestt pools, the average age was
higher and subjects had a more diverse educat@awiiground.

Forty sessions were conducted with matched-gerales pf subjects. Table 2
details how many sessions were conducted in eguériexental condition.

Table 2: Sessions in each experimental condition.

Critic (sending)

Instant Messaging Videoconferencing
Writer | Instant Messaging 5 male + 5 female 5 male + 4 female
(sending) | Videoconferencing 5 male + 4 female 7 male + 5 female
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There were a total of 44 male and 36 female paditis. Three complete sessions
have been excluded from the analysis. All exclusiEgbions happened to be Condition 4-
Male. Two “Writers” had difficulty with PowerPointhile completing the task, and had
clearly lied about their computer experience duthmgpre-screening. Additionally, one
subject elected to turn off the video portion ddittvideoconferencing, and used only the
audio portion. (In the debrief, their partner rekeal that it seemed like the other subject
“never looked at me.”) These sessions were aldgemibn several variables of interest.
With these exclusions, there are only 4M + 5F vaéidsions in the video/video
condition.

The average participant age was 24 years, andadnya 19 to 62 years. Eighty
percent were between 19 and 24 years old. Forgetbubjects (54%) were white,
fourteen (18%) were black or African-American, twe(25%) were Asian, two were
multi-racial, and one checked other and wrote im&kican.” All subjects spoke English
as their first language.

The highest level of education achieved was a baliool diploma for 49 subjects
(39 of whom were currently college students), adeugraduate degree for 22 subjects,
and a graduate degree for 9 subjects. All subjeete regular computer users. For
example, 77 of 80 subjects reported daily e-mad| asd the other 3 reported using e-
mail at least once per week.

Most of the subjects (66/80) had no experience widkoconferencing; the rest
reported using it less than once per week. An@starg side-note is that Asian subjects

(M=2.050, SD=.9987, n=20) reported using webcampsiscantly more than either
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White (M=1.372, SD=.6555, n=43, ) or Black (M=1.28D=.4258, n=14) subjects
(post-hoc Scheffe analysis shows these differetacbe significant, p<.05).

Instant Messaging use was a little more mixed.n8ignore than half the
subjects used IM daily. There was also a significeagative correlation between IM use
and age (r=-.229, n=80,p<.05, two tails). A preisifiel for participation was that subjects
have used IM in the past year, and in pre-screeaihgubjects answered that they used
IM. However, in the demographic questionnaire atélkperiment, two subjects indicated
that they had never used IM. Because these sulajeaist appear to be outliers in other
analyses, and one was in the video-conferencingaondition, they were not excluded
from analysis.

PowerPoint use also directly related to the expemntal task, and having used
PowerPoint in the past year was a prerequisitthdrdemographic questionnaire, only
one subject reported not having used PowerPomit.&ecause that subject was in the
“critic” role, he did not have to use PowerPoinnkelf, so his data was not excluded
from analysis. PowerPoint use was not related & kgt men
(M=2.750,SD=.7510,n=44) tended to use PowerPoimerttan women
(M=2.222,SD=.5404,n=36) This difference was sigaifit, t(78)=3.533, p<=.001, two-

tailed.

Task/Procedure

Upon entering the lab, participants were randorsBigned to either the writer or
critic role. Subjects were not introduced to eattten and were escorted into separate
small offices as soon as they arrived. In ordertsure that participants did not know

each other before this study, each participantre@ag a list of 6 names, one of which
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was the name of the other participant. Two subjestegnized the name of the other
subject, and they were reassigned to other sesg\tes reading and signing consent
forms, subjects completed a pre-experiment quesdioa covering demographics,
computer use, and self-efficacy.

Writers were given instructions and a copy of theibess case study, “Do
Something, He’s About to Snap” (cite). The instroas for both subjects told them that
they were to play the role of consultants to thepany discussed in the case study. The
writer was told that after reading the case stgtg, should create a PowerPoint
presentation suggesting a solution to the probtethe case study. The instructions also
gave some further instructions about the expeatateat and layout of the presentation
(e.g. four slides total). The instructions alsolaxped that the presentations would be
graded, and that high scoring presentations waard @ monetary bonus. The writer was
given ten minutes to create the presentation. @reriter completed the presentation,
all study materials were taken away from the pigndict, and the experimenter explained
that because the company was such an important,diee writer’'s “boss” wanted to
have another consultant look the presentation bgfare it was sent to the client. While
that was happening, the participant was free talcleemail, browse the web, or work on
other work.

Meanwhile, the Critic was given the same case stang told that another
consultant in the same consulting company wasiageatpresentation. The critic would
be giving the other consultant feedback about lmmake the presentation better. The
critic was also told that the presentation wouldyteded, and that her or his bonus would

be determined by the final quality of the writeg'ssay. After the writer had finished the
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presentation, it was delivered electronically te thitic, who had ten minutes to read it
and prepare feedback for the other consultant.

The critic and writer were then connected in onéoaf electronic
communication environments (described in the negtisn). The subjects were given ten
minutes to discuss the presentation. The writerallasved to take notes on paper, but
would not be able to save any text conversationtater use. These conversations were
video-recorded, and any text communication wasddgg

After the discussion, subjects were disconnected. Writer was given “as long as
needed” to edit the presentation before submittiegfinal version. All subjects took less
than thirty minutes to edit their presentation.

Both subjects completed post-experiment questioesabout the experience of
giving/receiving feedback, and their perceptiongheftask and the other participant.
Finally, subjects were separately debriefed abdwaifull purpose of the study, asked not

to reveal the details to anyone else, and compeasat their time (with the full bonus).

Media conditions

The feedback conversation between the critic antgrmused electronically
mediated communication channels, in one of foufigarations. These four conditions
used two different kinds of media channels. The twenlia used were video-
conferencing and text-based Instant Messaging (IM).

The video-conferencing channel used analog telavisignals for video, which
provided a high-quality image with no apprecialdéagt and none of the technical

problems often associated with other video-confarensystems (e.g. jerky or frozen
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images, or pixilation). Audio was transmitted thgbiceiling mounted microphones and
analog speakers.

For the instant messaging channel, subjects usebl 8N Messenger Instant
Messaging program. The program provides severdimmedia communication features
(e.g. personal image icons, audio and video chatfile sharing), but these were
disabled for these experiments. Like most recentlifhts, MSN messenger converts
emoticons to graphical icons.

The four conditions were achieved by combining ¢h@g channels. The
conditions are: 1) both subjects sending mess&gesgh IM, 2) the critic sending
through videoconferencing and the writer sendimgugh IM, 3) the critic sending
through IM and the writer sending through videoevehcing, and 4) both using

videoconferencing.

Metrics and Data Collection

Data was collected from three sources: questioesairanscripts of the feedback
conversation, and analysis of the documents tleaivtiter created. This section describes
these data sources in detail, and explains theedtoes used to prepare and process the

data. Analysis of the data will be discussed infdtlewing section.

Questionnaires

Subjects completed both pre- and post-experimesdtgqpnnaires. The pre-
guestionnaire was designed to elicit demograpHharmation (much of which is
presented in the “Participants” section above).ifdigally, the pre-questionnaire for the

Writers included the Generalized Self-Efficacy 8d@chwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995).
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The post-experiment questionnaire was designelicibgarticipants’ perceptions
of the task and the experiment. For Writers, thestjonnaires asked about feedback
acceptance, their perception of the Critic’s autii@nd intent, the degree to which they
felt motivated by the feedback, and their satisfectvith the feedback. Both subjects
were asked about the style of the feedback giveramived, their trust in the other
participant (Butler, 1991; Johnson-George & Sw&82), and their feelings of bonding
or closeness with the other participant. In additimoth subjects were asked questions
designed to gauge the development of shared medningder to reduce participants’
focus on the feedback aspects of the task, a nuafliermmy questions asked about the
case study (e.g., “The problem [at the companghssy to solve.”) or non-relevant

personality traits (e.g., “I enjoy discussing po8t”).

Conversation Transcripts

Feedback conversations were captured using twoadet he instant messaging
software automatically logged all sent messagessé&togs were saved in an XML
format that included the message, which particigent and received the message, and
the timestamp.

For videoconference conversations, each feedbaskosewas recorded onto
DVD. The DVD videos were converted to MPEG-1 filasd transcribed using Transana
2.0 (Woods & Fassnacht, 2005). The transcripts weakked up with a simplified
Jeffersonian transcription method (Heritage & A#ian, 1984). Jefferson provides a very
detailed set of transcription symbols for captunag only the words but also non-
linguistic utterances and many of the nuances ofdruspeech (Jefferson, 2004).

However, for the level of analysis required hees, $et of symbols is much more
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detailed than required. Instead, these transcnptised a reduced set of symbols that
allowed representation of noticeable pauses, hushpdrticularly loud speech, changes
in tone that could indicate questions or sarcaaagltiter, incomplete utterances
(stopping or trailing off mid-sentence), and ovppig speech.

For mixed-media conversations, it was necessacgiiabine the IM transcript
with the video transcript. Using Transana, timeganmvere added to the video half of the
transcript to mark the beginning of each utteraBezause the arrival of the first IM
message in a conversation is accompanied by a sdffed, it was possible to match the
timestamps of the videoconferencing participanhwlite timings from the IM history

file. This produced a single interleaved transdigpteach session.

Segmenting Conversations

Prior to coding the content of the feedback corat@yaes, transcripts were divided
into segments at the appropriate granularity. Beedlne hypotheses mostly refer to the
amount and kind of feedback, the choice was madedment the transcripts at the level
of “items of feedback.” In practice, this levelafalysis lies between the minute level of
coding used in Conversation Analysis and lingussften Have, 1999), and the level of
topics or conversational threads (McDaniel, OlsbiMagee, 1996). This level of
segmenting was described to coders as: “A segraensiatement or question or set of
statements and/or questions that constitute aofifgiedback or a single idea.”

This level of coding was chosen to make it posdiblguantify the amount of
feedback given, and to analyze the feedback onralesther dimensions (described

below). Each segment was marked as a continuogk bfaconversation, although when
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CRITIC:

CRITIC:

CRITIC:

CRITIC:

CRITIC:

WRITER:

WRITER:

WRITER:

WRITER:

[ Yeah. It says each slide should have at least

three and no more than ten bullet points so we

have to make sure that those options are
condensed | guess.

Right]
[ Like which ones which ones do you think like

which reason do you think you're gonna use for

the option one?

| think I'm gonna say that the main prdiaghg
him would be safety like overall safety and the

main con would be, um, | guess it would be like

what you said like not being - not having
teamwork.

OK.

Like not having teamwork at aJlf And then for

the second one | was gonnna say the opposite¢ is
the best, it's the best option because um, do ypu
think | should say something about like it doegn't

like put him on the spot in front of everyone?
Yeah

which might make him feel awkward?

Yeah. Definitely]

Figure 3: Transcript segmenting example

coded it was possible to indicate that a segmeatliwked to an earlier statement (for

example, due to overlapping conversational threads)

Figure 3 shows an excerpt from a transcript, wiihase brackets marking the
beginnings and ends of segments. Each segmentwidéala different item that the
Writer could address. The first segment has to o the number of bullets per slide, the
second segment is about the reason for “optiort’ ane, third segment is about the

“second one.” Note that it is not necessary for@niéc to initiate a segment, and it is not

necessary that a segment begin at a change inespeak
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To develop reliable segmentation, all transcriptgsersegmented by two people.
Training was conducted on pilot transcripts uritdre was a high level of agreement
between the segmenters. Then each person indepggrgisgmented the entire set of
transcripts. After all of the transcripts were segied, disagreements were discussed by
the segmenters until they agreed on the correéhgod

Because there is no baseline for expected levedgreement between coders, it is
impossible to use a statistic like Cohen’s kapjpd,tds possible to report agreement as
percentages. If we treat each break between segragiat decision point (e.g. the end of
one segment is the beginning of the next — thimesbreak), we can then divide the total
number of breaks that both segmenters produceledptal number of breaks in the
post-discussion final version. This produces a@®4agreement. A more conservative
approach includes in the denominator not only ih& torrect breaks, but all correct and
incorrect breaks: this gives 73.0% agreement. §indlwe choose segments instead of
breaks, and divide the number of agreed-upon seigrbgrthe total number of correct
segments, we have 69.5% agreement.

In textual analysis like this, whether the segmioriaholds up during analysis
tends to be a better indicator of reliability treample agreement (Wood & Kroger,

2000). As such, a reliability check was includeduhsequent use of the segmented
transcripts: coders were asked to flag improperbnsented units as they performed
analytic coding. Only 12 of the 651 segments (1.88)e identified as improperly

segmented by either coder, and none of the units fAagged by both coders.

Analytic Coding
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After all transcripts had been segmented, each segwas coded on several
variables. After the coding categories were dewadiopwo coders coded pilot transcripts
in three iterations to both refine the coding sceend develop high inter-coder
reliability. The coders then coded all experimettahscripts individually.

The coding was designed to reveal the amount ofarsation in terms of topical
units, how the conversation flowed, how much ofdbeversation was directed
feedback, and how the feedback was delivered areived. After all coding was
complete, each coding variable was examined feriobder agreement using Cohen’s
kappa. Reliability will be reported with the degtions of each coding category below.
(Landis & Koch, 1977) suggest the following intexfations for values of kappa:

Table 3: Interpretations of kappa (Ladis & Koch, 1977)

Kappa Statistic | Strength of Agreement
<0.00 Poor
0.00-0.20 Slight
0.21-0.40 Fair
0.41-0.60 Moderate
0.61-0.80 Substantial
0.81-1.00 Almost Perfect

Because of coder unavailability, it was not pogstblreconcile coder differences
through discussion. Thus, only one coder’s dathheilused for the analysis. Also, there
were additional coding categories that are notusised here and will not be included in

the analysis due to lack of acceptable reliability.
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Segment Type:ln order to determine how much feedback was gdweimg each
conversation, and what percentage of the conversatinsisted of feedback as opposed
to social exchanges or other communication, eagimert was categorized as:

» [C]onversation management or social exchange
» [T]echnology or experiment comments
» [F]eedback or other task conversation

» [N]onsense utterances or meaningless statementsatbgory was rarely
used (only 6 segments), and typically indicatedtshres of “Ums” or
statements that were interrupted and never finished

Segments marked C, T, or N were not coded anydurffeedback segments were
further coded as described below.

There was substantial inter-coder agreement abeusé¢gment Type (Cohen’s
kappa = 0.77). If we reduce this category to atyih “Feedback” or “Other,” (by
combining C and T into a single code), kappa ried%86, suggesting almost perfect
agreement about whether a segment was or waseuiidek.

Implication: Feedback “sign” (whether feedback is positive @gative) is one of
the most important predictors of feedback accegtazed a key metric for Hypothesis 1.
Each segment was coded as:

* [C]hange something (negative feedback)
» [K] eep something (positive feedback)
* [N]eutral: no clear recommendation

* [M]ixed: e.g. “You could change X, or you could keeihe way it is. It's
up to you.”

Reliability for the implication variable was onlyaderate (Cohen’s kappa=0.55).
There may have been some theoretical overlap battheg'Neutral” and “Mixed”
codes, but kappa only increases to 0.56 if we coeblieutral and Mixed into the same

code.
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Initiator: If an interactive conversation is marked by eaqueits of participation,
we should see both participants initiating convisasaopics. Feedback conversations
will tend toward the critic initiating more topitisan the feedback recipient, but here we
would still expect that the Writer might have sfieactoncerns to ask about. This code
simply tracks which participant initiated each itefrfeedback. For example, in Figure 3,
the third segment is initiated by the Writer ratttean the Critic. This coding had
substantial reliability (Cohen’s kappa = 0.73).

Rationale: The presence of rationales suggests that moremiatoon is being
shared in the exchanges, indicating a higher lef/giteractivity. This code is applied if
either the Critic or the Writer provide a ration&bde the feedback. Reliability was
moderate (Cohen’s kappa=0.55).

Discussed:The presence of discussion is a key indicatontafractivity.
Sometimes, a Critic gives feedback point by pahmost as if reading a list. However, if
an item of feedback is discussed by the Critic\&ider (more than a simple “OK” or
“Yep.”), this code is applied. Reliability for thede was substantial (Cohen’s
kappa=0.64).

Agreement, Challenge, and DeflectionHow the Writer responds to feedback
during the conversation could indicate their likelod of accepting the feedback, or if
they are having a strong emotional reaction tactiteeism. Each item of feedback was
coded for whether the Writer agrees with the feepehallenges the feedback
(expresses disagreement), or attempts to defleatrtticism (e.g., by giving an excuse).

Agreement and Deflection produced substantial bgiig (Cohen’s kappa = 0.71 and
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0.68, respectively). The Challenge code could eatetiably coded (Cohen’s kappa =

0.41) and is excluded from further analysis.

PowerPoint Document Quality

While the relationship between feedback and quakty been studied extensively,
the literature does not contain clear findingshis irea. Even so, it is still of interest to
know if the quality of the PowerPoint document eliff across conditions. By grading the
PowerPoint presentations, both before and aftefedback conversation, we are able to
calculate the average change in quality for eaclition. Additionally, there is reason to
believe that the quality of the pre-conversatiow®doint may influence the quantity
and quality of feedback given. Thus, pre-conveosaowerPoint quality will be used as
a control in some analyses of the feedback conttersa

To assess PowerPoint quality, a grading schemelexasdoped based on two
distinct methods. First, a set of thirty-six quess were developed based on the
instructions given to the subjects (e.qg., theraukhbe exactly four slides), on the expert
commentary to the case study (Roche et al., 2@0@8) on general PowerPoint design
features (e.qg., the text should fit on the slid&)cond, four subjective ratings were
assigned for the a) content of the recommendatlpnsriting and rhetoric, ¢) format and
mechanics, and d) overall. This resulted in a fougstion instrument (see Appendix
11).

Two coders graded sample PowerPoint presentatiodsvielop reliability and
consistency in the grading. Once training had lweenmpleted, they independently graded
all of the presentations. Several steps were takemnimize bias in the graders. Before

grading, all of the PowerPoint presentations wa@gmized by replacing the author’s
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name with a male name from a random name gendkdamo, 2006). New filenames
were randomly assigned to all PowerPoint filesliscuire the experimental condition and
whether files were from before or after the feedb@mversation. The graders were

given a randomly generated list indicating the ordevhich to grade the files. One of

the graders was not familiar with the experimedgsign. In order to eliminate any
expectation that PPT files from the same sessiardwhow improvement, she was told
that similarities in the files occurred because subjects had worked as a team, but each

had created his own presentation.

Reliability of PowerPoint Grading

All of the categorical grading questions were apety/for inter-rater reliability
using Cohen’s kappa. For some questions, the raigessible choices were condensed
to enhance agreement. For example, for the que#i@the recommendations
consistent with the approaches recommended indimenentaries?” the original options
were a) No, b) Some yes, some no, and c) Yes. dllithree categories, Cohen’s kappa
is 0.32. However, in looking at the data, it is oo that the coders disagreed on where
to draw a distinction between “Some yes, some nd’“&es.” After combining these
two categories into a single code, Cohen’s kap@ars.

Seventeen of the original 36 questions had higlugmanter-rater agreement to
use in further analysis (Cohen’s kappa > .50). €ls=venteen questions were summed
(with value reversals as necessary) to createahdoore for each presentation. The
scores of the two graders are highly correlated;+.85,n= 74,p < .001 (Franzblau,
1958). Among the subjective ratings, only the “Grating had a high enough

correlation to be useful, r = +.67, n = 74, p< .0®lnally, there is a high correlation
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between the score calculated from the 17 questindghe overall subjective scores

+.75,n = 148,p < .001.

Feedback Acceptance Coding

It was hoped that the final piece of data would edrom comparing the “before”
and “after” PowerPoint documents to assess whé&thigers incorporated the changes
suggested by the Critics. Using the coded feedbankersations, two coders went
through all the PowerPoint documents to deternfieach item of feedback was heeded
by the Writer during editing. Even after signifitdraining and selective recoding,
reliability was too low for further analysis (Cohekappa = 0.5).

Further analysis of the coding scheme suggestedthacceptable level of
reliability could not be achieved without a compleverhaul of the coding scheme that
would have required recoding the entire set of dwents. Given these problems, and the
lack of support for the feedback acceptance hypethe the questionnaire data
(described in the next section), the decision wademot to use this coding data.

These coding problems were a significant motivatamrthe design of the second

experiment, described in the next chapter.

Analysis and Findings

First level data analysis was conducted using @ineesgeneral approach for all

variables. The basic experimental design employ2xRamanipulation of the Critic’s
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communication medium and the Writer's communicatizedium® Gender was also
included in the analysis, resulting in a basic At{€s Med.) x 2 (Writer's Med.) x 2
(gender) ANOVA design. Other analyses were condiafeere relevant. The analyses

for each hypothesis are presented in the resioéction.

Interactivity and Media Conditions

Interactivity results from a set of enacted behisgithin a particular
communication environment. The affordances of tramunication environment shape
the communication behaviors, but these behaviossatsm be affected by other factors
including the characteristics of the individual fpapants (and their relationship to each
other) and social and genre norms. To addressugtign of whether the four
experimental conditions vary in the level of intaty, transcript data were analyzed
for changes in the amount of communication, comgation balance, and the contingent
interlocking of communication.

First, the amount of communication was analyzedgisounts of the number of
conversation segments and of the number of itenfsenlback presented in each
feedback session. Because each feedback sesslotihéosame amount of time, this will

give a good sense of the amount of informationeshar

! Throughout this document the phrases “Critic’s med and “Writer's medium” refer to the medium that
each person uses to send information to the dilhether words, if the Critic’s medium is
videoconferencing and the Writer's medium is IMerithe Writer can see and hear the Critic, but the
Writer must type if he wants to ask the Critic asgion.
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Figure 4: Total items of feedback by Critic's and Witer's media

The Critic’s communication medium is a significaeterminant of both the
number of segment§(1,35)=8.8,p<.01) and the number of items of feedba
(F(1,34)=5.8, p<.05). The Writer's medium is not gnslicant predictor of the number of
segments, but approaches significance for the nuofbems of feedback+(1,34)=2.9,

p<.1, see Figure 4).
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As a second test of the amount of information shatems of feedback were
coded for whether the critic provided a rationaethe feedback. Results showed that
the percentage of items of feedback with ratiodajgended on the Critic’'s medium
(t(31.9) = -2.7166, p<.05). Critics are more likedbyback up their feedback with
rationales if they are communicating through videderencing than if they are giving
feedback over IM (see Figure 5).

Another key marker of interactivity is interlockedmmunication. In a feedback
conversation, we look for whether the conversagamostly a series of statements by the
Critic, or if the various items of feedback arecdissed. Each item of feedback was coded
for the presence of discussion (beyond a simple™@KYes”). We can then look at the

percentage of items of feedback that contained-badkforth discussion.
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Figure 5: Percent of items of feedback with rationh by
Critic's medium
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Figure 6: Percent of feedback discussed, by Critis'
Medium

The analysis suggests that the Critic’'s mediumsgaificant determinant of the
amount of discussion (F(1,35)=5.0731, p<.05). WienCritic is using instant
messaging, a greater percentage of items of fekdbi#lde discussed (see Figure 6).
This is a particularly interesting finding becaitssuggests that the highest levels of
interactivity may not actually be achieved in tiehest media.

One potential explanation for this is that as argefeedback conversations have
a built-in power dynamic that can lead to an imbedéain the amount of conversation.
There are two distinct roles—the feedback giver thiedeedback recipient—and we
expect the feedback giver to do most of the talkigredium like instant messaging,
however, tends to have a slower communication speetimessages sent in discrete
chunks (rather than a continuous stream). Thisigesvmore opportunities for the Writer

to interject in a conversation that we would expedie relatively one-sided.
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Finally, we expect that higher levels of interaityiwill show greater balance in
participation. Even though typical feedback conagoms may not have equa
participation by both participants, we expect lbas interactive communication
environments will show greater imbalance. One veagdtermine balance is to look at
which participant is controlling the direction et conversation. In a typical feedback
conversation, most of the time the Critic will d#eiwhich items to address, but the
Writer could also introduce topics and ask for fesak in a specific area. In balanced
conversations, each participant will introduce gna¢ number of topics. This was tested
by analyzing the percentage of items of feedbaitiaiad by each participant. While
these data differ in the expected directions—Waiteitiated a greater percentage of the
topics when they were in videoconferencing, or wtenCritic was using IM—these
results do not reach significance

When we take these results as a whole, the datgesuthat interactivity is
determined not only by the medium itself but algdh® relationships among media and
the norms of giving feedback. As such, it is netals clear which condition has the
highest interactivity. For each person in the cosagon, the number of items of
feedback that they contribute depends on the methatithey are using. However, if we
look at the amount of discussion, we see that thiee¥\s behavior (i.e. discussing the
feedback) depends on the Critic’s medium. The volém experiment described in the
next chapter attempts to more precisely controirtteractivity of each communication

medium.
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Feedback Content and Style

The first three hypotheses deal with feedback ctraed style: level of
negativity, level of politeness, and developmersiudred understanding. This section

addresses each of these in turn.

Negativity

Feedback “sign” (positive or negative) is one @& thost-studied characteristics
of feedback. Feedback sign has been shown to lmeportant predictor of feedback
acceptance, and it is related to how feedback iextip perceive the feedback source
(Baughman, 1988; Nease et al., 1999; Podsakoffr&,A®89; Shao, 1997). Feedback
delivered in electronic media tends to be more teg#han feedback delivered face-to-
face (Hebert & Vorauer, 2003).

Hypothesis 1 states that the level of negativittheffeedback will be inversely
related to the interactivity of the communicatiowigonment. In other words, feedback
delivered in less interactive environments willrbere negative.

In this experiment, negativity was measured throsigbject questionnaires and
by coding the conversation transcripts. In the tjaesaires, negativity was measured
with a set of 3 paired questions for the writer antic:

Writer:

* The feedback | received was positive. (reverseestjor

* The feedback | received suggested that the Powarpasentation
needs a lot of improvement.

* The other consultant thought | did a good job. €ree scored)
Critic:

» The feedback | gave was positive. (reverse scored)
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* The feedback | gave suggested that the PowerP@séptation needs
a lot of improvement.

* | thought the other consultant did a good job. éree scored)
These questions were analyzed separately and o @aeraged negativity

score. Analysis of the Writer's responses and thicG responses were conducted both
separately and as a per-session average. Theignifjcant determinant of the Writer’s
perception of negativity is gendé(1,34) = 7.6, p<.01, with men’s interpretation loé t
feedback more negative than women'’s (see Figure 7).

Neither the media conditions nor gender are sigaifi determinants of the

Critics’ perceptions of negativity.
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Figure 7: Writer's perception of negativity, by gerder

Negativity was also explored through analysis ef¢bnversation transcripts.
Feedback items were coded for whether the impboatias positive, negative, or

neutral/mixed. Analysis was conducted by lookinghatpercent of the feedback in each
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Gender

— Male
--- Female

15

Items with Positive Implication {percent per session)
10

Writer's Medium

Figure 8: Percent of items of feedback with
positive implication - interaction of Writer's
medium and gender

of the three coding categories. When interpretiveg¢ results, remember that the
implication coding category only had moderate htteder agreement (kappa = .55).

There is little if any effect from media condition gender on the amount of
mixed or neutral feedback across conditions. Howdweking at the results for positive
and negative feedback, we can see that the intenaaft Writer's medium and gender
had a significant effect, consistent across all @soaf analyses. For example, looking at
the percentage of feedback that was positive, thee¥A¢ medium by gender interaction
was significant at the p<.01 levél(€,33) = 9.6).

This interaction is interesting because it suggistsmen are more likely to give
positive feedback when the Writer is using videdemmncing, but women are more

likely to give positive feedback when the Writeusing IM (see Figure 8).

Threat Regulation
Our second hypothesis was that the level of thregailation in a feedback

conversation will be positively related to the natetivity of the communication
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environment. In other words, Critics will engagemore threat-reducing behaviors when
there are higher levels of interactivity.

Threat regulation concerns the degree to whiclkcsréttempt to soften the
delivery of bad news. For example, they might ameigative comments, try to phrase
their comments in less direct language, or useveshal communication to soften the
impact of a critique.

Threat regulation was measured with a series gbaived questions:

1. The feedback | received/gave was polite.

2. The other consultant tried to protect my feelingried to protect the other
consultant's feelings.

3. The other consultant gave more positive feedbaak {g)he thought |
deserved./ The feedback | gave was more positae ttie other consultant
deserved.

4. The other consultant held back some comments tegirmy feelings./ | held
back some comments to protect the other consdtimafings.

5. The other consultant could imagine how | was feglihcould imagine how
the other consultant was feeling.

6. The feedback I received/gave was completely tritkiReversed)
For each question, the individual questions forditigc and the writer are

analyzed separately, and a difference score islledxl by subtracting the writer’s
response from the critic’s.

Reliability analyses suggest that these questionsotlrepresent a single latent
variable for the writersoE.424). For critics, these produce acceptable mader
consistencyd=.621). It is not surprising that these scales waowlt hold together
particularly well, given that the questions repreg#fferent facets of the threat
regulation concept, including tone of message dgjivcontent of messages (e.g.

omitting bad news), and ability to empathize.
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Figure 9: Writer's perception of threat regulation
(honesty), by Critic's medium

As a result, a scale was created to measure thestyoof the feedback, using only
qguestions 3, 4, and 6. This scale produced acdegtabrnal consistency for the writers
(0=.635), critics ¢=.608), and difference scoras=(702). ANOVAS for each scale were
performed, both with and without gender (see tal#idilitionally, the writer’s scale was
reanalyzed with the critic’s scale included as aacate, but this did not qualitatively
affect the findings.

The only significant result is that the Writer'srpeption of threat regulation
depends on the Critic’s communication medium (RR)58.7, p<.05). This is an
interesting result for these data. It appearstti@aperception of threat reduction through
content withholding varies by the medium in whible feedback was communicated, but
only for Writers. Writers perceive that Critics avéhholding more information when the
feedback is communicated through instant messdgargwhen communicated through
videoconferencing (see Figure 9—higher values amtdigreater levels of withholding

information).
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Understanding the thinking of writers when theyveei®d this question is
difficult. On one hand, the questions could be tmesl positively: a higher value could
indicate that the critic is trying to protect theiter’s feelings. On the other hand, these
results also suggest that when writers receivebi@gdin IM, they are more likely to
suspect that the critic is not telling them the lehouth.

The other threat reduction questions that werenobiided in the honesty scale
were also analyzed individually, but produced mm#icant differences among
conditions.

The hypothesis suggested that critic’s level oéglhregulation would have
changed depending on how they saw the writerfctitic has richer information about
how the feedback is affecting the writer’'s emotiastate, it is more likely that they will
engage in threat reduction behaviors. The questioadata do not support this
hypothesis. However, these results could be atrekthe difficulty of answering these
guestions. Critics may not be aware of their ownaveors, especially if the feedback is
not overly negative.

Because of the low reliability of the transcriptiony for threat regulation, the

hypothesis cannot be tested from conversation data.

Shared Understanding and Meta-accuracy

The third hypothesis about feedback content arld stiggests that shared
understanding will be positively related to theenaictivity of the communication
environment. In high interactivity environmentsrtpapants will be able to come to a

more accurate understanding of each other.
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Figure 10: Meta-accuracy, interaction of Critic’'s medium
and Writer's medium

To test shared understanding, twenty-one quesébaoat the task were asked of
both the critic and the writer. Difference and #iesolute value of the difference between
the critics’ and writers’ responses were calculdtedeach of these questions. A
reliability analysis shows acceptable internal ¢stesicy for both scales£.664, and
a=.606 respectively). Scales were created by sumthiaglifference scores for all
twenty-one variables. The analysis showed no sgamf differences in shared
understanding across conditions, with or withourtoge.

“Meta-accuracy” is a subset of shared understanttiagfocuses on the Writers’
ability to accurately discern Critics’ perceptiarfshe Writer (Hebert & Vorauer, 2003).
In evaluating the PowerPoint presentation, theicCiagrmed a perception of the Writer's
performance. During the feedback conversationWhiger then formed a meta-
perception of the Critic’s perception. Meta-accyresca measure of agreement between

the Critic’s perception and the Writer's meta-p@tcm.
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Each participant answered a question that speltyfiaddressed the Critic’'s
evaluation of the writer: “[I / The other consulththought [the other consultant / I] did a
good job." To create a meta-accuracy score, théeW\&irating was subtracted from the
Critic’s rating. Meta-accuracy was analyzed in@#8tic’'s medium) by 2 (Writer’s
medium) by 2 (gender) ANOVA. There was a signiftcateraction between the Critic’s
medium and the Writer's mediurk({L,33)=5.2, p<.05) with no effect from gender (see
Figure 10). In this graph, the higher values intidhat in mixed-media conditions, the

Writer interpreted the Critic’s evaluation more aggely than intended.

Perceptions of Source Credibility

The next pair of hypotheses have to do with theté&i perceptions of source
credibility. Do the Writers believe that the peogleing them feedback are qualified to
do so? These two hypotheses refer to the Writen€gptions; all of the data is drawn

from their questionnaire responses.

Trust

Hypothesis 4 says that the recipient’s trust inféeelback source will be
positively related to the interactivity of the commcation environment. Trust was
measured with a series of questions drawn frorheppecific Interpersonal Trust (SIP)
Scale (Johnson-George & Swap, 1982) and b) the iGomsl of Trust Inventory (Butler,
1991). The questions used are listed in Appendix 8.

The two scales use slightly different operatioralans of the trust concept. To
use the Specific Interpersonal Trust Scale, it mexessary to instruct subjects to

“imagine that you are going to be interacting vitie other subject in the future.”

80



5.2

Trust Score

4.8

Gender

4.6

— Female
- Male

Critic's Medium

Figure 11: Critic’s trust score, interaction of gerder and
Critic's medium

However, the Conditions of Trust Inventory couldused more directly, as the questions
are more direct.

There are a total of 29 trust questions used sahalysis. Five questions were
reverse coded. Taken together, the trust questewealed a high level of internal
consistencyd=.93). The overall trust score was computed asanéthe 29 questions.

Writers’ and Critics’ responses were analyzed saphr. For Writers, neither
communication condition nor gender were signifigaretdictors of trust. For Critics,
there was a significant interaction between thé€sicommunication medium and
genderF(1,33) = 8.2, p<.01.

To explain this more simply: it appears that fen@igics trusted Writers more
when they gave feedback in videoconferencing. @rother hand, male Critics trusted

Writers more when they gave feedback in IM thamideoconferencing (see Figure 11).
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While there is a significant result, interpretatisrproblematic. In debriefing,
several subjects expressed that they had diffi@arngwering the trust questions because
of the limited amount of interaction between papaats. Both trust scales, and
especially the SIP scale, tend to assume longeraamigqince and better interpersonal
knowledge. It is also not clear why this result Vdooe significant for Critics, but not for

Writers.

Mutuality

The second source credibility hypothesis has twitlo mutuality—that
participants’ feelings of mutuality will be posiély related to the interactivity of the
communication environment.

Mutuality refers to the general perception thafescts are “in this together.”
Related concepts include shared goals, common dr@@ison & Olson, 2000), and
relational closeness (Aron & Fraley, 1999). The umlity scale developed here employs
six questions. One question is the “Inclusion ef @ther in the Self” diagram from
(Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992). This diagram is comspd of seven pairs of circles with
increasing levels of overlap, and subjects aredatkeircle the picture which best
describes their relationship with a target personhis case, the other subject). The other
five questions ask the subject to indicate theiel®f agreement with these statements:

» The other consultant and | make a good team.

* The other consultant and | share many interests.

* The other consultant understands how | was thinking

» The other consultant and | agreed about the gdalea@xercise.
* The other consultant and | are more similar tharameedifferent.
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Figure 12: Critic’'s mutuality score, interaction of gender
and Critic’s medium

A reliability analysis revealed a high level ofental consistencyu€.801). The
overall mutuality score was computed as a meaheobtquestions.

As with trust, Writers and Critics were analyzegaately. And similarly,
mutuality was determined by a significant interactbetween the Critic’s medium and
gender for Criticsi(1,33),p<.001 (see Figure 12). The same interaetias nearly
significant for WritersF(1,33), p<.1.

Again, this finding should be interpreted carefulys with the trust scores, it is
not clear why this effect would be significant foritics, but not significant for Writers.
There may also be theoretical overlap between rityt@and trust such that these two

analyses are capturing variance from the sametlasgiable.
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Feedback Acceptance and Response

The final two hypotheses have to do with how thet&/responds to feedback.
As mentioned earlier, it was hoped that feedbackpiance data could be gathered from
the transcripts, but problems with coding schenlielsidity prevent this. As such, these
final hypotheses will be tested using primarily WWeters’ questionnaire data.

Hypothesis 6 claimed that feedback acceptance wmailabsitively related to the
interactivity of the communication environment. &eack acceptance measures the
degree to which writers believe the feedback threygasen. It was measured by a set of
Six questions:

* ltis hard to take the comments that | was giveioasly. (Reversed)
e | found the feedback | received to be useful.
e | believe the feedback | received.

* lincorporated all the other consultant's suggastiato my
PowerPoint presentation.

* | do not agree with the feedback provided by theptonsultant.
(Reversed)

* The feedback | received was completely truthful.
The analysis was complimented by a question addgetse Writers’ feelings of

motivation:

* The other consultant motivated me to do my beskwor
However, neither the communication environmentsgasder were found to be

significant determinants of feedback acceptanaceativation.

The data for satisfaction are more intriguing. Hyyesis 7 suggests that
recipients’ satisfaction with feedback will be gosaly related to the interactivity of the
communication environment. Satisfaction was meabswtith two questions:

* | am satisfied with the feedback | received/gave.
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Figure 13: Writer's satisfaction with the feedbackexperience

» Overall, receiving/giving feedback was a satisfyaxgperience.
The Critics’ and the Writers’ responses were aredyzeparately. Not

surprisingly, Critics found it more satisfying tovg feedback over videoconferencing
than over IM (t(33) = -2.8, p<.01, two-tailed).

The situation is slightly more complex for Writdsee Figure 13). For the first
guestion—satisfaction with the feedback—there arsignificant effects. However, for
the second question—about satisfaction with th@éelence’—there is a significant
interaction between the Critic’'s medium, the Wigenedium, and gendeF(1,29)=6.1,
p<.05).

For both men and women, when the Writer is usisgam messaging, there is
little change in the Writer’s satisfaction with teeperience regardless of the Critic’s

medium. However, when the Writer is using videoeoahcing, men are more satisfied if

85



the Critic is in the same medium, whereas womememe satisfied if the Critic is using
instant messaging.

One aspect of the transcript coding that pertain&/titers’ response to the
feedback they receive is how they respond to tedifack during the conversation.
Feedback conversations were coded for whethertaheawriter expressed agreement
with the critic, and whether or not the writer @éefied the feedback. Deflections are
defined as statements in which the writer makesxanse or distances herself from her
work, for example, by saying “I didn’t have enoughe for that.” Deflections do not
indicate disagreement with the feedback, only thatwriter felt it necessary to explain
why they did what they did. Feedback was also cddedhether or not the writer
challenged the feedback, but inter-coder religbwiis too low to use this variable.

However, the data show no significant differencesxpressed agreement or
deflections for media, gender, or experimental dooml

Finally, one might expect that if Writers acceptiarse the feedback, the quality
of their documents might improve. However, neithest-experiment grades nor grade
improvement (post-test minus pre-test grades) st@mg significant differences on any

independent variable.
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Table 4: Summary of experiment 1 findings

D

Category Hypothesis Significant Effects Notes
Gender** (perception);| Men perceive feedback to b
interaction of Writer's | more negative than women,;
medium and gender** | Men give more positive
H1: Negativity feedback when Writer is in
VC, Women give more
positive feedback when
Writer in IM
Content &
Style ) Critic’'s medium* Writer perceives greater
gg' Ilgrtie:r: withholding by Critic when
g Critic uses IM
Critic’'s medium by Writer’s perceive feedback
H3: Shared Writer's medium more negatively than
Understanding | interaction* (meta- intended in mixed-media
accuracy) conditions
Gender by Critic’s female Critics trusted Writer
medium interaction** | more when they gave
H4: Trust (for Critics only) feedback in VC; male Critics
trusted Writers more when
Sl they gave feedback in IM
Credibility Gender by Critic’s for women, trust is higher
medium interaction for | when Critic is using VC; for
H5: Mutuality | Critics***and nearing | men, trust is higher when
significance for Critic is using IM
Writers+
H6: Acceptance No significant effects
Critic’'s medium (for Critics find it more satisfying
Response Critics)**; Critic’s to give feedback over VC;
P H7: medium by Writer’s complex interaction
Satisfaction medium by Gender determines Writers’

interaction (for
Writers)*

satisfaction
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Summary and Moving Forward

Overall, this experiment presents no convincingpsupfor the theory that
communication environment interactivity affectsdback processes or outcomes. While
there are some intriguing significant effects ia #nalysis, these results are not
consistent enough to suggest a robust theory. Gm&stent result from this experiment
is that gender plays an important role in this avéa see main effects of gender on
negativity, and interactions between gender andarmxhditions in negativity, trust,
mutuality, and satisfaction.

For Critics, both trust and mutuality are deterrdibg an interaction of the
Critic’'s medium and gender. However, in our theioettapproach to feedback
acceptance and response, our interest lies mogtiythre Writers’ perceptions of the
Critics. If a Writer trusts a Critic, and believist the Critic shares the same goals and
has the Writer’s best interests at heart, the \Wsit@uld be more likely to accept
feedback. These significant effects, however, pedaly to the Critic’s feelings toward
the Writer.

On the whole, it is not clear whether the lack @figistent and significant findings
is due to theoretical or methodological problenw. &ample, in the experiment, the
four conditions did not have a consistent pattérvagiation in the different facets of
interactivity. While the Critics tended to sharermmmformation in videoconferencing
than in instant messaging, this also produceddessission.

Several of the variables of interest were also lgrahatic. Several coding

categories suffered from unacceptably low religpilMost critically, the feedback
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acceptance coding was not usable. These codindepnebdeave us with few behavioral
measures to complement the perceptual measures.

As such, this experiment does not provide enoufgirnmation to confidently
accept or reject the interactivity construct.

A second experiment was planned to deal with sontigese issues. While the
second experiment will not have as broad a scopleisene, it will hopefully provide
clearer data about feedback acceptance. The exgrrimmdesigned specifically to
control some of the external sources of varianke lender) while providing a less
error-prone method of measuring behavioral effeltiss follow-on experiment will be

presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 4

EXPERIMENT 2

Introduction & Hypotheses

As discussed at the end of the last chapter, thieekperiment produced
inconclusive results. While the experiment did piatvide evidence of interactivity’s
effects on feedback processes or outcomes, itdadisoot convincingly rule out
interactivity effects. There were enough problemthe experimental method and data to
motivate a second experiment to obtain more conaugsults.

Like the first experiment, participants in this eximent received feedback about
a document that they had written. The feedbackdetisered in one of four mediated
communication environments that use videoconfergnand instant messaging (IM). In
two conditions, the Critic and Writer each usedsame technology to communicate, and
in two conditions they communicated in a mixed-raeghivironment. Data were
collected from questionnaires and analysis of hauchents that the subjects produce.
Several changes were introduced to the experimergdiod—they are described in
detail below.

The first experiment’s design contributed to thiiclilty in coding, and created
substantial uncontrolled variance. Experimentajexttb were used for both the Writer

and Critic role. This provided greater realismhe experiment, and allowed us to ask
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guestions about how the media affect both the Wirttie and the Critic role. But not

only did each Writer produce a completely differdatument, each Critic also gave very
different feedback. While some Critics made onfg\a vague comments about fonts and
colors, others gave very detailed instructionsh@ange the entire argument in the
document. It was clear that the feedback variedttyrén terms of specificity of the
comments, how difficult it would be to implementdshow difficult it would be for the
Writer to accept (either because they representkfiesent approach to the problem, or
the suggestions were unworkable or just plain wyong

The difficulty of implementing reliable coding sehes for behavioral data was a
concern in the first experiment. For example, ttvaet data about feedback acceptance
required segmenting feedback transcripts into gppate “item of feedback” units,
coding each of those units for intent, and thenganng the Writer's pre- and post-
editing documents to determine if each item of be@tt was heeded. Even with iterative
development of the coding schemes and extensiver ¢aning, the data were not
reliable enough to be useful.

The analyses of the first experiment’s data alewsld that gender was a
significant factor for several variables, includinggativity, trust, mutuality, and
satisfaction. In fact, gender often created arrautiion with the variables of interest, such
that men and women would not respond in the sanye Waile these gender interactions
are interesting, the additional variance could laskng the main effects of the
communication medium.

A final issue raised in the first experiment waskiag the four media conditions

in terms of interactivity. It appeared that whikech individual’'s medium affected the
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amount of information delivered, it was the relaship among the media and the
feedback norms that determined conversational balaks such, we could not simply
rank the four media conditions by their level dkiactivity.

This chapter presents the results of a follow-gmeexnent designed to directly
address these issues through three key innova@mtswill use uniform feedback for all
Writers delivered by a confederate, b) coding walé a single-step process with fewer
subjective metrics, and c) the experiment will asy male subjects. The experiment
will also make some small changes to the protacotsder to address minor procedural
issues in the first experiment.

Giving all subjects the same feedback removes at gesal of the variance in the
feedback conversations that is not due to the nwhditions. Additionally, this gives
the ability to craft feedback that is both cleatBfined and easy to detect, greatly
simplifying the coding process. And the amountesdfdback information will be the same
regardless of condition, which allows a focus amc¢bnversational balance aspect of
interactivity.

While these changes should produce higher quadits, dhere are some
drawbacks. The scope of the experiment will beaveer. Because of the confederate in
the Critic role, the hypotheses will only addreBarmges in the Writer’'s response to
feedback. Providing feedback that can be applicibéay potential document that the
Writers create will also present a challenge. Ténetbpment of this feedback will be
described later in this chapter.

Also, because of the use of a confederate, conioygm the feedback

conversations will be limited. To develop true dguinteracts in conversation—that is,
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interlocked and contingent interaction—each pgréinot must be able to react to what the
other participant has previously said. Using seddeedback restricts the Critic’s ability
to change what he says or the way he says it. dhesfmust necessarily shift to issues of
participation and balance, rather than how thedXiteedback can changeresponse to
the Writer’s actions.

While the first experiment raised interesting qigest about the role of gender in
mediated feedback, we will not be able to furtmeestigate those results in this
experiment. The main purpose of this experimetd tetermine if the media affect
feedback acceptance, and as such this experimkmémiove gender from consideration.

This experiment will only test hypotheses about\Whéers’ perceptions of and
responses to feedback. However, the hypothesesatiltary significantly from the first

experiment. The hypotheses will be summarizedemixt sections.

Perceptions of Feedback Content and Style

In the first experiment, we looked at how interaityi might affect the way that
Critics deliver feedback in different media envinoents. In this experiment, because the
Critic is giving the same feedback to all Writexs are able to specifically look at
whether interactivity affects the Writers’ percepis of the feedback messages.
Specifically, we will look at the Writer's perceptis of negativity and threat regulation.
Hypothesis 1: The Writer's perceptions of the negativity of teedback

will be inversely related to the interactivity dietcommunication
environment.

Hypothesis 2: The Writer’'s perceptions of the threat regulatmfrthe
feedback will be positively related to the interaity of the
communication environment.
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Perceptions of Source Credibility

While the use of a confederate in the Critic rdleldd minimize variations in the
amount of feedback given, the different media coomals will still affect what the Writer
can know about the Critic. When the Writer canae@ hear the Critic instead of just
receiving their text messages, the visual and acuks will give the Writer a better sense
of the Critic. In addition, conditions that allotvet Writer to ask questions of the Critic
are more likely to produce feelings of trust andunality.

Hypothesis 3: The recipient’s trust in the feedback source well b
positively related to the interactivity of the conmitation environment.

Hypothesis 4: The recipient’s perception of the Critic’s expsetiwill be
positively related to the interactivity of the conmitation environment.

Hypothesis 5: The recipient’s feelings of mutuality will be posaty
related to the interactivity of the communicatiorvieconment.

Feedback Acceptance

In addition to the feedback recipient’s feelinggrast and mutuality, interactivity
is likely to affect other processes as well. Higlesels of interactivity will aid
comprehension and sensemaking. Conversationaldeglanparticular, will help
recipients feel like they have been a part of theversation and have been able to voice
their own questions and concerns. As a result d@eldacceptance will be higher.

Hypothesis 6: Feedback acceptance will be positively relateth&o
interactivity of the communication environment.

Method

This experiment follows the same basic procedutbaéirst experiment

(presented in Chapter 3). A Writer creates a dociiilpased on a business case study.
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The Writer then receives feedback on that docunmeome of four communication
conditions. Finally, the Writer has a chance td #d document based on the feedback
they received before submitting a final version.

There are, however, several important changessretperiment. The most
important of these is that the Critic role is pldy® a confederate. While the Critic is
described to the Writer as “another study particigan reality the Critic is an actor who
gives the same feedback to every subject. Thisngeerperiment also only uses male

participants. These and other changes are desanlikd remainder of this section.

Participants

Participants were recruited through a general stip@ol, recruitment posters,
and a newspaper advertisement at a large Midwesteversity. The pool was the same
pool used for the first experiment. However, beeandividuals who participated in the
first experiment were excluded from this experiméme pool was not able to provide
enough subjects, and additional recruiting was aotedl.

The first experiment demonstrated that gender predsignificant interactions
with media effects in several of our target vamablAnalysis of the data from the first
experiment showed that while the differences wetesignificant, men tended to have
slightly lower unexplained variance than women.aAgsult, the choice was made to use
only male subjects for this experiment.

Forty-one sessions were conducted. Table 1 détailsmany sessions were

conducted in each experimental condition.
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Table 5: Sessions in each experimental condition

Critic (sending)
Instant Messaging| Videoconferencing
Writer | Instant Messaging 11 subjects 10 subjects
(sending) | Videoconferencing 10 subjects 10 subjects

There were a total of 43 male participants who heba study, but two subjects
did not return to complete the second session.él'belsjects are not included in the table
above. No other sessions have been excluded fralysis

The average participant age was 26 years (medige&3), ranging from 19 to
52 years. Twenty-four subjects (59%) were Whitege¢h(7%) were Black or African-
American, nine (22%) were Asian, three (7%) wergpdnic or Latino, one was Native-
American, and one participant declined to answer.

The highest level of education was a high schqabdaa for 25 subjects (all but
2 were current college students), an undergradieggeee for 11 subjects, and a graduate
degree for 4 subjects (one subject declined to arjsw

All subjects reported using e-mail daily. Most bétsubjects (66%) had no
experience with videoconferencing, although 2 sttbjeeported using it weekly. Half of
the subjects (20/41) reported daily instant mesgpgse, and 2 reported having never
used it. One subject reported never using wordgasing, two reported using it monthly,

and all other subjects use it at least once pekwee

Task/Procedure

Each participant in this experiment was signedargo sessions. In the first
session, a group of three to ten subjects entbeethboratory, and each participant was

seated in front of a laptop computer at a largeetakfter reading and signing consent
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forms, subjects completed a pre-experiment quesdioa covering demographics and
computer use.

Each participant was given instructions and a auffihie business case study,
“Do Something, He’s About to Snap” (the same cagdysused in the first experiment).
The Writer was told that after reading the casdysthe should create an essay as if he
was taking a class in a business school. The rt&ins provided guidelines for the
essay, and also explained that the essays wouddabled so that high scoring
presentations could earn a monetary bonus. Writers instructed not to speak to each
other, and given up to one hour to complete thayss#fter the Writer completed the
essay, the experimenter collected the documents@mdmed the Writer's appointment
for the second session the next day.

When each participant arrived for the second seski®was seated at a cubicle,
and given a paper copy of his essay. After reathiegessay, each participant completed a
short self-evaluation questionnaire. Then the pigdint was given an instruction sheet
that told them they would be receiving feedbackfranother participant who had read
their essay. The instructions also told them thay twvould have a chance to edit the
essay after the feedback, and reminded them abeumhonetary bonus.

Each participant was then led into another roomrevkiee communication
equipment had been set up. The experimenter madeaseomments designed to
reinforce the deception that the confederate waghan participant. For example, the
experimenter would say, “The experimenter at tieobuilding should have the other
participant ready,” and, “The other participantdgaur essay, and he got the same

instructions as you.” The experimenter then actigddhe communication media,
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confirmed that it was working (by watching the ficemmunications), and then left the
room. Rather than giving a time limit for thesessess, the confederate was able to
signal to the experimenter through a separate Idhokl when all of the scripted
feedback had been delivered. The experimenter wbeld return to the participant’s
room, saying, “Time’s up!” as the door was opened.

The Writer was led back to his cubicle, where ayaoiphis essay was now open
in Microsoft Word. He was given “as long as need@dédit the document before
submitting the final version. All participants totdss than thirty minutes to edit their
presentation. When done editing, the participameted a post-experiment
guestionnaire about the experience of receivindldaek and their perceptions of the task
and the “other participant.” Finally, subjects wededbriefed about the full purpose of the
study and the nature of the deception, asked n@vieal the details to anyone else, and

compensated for their time (with the full bonus).

Media conditions

The feedback conversations between the critic adnmused essentially the
same four electronically mediated communicationditions as the first experiment. The
four conditions use either video-conferencing and-based instant messaging (IM).

The video-conferencing channel was changed sligbttieal with some issues in
the first experiment and with the design of theoselcexperiment. In the first experiment,
the video-conferencing channel used analog tel@viand audio signals. However, this
required precise calibration of the audio chanirethe video-to-video condition to allow

the participants to hear each other without gemeyatudio feedback.
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Additionally, in the first experiment the entirepetiment was conducted in one
laboratory that included multiple rooms and a cdraontrol room for switching,
monitoring, and recording A/V signals. In the set@xperiment, in order to preserve the
illusion that the confederate was a participanidas necessary to isolate the confederate
in a different building.

To deal with these requirements, this experimeatl asscommercial IP-based
videoconferencing system. The end points were PatyZiewStations attached to large
monitors. The ViewStation allows high quality petotpoint video- and audio-
conferencing with built-in echo cancellation. Bdtie participant and the confederate
were located in buildings on a university camputhwobust high-speed networking.
This allowed for high quality video and audio, witle or no noticeable delay.

As in the first experiment, the subjects used MSéssénger for the instant
messaging channel.

This experiment used the same combination of tleecommunication channels
as the first experiment. The conditions are: 1hstbjects sending messages through
IM, 2) the critic sending through videoconferencargl the writer sending through IM,

3) the critic sending through IM and the writer diexg through videoconferencing, and

4) both using videoconferencing.

Uniform Feedback and Confederate Training

A key aspect of the design of this experiment wamg all subjects the same
feedback. This section details how the feedbackdeasloped, confederate training, and

other measures taken to ensure that the feedbackansistent
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Feedback Development

To develop the uniform feedback for the second expnt, a list of all feedback
given in the first experiment was generated fromttAnscripts. Items were also
generated from the study guide that came with #se study (subjects never saw the
study guide). Iltems were modified (if necessaryneke them work for the new
document format (Word instead of PowerPoint). ldeorfor the feedback to be uniform
for all subjects, it was necessary to delete orifgaigms that would not apply to most or
all of the subjects’ documents. Any feedback categdhat would be impossible to
reliably code in the edited documents were remdxad the list. | finally removed or
combined redundant items (either redundant in ¢éimses of almost the same feedback, or
at the same level of specificity and impact).

This process resulted in a set of six items oflbieeld. The items are listed in
Table 6. Some items had alternate versions thatl dmuiused in case the participant had
already done something in their document. For exaniipa subject had already
suggested firing Nicole, the feedback would be vt to consider firing Lynne
(another employee in the case study). The foueth suggested making the document
either single- or double-spaced, depending on tiggnal document’s format. Item 5
could be either “add” or “remove” subject headirgsq item 6 could be either “first” or
“last” paragraph.

Let me be more specific about how an item of feeklveas delivered. For
example, the first item was “Consider firing Nicdl&he writer’s instruction sheet said
that he should list all of the potential solutiawen if he did not recommend them. In the

feedback session, the Critic said:
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You should include firing Nicole as one of the ops to solve the
problems, even if you don’t make it one of youfirecommendations.
She seems like a big part of the problem at [thegamy in the case
study].

This should have created a somewhat difficult degifor the writer: even though
the critic told the writer to include this optian,the case study Nicole (and similarly
Lynne) was not the instigator of the problems, &nehs unlikely that firing her would
solve any problems.

The set of 6 feedback items varies intentionall\Bahmensions: specificity of
the feedback, difficulty of the decision to acceptd amount of work necessary to
implement.

Table 6: Uniform Items of Feedback

Difficulty to | Amount of
Specificity Accept Work
1. Consider firing Nicole . :
(alternative: fire Lynne) High High Med
2. Recommend an “Employee :
Assistance Program or EAP” High Med Low
3. Make document less wordy/more Low Medium Hiah
concise g
4. Change line spacing :
(single/double) High Low Low
5. Add section hgadlngs (alternative: Medium Low Medium
Remove headings)
6. Mention productivity in 1%
paragraph (alternative: last High Medium Low
paragraph)

These variations should provide a more continuastsilobution of acceptance
scores. Because changing the line spacing is yauifsc, easy to do, and not hard to
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accept, almost all subjects should make the chathgeever, the items that are less
specific, more difficult to accept, and harderrtgplement test the limits of the critic’s
influence, and do so in slightly different ways.el$et of items of feedback was kept
intentionally short so that running out of editinge would not be a reason for non-
acceptance.

Each participant was scheduled for two sessiornasecutive days. In the first
session, subjects would write the essay. The stghjeauld not receive feedback and edit
the essay until the following day. This gave thpesknenter time to prepare the
feedback script for each participant. These scaptwok the same format, with the
feedback presented in the same order. The first ibethe script was to compliment each
participant on something that they did that wasviddal to their essay, but not related to

the feedback that would be given. Examples include:

» “llike that you pointed out that the recessiognsating stress and
tension in the office. That seems like a key fattor

* “llike the way you focus on the importance of feeling of safety at
the company. The employees shouldn’t have to fieelthey're in
danger.”

Where possible, the compliments used a direct quote the Writer’'s essay (e.g.
“the recession is creating stress and tension”)il&\the rest of each script included the
items of feedback and the rationales that werestgiven, it was meant to be used as a

loose guide for the conversation, rather than tdédevered word-for-word.

The Confederate
In order for the experiment to succeed, the comtgdeneeded to achieve two

goals: deliver all of the feedback in the same teagll of the participants, and not be
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detected as a confederate. This section outlireestdps taken to choose and train the
confederate.

The confederate was a senior male undergraduatetheaajor from a large
university with a prestigious theater departmer.hdd appeared in a number of
amateur, university, and professional productibteshad also participated in psychology
experiments and taken undergraduate psychologwesuand was familiar with the
general framework of laboratory experiments.

In order to maintain the confederate’s neutrahigy was told as little as possible
about the aims of the experiment. He knew that telavbe giving feedback over either
instant messaging or video-conferencing, but hendicknow the hypotheses or metrics
that would be used. Additionally, the confederagear saw the subjects’ essays. He
worked only from the scripts provided by the expennter.

The confederate was instructed that his goal was/ethe same feedback in an
equally convincing manner to every subject, regesslbf the medium in which he was
communicating. He was also told that he must alwagmtain his persona as another
randomly selected participant in the study. He m@tsto elaborate on the items of
feedback beyond what was included in the scrigthlewcould engage in (though not
initiate) normal conversation with the other pap@nt, and could respond to non-task
guestions asked by the Writers.

| rehearsed with the confederate several time®ih imediums before working
with any subjects. In these sessions, | helpeddhé&derate achieve an appropriate tone
and weight for the feedback. We also worked to gwva set of “non-response

responses”—essentially statements that seemecdelp@nses to direct questions, but
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provided little or no extra information. For exampif asked a direct question about
which option would be better, the confederate caalg “You could go either way with
that.”

The confederate took part in all of the pilot tegtiAfter each pilot subject, the
confederate’s performance was analyzed and notesprevided about how to adjust the
performance.

In order to motivate the confederate to give cdaesisperformances, he was told
that he would receive a $50 bonus if he stayedcaptanore than 95% of the time, no
more than 5% of the subjects mentioned in debgetvat they suspected he was a
confederate (only one subject did, and his resldtsot appear to be outliers), and the
influence ratings showed no significant differenaesoss conditions.

To check the confederate’s uniformity, performanegese analyzed by
independent coders. Three coders analyzed evegrmance, and three additional
coders analyzed a subset of ten performances. &b&mginning coding, each coder
watched ten random performances in order to establbaseline. The coders checked
that each item of feedback was given correctlyiartte correct order. Each coder then
indicated whether they felt the performance wass'lgersuasive than average,”
“average,” or “more persuasive than average.” Codare also asked to explain any
item that was marked more or less persuasive,ootrer anomalies in the
performances. Analysis of the coding suggeststtigatonfederate gave the correct
feedback to all subjects, and the level of inflleen€his performance did not

significantly vary across conditions.
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Metrics and Data Collection

Like the first experiment, data came from both goesaires and analysis of the
Writers’ behavior. However, the reduced scope diedesd method for this experiment

led to slightly different procedures for data cotien.

Questionnaires

Before beginning the task in the first sessionjesttb completed questionnaire
covering demographics and computer use. This weaneehrly the same questionnaire as
used in the first experiment, except that the s#itacy inventory was revised and
administered at a different point in the experiment

Self-efficacy was to be used as a covariate inrs¢amalyses in the first
experiment, but in the end, the data were not Usélfie first experiment used the
Generalized Self-Efficacy Scale (Schwarzer & Jdamal995). The literature on
feedback has consistently found that self-effidacy strong predictor of response to
feedback, the logic being that if someone belidwewill perform well, he will be less
likely to heed negative feedback (and vice verbsigace et al., 1999; Waldersee, 1994).
For this to hold true, there must be a correlaietween the subjects general self-
efficacy, and their actual self-perceptions of taskformance. In the first experiment,
however, subjects rated their efficacy before kmmnanything about the task that they
were to complete. Additionally, while the efficasgale is very broad, the task is quite
focused. It could be the case that someone wiigtadeneral self-efficacy feels quite
differently about their ability to create a PowerR@resentation responding to a

business problem.
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Even so, given the strong findings in the feeddaekature, it was felt that data
about the Writers’ self perceptions should be otdld. The decision was made to
develop a new task-specific metric that, while p@snot a true self-efficacy scale, is
more attuned to the underlying logic of the finding the feedback literature. At the
beginning of the second session, Writers were atgkegtread the essay they had written
the previous day. A questionnaire was then adnarestasking them to evaluate their
own writing in the essay. The questionnaire inctutteur Likert-scale items (e.g. “The
essay is as good as it could be.”), one questiking$Vriters to predict the bonus they
would receive for the essay, and one free-respgusstion asking them, “If you were
able to edit the essay before submitting it, hovelmtime would you spend working on
it?” Unlike the general self-efficacy scale usedha first experiment, these questions
apply specifically to the task at hand.

To create a task-specific efficacy score, eachrtikeale question was treated as
a continuous variable. The Writer’'s response wasldd by the number of possible
responses to give a value of zero to one for eaeBtgpn. The final question (amount of
time to edit) was dropped due to low internal cstesicy. The remaining five questions
show acceptable internal consisteney.70) and were summed to create the efficacy
score.

Finally, after participants had received feedbaut edited their documents, they
completed a final questionnaire asking them aldoeit perceptions of the task and
experiment. Several questions were modified or reddoased on the results of the first

experiment. For example, the Specific Interpersdmnast Scale (Johnson-George &
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Swap, 1982) was not used, and some of the lessarglguestions from the Conditions of

Trust Inventory (Butler, 1991) were dropped.

Acceptance Data

The use of uniform feedback in this experiment tiyeamplified the acquisition
of acceptance data. In essence, coding converdadioscripts was eliminated, as the
items of feedback were pre-determined. Additiondhyg feedback was designed not only
to be uniform, but also so that document changaekidme easily detected.

For all but the instruction to make the documenteremncise, determining
acceptance was simply a matter of comparing eadteigr‘before” and “after”
documents to determine if the change had been nkaad. item of feedback counted for
one point, with zero indicating rejection, and amdicating full acceptance. Participants
could get partial points for some items of feedback

For example, the item to fire Nicole was phrased:

Consider firing Nicole. She seems like as much pfablem as Max. |

don’t know if you want to make that your final resmendation to fire

her, but I think you should at least bring it upaasoption and talk about it
a little.

In the coding, this was split into two potentig@its of acceptance, one half point
for simply mentioning firing Nicole, and anotherfhaoint for providing a rationale for
firing her.

The second item (to recommend an “Employee Assist@nogram”) and the last
item (to mention productivity in the first paragmgpequired subjects to use the specific
word or phrase. The items to change the line sgeamma add/remove section headings
are obvious.

The most complicated item to code was the third:
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In general, | think the document needs to be mongise. It's not so

much that it's really long, but just that your samtes are pretty wordy and
should be more direct. Look for places where yaureanove unnecessary
words.

Microsoft Word includes a facility for comparingdvdocuments and displaying
all of the changes that have been made betweelrerd his item was coded by
counting the number of sentences in which one aeredits resulted in fewer words in
that sentence. For example, if the Writer delet§jdatives or other words from a
sentence, it was considered as acceptance. Howkelereplaced a three-word phrase
with four words, the sentence was not counted. Eaatence could only be counted
once, regardless of how many words (or even thdendentence) were removed.

The number of shortened sentences across allipartts ranged from zero to
eleven. To compensate for an uneven distributios,range was divided into quartiles
and an appropriate portion of a point was assigned.

Finally, the points for all the items were summegulting in an acceptance score

ranging from zero to six points.

Analysis and Findings

The analysis in this experiment was very similathtat of the first experiment,
except that gender was no longer a factor. Fiv&llanalysis used a 2 (Critic’'s Medium)
x 2 (Writer's Medium) ANOVA design. Other analygesg. including efficacy scores as

a covariate) were conducted where appropriateaamdescribed below.
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Uniform Feedback Alternates

A necessary aspect of giving uniform feedback was some of the items of
feedback had alternate forms of the feedback ia ttees original feedback did not apply
to a participant’s essay. Table 7 details how m@anyicipants received each form of
feedback.

T-tests show that none of the differences in acoeqa scores between the
primary and alternate acceptance rates are signtfic

Table 7: Number of participants receiving each formof feedback

1. Consider firing Nicole Nicole: 36 participants
(alternative: fire Lynne) Lynne: 5 participants

4. Change spacing (single/double) | Single: 7 participants
Double: 34 participants

5. Add section headings Add: 39 participants
(alternative: Remove headings) | Remove: 2 participants

6. Mention productivity in 1% First paragraph: 30 participants
paragraph (alternative: last Last paragraph: 11 participants
paragraph)

Perceptions of Feedback Content and Style

The first two hypotheses have to do with the eff@gtinteractivity on how the
Writer interprets the feedback that he receivesaBise each Writer gets the same
feedback and individual differences should be ramigiaistributed across conditions,
variations in the interpretation of the feedba&klly result from changes in the

communication environment.
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Figure 14: Writer's self-evaluation predicts percepions of
feedback negativity

The first hypothesis looks at perceptions of negfgtin the feedback. Writer's
were asked in three questions to rate the negatVithe feedback they received. These
three questions show marginal internal consistese¥38, so results should be
interpreted with caution.

Analysis of the data shows that Writer's own sesfdgow well they did is a
significant predictor (p<.01) of their sense of @&tic’'s level of negativity (see Figure
14). As such, efficacy is included as a covariatthis analysis.

The data show that the Critic’s medium significaatfects the Writer’s
perception of negativityH(1,36)=8.3, p<.01). The Writer believes the feedltade
more negative when the feedback is delivered thrdigthan through
videoconferencing. The Writer's medium is a neargnificant factor, (1,36)=2.9,
p<.1). However, the Writer rates the feedback areemegative if he is using

videoconferencing instead of IM.
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'The other participant held back some
comments to protect my feelings.'
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Figure 15: Perceived threat regulation, by Critic'smedium

The second hypothesis has to do with the Writegregption of threat regulation.
Writers were asked four Likert-scale questions. fiits¢ asked directly, “The feedback |
received was polite.” The other three questiongasihether the Writer believed that the
Critic was trying to protect the Writer’'s feelinghese questions do not cohere into an
acceptable scale measure, so each is analyzedsdpafgain, efficacy is included in
the analyses.

Two questions dealt specifically with whether th&i€was withholding
information in order to protect the Writer’'s feaJs For both of these questions, the
Critic’'s medium was a significant factor (p<.05helWriter believed that the Critic was
withholding more when communicating over IM tharepvideoconferencing (see Figure

15). The other two threat regulation questionsadignificant predictors.

111



6.0
|
6.0

Trust Score
5.0
I
-
5.0
I
—

45
45

4.0
4.0

M vC M vC

Critic's Medium Writer's Medium

Figure 16: Writer's trust in Critic

Perceptions of Source Credibility

The first source credibility hypothesis suggestet the level of interactivity in
the communication environment would affect the Afig trust in the Critic. Five
guestions from the Conditions of Trust Inventory{lBr, 1991) were asked of the Writer.
These questions show a high level of internal stestcy (=.85). The data show only
marginally significant effects from both the Crii¢F(1,38)=3.1, p<.1) and Writer's
(F(1,38)=3.0, p<.1) medium.

While these results do not reach the level of §iggmce, it is interesting that
these effects show opposite directions (see FiggyeThe Writer trusts the Critic more if
he sees and hears the Critic in videoconferen¢iogeever, the Writer's trust is also
higher if the Critic cannot see and hear the Writer

Hypothesis 4 suggests that the Writer's percepaifdhe Critic’s expertise will

vary with the interactivity of the communicationvmonment. The Writer was asked if
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Figure 17: Writer's perception of Critic’s expertise, by
Critic’'s medium

the Critic a) understood the problems in the casdys and b) was qualified to provide
feedback. These questions were averaged and addlyzsondition. The Writer's
perceptions of the Critic’s expertise was signffitta affected by the medium through
which the Critic communicated (t(35)=-2.9, p<.0y} not affected by the Writer’s
medium. In other words, if the Writer saw the @ritirough videoconferencing, he
would rate the Critic’'s expertise higher than ifdrdy saw his comments through instant
messaging (see Figure 17).

A last of the source credibility hypotheses suggéstt the Writer’'s feelings of
mutuality will vary with interactivity. Mutualitys marked by feelings of shared
experience and understanding. The Writer was afsked_ikert-scale questions about
whether he and the Critic agreed on task goalsgnstabd each other, and had common

ground. The responses to these four questionsaveraged to create a mutuality score.
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Internal consistency was margina&(67) so results for this variable should be
interpreted carefully(Streiner & Norman, 1989).

The analysis shows that the Writer’s feelings otumlity are significantly
determined by the Critic’s medium (t(35)=-2.0, [&.6ee Figure 18). There is no
significant effect for the Writer's medium.

Feedback Acceptance

The final hypothesis suggests that feedback acceptaill be positively related
to the interactivity of the communication environmhé/Ne can address this hypothesis
with both subjective and behavioral data.

In the post-experiment questionnaires, the Writas asked a set of six questions
about feedback acceptance. These questions sheptabte internal consistency
(«=.86), and were averaged to create an acceptaooe Jte subjective acceptance

score is significantly determined by the Critic’edium (t(37)=-2.1, p<.05), but not by
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Figure 18: Writer's perception of mutuality, by Cri tic's
medium
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the Writer's medium.

We can see that Writers are more likely to say tiay accept the feedback if it is

delivered via videoconferencing rather than IM (Begire 19).

When we look at the behavioral data, we see atglidifferent pattern. First, an
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Figure 20: Acceptance coding boxplot showing outlis
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Figure 21: Feedback acceptance (behavioral)

examination of the data shows two obvious extrentkens (see Figure 20). The first
outlier followed all of the Critic’s feedback, botade no other edits. Only three subjects
in the experiment had an acceptance score of 6henather two were in the VC-to-VC
condition. The second subject made no edits whe¢sde their document, and was the
only participant in the experiment to make no clemng hese outlying scores have been
removed from this analysis.

The remaining data show significant effects on e@# acceptance from both the

Critic’'s medium E(1,36)=9.5, p<.01) and the Writer's mediuR(1,36)=12.5, p<.01).

(See Figure 21).
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One of the clear differences between the subjeqtiastionnaire ratings and the
behavioral data is that while the Writers said thair acceptance depended only on the
Critic’'s medium, their behavior shows that accepéatiepends on both the Writer's and
Critic’s media. Figure 22 shows the questionnairé ldehavioral data side-by-side for all
four conditions.

This disparity between the Writers’ perceptionshafir acceptance and their
behavior is somewhat surprising. The questionrdata show that what is most salient to
Writers is the medium in which they receive thedtesck. The behavioral data, on the
other hand, suggest that the Writers’ ability taipgate in the conversation is an

important factor in feedback acceptance, evereiMhiters are not aware of it.

Acceptance Score
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IM/IM VC/IM M/VC VC/VC IM/IM VC/IM M/VC VCNC
Questionnaire Data Behavioral Data
(Critic's Medium/Writer's Medium) (Critic's Medium/Writer's Medium)

Figure 22: Feedback acceptance—questionnaire and h&vioral data
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Summary

This experiment was designed to provide a secookldbthe question of
mediated interpersonal feedback, and to addrese sbthe shortcomings of the first
experiment. Table 8 summarizes the findings. Etiengh the scope is significantly
narrower, this experiment provided stronger andencoinsistent results. Writers’
perceptions of the critic and the feedback tenddaktsignificantly influenced by the
Critic’s medium but not the Writer's own medium. @ other hand, acceptance
behavior was significantly influenced by both theti€s medium and the Writer's own
medium.

This experiment clearly demonstrates that the comcation media used in
feedback conversations have consequences for hemlbdek is perceived and used. The
next chapter will compare the results from thet fisd second experiment, discuss these
results in the context of a theory of interactivéjnd make suggestions for further

avenues of study.
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Table 8: Summary of experiment 2 findings

)

Category | Hypothesis Significant Effects | Notes
Critic's medium Perceived to be more negative
H1: Negativity and Writer's when Critic is using IM, or
Content & mediunt when Writer is using VC
Style -
H2: Threat Critic’'s medium More perceived withholding
regulation when feedback delivered via Il
Critic’s mediuni Trust is higher when Critic use
H3: Trust and Writer's VC. Also higher when Writer
mediunm uses IM.
Source —_ L L : : .
Credibility | H4: Expertise Critic’'s medium _Expe_rtlse judged higher if Criti
Is using VC
_ . Critic’s medium Mutuality judged higher if
H5: Mutuality Critic is using VC.
Perceptual . For all significant effects,
Critic’'s Medium acceptance is higher in VC tha
in IM. Note the difference
Response | H6: Acceptance | Behavioral " between perceptual and
Critic’s Medium behavioral measures.
and Wri;[*er’s
Medium
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

This chapter summarizes and discusses the findihtpe two experiments
presented in the preceding chapters. We then exanaiw these results contribute to our
understanding of interactivity in mediated commatimn environments. Finally, the
chapter will consider the limitations of this resd#g and outline potential future avenues

of study.

Summary of Experiments and Findings

Two experiments were conducted to examine the tsfffaccommunicative
interactivity on interpersonal critical feedbaadk.doth experiments a participant created a
document based on a business case study. Thisr\tthéte received feedback about how
to make the document better. In the first experimis feedback was delivered by
another experimental subject, whereas in the seepperiment a confederate delivered
the feedback. The feedback was delivered in orfieusfcommunication environments
using instant messaging and videoconferencingtiloyrs.combinations. After receiving
feedback, the Writer was given the opportunitydi the document before submitting a

final version. Data were collected through questares, analysis of feedback
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conversations, and analysis of the changes thawvtiters made to their documents after

receiving feedback.

Feedback Delivery

These experiments allow us to say relatively ldgb®ut media effects on
feedback delivery. Critics’ ratings of their owngagivity, threat regulation, and feelings
of mutuality do not show significant differencedween experimental conditions. In the
first experiment, analysis of conversation trangsrshowed that the level of negativity
in the feedback was determined by an interactiah@friter's communication medium
and gender: male Critics gave more positive feekllbden they could see and hear the
Writer, while female Critics gave more positivedback when they could not see and
hear the Writer. Because the second experimentaisedfederate Critic and gave all
Writers the same feedback, it cannot provide dataiafeedback delivery. Instead, the

focus of the discussion will be on the Writer'sargretation and use of feedback.

Feedback Interpretation and Use

The bulk of the research on feedback processe®ntmates on how the recipient
perceives and responds to feedback. While manyqtoes have been considered,
including the content of the feedback and personthits of the recipient, there has
been little attention paid before now to effecensining from the communication
environment.

The first experiment did not produce conclusivedence of media effects on
recipients’ interpretations of feedback. There waresignificant media effects on
Writers’ perceptions of negativity, trust, mutuglior feedback acceptance. Shared
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understanding did not differ across conditions.tévs perceived greater threat regulation
when they received the feedback through IM rathen in videoconferencing. Writers’
satisfaction with the feedback they received wdsrd@ned by a complex interaction of
the Critic’'s medium, the Writer's medium, and gende

Due to the inconsistency and weakness of thes#sesd the difficulties in
obtaining reliable behavioral data, the second exyesnt made several changes to the
method in order to better control the feedback @se@nd reduce unexplained variance.

The second experiment produced more consistentseBerceptions of
negativity, politeness, source expertise, feelmigsnutuality, and feedback acceptance
were all significantly determined by the Critic’sechum. Behavioral measures of
feedback acceptance, however, show significantesffeom both the Critic’'s medium

and the Writer's medium.

Discussion of Results

This section discusses the results of the two sesudhirst, | compare the results of
the first and the second experiment. While manghefdifferences between the two
experiments result from changes in the experintsalfj there are several comparable
results. This will also provide the opportunitydiscuss some of the findings about
gender that were not tested in the second expetimen

The next section discusses a seeming contradittairarose in the second
experiment. Writerssubjectivereactions to the feedback seemed not to be afféxgte
their own medium, but theehavioraldata show that their use of the feedback wasll I wi
discuss the potential interpretations of this fimgdiand its implications for feedback in

mediated contexts.

122



Finally, we return to this study’s primary reseaqehestion: does interactivity
affect the communication of interpersonal feedbalk@ discussion will compare
interactivity effects to those effects predictedeysting CMC theories, and ask if

interactivity explains the experimental resultstéethan these other theories.

Two Experiments Compared

The second experiment was designed to address ohdmg shortcomings of the
first experiment by changing key features of thpezmental method. It used a
confederate in the Critic role, and as such, didadlolress how the processgifing
feedback is affected by the experimental media.idadhlly, only male subjects
participated in the second experiment, so it cowldreplicate the gender findings from
the first experiment.

The first experiment found no significant deternmtsaof Writers’ perceptions of
negativity, trust, mutuality, or feedback acceptarigut in the second experiment, the
Critic’'s medium was a significant determinant cégk variables. One of the motivating
factors for the design of the second experimenttowascrease control of the unexplained
variance. These differences between the first andred experiment are likely explained
as an increase in statistical power.

One of the more surprising results in the firsteaxpent were the interactions
between communication condition and gender forlfael sign, trust, mutuality, and
satisfaction. There have been a number of studigeraler in computer-mediated
communications, but the majority of these studesghocused on asynchronous virtual
groups (Herring, 2000). One theme in this resedeals with issues of identity

presentation and salience, suggesting, for exartiemediated virtual environments
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create a space for exploration of gender ident{feackman, 1993). Another thread
focuses on whether what we know about how men ardem communicate in face-to-
face settings holds true in mediated communicdfimnexample Gefen & Ridings,
2005). But these studies have generally taken bhveaoapproaches, asking either about
how men and women communicate in a particular rmegdar how the way that men and
women communicate in CMC differs from face-to-fatke results from the present
study, however, suggest that men and women mayditieeent reactions to different
mediating technologies. For example, male Critevgegmore positive feedback if they
could see and hear the Writer, but female Criteogegmore positive feedback when they
couldnot see and hear the Writer. This kind of interac8aggests that CMC research
would benefit from a richer characterization of te&ationship between gender and
communication affordances.

Given these gender interactions, we can better aoerhe two experiments by
reanalyzing the first experiment’s data without filsmale participants. With only half of
the sessions in the analysis, we would expect@sponding reduction in power, and
fewer significant results. This was the case foedhregulation, trust, mutuality, and
subjective acceptance. Even though the analysasodishow significant differences
among conditions, the data show the same diredtimals as we found in the second
experiment. For example, male Writers in both expents showed higher levels of trust
when the Critic used videoconferencing.

With all the subjects in the first experiment, gendias the only predictor of the
Writer’s perceptions of feedback negativity. Howewehen the analysis is limited to

men only, the Writer's medium emerges as a sigaifipredictor of the Writer’s
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perceptions of negativityr(1,15)=12.7, p<.01). This is not consistent witd §econd
experiment. In the first experiment, Writers peveeihe feedback to be more negative if
the Writer is using IM. In the second experimentjté¥s perceive the feedback to be
more negative if the Writer is using VC (marginaignificant). Although the Critic’s
medium is a not significant predictor in the fiesiperiment, in both the first and second
experiment Writers perceived the feedback to beemegative when the Critic was
using IM.

An interesting finding from both experiments isttiiériters perceive that the
Critic is withholding more information when the sack is delivered via IM. This
perception may be related to perceptions of neigpaiivthe feedback. Even though the
actual feedback was equally negative in all coodgi(the analysis of feedback
transcripts from the first experiment did not shewifference in negativity due to
Critic’'s medium, and Writers all received the saewdback in the second experiment),
the second experiment shows significant effecth®iCritic’'s medium on the Writer’s
perception of negativity. Further analysis of teeand experiment data shows a
moderate correlation between perceptions of neiyatind threat regulation by
withholding (#=.29). Writers who perceive feedback more negatiirelM seem to also
believe that the Critic is withholding bad news. Wlour data do not allow a causal
analysis, it could be that when the Writer triesitalerstand what the Critiotends the
belief that the Critic is withholding bad news lsalle Writer to interpret IM-delivered
feedback more negatively.

While not our primary focus, it is also interestiiognote that the self-efficacy

metrics showed different results in the two expenis. The standard self-efficacy scales
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used in the first experiment were not significargdictors in any of the analyses, but the
task-specific efficacy used in the second expertmeas. The literature suggests that the
feedback recipient’s self-efficacy is an importtatdtor in feedback processes (for
example, Baughman, 1988; Herring & Paolillo, 2006ase et al., 1999; Silver et al.,
1995; Waldersee, 1994). Specifically, someone wdli@bes that he has done well is less
likely to accept negative feedback (and vice verds tend to believe feedback that is
consistent with our own self-evaluation.

In the first experiment, general self-efficacy ssalvere used, and were collected
before subjects knew anything about the task theyldvbe completing. In the second
experiment, we asked subjects to rate their owfopaance after they had written the
essay, but before they received feedback. Theexgeriment used very general efficacy
guestions and made an assumption that Writers*dpskific self-evaluation would
match their general self-efficacy. This assumptlawever, introduces extra noise into
the data. In other words, predicting the Writevalaation from general self-efficacy
cannot capture if the Writer had a bad day, or tihiattask happened to fall into a
particular weak area for the subject. Asking Wattr evaluate their own performance
after writing the document (but before receiving feedatiminates the problematic
assumption. As a result, the task-specific evadnatised in the second experiment

proved to be more useful than the general seltatfy scales used in the first.

Behavioral vs. Perceptual differences

The second experiment revealed inconsistenciessleetwWriters’ feelings and
their behavior in the area of feedback acceptaneers were asked questions to gauge

whether they believed the feedback they had beeamgirhe Writers’ essays were also
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examined to determine if they incorporated the sstggl changes into the final version.
This gave us both subjective and behavioral measafrieedback acceptance. The data
suggest, however, that while the subjective acoeptés significantly determined only
the Critic’'s medium, behavioral acceptance is sicamtly determined by both the
Critic’'s medium and the Writer's medium.

Discrepancies between self-reports of cognitivefioms and actual behavior is a
long-studied problem in psychology (Maier, 1931gople are generally unable to
directly access and report on high-level cognipvecesses (Mandler, 1975). In other
words, when people are asked to explawor whythey made a decision, they rely not
on any introspective awareness of their cognitnee@sses, but instead arpriori causal
theories (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). However, in teigperiment, subjects were asked to
report on a psychological state or emotion, noth@underlying cognitive or behavioral
process. In other words, participants were askedteotheir acceptance of the feedback,
not to explain why they did or did not accept thedback.

Self-reports are often the best way to assess pkygibal states (Clore, 1994),
but given the urge to make sense of and build treeraround our experiences, subjects
may still report how they think theshouldhave feltin a situation. Self-reports will have
the highest fidelity when they are most accesgiRtzbinson & Clore, 2002). If an
emotion has faded in time, or it was not partidylaalient, self-reports will tend to
reflect situational and identity-related beliefgy(at was a party, and | like parties, so |
must have been having fun). In this experimentjesaib were given the questionnaire

immediately after completing the task, when theutiids should have been still fresh in
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Figure 23: Model of the effects of feedback on regients, from ligen, et al., 1979.

their minds. This suggests that the questionnaita should reflect the subjects’ true
responses to the feedback.

In order to understand the discrepancy betweesubpgctive and behavioral
responses, it will be useful to look back at llgeral.’s model of feedback effects (Figure
23). In their model they distinguish between featiiacceptance” and feedback
“response.” Whether or not the recipient belieVesfeedback (acceptance) is only one
variable lying between the stimulus and respon$so Afluencing the response are the
perception of the feedback, the desire to resporatiyation) and the intention to
respond (goals). These cognitive factors togetilen( with individual characteristics of
the recipient and the external constraints) deteertiie behavioral response. The
difference between subjective feedback acceptamteree behavioral response could be
explained by motivation.

In the experiment, we assume that individual cherstics are distributed
randomly among conditions, and that everyone isaijmg) under the same or randomly
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distributed external constraints. The data showtti@Writers’ perceptions and
acceptance of the feedback are determined by titie’€medium, but not the Writer’s
medium. And care was taken in the experiment toheesame task performance goals for
all subjects. The only unexplained variable isdbsire to respond.

This would not be an entirely surprising result. &tihe Writer is able to
participate more in the feedback process, he maglde a greater feeling of ownership
in the task. There may also be an aspect of egegiron involved—negative feedback
may not be as threatening if the Writer feels movelved in discovering problems and
generating solutions. This emotional investmeniadpay off in the form of greater

motivation to respond to the feedback.

Interactivity in Feedback

The central question in this study has been hovintieeactivity of a
communication environment affects feedback comnatimn, interpretation, and use.
Interactivity is that property of a communicatiamveonment that allows for the
development of double interacts—patterns of inttkdal and contingent action and
reaction. It will be useful to once again compatenactivity to other computer-mediated
communication (CMC) theories, and think about hogvrecognize interactivity effects
in the context of this study.

Many CMC theories focus on the types of informatiloat a particular technology
can effectively transmit. For example, electroricatediated communications may
inhibit social context cues, reduce the amounbofa identity information that is
shared, or limit non-verbal channels of communaratiThese have been referred to as

“cues-filtered-out” theories.
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A further development of CMC research came wheeaehers began
deconstructing communication media to focus on tievmedia structured the act of
communication (Clark & Brennan, 1991; Kraut, Fuksehl., 2002). These “constraints”
or “affordances” were not a complete departure fother theories. Concern for the
affordances of visibility and audibility had sigicéint overlap with the focus in media
richness theory on “non-verbal cues.” But with affances came a new interest in
communication process, and especially communicagtisanding. Grounding is the
social process of developing shared understantirogigh interaction.

This study builds on this stream of research, dragdes the same concern with
how properties of a communication environment affiee ability of participants to have
a successful conversation (for example Kraut, @eeghl., 2002; for example Veinott et
al., 1999). This study also draws on other work Has looked at how mediation can
affect relational aspects of communication (Cram&@02; Horn, 2001; Huang et al.,
2002).

Clark et al.’s work on grounding, and Weick etsalork on sensemaking both
make the claim that interlocked and contingentosctire required for building meaning.
This study takes that claim seriously, and askstiédrechanges in specific technology
affordances affect the ability to create interlatiked contingent action.

Using Kraut et al.’s list of affordances of commeation media (adapted from
Clark and Brennan'’s list of technological constraion grounding), we can look
specifically at which affordances change acrossaurexperimental conditions. All
conditions lack tangibility, copresence, and mafilAll conditions afford cotemporality

(present at the same time), simultaneity (can sewdreceive at the same time). Only the
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videoconferencing medium affords audibility, andikility, and sequentiality (non-
overlapping turn-taking) while only the IM mediurficads reviewability and revisability
(see Table 1).

However, most prior studies of communication medisume that all participants
in a conversation will be using the same mediurd,tae literature on grounding and
affordances is no different. The present study @wesy with that assumption. This
allows us to consider communication balance. Untiteer affordances, balance is a
property of the communication environment rathantany individual communication
medium (see Figure 2 in Chapter 2). A communicagiovironment is balanced if it
provides all participants the same set of mediardéinces.

By looking at a combination of balanced and unbaddrenvironments, we can
distinguish bandwidth effects from interactivityesfts. Bandwidth effects refers to those
effects that arise from the ability to send moredner information over a channel. For
example, videoconferencing allows the recipiemidbonly hear the words, but also to
receive body language and tone-of-voice cues tlagtlme missing (or more expensive to
replicate) in IM. Interactivity effects are thoset arise from the ability to have
interlocked and contingent conversation.

Increasing bandwidth or interactivity are both t&gges for reducing uncertainty
or equivocality. But relational factors can alsami@uenced by both bandwidth and
interactivity. (Zheng et al., 2002) found that hayi picture of a remote participant can
lead to increased trust, but that trust is alscemsed by having a social interaction before

completing a cooperative task.
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Varying the communication media in a 2x2 ANOVA dgsallows differentiation
of these two kinds of effects. In the context a$ ttudy, if the Writer's comprehension,
interpretation and behavior are affectady by the Critic’'s medium, these are most likely
bandwidth effects. However, if the effects on thatiy are also determined by the
Writer's own medium (as a main effect or interactwith the Critic’'s medium), it is
likely that interactivity is playing a role.

Let us turn now to what the two experiments in gtigly say about feedback
reception and use. The first experiment did notlpoe convincing results either
confirming or disconfirming interactivity effectBut the second experiment did produce
significant results, and brings us back to ourwuison of the differences between
behavioral and perceptual measures. The evidemgests that bandwidth is a stronger
determinant of the Writer's perceptions than intévaty. However, Writer’'s perceptions
of negativity and trust in the Critic both showezhrly significant effects from the
Writer's medium. On the other hand, the degreehmlwvWriters incorporated the
feedback into their documents was determined bly theg Critic’s medium and the
Writer's medium, suggesting that interactivity iayng a role.

As discussed in the previous section, one of therpial explanations for this
difference is that interactivity could be importamthis context for developing
motivation and feelings of investment in the precégost of the research on
communication affordances has focused on groundifigle it is important to consider
comprehension and understanding in the communegtiocess, the present study also

demonstrates that this is not the only purposeofraunication. This study begins to
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show how an affordances-based approach could Ihel fiseexamining other relational

aspects of communication like motivation, influenaed identity.

Limitations of this Research

There are several limitations of this research shauld be kept in mind. First, we
should heed the idea developed in the literaturewethat understanding media effects
requires understanding the purpose of communicati@ncommunication environment,
and the strategies available within that environtmgach of these factors restricts the
degree to which these results will generalize.iginbhg someone else’s work involves a
complex set of issues around roles, power dynardalsjery of bad news, threat
regulation, gender, and so forth. We cannot asshateéhe same patterns of results will
appear in other kinds of communication. Similaviyg should be careful extending these
findings to other mediated communication environtadr@yond those tested here.

These experiments were conducted with zero-histgagls—the participants had
not met or interacted before the experiment. Tharalimits generalizability. As groups
continue to work together over a longer periody timayy develop different
communication strategies or go through differeages of relational interaction
(Walther, 1992). We cannot assume that the effaa here would persist over time.

The previous chapters have already discussed nfahg shortcomings of the
first experiment. It tried to replicate a real-wbdritique task as closely as possible.
However, in the event, this produced too much ulzmned variance and made it difficult
to isolate media effects. Additionally, the codsahemes were not able to produce
reliable enough behavioral data. Any results framfirst experiment should be treated

as exploratory.
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In order to control this variance, the second expent was modified to use a
confederate in the Critic role, but this change eamnthe expense of external validity.
Even though the feedback script was developed wsinhgl feedback from the first
experiment, it was delivered by an actor with instions to have essentially the same
conversation with everyone. This also means tles#dtond experiment could not test all
of the theorized interactivity effects. For exammee tenet of a theory of interactivity is
that through interaction, both parties can chamgkegaow and build a shared experience.
But because of the use of scripted feedback, tiie'€r'thinking” could not evolve
during the conversation.

One of the assumptions of this study is that chramtiie cost of communication,
and especially changing the balance in the cosbwimunication, will disrupt the
formation of double interacts. The results of taeeand experiment suggest that
interactivity is not a significant determinant o&ny of the Writer’s subjective reactions
to the feedback. This was interpreted as a lagdupport for a theory of interactivity. A
plausible alternative explanation could be thatrattivity was afforded equally in all
conditions. Even though the communication costgedaacross conditions, it was still
always possible for the Writer to send messagéset€ritic. Research has shown that it
is possible to create double interacts in evemtbst limited communication media
(Rabinowitz et al., 1966). It is possible that thex some threshold effect for
interactivity—that as long as a certain level demactivity is reached, comparative
communication costs are irrelevant. However, thisrpretation seems unlikely given
that much CMC literature and Weick’s work on senakimg stress that the richness of

the interaction cannot be ignored.
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Limitations of Affordances in CMC Research

As discussed in Chapter 3, interpretation of th&t Bxperiment’s results was
hampered by the large amount of variance in tha. diadlso became clear that predicting
the interactivity of a communication environmentswet necessarily as straightforward
as had been assumed. In order to control thisnaeiéor the second experiment, it was
also necessary to eliminate a good deal of theveqality of the task and reduce the
external validity of the experiment. These issuggysst that we may need to reassess our
reliance on the traditional model for CMC research.

Figure 2 (in Chapter 2) shows a typical experime@MC research approach. In
these studies, causality is assumed to operatesabwolusively as shown—with changes
in the features of the technology predicting (eNeéhrough several steps) changes in task
performance. | suspect that it in practice, howgetrer lines of causality are much more
jumbled and less clear.

Taking the case of mediated feedback, balancectipation will be affected by
much more than simply the particular communicagamironment. Feedback
conversations have role norms such that the peyisarg feedback will probably
contribute more than the person receiving feedbRalance could also be affected by
differences in status, personality, or experiermmerag participants. The processes and
behaviors that arise, and the way that technolbégedures are expressed as affordances,
are affected as much by characteristics of thedaskce versa. The relationships among
the layers of the model will also change as thegsses are enacted. For example,
successful sensemaking early in a task may redhgceded for balanced participation

later on.
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In their early work on media richness, Daft and de&l(1986) distinguished
between uncertainty and equivocality. Uncertaistg situation in which the parameters
are clear, but there is a lack of information Egaadity, on the other hand, exists when
there is ambiguity, confusion, or conflicting irgestations—participants may not know
what questions to ask, and more information mayactially help resolve the situation.
Daft and Lengel suggest that laboratory studiegeafsion making tended to recreate
conditions of uncertainty rather than equivocaldgyen though equivocality is more
present in real organizational activities. Thigghs seems to carry over into CMC
laboratory research as well. Our focus has bedasks like distributed bicycle repair,
lego construction, or map following, that are cleégazed by greater uncertainty than
equivocality. As we work with more equivocal taskere the communication needs
and strategies may not be well-defined, we may tivad we require a more nuanced

approach to the interaction of technological fesguwith task outcomes.

Directions for Future Research

There are several avenues for future research steghby this study. First, there
are several questions that this study did not ty@cldress, but are important for
understanding mediated feedback processes. Forpdxattms study did not address
feedback processes among people who know each othehether the feedback
processes change over repeated or longer feedbagkrsations. This study also only
looked at two technologies, instant messaging aelbeconferencing, and it would be
important to know if these results generalize teeoimedia environments.

There are also follow-on studies to address questiaised by this study. For

example, it would be appropriate to examine theaichpf interactivity on Critics. The
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second experiment used a confederate in the @oit¢ and focused on the Writer’s
interpretation of and response to feedback. Usicgndederate in the Writer’s role would
allow more controlled examination of whether affamdes of the communication
environment the feedback given by the Critic.

Another obvious issue in these experiments isdheaf gender in mediated
communication. The first experiment suggestedsbaeral variables including
negativity, trust, mutuality, and satisfaction determined by an interaction of gender
and communication media. The scope of this studyndt allow follow-up on these
particular findings in the second experiment, etytdo remind us that while gender has
been an important variable in communications amiaspsychology research, it has not
been studied extensively in the CMC literature.

Finally, a key characteristic of critical feedbdblkt has been exploited in this
study is that this kind of communication demandth laxcurate conveyance of meaning
and successful emotional and relational manager@aad feedback not only “tells it
like it is,” but also presents critiques so thatlare palatable to the recipient. While this
is obvious for feedback conversations, these samergions apply to much
interpersonal and organizational communicatiorfatit, a key tenet of the emerging field
of Positive Organizational Scholarship is thatquoality of interpersonal interaction is a
key factor in organizational success (Cameron,dui®& Quinn, 2003). Similarly,
Thagard (2002; 2004) proposes that a key procasentoring is the teaching of the
appropriate emotional basis for decision-makings Baggests a need for a richer
approach to mediation effects that look beyond gdomg. Research on trust, attribution,

and conflict in CMC and distributed work has begoimove in this direction. This study
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began to look at whether the same kinds of groungiocesses that influence

comprehension in conversations also apply to tte¥personal calibration of emotions
and interpretations. But there is still an oppoitiuto push this further, and study both
the development and consequences of shared affé&maotion in CMC, in both short

and long-term mediated relationships.
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Appendix 1

Experiment 1
Protocol Summa

ry

Approx. Timing

Writer

Critic

0:00

Subjects arrive; As soon as they arrive, take éadwn room so tha
they do not meet; Explain to Critic that it will be& few minutes until

we’re ready to start”

[

0:02 Consent; Administer pre- (Critic waits)
questionnaire (Appendix 4)

0:10 Give instructions (Appendix 2) | Consent; Administer pre-
and case study; Give 30 minutesquestionnaire (Appendix 6)

0:20 to read and write PPT documentGive instructions (Appendix 3)

0:40 Save and close PPT document; ?on(rj c:ése sdtudy; Give 20 minute
Transfer document to network €ad and prepare

0:42 drive; Give Writer 10 minutes to] Open PPT document in web
wait (“browse the web or just | browser (not editable); Give
hang out here”) Critic 10 minutes to prepare

0:50 Open PPT document (read only),]ceedbaCk on the document
Prepare communication media

0:52 Connect Critic and Writer in appropriate media dbad for
feedback conversation

1:02 End conversation, disconnect media

1:.03 (Writer waits) Close computer; Administer

1:04 Close browser; Open editable post-questionnaire (Appendix 7

Critic finishes
guestionnaire

local copy of PPT document;
Give Writer “as long as you
need” to edit document

Collect questionnaire; Debrief,
pay and dismiss Critic

Writer finishes
editing

Save document; Administer post-

questionnaire (Appendix 5)

Writer finishes
guestionnaire

Collect questionnaire; Debrief,
pay and dismiss Writer
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Appendix 2

Experiment 1
Writer Instructions
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Instructions

We will ask you to pretend that you work for Acme Consulting Company, and you are
consulting for a company called MMI. You will be given information about a problem
that is happening at MMI. After you have read the information, you will be asked to
create a 4-slide PowerPoint presentation that explains what you think the managers
should do. This PowerPoint presentation would be sent as an e-mail attachment to Gene
Kozlowski, the MMI Vice President for Human Resources.

Acme Consulting PowerPoint presentations all have the same general outline. The first
slide should have a title that reflects the problem you are addressing. It should also have
the client’s name and the name of the consultant who prepared the presentation (you).
Each of the following 3 slides should have a recommended course of action and
justifications for the recommendation. Each slide should have at least 3 and no more than
10 bullet points. The writing should be direct and to the point.

Your manager at Acme Consulting has decided that since MMI is such an important
client, it would be best if another consultant from Aeme looked over your presentation
before you present it. After you have created the slide presentation, it will be given to
another “consultant” who will read it through, and then give you comments.

After your discussion with the other Acme consultant, you will have some time to make
any edits or changes that you think would improve the PowerPoint presentation.

When you are finished, we will give your presentation to a business consultant who is
familiar with this scenario. Your PowerPoint presentation will be graded on a 10-point
scale for the appropriateness of your suggested course of action (5 points) and the
persuasiveness of the presentation (5 points). You may receive a bonus depending on

your total score:
Score Bonus

10 $5
9 $4
8 $3
7 $2
6 $1

0-5 $0

After you have submitted the PowerPoint presentation, we will ask you to fill out a
questionnaire about your experience.
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Appendix 3

Experiment 1
Critic Instructions
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Instructions

We will ask you to pretend that you are a consultant with Acme Consulting Company.
Another Acme Consultant is working on a project for MMI Corporation, and has asked
you to provide feedback on a PowerPoint presentation before it is delivered to the client.
You will be given a background sheet about a problem that is happening at MMI The
other consultant has created a 4-slide PowerPoint presentation that explains what steps
should be taken in response to the problem. This PowerPoint presentation would be sent
as an e-mail attachment to Gene Kozlowski, the MMI Vice President for Human
Resources.

You will receive an electronic copy of the PowerPoint presentation and have a few
minutes to look it over. Then you will give feedback to the other consultant about how to
make the presentation better.

Acme Consulting PowerPoint presentations all have the same general outline. The first
slide should have a title that reflects the problem you are addressing. It should also have
the client’s name and the name of the consultant who prepared the presentation. Each of
the following 3 slides should have a recommended course of action and justifications for
the recommendation. Each slide should have at least 3 and no more than 10 bullet points.
The writing should be direct and to the point. When reading the PowerPoint presentation,
you should be asking yourself:

® Are the recommendations appropriate? Do you think they will solve MMI’s
problem? Is the solution workable?

e Are the recommendations justified? Does the evidence in the PowerPoint
presentation convince you? Is anything important left out?

® Are the recommendations presented well? Is the presentation visually clear and
appealing? Is the spelling, grammar, and style correct?

After you have provided feedback, the other consultant will then be given some time to
make any edits or changes that he or she thinks are necessary.

*%% please turn over ***
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‘When the PowerPoint presentation is complete, we will give the presentation to a
business consultant who is familiar with this scenario. The PowerPoint presentation will
be graded on a 10-point scale for the appropriateness of your suggested course of action
(5 points) and the persuasiveness of the presentation (5 points). You may receive a bonus

depending on the total score:
Score Bonus

10 $5
9 34
8 $3
7 $2
6 $1

0-5 $0

At the end of the task, we will ask you to fill out a questionnaire about your experience.
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Appendix 4

Experiment 1
Writer Pre-Experiment Questionnaire
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Participant ID:

Pre-Experiment Questionnaire

Gender: O Male O Female
‘What year were you born:

How long have you lived in the United States? years

‘What other countries have you lived in? (for at least 6 months)

Is English your first language?
O Yes O No. My first language is:

‘What is the highest academic degree you have received?

O Less than high school diploma

O High school diploma or equivalent

O Undergraduate degree (for example, B.A.,, B.S., etc.)
O Graduate degree (Masters or Doctorate)

What was your field/major?

‘What is your current occupation?

‘What is your race or ethnic origin?

O White
O Black/African-American
O Hispanic

O Asian

O Something else:

Page 1 0of 3
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Participant ID:

Please indicate how often you use each of the following:

Less than once a

At least once a
month

At least once a
month

week

‘Word Processor

Spreadsheet

E-mail

Microsoft PowerPoint

Web pages

Instant Messaging

Telephone

‘Web cams

Video conferencing

Chat rooms

Online Stores (e.g. Amazon.com)

Online auctions (e.g. eBay)

Microsoft Windows computers

Apple Macintosh computers

O(o|o|o|(o|o|joo|o{o|g)|o|jo|(d|d| Every Day
O |0 |0 |0 (o |o|(o(o(o(o(o(0o|(o(d(d
O|0o|o|o|(o|of{o|o|(of(o(o|(o|o|jo|(o

O |0 |0 |0 (o |o|(o(o(o(o(o(0o|(o(d(d

O |0 |0O|0o|(o|o|o(o|(o|0o|(0o|(0|(0 |0 (0| Never

Unix/Linux-based computers

Page 2 of 3

148




Participant ID: w

Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements by circling the
appropriate answer.

I can always manage to solve difficult problems if Itry hard enough.
1 2 3 4
Not at all true Hardly True Moderately True Exactly True

If someone opposes me, I can find the means and ways to get what [ want.
1 2 3 4
Not at all true Hardly True Moderately True Exactly True

It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals.
1 2 3 4
Not at all true Hardly True Moderately True Exactly True

I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events.
1 2 3 4
Not at all true Hardly True Moderately True Exactly True

Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations.
1 2 3 4
Not at all true Hardly True Moderately True Exactly True

I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort.
1 2 3 4
Not at all true Hardly True Moderately True Exactly True

I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my coping abilities.
1 2 3 4
Not at all true Hardly True Moderately True Exactly True

When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually find several solutions.
1 2 3 4
Not at all true Hardly True Moderately True Exactly True

If T am in trouble, I can usually think of a solution.
1 2 3 4
Not at all true Hardly True Moderately True Exactly True

I can usually handle whatever comes my way.
1 2 3 4
Not at all true Hardly True Moderately True Exactly True

Page 3 of 3
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Appendix 5

Experiment 1
Writer Post-Experiment Questionnaire
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ID: W

Follow Up Questionnaire

As a final step, please complete this questionnaire. The questions ask you about how you felt about
consulting for MMI and working with the other consultant. Your answers will remain confidential and
will not be shared with the other consultant.

Section 1

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements by circling the
appropriate number for each question below.

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Slightly Disagree
4 = Neutral

5 =Slightly Agree

6 = Agree

7 = Strongly Agree

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
1. The problem with Max is easy to solve. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Th_e other consultant performs his/her tasks with 0 5 B p - ‘ -
skill.
3. The problem described in the case is realistic. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. The first draft of the PowerPoint presentation
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
was as good as it could have been.
5. Using PowerPoint is easy for me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. 1was satisfied with PowerPoint. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. The other consultant shares his/her thoughts with
2 3 4 5 6 7
me.
8. Ifound it easy to pick out the important details 5 B ; - ‘ -
from the MMI situation.
9. Ibelieve the feedback I received. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. I found it difficult to communicate with the other 0 » B p - ‘ -
consultant.
Page 1 0f 6
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1

—_

12.
13.
14.

15.

16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

2

—_

22.
23.
24.

25.

26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

D: w
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
. The feedback I received suggested that the
PowerPoint presentation needs a lot of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
improvement.
People often tell me that I am argumentative. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I am typically a very persuasive person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The other consultant is qualified to provide
. 1 2 3 4
advice to MMI. S 6 7
I can count on the other consultant to be 1 2 3 4 s 6 ;
trustworthy.
The other consultant would not lie to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The other consultant deals honestly with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think T could have been more persuasive giving
an oral presentation of my argument rather than 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
writing it out.
I believe that everyone should own a gun. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
"[he qther consultant understands how I was 1 5 3 p : . 7
thinking,
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
. I am confident that I know what the other 1 2 3 4 5 6 ;
consultant thinks of me.
I enjoy discussing political issues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The other consultant always tells me the truth. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I do not agree with the feedback provided by the
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
other consultant.
The other consultant gave more positive 1 2 3 4 s 6 ;
feedback than (s)he thought I deserved.
I trust the other consultant. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I am satisfied with the feedback I received. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The other consultant keeps information from me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The other consultant and I share many interests. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The feedback I received was completely truthful. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Page 2 of 6
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31.

32.
33.

34.

35.
36.
37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.
43.

44,
45.
46.

ID:

Neutral

Strongly
Agree

4

Neutral

7

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree
The other consultant tells me what he/she is 1
thinking,
The feedback I received was polite. 1
Iincorporated all the other consultant’s 1
suggestions into my PowerPoint presentation.
The other consultant has my best interests at 1
heart.
I found the feedback I received to be useful. 1
The other consultant treats me fairly. 1
It is hard to take the comments that I was given 1
seriously.
Overall, receiving feedback was a satisfying 1
experience.
Strongly
Disagree
The other consultant had a clear picture of my 1
performance.
The other consultant could imagine how I was q
feeling.
The other consultant was as committed to doing 1
the task as I was.
I am qualified to provide advice to MMI. 1
The other consultant tells me what’s on his/her 1
mind.
The other consultant thought I did a good job. 1
The other consultant tried to protect my feelings. 1
The other consultant and I agreed about the goals
of the exercise.
Page 3 of 6
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47.

48.

49.

50.

51

52.

53.

54.

55.

ID:

Neutral

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree
The other consultant did not get personal 1
her/his feedback.
I believe we will get the full bonus for the quality 0
of the PowerPoint presentation.
I believe that employees who can not do their 1
jobs should be fired, no matter what the cause.
The other consultant and I make a good team. 1
. The feedback I received was positive. 1
The feedback I received was skillfully q
communicated.
The other consultant held back some comments 1
to protect my feelings.
The other consultant and I are more similar than 1
we are different.
The other consultant motivated me to do my best 1
work.
Page 4 0f 6
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Section 2

Imagine that you are going to be interacting with the other consultant in the future. Please indicate how
strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements by circling the appropriate number.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

6

—_

62.

63.

64.

65

66.

67.

ID:

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
I could talk freely to him/her and know that (s)he
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
would want to listen.
If (s)he unexpectedly laughed at something I did
or said, I would wonder if (s)he was being 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
critical and unkind.
If (s)he promised to do me a favor (s)he would
follow through. ! 2 3 4 5 6 7
I would go hiking with him/her in unfamiliar 0 5 B f - ‘ -
territory if (s)he assured me (s)he knew the area.
If (s)he were going to give me a ride somewhere
and didn't arrive on time, [ would guess that 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
there was a good reason for the delay.

. If we decided to meet somewhere for lunch, I 1 5 a p c @ 7

would be certain (s)he would be there.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
I would be able to confide in him/her and know
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
that (s)he would want to listen.
I could rely on him/her to mail an important 1 » a a = @ 7
letter for me if T couldn't get to the post office.
If T had to catch an airplane, I could not be sure 1 2 3 4 5 s ;
(s)he would get me to the airport on time.

. I could expect him/her to tell me the truth. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(S).he woulld never intentionally misrepresent my " 2 3 4 s 6 ;
point of view to others.

If T told him/her what things I worry about, (s)he
. . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
would not think my concerns were silly.
Page 5 0of 6
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68.

69.

70.

71.
72.

74.

75.

If (s)he didn't think I handled a certain situation
very well, (s)he would not criticize me in front of
other people.

If my alarm clock was broken and I asked
him/her to call me at a certain time, I could count
on receiving the call.

The other consultant is likely to take advantage
of me.

I would expect him/her to play fair.

[ wouldn't want to buy a piece of used furniture
from him/her because I wouldn't believe him/her
estimate of its worth.

. If (s)he couldn't get together with me as |

planned, I would believe him/her excuse that
something important had come up.

If (s)he knew what kinds of things hurt my
feelings, I would never worry that (s)he would
use them against me, even if our relationship
changed.

If (s)he gave me a compliment, I would question
if (s)he really meant what was said.

ID: W
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7

Please circle the picture below which best describes your relationship with the other consultant:

OCICCIAD

Page 6 of 6
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Appendix 6

Experiment 1
Critic Pre-Experiment Questionnaire
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Participant ID:

Pre-Experiment Questionnaire

Gender: O Male O Female
‘What year were you born:

How long have you lived in the United States? years

‘What other countries have you lived in? (for at least 6 months)

Is English your first language?
O Yes O No. My first language is:

‘What is the highest academic degree you have received?

O Less than high school diploma

O High school diploma or equivalent

O Undergraduate degree (for example, B.A., B.S., etc.)
O Graduate degree (Masters or Doctorate)

‘What was your field/major?

‘What is your current occupation?

‘What is your race or ethnic origin?

O White
O Black/African-American
O Hispanic

O Asian

O Something else:

Page 1 of 2
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Participant ID:

Please indicate how often you use each of the following:

At least once a

At least once a
month

week

Less than once a

month

‘Word Processor

Spreadsheet

E-mail

Microsoft PowerPoint

Web pages

Instant Messaging

Telephone

‘Web cams

Video conferencing

Chat rooms

Online Stores (e.g. Amazon.com)

Online auctions (e.g. eBay)

Microsoft Windows computers

Apple Macintosh computers

Unix/Linux-based computers

O(o|o|o|(o|o|joo|o{o|g)|o|o|(d|d| Every Day

O |0 |0 |0 (o |o|(o(o(o(o(o(0o|(o(d(d
O|0o|o|o|(o|of{o|o|(of(o(o|(o|o|jo|(o

O |0 |0 |0 (o |o|(o(o(o(o(o(0o|(o(d(d

O |0 |0|0o|(o|o|o|(o(o|0o|(0o|{0|(0 |0 (0| Never

Page 2 of 2
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Appendix 7

Experiment 1
Critic Post-Experiment Questionnaire
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ID: J
Follow Up Questionnaire
As a final step, please complete this questionnaire. The questions ask you about how you felt about
consulting for MMI and working with the other consultant. Your answers will remain confidential and
will not be shared with the other consultant.
Section 1
Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements by circling the
appropriate number for each question below.
1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Slightly Disagree
4 = Neutral
5 =Slightly Agree
6 = Agree
7 = Strongly Agree
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
1. The problem with Max is easy to solve. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Th_e other consultant performs his/her tasks with 0 5 B p - ‘ -
skill.
3. The problem described in the case is realistic. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. The first draft of the PowerPoint presentation
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
was as good as it could have been.
5. Using PowerPoint is easy for me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. The other consultant shares his/her thoughts with q 9 3 p : . 5
me.
7. Ifound it easy to pick out the important details 1 2 3 4 5 6 ;
from the MMI situation.
8. The feedback I gave suggested that the
PowerPoint presentation needs a lot of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
improvement.
9. People often tell me that I am argumentative. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. I am typically a very persuasive person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Page 1 of 5
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11

12.

13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

2

—_

22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

28.
29.

30.

ID: J
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
. The other consultant is qualified to provide
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
advice to MM,
I can count on the other consultant to be 0 » B p - ‘ -
trustworthy.
The other consultant would not lie to me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The other consultant deals honestly with me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I believe that everyone should own a gun. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
"[he qther consultant understands how I was 1 5 3 p : . 7
thinking,
I am confident that I know what the other
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
consultant thinks of me.
I enjoy discussing political issues. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The other consultant does not agree with the
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
feedback I provided.
In general, I tend to consider other people's
. . . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
emotional reactions when I communicate.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
. The feedback I gave was more positive than the
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
other consultant deserved.
I trust the other consultant. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I am satisfied with the feedback I gave. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The other consultant keeps information from me. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The other consultant and I share many interests. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
The feedback I gave was completely truthful. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
"[he qther consultant tells me what he/she is " 2 3 4 s 6 ;
thinking,
The feedback I gave was polite. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
, .
I have the other consultant's best interests at 1 2 3 4 s 6 ;
heart.
Overa.ll, giving feedback was a satisfying 1 5 a p e @ 7
experience.
Page 2 of 5
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3

—_

32.

33.
34.

35

36.
37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
42.
43.

44,

1D:

Neutral

Strongly
Agree

4

Neutral

7

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree
. I could imagine how the other consultant was "
feeling.
The other consultant was as committed to doing 0
the task as I was.
I am qualified to provide advice to MMI. 1
The other consultant tells me what’s on his/her 1
mind.
. I'thought the other consultant did a good job. 1
I tried to protect the other consultant's feelings. 1
The other consultant and I agreed about the goals 1
of the exercise.
I believe we will get the full bonus for the quality 0
of the PowerPoint presentation.
I believe that employees who can not do their 1
jobs should be fired, no matter what the cause.
When T have to give someone bad news, I try to 1
protect their feelings when I communicate.
Strongly
Disagree
The other consultant and I make a good team. 1
The feedback I gave was positive. 1
I held back some comments to protect the other 1
consultant's feelings.
The other consultant and I are more similar than 1
we are different.
Page 3 of 5
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1D:

Section 2

Imagine that you are going to be interacting with the other consultant in the future. Please indicate how

strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements by circling the appropriate number.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
45. I could talk freely to him/her and know that (s)he
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
would want to listen.
46. If (s )he unexpectedly laughed at something I did
or said, I would wonder if (s)he was being 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
critical and unkind.
47. If (s)he promised to do me a favor (s)he would
follow through. ! 2 3 4 5 6 7
48. I would go hiking with him/her in unfamiliar 0 5 B f - ‘ -
territory if (s)he assured me (s)he knew the area.
49. If (s)he were going to give me a ride somewhere
and didn't arrive on time, [ would guess that 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
there was a good reason for the delay.
50. If we decided to meet somewhere for lunch, I 1 5 a p c @ 7
would be certain (s)he would be there.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
51. I would be able to confide in him/her and know
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
that (s)he would want to listen.
52. 1 could rely on him/her to mail an important 1 7 2 a = @ -
letter for me if T couldn't get to the post office.
53. If T had to catch an airplane, I could not be sure 1 2 3 4 s 6 .
(s)he would get me to the airport on time.
54. I could expect him/her to tell me the truth. q 2 B p = @ -
55. (S)he would never intentionally misrepresent my
g . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
point of view to others.
56. If I told him/her what things I worry about, (s)he
. . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
would not think my concerns were silly.
Page 4 of 5
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57.

58.

59.

60.
61.

62.

64.

65.

If (s)he didn't think I handled a certain situation
very well, (s)he would not criticize me in front of
other people.

If my alarm clock was broken and I asked
him/her to call me at a certain time, I could count
on receiving the call.

The other consultant is likely to take advantage
of me.

I would expect him/her to play fair.

[ wouldn't want to buy a piece of used furniture
from him/her because I wouldn't believe him/her
estimate of its worth.

If (s)he couldn't get together with me as I
planned, I would believe him/her excuse that
something important had come up.

. If (s)he knew what kinds of things hurt my

feelings, I would never worry that (s)he would
use them against me, even if our relationship
changed.

If (s)he gave me a compliment, I would question
if (s)he really meant what was said.

ID: J
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7
1 4 5 7

Please circle the picture below which best describes your relationship with the other consultant:

OCICCIAD
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Appendix 8

Experiment 1
Variables and Questionnaire ltems

The items below are drawn from the pre- and popegarment questionnaires, and

are grouped by the variable that they address.Becdne questionnaires included items

that were not used in the analysis (e.g. distradjgestions), only those items that

correspond to a specific variable are listed. Betett text indicates different wordings

for the [Critic / Writer].

Self-efficacy

| can always manage to solve difficult problemstry hard enough.

If someone opposes me, | can find the means and teayet what |
want.

It is easy for me to stick to my aims and acconhpirs/ goals.
| am confident that | could deal efficiently witimexpected events.

Thanks to my resourcefulness, | know how to handfereseen
situations.

| can solve most problems if | invest the necessé#ioyt.

| can remain calm when facing difficulties becausan rely on my
coping abilities.

When | am confronted with a problem, | can usufiig several
solutions.

If I am in trouble, | can usually think of a soloni.

| can usually handle whatever comes my way.
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Negativity

Threat Re

The feedback | [gave / received] was positive.

The feedback | [gave / received] suggested thalPtveerPoint
presentation needs a lot of improvement.

[I / The other consultant] thought [the other cautent / |] did a good
job.

gulation

The feedback | [gave/received] was polite.

[I/ The other consultant] tried to protect [théet consultant’s / my]
feelings.

The feedback | gave was more positive than ther athresultant
deserved. / The other consultant gave more podergback than
(s)he though | deserved.

[I / The other consultant] held back some commémtwotect [the
other consultant’s / my] feelings.

[/ The other consultant] could imagine how [thber consultant / []
was feeling.

The feedback | [gave / received] was completelthfru.

Shared Understanding

The problem with Max is easy to solve.
The problem described in the case is realistic.

| believe we will get the full bonus for the qugliif the PowerPoint
presentation.

The first draft of the PowerPoint presentation wagood as it could
have been.

The other consultant and | make a good team.
The other consultant and | share many interests.

Please circle the picture below which best dessryloair relationship
with the other consultant: (overlapping circlesgi&ms)

| am confident that | know what the other consultamks of me.
The other consultant understands how | was thinking

The other consultant and | agreed about the gdalsecexercise.
The other consultant and | are more similar tharaveedifferent.

| have the other consultant's best interests at.Heehe other
consultant has my best interests at heart.
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The feedback | gave was positive. / The feedbaekeived was
positive.

The feedback | gave suggested that the PowerPaséptation needs
a lot of improvement. / The feedback | receivedgasted that the
PowerPoint presentation needs a lot of improvement.

| thought the other consultant did a good job. é Bther consultant
thought | did a good job.

The feedback | gave was polite. / The feedbackeived was polite.

| tried to protect the other consultant's feelingehe other consultant
tried to protect my feelings.

The feedback | gave was more positive than ther athresultant
deserved. / The other consultant gave more pogergback than
(s)he thought | deserved.

| held back some comments to protect the otherwtarg's feelings. /
The other consultant held back some comments tegrmy feelings.

| could imagine how the other consultant was feglinThe other
consultant could imagine how | was feeling.

The feedback | gave was completely truthful. / Tdedback |
received was completely truthful.

Conditions of Trust Inventory

The other consultant always tells me the truth.

The other consultant treats me fairly.

| can count on the other consultant to be trustuwyort

| trust the other consultant.

The other consultant deals honestly with me.

The other consultant is likely to take advantagmef
The other consultant keeps information from me.
The other consultant shares his/her thoughts weh m
The other consultant tells me what he/she is thipki
The other consultant tells me what?s on his/hedmin
The other consultant would not lie to me.

Specific Interpersonal Trust Scale

(S)he would never intentionally misrepresent mynpof view to
others.

| could expect him/her to tell me the truth.
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* | could rely on him/her to mail an important letter me if | couldn't
get to the post office.

* | could talk freely to him/her and know that (s)leuld want to listen.

* | would be able to confide in him/her and know t{ghe would want
to listen.

* | would expect him/her to play fair.

* | would go hiking with him/her in unfamiliar teraty if (s)he assured
me (s)he knew the area.

* | wouldn't want to buy a piece of used furniturenfr him/her because
| wouldn't believe him/her estimate of its worth.

» If (s)he couldn't get together with me as | plandesould believe
him/her excuse that something important had come up

* If (s)he didn't think | handled a certain situatiary well, (s)he would
not criticize me in front of other people.

* If (s)he gave me a compliment, | would questiofs)he really meant
what was said.

* If (s)he knew what kinds of things hurt my feelingsould never
worry that (s)he would use them against me, eveniifrelationship
changed.

* If (s)he promised to do me a favor (s)he woulddwlithrough.

* If (s)he unexpectedly laughed at something | didaod, | would
wonder if (s)he was being critical and unkind.

» If (s)he were going to give me a ride somewheredidd't arrive on
time, | would guess that there was a good reasothéodelay.

» If I had to catch an airplane, | could not be gs)ee would get me to
the airport on time.

* If I told him/her what things | worry about, (s)im®uld not think my
concerns were silly.

* If my alarm clock was broken and | asked him/hecath me at a
certain time, | could count on receiving the call.

» If we decided to meet somewhere for lunch, | wcaddcertain (s)he
would be there.

Mutuality
* The other consultant and | make a good team.
* The other consultant and | share many interests.

* The other consultant understands how | was thinking
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The other consultant and | agreed about the gdalsecexercise.
The other consultant and | are more similar tharaxeedifferent.

Please circle the picture below which best dessrylair relationship
with the other consultant:

QIS
P &

Feedback Acceptance

It is hard to take the comments that | was giveiossly.
| found the feedback | received to be useful
| believe the feed back | received.

| incorporated all the other consultant’s suggestimto my
PowerPoint presentation.

| do not agree with the feedback provided by theptonsultant

The feedback | received was completely truthful

Motivation

The other consultant motivated me to do my beskwor

Satisfaction

| am satisfied with the feedback | [gave / rece]ved

Overall, [giving / receiving] feedback was a safiisf) experience.
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Appendix 9

Experiment 1
Transcript Coding Instructions

These are the final version of the instructionglusecode the feedback
transcripts from the first experiment. After segmegmthe transcripts, coders used these
instructions to identify the characteristics oflegegment. The coders practiced with
these instructions on transcripts from pilot sessi@ome changes were made to the
instructions and coding schemes based on the experiwith the pilot transcripts.
Crossed-out sections indicate codes that were @cbpfter pilot testing; cross-outs were

left in the instructions for coders’ reference.
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Coding Instructions Version 5

For all coding, write in a proposition number or circle the appropriate answer. If issues
arise, make notes on the back of the coding sheet. Additionally, if anything is classified
as “Other,” please make a note as to the reason on the back of the coding sheet.

The first four items should be filled out for all propositions. The others should be filled
out only for propositions of “Feedback™ type.

Prop# Proposition number (actually, the letter to the left of each proposition
bracket)

Resegment If you think that this proposition needs to be resegmented (that we don’t

(Reseg) have the right text grouped together), then put in a check mark. Even if
you check this box, complete the rest of the coding as if the segmenting
were correct.

Continuation If this proposition is a continuation of another proposition, insert the

(Cont) Prop# of the proposition it continues. Typically, this would be after an
interruption or due to overlapping utterances, but not lots of other items
in between. The idea here is that if it wouldn’t have been for the
unrelated proposition B, propositions A and C would probably have been
grouped together. If there are fewer than 2 lines between two related
propositions, it is probably a continuation rather than a repeat. A
continuation is essentially the same as if we would have drawn
connecting lines between the segments. Continuation suggests that we
are still on the same topic, rather than returning to a topic at a later point.

If there is a continuation, treat all of the pieces of the continuation as a
single utterance, and only fully code the first proposition in the series. In
other words, if you see something like this (each line is a separate
proposition):

All Propositions

1l. J: You should do X.

2. J: You should do Y.

3. W: Ah, yes, X. I agree.

4. W: Y? Are you sure? I don’t like that.

Code line 3 as a continuation of 1, line 4 as a continuation of 2, and then
code line 1 as feedback with discussion and agreement and line 2 as
feedback with discussion and challenge. Even if there are several
continuing pieces, code them all as part of the first in the series.

Repeat If this is a repeated mention of an idea or piece of feedback from earlier
in the conversation, enter the Prop# of the firs¢ mention.
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Coding Instructions Version 5

Type C Conversation management (e.g. Let’s move on to the next

point, We should start, We’re out of time, etc.) or social

exchange (greetings, non-topical chat, thanks)

S - — - :

[Combined with C]

T Technology or experiment comment (e.g. about

videoconferencing, time limits, bonuses). Note: for time

limits, if' it is a discussion of time (e.g. “How much time will

we have to do this?”) it goes here. If it is a “We’re almost

out of time” or “Time’s Up” comment, it should be coded as

conversation management.

F Feedback about the presentation — Note: Choose this

category if there is any feedback at all, or it’s a “mixed”

situation (e.g. both feedback and conversation management

together). Also includes general conversation about the case

that may not have a direct implication (which will be marked

as “Neutral”). This also includes general deflection or

agreement propositions (e.g. the writer says “I didn’t have

enough time to do everything” but not in response to a

specific comment). Again — mark these as Neutral, but

include that there is a deflection.

N Nonsense or non-meaningful statements. “Ummmm”;
“Anyway, uh, I guess...” etc.

G‘ creferar-coiRye ‘:' =iwivae

feedback|Combined with F]

(o) Other (please describe on back of worksheet)

All Propositions

Category C Content of recommendations (about the case and the
response to it, not about the presentation itself)

A Arrangement of ideas/bullets, amount of content (e.g. move
a bullet to another page, add more bullets, who the
presentation is addressed to), word choice and rephrasing
(without a content change)

Mechanics (grammar / punctuation / spelling)

Formatting (colors, backgrounds, clip art, font, bold/italic,
capitalization, etc.)

(8] Other (describe on back of worksheet)

Feedback Only
=
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Coding Instructions Version 5

Feedback Only

Implication  This refers to what the feedback is suggesting should be done. Unless the
(Impl) segment has only the Writer speaking, it refers to what the Judge is
suggesting.

C Change something

K Keep something, or a compliment (e.g. “This is good” or
“Overall I like the presentation.”)

N Neutral (mention of something without clear
recommendation to change or keep). This also includes
general comments about the case that may not have a clear
“do this” or “keep this” implication.

M Mixed (e.g. “You could change it or keep it the way you
have it.”

Rationale Does either the judge or writer provide a rationale for why a change
(Rat) should be made or why something should be kept? Basically this includes
anything that might answer the “Why” question. This can be as simple
as, “It will be prettier if...” or “The instructions say....”
Discussed Is there discussion of this point? Note: Discussion implies more than a
(Disc) simple “OK.”
Challenged  Is the comment challenged by the non-initiating person? This implies
(Chal) more than a clarification or suggestion of alternate wording, but
actually saying “I don’t agree™ or “I don’t like that” or “I’'m not sure
about that (with overtones of disagreement).”
Agreement Does the non-initiating person (e.g. if W comments on something, then
(Agree) this category is about J) explicitly express agreement with the other

person? This includes cases where someone just says “OK” or “Yes,”
but not cases in which they use an ambiguous signal like “Uh-huh” or
“Mmm-hmmm.” It is possible to have both a Challenge and Agreement
(for example, I disagree at first, but then agree in the end).
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Coding Instructions Version 5

Softened Is the feedback phrased in such a way to make it less forceful or easier

(Soft) to take? For example, does the judge say, “I like the way you do x, but
you could make it clearer.” Or “Some people might like it better if you
did it like X.”” This can also include cases where the Judge begins the
feedback as a question instead of a statement (“Do you think the
background needs to be more colorful 7). This also includes any time

= the person giving feedback says, “Maybe you could...” or something
= . .

o else to suggest that accepting the feedback would be optional.

:

S Deflected Does the writer give an excuse or do anything to distance themselves
9 (Defl) from a criticism? In other words, they might say something like, “I
1}

didn’t have enough time to do that” or “I didn’t like that either, but I
couldn’t think of a better word.”

Initiator (Init) Did the writer or the judge initiate this topic? Note: Saying “Do you
have any other comments” is not an initiation. I want to know who first
decided that this was something that needed to be paid attention to.
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Appendix 10

Experiment 1
Acceptance Coding Instructions

These are the instructions that coders used tofeedback acceptance. Even
after significant pilot testing and training, cosl@ere unable to reach an acceptable level

of agreement, and data from this coding was nal.use
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Feedback Acceptance Coding
Instructions v.2

Feedback acceptance is basically a measure of whether or not someone followed the feedback
they were given or whether they ignored it. In this experiment, one subject created a PPT
presentation about the business case study. Another subject then gave feedback to the first
subject about how to make the PPT presentation better. Finally, the first subject was given a
chance to edit the PPT presentation based on the feedback they were given.

This coding compares the PPT presentation from before getting feedback to the PPT presentation
after feedback. The feedback conversation has been divided into “items of feedback.” Each item
of feedback is a section of the conversation that makes a single recommendation. The item of
feedback may include discussion between the two subjects, or it could be just one subject
talking.

Materials you will have for each session:
e Transcript of the feedback conversation, with units of feedback marked and numbered

e A gpreadsheet with a list of the items of feedback, in the order that they should be
coded (1 spreadsheet includes all session). The spreadsheet also shows the
“mmplication” for the item of feedback: “C” for feedback that suggests that something
should be changed, and “K” for feedback that suggests that something should be kept
as it is.

e 2 PPT presentations, marked “before” and “after.”

For each session, open both PPT presentations so that comparisons can be made. I find it easiest
to view them side-by-side using the “Arrange All” command under the “Window” menu in PPT.
Then, go through each item of feedback and code it on the following categories:

Followed: Was the advice followed when the PPT presentation was edited? Use these codes:

® Y: The feedback was followed. If the feedback suggested a change, the change was
made. If the feedback suggested keeping something, it was kept. Note: to mark “Y”
the specific feedback must be followed. For example, if the Critic says, “Move the
bullet on slide 2 to slide 3,” but the Writer moves the bullet to slide 4, this is a “N.”
However, if the Critic had only said, “Move the bullet off of slide 2”” then the Writer’s
actions would be a “Y.” This applies at the level of words as well. If the Critic asks
for a rephrasing and gives a very specific new phrasing, then it must be exact.
However, if the Critic says, “Change it to something like xxxxx” then there is leeway
for the Writer.

e N: The feedback was not followed.
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e F: Lack of clarity in the feedback. It’s not possible to judge whether or not the
feedback was followed because you can’t figure out what the feedback is suggesting.

e P: Lack of clarity in the PPT. It’s not possible to judge whether or not the feedback
was followed even though the feedback is clear, because it’s not clear how changes
were made to the PPT presentation.

Repeat: Sometimes subjects will repeat their feedback, or summarize it later in the conversation.
However, even though the subjects talk about it twice, there is really only one change to be
made. If this item of feedback is a repetition of an earlier item of feedback, do not fill out the
Followed column, and instead put a “1”” in the Repeat column.

Badcode: Do you think that this item was coded improperly? For example, is it chit-chats or
greetings rather than about the PPT presentation? Does it include more than one item of feedback
in the same segment? Does the implication say “Keep” when it’s really “Change?” If yest, put a
“1” in this BadCode column.

Some notes and tips:

¢ Not every line of the transcript will be coded here. We will only be focusing on those
sections that have already been identified as part of the feedback. It is OK to use the context
of other statements to help figure out what a particular item of feedback refers to, but we are
only coding those segments that are indicated in the spreadsheet.

¢ One of the difficult things to figure out is that the person giving feedback may “take back”
their feedback after it’s given. In other words, they might at first say, “You should change
X.,” but then after chatting about it, they then say, “Well, I guess it’s OK as it is.” Here are
some tips for dealing with this:

e Ifthe critic clearly changes their mind, and says something like, “Actually, don’t change
that.” or “Forget I said that,” then assume that the feedback is nullified. This will
probably result in an “F” in the Followed column unless there is a different change/keep
mentioned in the item of feedback.

e If the critic seems to draw back slightly, and says something like, “I guess it would work
if you kept it as it is,” or “It’s up to you, though, you don’t have to follow my advice,”
consider the feedback as it was before they drew back. The underlying idea here is that if
someone says this, it’s more likely that they are just trying to be polite, not that they
really believe that the change shouldn’t be made. This should result ina Y, N, or P in the
Followed column.

* You may notice that the before and after PPT presentations have different author names. This
was done simply to anonymize the presentations. The before and after PPTs were written by
the same person.
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Appendix 11

Experiment 1
PowerPoint Grading Instructions
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Grading Instructions

First, read through the Subject Instructions, the HBR Case Study “Do Something—He’s
About to Snap,” and the expert commentaries on the case.

Open the Excel file to record your grading.
Please grade the PowerPoint presentations in the order listed in the Excel file.

For each PowerPoint presentation, open the file on your computer, and go through the file
at least once in “presentation” mode. This will allow you to see if there are transitions or
effects in the slides. Feel free to go back through the PPT presentation as much as you
want as you grade it.

For each presentation, fill out the appropriate row in the Excel file. Each of the following
questions corresponds to one column in the Excel file. Unless otherwise indicated, place

a “1” in the appropriate box if the answer to the question is Yes. Place a “0” (zero) in the
column if the answer is No.

For any “overall score” questions, please answer with your general reaction. This is a
subjective rating. Also, this can include other factors beyond what are asked about
specifically here, so it does not necessarily need to correspond to how you answered the
other questions. In addition, the final “overall” score does not need to be an average of
the other overall scores.

Structure
Does the first slide have a title for the presentation?
Does the first slide have the client’s name (Gene Kozlowski or MMI)?

1
2
3. Does the first slide have the consultant’s (subject’s) name?
4. Are there exactly four slides?

5

Does each slide (other than the title slide) present a single recommendation or closely
related set of recommendations? In other words, is each slide a single coherent idea?
¢ No:0

e Somewhat: 1

* Yes:2

6. Does each slide (ignore the title slide) have at least 3 and no more than 10 bullet
points?
Content

7. Does the presentation focus only on Max? (In other words, does it consider Max as
the only problem, or does it also recognize problems with the other workers?)
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8. Does the presentation focus only on the other members of the department? (In other
words, does it suggest that Max’s behavior isn’t a problem and the other workers are
just overreacting?)

9. Does the presentation recommend firing or transferring Max immediately? (This does
not include firing “as a last resort” or “if other recommendations fail.”)

10. Does the presentation recommend documenting problems and/or gathering evidence?

11. Does the presentation suggest social events or other positive means to encourage
teamwork, socializing, and respect?

12. Does the presentation suggest punishing Max for his behavior?

13. Does the presentation suggest counseling or training programs for Max or other
members of the department?

14. Does the presentation specifically mention that Max’s behavior or the co-workers’
reactions are having an effect on productivity and/or job performance?

15. Does the presentation suggest conversations, workshops, or other feedback
mechanisms?

16. Does the presentation mention MMT’s policies and procedures?

17. Does the presentation mention legal considerations?

18. Are the recommendations consistent with the approaches recommended in the
commentaries?

e No:0
e Some yes, some no: 1
® Yes:2

19. What overall score would you give this presentation for the content of the
recommendations? (1: Worst — 10: Best)

Rhetoric

20. Do the recommendations seem practical? (In other words, is this something that the
managers or MMI could do? Will the employees go along with them?)

e Very impractical: 1
e Somewhat impractical: 2
e Neutral: 3
e Somewhat practical: 4
® Very practical: 5
21. Are the recommendations relevant to the problem in the case?

Very irrelevant: 1
Somewhat irrelevant: 2
Neutral: 3

Somewhat relevant: 4
Very relevant: 5
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22

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

. In general, are the recommendations specific?

e Veryvague: 1
Somewhat vague: 2
Neutral: 3
Somewhat specific: 4
Very specific: 5

Are the recommendations well justified? (In other words, does the author provide
good reasons why each recommended action should be followed?)

e Very unjustified: 1

e Somewhat unjustified: 2

e Neutral: 3

* Somewhat justified: 4

e Very justified: 5

Do the recommendations create obvious new problems?
e No new problems: 0

* Some minor problems: 1

e Many new problems: 2

Are you convinced by the presentation?
s Not at all convinced: 0

* Somewhat convinced: 1

e Very convinced: 2

Is the writing clear?
e No:0

s  Somewhat: 1

® Yes:2

Is the writing concise?
e No:0

e  Somewhat: 1

® Yes: 2

What overall score would you give this presentation for the writing and rhetoric?
(1:Worst — 10: Best)

Format and Mechanics

29.

30

Does the presentation use a background image, color or theme (including special
colors for text headings, special bullets, etc.)?

. Does the text color blend into the background (making it hard to read)?
31.

Does the presentation use transitions or other animation effects?
e No:0

® Yes, but they harm the overall presentation: 1

* Yes, but they do not help or hurt the presentation: 2

* Yes, and they help the overall presentation: 3
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32.

33.
34.

35.
36.

37.

38

39.

Does the presentation use pictures (other than background images)?
e No:0

® Yes, but they harm the overall presentation: 1

* Yes, but they do not help or hurt the presentation: 2

® Yes, and they help the overall presentation: 3

Is the text ever less than “18 pt” size?

Is the text ever too crowded or does it ever run off any of the slides? That is, does all
of the text always fit well on the screen?

Is there too much blank space on any of the slides (do not consider the title slide)?

Is the punctuation consistent throughout the presentation? (e.g. the use of periods at
the end of bullets)

Are there spelling errors?
e None: 0

e One ortwo: 1

s More than two: 2

. Are there grammar errors? (Note — this does not include fragmented sentences.)

e None: 0
e One ortwo: 1
s More than two: 2

What overall score would you give this presentation for format and mechanics?
(1:Worst — 10: Best)

Overall

40.

What overall score (1-100) would you give this presentation?
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Appendix 12

Experiment 2
Protocol Summary

o

Session 1

Approx. Timing Event

0:00 Group of subjects arrive. Each is seatedsabWwin computer aroun
atable

0:01 Consent

0:03 Administer pre-questionnaires (Appendix 16)

0:06 Collect questionnaires; Hand out case studySassion 1

instructions (Appendix 10)

As writers finish

Save document; Confirm Sessidim and give reminder form
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Session 2 (next day)

Approx. Timing

Event

0:00 Individual subject arrives. Seated at indigidcomputer in cubicle

0:01 Review consent form and ask to verbally reicon€onsent

0:03 Give Writer printed copy of his essay, andlaisk to read it

0:10 Administer pre-feedback questionnaire (Apperidi)

0:12 Collect questionnaire and give Session 2 Parstructions
(Appendix 14)

0:15 Take Writer to communication room (communizatmedia

already prepared); Connect to confederate Critiarfather
location);

When confederate
Critic signals to
experimenter that
all feedback has
been delivered
(about 5 minutes)

Disconnect communication media; Take Writer backubicle;
Open document in Microsoft Word on computer, ana @gession
2 Part 2 instructions (Appendix 15).

When Writer
finishes editing

Save edited document; Administer post-experimeastijonnaire
(Appendix 18)

when Writer
finishes

guestionnaire

Collect questionnaire; Debrief; pay and dismisst@évri
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Appendix 13

Experiment 2 Session 1
Instructions

Instructions — Part 1

We will ask you to pretend that are taking a class in a business school. You will be given
information about a problem that is happening at a fictitious company called MMI. After
you have read the information, you will be asked to write an essay that explains what you
think the managers of MMI should do.

In your essay, you should begin by summarizing the problem as vou understand it. This
summary should specifically mention who you think is at fault, and to what degree.

The rest of your essay should go through all of the options available to MM For each
option, be sure to explain whether you think it is something that the managers at MMI
should or should not do, and why.

Your essay will be graded for content (5 pts) and quality of writing (5 pts). You may
receive a bonus depending on your total score:

Score Bonus

10 $5
9 54
8 $3
7 $2
6 $1

0-5 $0

You should use Microsoft Word to write your essay. After you have completed writing,
save your essay to the “My Documents™ folder on your computer, with the filename

Let the experimenter know you are finished, and you will be given further instructions.

Please do not discuss this or any other aspect of this study with other participants unless
directed to do so by the experimenter.

You will have up to an hour to complete the essay, although most people finish in about
30 minutes.
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Appendix 14

Experiment 2 Session 2
Pre-Feedback Instructions

Instructions — Session 2 — Part 1

In this session, you will revisit the essay that you wrote in the first session. You have
already had a chance to read through the essay and answer some questions about it.

Now you will be paired with another study participant who has had a chance to read your
essay. That person will be giving vou feedback about how they think you could improve
your essay.

After you talk to the other participant, you will be given a chance to make any changes to
your essay that you want. Feel free to take notes while talking to the other participant—
you will be able to use them when you edit your essay.

Remember—the final version of vour essay will be graded for content (5 pts) and quality
of writing (5 pts). You may receive a bonus depending on your total score:

Score Bonus

10 $5
9 $4
8 $3
7 $2
6 $1
0-3 $0

Please do not discuss this or any other aspect of this study with other participants except
as directed by the experimenter.

The experimenter will now give you further instructions.
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Appendix 15

Experiment 2 Session 2
Post-Feedback Instructions

Instructions — Session 2 — Part 2

You can now make any changes to your essay that you want. As you edit your essay, feel
free to use any notes you took from your discussion.

You will find your essay on the desktop of your computer. The filename is:

Double-click on the file to open it, and save your changes to the same file. When you
have finished, please wait at your computer. The experimenter will check back
periodically to check on your progress.

You will have up to 30 minutes to edit the document.

Remember—the final version of your essay will be graded for content (5 pts) and quality
of writing (5 pts). You may receive a bonus depending on your total score:

Score Bonus

10 $5
9 $4
8 $3
7 $2
6 $1
0-5 $0

Please do not discuss this or any other aspect of this study with other participants.

Y ou may begin editing as soon as you are ready.
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Appendix 16

Experiment 2 Session 1
Pre-Experiment Questionnaire
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Participant ID:

Pre-Experiment Questionnaire

‘What year were you born?

In what country were you born? 0O USA O Other:

Have you lived in the United States for your whole life (except for vacations or other short
absences)?

O Yes
O I'moved here less than 3 years ago
O I'moved here between 3 and 10 years ago

O I'moved here more than 10 years ago

‘What other countries have you lived in? (for at least 6 months)

Is English your first language?
O Yes O No. My first language is:

‘What is the highest academic degree you have received?

O Less than high school diploma

O High school diploma or equivalent

O Undergraduate degree (for example, B.A., B.S., etc.)
O Graduate degree (Masters or Doctorate)

‘What was your field/major?

‘What is your current occupation?

--- continued on next page -

Page 1 of 2
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‘What is your race or ethnic origin?

O American Indian or Alaska Native

O Asian

O Black or African American

O Hispanic or Latino

O Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

O White

O Other ethnic or racial category:

Please indicate how often you use each of the following:

Participant ID:

Atleast once a

Atleast once a
month

week

Less than once a
month

‘Word Processor

Spreadsheet

E-mail

Microsoft PowerPoint

‘Web pages

Instant Messaging

Telephone

‘Web cams

Video conferencing

Chat rooms

Online Stores (e.g. Amazon.com)

Online auctions (e.g. eBay)

Microsoft Windows computers

Apple Macintosh computers

Unix/Linux-based computers

O|0|0O(o|o|o|(o|o|o(o|jo|o|g|d|o | EveryDay

O|O0|O0|O0|0|0 |0 |0 |0 |0 |00 |00 |d
O|0|0|0|0|0|0|0|0o|o|o|(o|o|o|d

O|O0|O0|O0|0|0 |0 |0 |0 |0 |00 |00 |d

O|O0|0|0O (0|0 |00 |0o|o|Oo|d|0g|(d|(d| Never

Page 2 of 2
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Appendix 17

Experiment 2 Session 2
Pre-Feedback Questionnaire
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Session 2 — Questionnaire 1

Now that you have re-read your essay, please complete this questionnaire.

1D:

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements by circling the

appropriate number for each question below.

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Slightly Disagree
4 = Neutral

5 =Slightly Agree

6 = Agree

7 = Strongly Agree

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
1. I am happy with my essay. 1 2 3 4 5 7
2. The essay is as good as it could be. 1 2 3 4 5 7
3. Thave changed my mind about the
. . 1 2 3 4 5 7
recommendations [ made in the essay.
4. My recommendations will solve the problems at 0 5 B p - -

MMIL

5. Remember that you will be given a bonus based on the quality of your
essay (see the chart at the right). How much of a bonus do you think you
will receive? Please circle your answer:

$0 $1 $2 $3 $4 $5

Score Bonus

10

$5

54

$3

$2

(o3 BEN I e I o)

$1

$0

6. If you were able to edit the essay before submitting it, how much time would you

spend working on it?

minutes

Page 1 0f'1
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Appendix 18

Experiment 2 Session 2
Post-Experiment Questionnaire
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1D:

Follow Up Questionnaire

As a final step, please complete this questionnaire. Your answers will remain confidential and will not

be shared with the other participant.

Section 1

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements by circling the
appropriate number for each question below.

1 = Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree

3 = Slightly Disagree
4 = Neutral

5 =Slightly Agree

6 = Agree

7 = Strongly Agree

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
1. The problem with Max is easy to solve. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. The other participant understood the problems at 0 5 B f - ‘ -
MMI
3. The problem described in the case is realistic. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. The first draft of my essay was as good as it 1 » a a : @ 7
could have been.
5.1 1ncorp_0rate.d all the other participant’s 1 2 3 4 s 6 ;
suggestions into my essay.
6. Iwas satisfied with Microsoft Word. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. The other participant shares his/her thoughts with 1 2 3 4 5 6 ’
me.
8. Ifound it easy to pick out the important details 0 5 B ; - ‘ -
from the MMI situation.
9. Tam typically a very persuasive person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. 1 fOl.ln.d it difficult to communicate with the other 0 » B p - ‘ -
participant.
Page 1 0of 3
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1

—_

12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

2

—_

22.

23.
24.
25.
26.

27.
28.

29.

30.

1D:

Neutral

Strongly
Agree

4

Neutral

7

Strongly
Agree

Strongly
Disagree
. The feedback I received suggested that my essay "
needed a lot of improvement.
People often tell me that T am argumentative. 1
The feedback I received was completely truthful. 1
The other participant is qualified to provide 1
advice for this task.
The other participant is trustworthy. 1
The other participant and I agreed about the 1
goals of the exercise.
I think I could have been more persuasive giving 1
an oral presentation rather than writing an essay.
The other participant understood what I was 0
thinking.
I am confident that I know what the other 1
participant thinks of me.
I am satisfied with the feedback I received. 1
Strongly
Disagree
. I'do not agree with the feedback provided by the 1
other participant.
The other participant gave more positive 0
feedback than (s)he thought I deserved.
I trust the other participant. 1
The feedback I received was polite. 1
Using Microsoft Word is easy for me. 1
The other participant has my best interests at 1
heart.
I found the feedback I received to be useful. 1
The other participant and I are more similar than 1
we are different.
The other participant motivated me to do my best 1
work.
The other participant held back some comments 1
to protect my feelings.
Page 2 of 3

4

7
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31.

32.
33.
34.
35.

36.

1D:

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Neutral Agree
It is hard to take the comments that I was given 1 2 3 4 5 .
seriously.
The other participant thought I did a good job. 1 2 3 4 5 7
The other participant tried to protect my feelings. 1 2 3 4 5 7
The feedback I received was positive. 1 2 3 4 5 7
The feedback I received was skillfully
. 1 2 3 4 5 7
communicated.
Remember that you will be given a bonus based on the quality of your

essay (see the chart at the right). How much of a bonus do you think you
will receive? Please circle your answer:

$0 $1 $2 $3 $4 $5

Page 3 of 3

Score Bonus

10

$5

$4

$3

52

N0 | O

$1

$0
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Appendix 19

Experiment 2
Variables and Questionnaire ltems

The items below are drawn from the pre-, mid-, post-experiment
guestionnaires, and are grouped by the variabtehles address. Because the
guestionnaires included items that were not useékdranalysis (e.g. distraction
guestions), only those items that correspond fzeaific variable are listed. Bracketed

text indicates different wordings for the [Criti®Vriter].

Task-Specific Efficacy
* | am happy with my essay.

 The essay is as good as it could be.

* | have changed my mind about the recommendatiamede in the
essay.

* My recommendations will solve the problems at MMI.

* Remember that you will be given a bonus based emiality of your
essay (see the chart at the right). How much afraub do you think
you will receive? Please circle your answer.

» If you were able to edit the essay before subngjtiinhow much time

would you spend working on it? minutes
Negativity
» The feedback | received suggested that my essaledeelot of
improvement.

* The other participant though | did a good job.

» The feedback | received was positive.
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Threat Regulation

Trust

Expertise

Mutuality

The feedback | received was polite.
The other participant held back some commentsdtept my feelings.

The other participant gave more positive feedbhaek ts)he thought |
deserved.

The other participant tried to protect my feelings.

The other participant shares his/her thoughts migh
The other participant is trustworthy.

| trust the other participant.

The other participant has my best interests atthear
The feedback | received was completely truthful.

The other participant understood the problems attMM

The other participant is qualified to provide aavfor this task.

The other participant and | agreed about the gufdise exercise.
The other participant understood what | was thigkin
| am confident that | know what the other participthinks of me.

The other participant and | are more similar thananre different.

Feedback Acceptance

| incorporated all the other participant’s suggassiinto my essay.
| am satisfied with the feedback | received.

| do not agree with the feedback provided by thepparticipant.

| found the feedback | received to be useful.

The other participant motivated me to do my bestkwo

It is hard to take the comments that | was giveiossly.
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