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Purpose: Numerous studies have explored the role of feedback format, and individual
differences in influencing reactions to and behaviour change following the receipt of
360° feedback. Recent research has considered the role that implicit theories of ability
play in reactions to negative feedback. The current study replicates and extends this
work, investigating the interaction between implicit theories of ability, feedback
format (i.e., the inclusion of normative or normative and narrative feedback), and
feedback valence as they relate to feedback reactions.

Study design/methodology/approach: We conducted a quasi-experimental study of
leaders in a large healthcare organization in the United States.

Findings: We found that the interaction between implicit theories of ability and
feedback format is dependent on feedback valence. Though implicit theories of ability
moderate the relationship format and reactions for negative feedback, the effect did
not hold when individuals received positive feedback. In addition, we did not find a
statistically significant impact of normative and narrative (versus normative) feedback
on reactions.

Originality/value: This study extends our understanding of individual differences
and feedback format in predicting reactions to feedback, providing important
implications for both theory and practice.

Introduction

Since its initial surge in popularity in the 1990s, 360° feedback has become one of the most
popular tools organizations use to promote employee development (Bracken et al., 2016). In
response to the popularity of 360° feedback in practice, organizational researchers have
examined a number of components influencing the effectiveness of 360° feedback in promoting
behavioural change (Bracken & Rose, 2011). Although the primary focus of this research
stream has been to understand feedback reactions and behavioural change based on feedback
characteristics that are within the organization’s control (e.g., organizational or feedback
characteristics), researchers have identified a number of ratee individual difference
characteristics relevant to ratee reactions to, acceptance of, and behavioural change as a result
of 360° feedback (Corwin et al., 2019; Smither et al., 2005). However, while initial evidence
provides some support for “person by format” effects in 360° feedback, research in this area
has been somewhat limited, focusing primarily on the interaction between individual
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differences and feedback valence without considering other features of feedback format
(Corwin et al., 2019).

For example, research exploring the inclusion of normative data (i.e., data comparing recipients
of'360° feedback to their peers) has yielded mixed results (Atwater & Brett, 2006). Recent work
indicates that these mixed results may be explained by exploring individuals’ implicit theories
of ability (i.e., individuals’ beliefs about the malleability of abilities; Dweck, 2000), finding
that when receiving negative feedback, individuals who believe that their abilities are malleable
tend to prefer absolute feedback, whereas individuals who believe that their abilities are fixed
tend to prefer normative feedback (Zingoni & Byron, 2017). While these findings provide
important insights regarding the interaction between implicit theories of ability and feedback
format, they raise new questions surrounding the boundary conditions for these interaction
effects as well as the specific features of feedback format that influence participant reactions.

The purpose of this paper is to explore these questions by examining the interplay between
individuals’ implicit theories of ability, feedback format, and feedback valence, in order to tease
apart other conflicting research findings regarding feedback format and to provide more
nuanced practical implications for organizations. This study contributes to research and practice
in two important ways. First, we explore whether the interaction between implicit theory of
ability and providing normative feedback holds when feedback is positive. While initial
research provides evidence for the interaction between implicit theory of ability and presence
of normative feedback when feedback is negative (Zingoni & Byron, 2017), it is not clear
whether these effects hold when feedback is positive.

Second, in addition to considering feedback valence, our study also considers the impact of two
popular approaches to 360° feedback on recipient reactions. Specifically, we compare the
effects of normative feedback, which provides participants with information about how their
ratings compare to their peers, as well as narrative feedback, which provides participants with
a more detailed explanation about their numeric scores. While previous research has explored
the effect of these two approaches to formatting 360° feedback (Atwater & Brett, 2006),
questions remain regarding the unique effects of text-based feedback on employee reactions to
feedback, as well as whether providing additional developmental information can help explain
the interaction between implicit theory of ability and feedback format.

Our study design elicits both unique theoretical insights and important practical implications
for organizations implementing 360° feedback systems. First, to explore the interaction between
implicit theory of ability, feedback valence, and feedback format, we assessed the reactions of
219 leaders in the healthcare sector enrolled in a 360° feedback program. Given that our quasi-
experimental approach was conducted in a field setting, we provide a more rigorous test of
effects than those in previous studies of feedback using student samples or laboratory settings.
Our field setting also allows us to test the role of feedback valence in reactions to feedback in
an ecologically valid setting, where participants are receiving real feedback. Understanding
more about reactions to different forms of feedback serves a practical purpose for organizations
to better tailor their feedback delivery in a way that is most beneficial for the recipient.

Second, by comparing a control condition to experimental normative and normative/narrative
combination conditions, we are able to explore the unique effects of including text-based
feedback separate from normative feedback. While the normative and text-based conditions
partially replicate a similar study conducted by Atwater and Brett (2006), their study combined
the normative (versus absolute) condition with a text-based (versus no text) conditions,
preventing clear conclusions about the relative impact of these format features. Finally, we
expand upon the findings provided by Zingoni and Byron (2017) by exploring feedback valence
as an additional moderator impacting the interaction between implicit theory of ability and
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feedback format on reactions to feedback. Though our study provides unique insights above
and beyond both the Atwater and Brett (2006) and Zingoni and Byron (2017) studies, we also
partially replicate their findings in an organizational context. Given the scarcity of replication
attempts in social science research, our efforts provide a more rigorous test of theory and elicit
more concrete evidence for practitioners (Klein et al., 2014; Winerman, 2013).

Reactions to Feedback

Our study draws from feedback intervention theory (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996) and social-
cognitive theories of motivation (Dweck, 2000; Dweck & Leggett, 1988) to unpack hypotheses
about the interaction between individual differences and feedback format on feedback reactions.
Feedback intervention theory focuses on how various features of feedback interventions, as
well as feedback valence, impact feedback reactions (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000; Kluger & DeNisi,
1996). Social-cognitive theories of motivation provide insight into how self-theories, such as
implicit theory of ability, impact individuals’ reactions to feedback and provide initial insights
into the interaction between implicit theories of ability and feedback format (Dweck, 2000).

This paper focuses on perceptions of value and positive affective reactions as outcomes of
interest. Although previous research on reactions to feedback has explored numerous outcomes
of feedback interventions, the majority of research focuses on either affective reactions or
perceptions of utility, finding that positive reactions and perceptions that the feedback is
valuable for development lead to improved employee performance and related outcomes. For
example, previous research indicates that positive affective reactions can promote self-efficacy,
feedback acceptance, satisfaction with feedback, and subsequent performance (Bell & Arthur,
2008; Fedor et al., 2001; Smither et al., 2005). Similarly, perceptions that feedback is valuable
or useful are related to employees’ subsequent performance improvement and engagement in
development following feedback (Brett & Atwater, 2001; Zingoni & Byron, 2017).

Features of Feedback and Subsequent Reactions

Feedback intervention theory and related empirical findings provide robust evidence that
feedback format and valence predict individuals’ reactions to feedback. Research generally
suggests that individuals who receive positive feedback tend to report more positive cognitive
and affective reactions to feedback than their counterparts who receive negative feedback
(Atwater & Brett, 2001; Facteau et al., 1998). However, reactions to positive and negative
feedback vary widely and, as a result, researchers have extensively investigated feedback
format and individual differences (e.g., personality, culture, goal orientation) that may explain
this variability (Atwater et al., 2007; Sully De Luque & Sommer, 2000; Taylor et al., 1984).

Research on feedback format often focuses on how providing comparisons in feedback—to
one’s past performance or their peers’ performance—versus providing absolute feedback
impacts individuals’ reactions. This study focuses on outcomes for individuals who receive
absolute feedback to outcomes for individuals who receive normative feedback that compares
an employee’s average 360° feedback ratings from supervisors, peers, subordinates, and other
colleagues to the average 360° feedback ratings of peers who have received 360° feedback.

While feedback intervention theory has suggested that employees should prefer absolute
feedback to normative feedback (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996), empirical
findings have been mixed and provided more nuance (Atwater & Brett, 2006; Moore & Klein,
2008; Schultz, 1999). For example, absolute feedback tends to have stronger (rather than
consistently positive) effects on individuals’ satisfaction with performance: when feedback is
positive, individuals who receive absolute feedback feel more positively than individuals who
receive normative feedback, and when feedback is negative, individuals who receive absolute
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feedback feel more negatively than individuals who receive normative feedback (Moore &
Klein, 2008).

Implicit Theories of Ability and Feedback Format

In addition to manipulating feedback format, researchers have explored the role of a number of
individual differences in relation to feedback reactions, including goal orientation and core self-
evaluations, though support for the impact of individual differences has been mixed (Brett &
Atwater, 2001; Bono & Colbert, 2005). Recent research has explored the role of implicit
theories of ability—or the extent to which an individual sees their abilities as malleable—as an
individual difference characteristic that can explain mixed findings regarding the impact of
normative feedback on employees’ reactions to feedback (Zingoni & Byron, 2017). Implicit
theories of ability exist on a continuum—on one end are entity theorists, who believe that their
abilities are static and cannot be changed, and on the other are incremental theorists, who
believe that their abilities are malleable and can be improved through effort (Dweck, 2000;
Levy et al., 1998).

Prior to Zingoni and Byron’s (2017) work, implicit theories of ability had been studied in
relation to feedback reactions primarily in educational contexts. Broadly speaking, this research
indicates that incremental theorists tend to respond better than entity theorists in the face of real
or perceived failure (Cury et al., 2008; Snyder et al., 2014), including in response to negative
feedback. For example, children’s implicit theories of intelligence mediate the relationship
between feedback and subsequent reading motivation, indicating that children’s implicit
theories of ability can help explain how reactions to feedback influence behavioural change
(Hellmich & Hoya, 2017). Similarly, adolescents’ implicit theories of ability differentially
predict the effect of feedback on self-appraisals. Entity theorists’ performance self-appraisals
are more strongly impacted by normative teacher evaluations, whereas incremental theorists’
self-appraisals are more strongly impacted by temporal evaluations (Butler, 2000). These
findings also suggest that implicit theories of ability interact with feedback format to predict
outcomes.

Indeed, Zingoni and Byron’s (2017) research examining negative feedback reactions found this
to be the case. Specifically, they found that incremental theorists generally tend to value
negative feedback more than entity theorists because they are less likely to see the information
as threatening to the self, and that entity theorists tend to value normative (versus negative)
negative feedback, whereas incremental theorists tend to value absolute (versus normative)
negative feedback (Zingoni & Byron, 2017). The authors argue that this interaction can be
explained by how entity and incremental theorists attend to information. Specifically, they
argue that incremental theorists tend to find absolute feedback more valuable because it is more
self-focused and therefore provides more information about improvement, whereas entity
theorists find normative feedback more valuable because they tend to attend to and prefer
information that is other-focused (Butler, 2000; Zingoni & Byron, 2017).

Despite evidence indicating that implicit theories of ability can help explain mixed findings
regarding feedback format and negative feedback, this research does not consider whether these
effects hold when feedback is positive. This is in line with the literature on implicit theories of
ability more broadly, which tends to focus on entity versus incremental theorists’ responses to
negative feedback or failure (Dweck, 2000). While understanding reactions to negative
feedback in organizations is certainly important, employees are likely to receive both positive
and negative feedback at work, and organizations designing systems for feedback must
understand implications for both positive and negative feedback. Generally, research on
feedback valence indicates that individuals who receive negative feedback tend to react with
more negative emotions and to perceive the feedback as less valuable and accurate (Brett &
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Atwater, 2001; Feys et al., 2011). For example, receiving negative 360° feedback, as opposed
to no feedback, has been shown to lead to lowered state self-esteem, which can then have a
negative effect on more distal outcomes, such as increasing interpersonal deviance and
decreasing helping behaviours (Peng & Zeng, 2016).

Theoretical perspectives that consider implicit theories and positive feedback suggest that entity
theorists will respond to positive feedback differently than negative feedback. Specifically,
when entity theorists receive positive feedback on an attribute, they are likely to believe that
they do possess the attribute in question, and thus the positive feedback verifies and stabilizes
their judgment (Harackiewicz & Elliot, 1995). Drawing from this perspective, we argue that
after receiving positive feedback, entity theorists will not be interested in further understanding
the feedback they receive. Indeed, entity theorists are more likely to anchor to the first feedback
made about their performance, even when provided with subsequent information that
contradicted the initial feedback (Butler, 2000). In contrast, when entity theorists receive
negative feedback, we argue that they are more likely to seek additional information to help
understand the discrepancy between their self-image and the feedback. In line with Zingoni and
Byron’s (2017) findings, entity theorists who receive negative feedback should value feedback
that provides normative data over feedback that provides absolute information in isolation
because entity theorists tend to attend to other-focused information (Butler, 2000).

For incremental theorists, however, we anticipate the opposite effect. That is, when incremental
theorists receive negative feedback and thus require additional information to understand their
feedback rating, we expect that they will value feedback formats that provide information they
find more useful. Again, Zingoni and Byron’s (2017) findings suggest that incremental theorists
will prefer absolute feedback when seeking additional information on how to improve their
performance, as incremental theorists prefer self-focused feedback and are more likely to find
comparative information distracting.

Thus, we anticipate a three-way interaction between implicit theory of ability, feedback format,
and feedback valence, on perceived feedback value, such that entity theorists will value an
absolute feedback format when feedback is positive and a normative feedback format when
feedback is negative, whereas incremental theorists will prefer an absolute feedback format
regardless of feedback valence. Our study design compares two normative feedback
conditions—one that provides normative information alone, and one that provides normative
information with additional narrative feedback. We hypothesize these effects in both normative
feedback conditions.

Hypothesis 1: The relationship between implicit theory of ability and feedback value is
moderated by both feedback quality and feedback valence such that: (a) incremental
theorists perceive positive absolute feedback as less valuable than positive normative
feedback, but perceive negative absolute feedback as more valuable than negative
normative feedback, whereas (b) entity theorists perceive positive absolute feedback as
more valuable than positive normative feedback, but perceive negative absolute
feedback as less valuable than negative normative feedback.

Hypothesis 2: The relationship between implicit theory of ability and feedback value is
moderated by both feedback quality and feedback valence such that: (a) incremental
theorists perceive positive absolute feedback as less valuable than positive narrative
feedback, but perceive negative absolute feedback as more valuable than negative
narrative feedback, whereas (b) entity theorists perceive positive absolute feedback as
more valuable than positive narrative feedback, but perceive negative absolute feedback
as less valuable than negative narrative feedback.
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We expect the same pattern of outcomes in relation to positive affective reactions, and thus also
hypothesize:

Hypothesis 3: The relationship between implicit theory of ability and positive reactions
to feedback is moderated by both feedback quality and feedback valence such that: (a)
incremental theorists react to positive absolute feedback less positively than positive
normative feedback, but react to negative absolute feedback more positively than
negative normative feedback, whereas (b) entity theorists react to positive absolute
feedback more positively than positive normative feedback, but react to negative
absolute feedback more negatively than negative normative feedback.

Hypothesis 4: The relationship between implicit theory of ability and positive reactions
to feedback is moderated by both feedback quality and feedback valence such that: (a)
incremental theorists react to positive absolute feedback less positively than positive
narrative feedback, but react to negative absolute feedback more positively than
negative narrative feedback, whereas (b) entity theorists react to positive absolute
feedback more positively than positive narrative feedback, but react to negative absolute
feedback more negatively than negative narrative feedback.

Normative vs. Narrative Feedback

Researchers studying implicit theories of ability and normative (versus absolute) feedback have
argued that reactions to negative normative versus absolute feedback can be explained by
incremental versus entity theorists’ preferences for additional information (Zingoni & Byron,
2017). More broadly, research demonstrates that negative reactions to feedback are even more
pronounced when individuals are given more information about the specific behaviours that led
to the feedback (Feys et al., 2011). Essentially, large quantities of procedural information may
legitimize the feedback that the individual received. Therefore, receiving negative feedback
combined with more information is unfavourable, potentially because it is more difficult for the
recipient to make excuses for poor performance evaluation with external factors.

Atwater and Brett (2006) touched on these variables, exploring the effects of both normative
feedback and textual feedback on feedback reactions. However, their experiment provided
employees with normative, numerical feedback and absolute, textual feedback. In contrast, our
study compares a condition that provides normative, numerical feedback and a condition that
provides both normative, numerical feedback and additional textual feedback to employees.

Given that the three-way interaction between normative (vs. absolute) feedback, implicit theory
of ability, and feedback valence is thought to be driven by the type and amount of information
provided to employees, providing additional information to employees to reiterate their
performance should exacerbate these effects. Following this logic, we expect that incremental
theorists will prefer feedback that combines normative and narrative components to feedback
that provides only normative information, regardless of feedback valence. In comparison, entity
theorists should prefer feedback that combines normative and narrative components when
feedback is negative, as the narrative feedback is provided by others and will thus exacerbate
the other focus of the feedback. However, when feedback is positive, entity theorists will prefer
normative feedback that provides less information and allows them to maintain their positive
assessment.

Hypothesis 5: Increased information will strengthen the interaction between implicit
theory of ability and feedback valence on perceived value, such that: (a) incremental
theorists perceive positive normative feedback as less valuable than positive narrative
feedback, but perceive negative normative feedback as more valuable than negative
narrative feedback, whereas (b) entity theorists perceive positive normative feedback as
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more valuable than positive narrative feedback, but perceive negative normative
feedback as less valuable than negative narrative feedback.

Hypothesis 6: Increased information will strengthen the interaction between implicit
theory of ability and feedback valence on positive reactions to feedback, such that: (a)
incremental theorists react to positive normative feedback less positively than positive
narrative feedback, but react to negative normative feedback more positively than
negative narrative feedback, whereas (b) entity theorists react to positive normative
feedback more positively than positive narrative feedback, but react to negative
normative feedback more negatively than negative narrative feedback.

Method

Sample

Participants were 219 leaders (Directors, Executive Directors, Department Administrators,
Managers, Assistant Professors, and Professors) at a large healthcare institution in the South.
Of the total participants, 137 (62.6%) were female and 81 (36.9%) were male with one
individual (0.5%) preferring not to report their gender. Half (111; 50.7%) were Caucasian, 46
(21.0%) Asian, 41 (18.7 %) African American, 17 (7.8%) Hispanic, and one (0.4%) Native
American with three individuals (1.4%) preferring not to report their ethnicity. Average
participant age was 47.19 years (SD = 7.75 years) and average tenure at the institution was
10.57 years (SD = 6.58 years). Participants represented many areas across the institution, e.g.,
Radiation Oncology, Facilities Management, Innovation, and Marketing. There were 162
experimental participants (100 received normative feedback and 62 received a combination of
normative and narrative feedback) and 57 control participants. On average, experimental
participants were slightly older (M = 48.14 years, SD = 7.92 years) than control participants (M
= 44.50 years, SD = 6.61 years; t = 3.31, p = .002). There were no other statistically or
practically significant differences amongst demographic characteristics between control and
experimental participant groups.

Procedure

Participants were enrolled in one of five voluntary leadership development programs; each
program consisted of multiple in-person sessions. As part of the pre-work for each program,
participants nominated 360° feedback raters (1 boss, 4-6 direct reports, 4-6 peers within their
department, and 4-6 others, e.g., colleagues, indirect reports within the institution) and
completed the self-report version of the 360° survey.

An initial session of each program consisted of a lecture and discussion of the institutional
competency model, format of the feedback report, common derailers of leadership success
within the institution, reactions to feedback, and trends in feedback across program participants.
Participants then received a report containing their 360° feedback. In the absolute feedback
condition, reports included mean scores (0.00 to 3.00) by rater type for each item and overall
competency scores (mean across all groups), presented through graphs, tables, and descriptive
text. In the normative feedback conditions, participants received an identical report except that
it additionally included normative feedback indicating percentile scores (e.g., 70" for each
competency, compared to all leaders across the institution who had previously completed 360°
feedback. Participants receiving a normative/narrative report additionally received narrative
feedback in the form of verbatim comments from raters presented in a randomized order. Raters
completed three open-ended questions asking them to describe the strengths of the leader, areas
for improvement, and additional comments. In all conditions, reports were created purely for
developmental purposes and were only seen by the recipients themselves.



Traylor et al. | Leaders's Reactions to 360° Feedback 282

Reactions surveys for the groups were administered online immediately after participants
finished reviewing their feedback reports. All participants in two of the development programs
received absolute reports and the other three programs received normative or
normative/narrative reports. There were no other differences in the feedback process or reports.

Measures

Feedback Valence

The 360° feedback survey was internally developed by the organization and included 48
multiple choice items measuring 14 institutional competencies. An example item measuring the
competency Innovative Thinking is “Creatively integrates different ideas and perspectives.”
Responses for each item range from 0 (Not at all) to 3 (Very great extent). Negative feedback
valence was calculated as the number of competency scores that fell below fiftieth percentile
of scores.

Feedback Value

To measure perceptions of feedback value, we used a scale from Ashford (1986) with six items
(a=.88). An example item was “I found this feedback on my performance useful.” Responses
ranged from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).

Positive Reactions to Feedback

We measured positive feedback reactions with 7 items (o = .85) from Brett and Atwater (2001).
This measure asks participants to rate the extent to which they feel 7 reactions (e.g., “Inspired”)
on a Likert scale ranging from 0 (not at all) to 4 (very much).

Implicit Theory of Ability

Implicit theory of ability was measured with 8 items (o= .92) from Dweck (2000). Lower scores
were associated with entity theorists, and higher scores with incremental theorists. A sample
item included, “Someone’s intelligence is something about them that they can’t change very
much.”

Results

Descriptive statistics correlations between all variables are presented in Table 1. We conducted
hierarchical regression analyses to test the hypothesized three-way interaction between implicit
theory of ability, feedback valence, and feedback type on perceptions of value and positive
affective reactions to feedback. For all analyses, we centred continuous predictors around their
respective means and calculated interaction terms based on these mean-centred scores (Aiken
& West, 1991).

Table 1: Means, standard deviations, and correlations with confidence intervals

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Normative 043 0.50

2. Normative/Narrative 0.27 0.44 -.53%*

3. Absolute 0.24 0.43 - 49%® || 34k

4. Feedback Valence 2.44 0.19 11 -.04 -.01

3. Implicit Theory of 452 | 092 2% | 11| -14% |07

Ability

6. Feedback Value 4.66 0.44 15% -.10 -.07 9% .10
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7. Positive Affective
Reactions

3.44 0.52 A2 -.01 -.12 A1+ 13 AT

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. * Indicates p
<.05. ** indicates p < .01.

For the regressions presented in Table 2 and Table 3, we entered the dummy codes for
normative and normative/narrative feedback, theory of ability, and feedback valence in Step 1.
In Step 2, we entered all two-way interaction terms (Normative X Theory of Ability,
Normative/Narrative X Theory of Ability, Normative X Feedback Value, Normative/Narrative
X Feedback Value). In Step 3, we entered both three-way interaction terms (Normative X
Theory of Ability X Feedback Value, Normative/Narrative X Theory of Ability X Feedback
Value). Entering the dummy-coded variables for the normative and normative/narrative
feedback conditions allowed us to compare each of these conditions to the absolute feedback
condition. Table 2 depicts the regression results for feedback value and shows a significant
three-way interaction for both the normative and normative/narrative feedback conditions
(versus the absolute feedback condition), providing support for the three-way interactions
described in Hypotheses 1 and 2.

Table 2: Regression for Feedback Value

Predictor Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Normative 0.10 0.09 0.07
Normative/Narrative -0.01 -0.02 -0.03
Theory of Ability 0.03 0.08 0.12*
Feedback Valence 0.41* 0.34 0.22
Normative X Theory of Ability -0.04 -0.07
Normative/ Narrative X Theory of Ability -0.10 -0.14+
Normative X Feedback Valence -0.42 -0.32
Normative/ Narrative X Feedback Valence 0.60 0.771
Theory of Ability X Feedback Valence 0.14 -0.53%
Normative X Theory of Ability X Feedback Valence 0.94*
Normative/Narrative X Theory of Ability X Feedback 1 14%*

Valence :

R’ 0.06 0.10 0.14

F-change 2.07% 4.29%

Note. Standardized regression coefficients are presented.

Tp<.10. * p<.05. ** p<.0l.

To further probe these interactions, we plotted the interactions for the normative vs. absolute
(Figure 1) and normative/narrative vs. absolute (Figure 2) feedback conditions, performing both
slope difference tests and simple slope tests to evaluate Hypotheses 1a, 1b, 2a, and 2b (Dawson
& Richter, 2006; Dawson, 2014). We used feedback condition, high and low values of average
feedback score (+1 and -1 SD from the mean), and values corresponding with incremental and
entity theorists on our implicit theory of ability measure (2 and 5 on a 7-point Likert scale for
entity and incremental theorists, respectively).



Traylor et al. | Leaders's Reactions to 360° Feedback 284

To test Hla, we examined the slopes comparing feedback value in the normative (vs. absolute)
feedback condition for incremental theorists with high versus low average scores (lines 1 and 2
in Figure 1). Incremental theorists with high average scores did not value normative (vs.
absolute) feedback, and incremental theorists with low average scores did not value absolute
(vs. normative) feedback, nor was there a significant slope difference for incremental theorists
with high versus low scores. Thus, Hla was not supported.

5
4.5
4
o 3.5 - —O— (1) Incremental Theorists,
= High Average Score
= ——(2) Incremental Theorists,
> 3 Low Average Score
=t —{ (3) Entity Theorists, High
= Average Score
= —— (4) Entity Theorists, Low
8 2.5 Average Score
)
€21
2
1.5 -
1 [
Absolute Feedback Normative Feedback
Condition Condition

Figure 1: Three-way interaction between feedback type (absolute vs. normative), implicit theory of ability,
and average score predicting employees’ perceptions of feedback value

To test H1b, we examined the slopes comparing feedback value in the normative (vs. absolute)
feedback condition for entity theorists with high versus low average scores (lines 3 and 4 in
Figure 1). There was a significant difference in the slopes for entity theorists with high versus
low average scores (p = .023), such that entity theorists with low average scores preferred
normative (vs. absolute) feedback (p = .013), whereas entity theorists with high average scores
tended to prefer absolute (vs. normative) feedback (p = .398). Thus, H1b was supported.

To test H2a, we examined the slopes comparing feedback value in the normative/narrative (vs.
absolute) feedback condition for incremental theorists with high versus low average scores
(lines 1 and 2 in Figure 2). There was a significant difference in the slopes for incremental
theorists with high versus low average scores (p = .007), such that incremental theorists with
low average scores valued absolute over normative/narrative feedback (p = .011), whereas
incremental theorists with high average scores tended to value normative/narrative over
absolute feedback (p =.237). Thus, H2a was supported.
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Figure 2: Three-way interaction between feedback type (absolute vs. narrative), implicit theory of ability,
and average score predicting employees’ perceptions of feedback value

To test H2b, we examined the slopes comparing feedback value in the normative/narrative (vs.
absolute) feedback condition for entity theorists with high versus low average scores (lines 3
and 4 in Figure 2). There was a significant difference in the slopes for incremental theorists
with high versus low average scores (p = .049), such that entity theorists with low average
scores valued normative/narrative over absolute feedback (p = .017), whereas entity theorists
with high average scores tended to value absolute (vs. normative/narrative) feedback (p =.793).
Thus, H2b was supported.

We tested and probed Hypotheses 3 and 4 regarding affective reactions to feedback in the same
manner. Regression results for these hypotheses are depicted in Table 3 and provide support for
the three-way interactions described in Hypotheses 3 and 4. Interaction plots for the normative
vs. absolute conditions are illustrated in Figure 3, and for the normative/narrative vs. absolute
conditions are illustrated in Figure 4.

Predictor Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Normative -0.13 0.13 0.10
Normative/Narrative -0.04 0.12 0.11
Theory of Ability -0.09 0.09 0.14*
Feedback Valence -0.89 1.14 0.99**
Normative X Theory of Ability -0.08 -0.13
Normative/Narrative X Theory of Ability -0.03 -0.08
Normative X Feedback Valence -0.49 -0.38
Normative/Narrative X Feedback Valence 0.57 0.787
Theory of Ability X Feedback Value 0.41 -0.44
Normative X Theory of Ability X Feedback Valence 1.26%*




Traylor et al. | Leaders's Reactions to 360° Feedback 286

Normative/Narrative X Theory of Ability X Feedback 1 40%*
Valence )
R’ 0.13 0.23 0.27
F-change 2.57* 5.74%*

Note. Standardized regression coefficients are presented.
T p<.10. * p<.05. ** p<.0l.

Table 3: Regression for Positive Reactions to Feedback

To test H3a, we examined slopes comparing affective reactions to feedback in the normative
(vs. absolute) feedback condition for incremental theorists with high versus low average scores
(lines 1 and 2 in Figure 3). There was not a significant difference between these slopes (p =
.661). Thus, H3a was not supported.
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Figure 3: Three-way interaction between feedback type (absolute vs. normative), implicit theory of ability,
and average score predicting employees’ positive reactions to feedback

To test H3b, we examined slopes comparing affective reactions to feedback in the normative
(vs. absolute) feedback condition for entity theorists with high versus low average scores (lines
3 and 4 in Figure 3). There was a significant difference in the slopes for entity theorists with
high versus low average scores (p = .006), such that entity theorists with low average scores
reacted more positively to normative than absolute feedback (p =.001), whereas entity theorists
with high average scores tended to react more positively to absolute than normative feedback
(p = .457). Thus, H3b was supported.

To test H4a, we examined slopes comparing affective reactions to feedback in the
normative/narrative (vs. absolute) feedback condition for incremental theorists with high versus
low average scores (lines 1 and 2 in Figure 4). There was a significant difference in the slopes
for incremental theorists with high versus low average scores (p = .006), such that incremental
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theorists with high average scores reacted more positively to normative/narrative (vs. absolute)
feedback, whereas incremental theorists with low average scores tended to react more positively
to absolute than to normative/narrative feedback (p = .164). Thus, H4a was supported.

To test H4b, we examined slopes comparing affective reactions to feedback in the
normative/narrative (vs. absolute) feedback condition for entity theorists with high versus low
average scores (lines 1 and 2 in Figure 4). There was a significant difference in the slopes for
incremental theorists with high versus low average scores (p = .018), such that entity theorists
with low average scores reacted more positively to normative/narrative (vs. absolute) feedback
(p = .012), whereas entity theorists with high average scores tended to react more positively to
absolute (vs. normative/narrative) feedback (p = .475). Thus, H4b was supported.
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Figure 4: Three-way interaction between feedback type (absolute vs. narrative), implicit theory of ability,
and average score predicting employees’ positive reactions to feedback

To test Hypotheses 5 and 6, we conducted the same regressions, but used dummy coded
variables for normative/narrative and absolute feedback conditions so that we could explore the
relationship between narrative and normative feedback with normative feedback, alone, as the
comparison condition. Regression output was the same, save the regression terms comparing
narrative versus normative feedback conditions. The three-way interaction term (Normative and
Narrative Condition X Theory of Ability X Feedback Value) was not significant for feedback
value (¢ = 0.45, p = .653). Thus, Hypothesis 5 was not supported. The three-way interaction
term (Normative and Narrative Condition X Theory of Ability X Feedback Value) was also
not significant for positive reactions to feedback (= .30, p =.765). Thus, Hypothesis 6 was not
supported.

Discussion

This study revealed that both implicit theory of ability and feedback type impact the receiver’s
affective reactions and perceptions of value. Consistently, entity theorists prefer (value and
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react positively to) feedback that provides more other-focused information (normative and
normative/narrative) to absolute feedback when the feedback they are receiving is negative.
Although entity theorists tended to prefer absolute feedback over feedback that provided other-
focused information when the feedback they were receiving was positive, these slopes were not
statistically significant. Incremental theorists somewhat consistently preferred (valued and
reacted positively to) absolute feedback to feedback that provided normative information when
the feedback they received was negative. Though incremental theorists tended to prefer
normative and normative/narrative feedback over absolute feedback when the feedback they
were receiving was positive, these slopes were not statistically significant. These findings
indicate that feedback format matters most when the feedback individuals are receiving is
negative. There were no statistically significant differences between the normative condition
and the normative/narrative condition. This suggests that the presence of normative feedback,
rather than additional information, is the contributing factor that determines the receiver’s
affective reaction and perceptions of value.

Theoretical Implications

Beyond the scope of previous research, the design of the current study allowed us to disentangle
the effects of feedback type (i.e., absolute vs. normative vs. normative/narrative), and isolate
the effects on reactions solely due to the presence of normative feedback. The condition
providing more feedback (normative/narrative) did not strengthen these relationships compared
to the normative condition alone, potentially suggesting that these results are driven by
comparison to others rather than by providing additional/richer feedback. This is an important
theoretical contribution because the prior study investigating the effects of normative feedback
on reactions found that numeric/normative feedback was perceived more positively than text
feedback (Atwater & Brett, 2006). As the authors explain, this could be because numbers appear
more specific than text or simply because more information was provided in the
normative/numeric feedback condition than the text condition (Atwater & Brett, 2006). The
results presented in this study suggest it is the presence of normative feedback specifically that
can lead to more positive reactions for entity theorists, and that providing additional narrative
feedback does not improve reactions to normative feedback for incremental theorists. This
hypothesis may have not been confirmed due to confounding variables that are uncontrollable
in a field study, which we discuss more in the limitations section, or it is possible that the
narrative feedback simply did not provide any incremental benefit over the normative feedback.

The current study also pointed to the importance of considering how individual differences
interact with feedback format to predict reactions. The preference for feedback with normative
feedback in comparison to absolute feedback was largely dependent on an individual’s implicit
theory of ability. Entity theorist preferred more information when receiving negative feedback,
whereas incremental theorist tended to prefer less information (absolute feedback condition)
when receiving negative feedback. In line with prior research (e.g., Butler, 2000; Zingoni &
Byron, 2017), we find that individuals who believe that their ability is fixed (i.e., entity
theorists) seem to attenuate to other-focused information when they are seeking additional
information on their performance.

Practical Implications

Organizations are often challenged with how to effectively design feedback systems to
maximize the recipient’s openness and willingness to take action. Organizations have made
decisions on the systems, whether sharing absolute or normative feedback, based on intuition
or experience without evidence-based support for how to best present multisource feedback.
Recipients of multisource feedback may be prone to reject or discount feedback that
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disconfirms their identity, so their belief in its accuracy is critical to their likelihood to act on
the feedback. Evidence from our study shows that perceptions of 360° feedback are dependent
on not only the interaction between implicit theories of ability and feedback format, but also on
feedback valence. This finding emphasizes the importance of, where possible, tailoring
feedback results to the recipient through the report format itself or considering another
mechanism for tailoring feedback, such as through an individual debrief with a coach. Our study
showed that providing more information (normative/narrative) did not provide any additional
benefit over simply providing normative feedback. These results suggest that embedding the
multiple format presentation in the report may not yield a successful “one-size-fits-all”
approach.

A simple way that organizations can adapt feedback to fit the preferences of each individual is
to provide the individual with absolute feedback and then give them the option to view
normative data if they desire. This option can be paired with a disclaimer explaining how
normative feedback can be useful, or not, based on the individual’s perspective. The only
downside is that the feedback recipient may be curious even though they are ultimately
negatively affected by viewing such information. However, it gives them the option to avoid
this impact if they prefer not to be compared to others with normative data. Offering debriefs
to discuss the feedback, holding meetings with mentors, and providing opportunities for
developmental activities are some approaches to help overcome any unsatisfactory impact that
an individual might feel toward receiving negative feedback with or without normative data.

Limitations and Future Directions

This study extended research to date in this area by replicating and introducing new elements
to the study of multisource feedback. We examined absolute vs. normative vs.
normative/narrative feedback presentation for leaders within a healthcare setting. Future
research should continue this examination within different settings and different types of
employees.

Despite its strengths, the study was not without limitations. As is the case with any quasi-
experimental design, extraneous factors may have come into play. For example, because we
collected data for separate conditions at different time points, it is possible that there were other
organizational changes that may have occurred that could not be accounted for in the study.
Also, although we had a very diverse sample in terms of demographics, our sample focuses
specifically on leaders. Therefore, our findings may not generalize to other employment levels.
Leaders may vary from other positions in terms of how receptive they are to feedback in general.
This limitation provides interesting directions for future research to examine. Further,
introducing a debrief by a coach that is tailored to the individual’s feedback preferences could
add another element to investigate — whether the individual debrief impacts the results observed
in the current study, i.e., lessens the impact of report format. Another future research direction
is to focus on the rater’s perspective, such as assessing whether the rater’s implicit theory of
ability impacts how the feedback is delivered and received.

We would also like to mention that there has been a growing opinion to move away from 360°
feedback to single-source feedback because the time and effort put into multiple sources may
not actually provide any additional information for an individual (DeNisi & Kluger, 2000;
Pulakos, Mueller Hanson, Arad, & Moye, 2015). However, more research needs to investigate
whether 360° feedback is more useful than single-source feedback, and if so, how it is most
effectively delivered.
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Conclusion

The current study provides a timely investigation on the proper use of 360° feedback, given its
rise in popularity. In general, our study provides evidence that feedback valence matters when
considering the interaction between individuals’ implicit theories of ability and feedback
format. In general, we found that, preferences for feedback format matter most when feedback
is negative, as negative feedback may lead participants to seek additional information regarding
the feedback they receive. These findings support the notion that feedback should be tailored
to individuals, but also demonstrate that tailoring feedback is most important for individuals
who receive negative feedback. We provide both practical and theoretical implications of our
findings and encourage further research into how multisource feedback should be delivered.

References

Aiken, L. S. & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting interactions. Sage.

Atwater, L., & Brett, J. (2006). Feedback format: Does it influence manager's reactions to feedback? Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 79(4), 517-532.
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317905X58656

Atwater, L. E., Brett, J. F., & Charles, A. C. (2007). Multisource feedback: Lessons learned and implications for
practice. Human Resource Management, 46(2), 285-307. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20161

Bell, S. T., & Arthur, W. (2008). Feedback acceptance in developmental assessment centers: The role of feedback
message, participant personality, and affective response to the feedback session. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 29(5), 681-703. https://doi.org/10.1002/j0b.525

Bono, J. E., & Colbert, A. E. (2005). Understanding responses to multil Isource feedback: The role of core self! ]
evaluations. Personnel Psychology, 58(1), 171-203. https://doi.org/10.1111/§.1744-6570.2005.00633.x

Brett, J. F., & Atwater, L. E. (2001). 360° feedback: Accuracy, reactions, and perceptions of usefulness. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 86(5), 930-942. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.5.930

Bracken, D. W., Rose, D. S., & Church, A. H. (2016). The evolution and devolution of 360 feedback. Industrial
and Organizational Psychology, 9(4), 761-794. https://doi.org/10.1017/i0p.2016.93

Bracken, D. W., & Rose, D. S. (2011). When does 360-degree feedback create behavior change? And how would
we know it when it does?. Journal of Business and Psychology, 26(2), 183-192.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-011-9218-5

Butler, R. (2000). Making judgments about ability: The role of implicit theories of ability in moderating inferences
from temporal and social comparison information. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78(5),
965-978. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.78.5.965

Corwin, E. J., Simon, L. S., & Rosen, C. C. (2019). One size does not fit all: A review of how personal influences
affect workplace feedback processes. In L. A. Steelman & J. R. Williams (Eds.), Feedback at Work (pp.
195-226). Springer.

Cury, F., Da Fonseca, D., Zahn, 1., & Elliot, A. (2008). Implicit theories and IQ test performance: A sequential
mediational  analysis. Journal of Experimental Social  Psychology, 44(3), 783-791.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2007.07.003

Dawson, J. F. (2014). Moderation in management research: What, why, when, and how. Journal of Business and
Psychology, 29(1), 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9308-7

Dawson, J. F., & Richter, A. W. (2006). Probing three-way interactions in moderated multiple regression:
Development and application of a slope difference test. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(4), 917-926.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.4.917

DeNisi, A. S., & Kluger, A. N. (2000). Feedback effectiveness: Can 360° appraisals be improved?. Academy of
Management Perspectives, 14(1), 129-139. https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2000.2909845

Dweck, C. S. (2000). Self-theories: Their role in motivation, personality, and development. Psychology Press.

Dweck, C. S., & Leggett, E. L. (1988). A social-cognitive approach to motivation and personality. Psychological
Review, 95(2), 256-273. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.95.2.256




Traylor et al. | Leaders's Reactions to 360° Feedback 291

Facteau, C. L., Facteau, J. D., Schoel, L. C., Russell, J. E., & Poteet, M. L. (1998). Reactions of leaders to 360°
feedback from subordinates and peers. The Leadership Quarterly, 9(4), 427-448.

Fedor, D. B., Davis, W. D., Maslyn, J. M., & Mathieson, K. (2001). Performance improvement efforts in response
to negative feedback: The roles of source power and recipient self-esteem. Journal of
Management, 27(1), 79-97. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F014920630102700105

Feys, M., Anseel, F., & Wille, B. (2011). Improving feedback reports: The role of procedural information and
information specificity. Academy of Management Learning & Education, 10(4), 661-681.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2010.0054

Harackiewicz, J. M., & Elliot, A. J. (1995). Life is a roller coaster when you view the world through entity
glasses. Psychological Inquiry, 6(4), 298-301. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli0604_5

Hellmich, F., & Hoya, F. (2017). Primary school students’ implicit theories and their reading motivation: The role
of parents’ and teachers’ effort feedback. Zeitschrift fiir ~Psychologie, 225(2), 117-
126. https://doi.org/10.1027/2151-2604/a000288

Klein, R. A., Ratliff, K. A., Vianello, M., Adams, R. B., Bahnik, S., Bernstein, M. J., Bocian, K. Brandt, M. J.,
Brooks, B., Brumbaugh, C. C., Zeynep, C., Chandler, J., Cheong, W. Davis, W. E., Devos, T., Eisner,
M., Frankowska, N., Furrow, D., Galliani, E. M.,...Nosek, B. A. (2014). Investigating variation in
replicability: A “many labs” replication project. Social ~ Psychology, 45(3), 142-152.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000178

Kluger, A. N., & DeNisi, A. (1996). The effects of feedback interventions on performance: A historical review, a
meta-analysis, and a preliminary feedback intervention theory. Psychological Bulletin, 119(2), 254—
284. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.119.2.254

Levy, S. R., Stroessner, S. J., & Dweck, C. S. (1998). Stereotype formation and endorsement: The role of implicit
theories. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 74(6), 1421-1436. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.74.6.1421

Moore, D. A., & Klein, W. M. (2008). Use of absolute and comparative performance feedback in absolute and
comparative judgments and decisions. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 107(1),
60-74. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2008.02.005

Peng, A. C., & Zeng, W. (2017). Workplace ostracism and deviant and helping behaviors: The moderating role of
360-degree feedback. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 38(6), 833-855.
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2169

Pulakos, E. D., Hanson, R. M., Arad, S., & Moye, N. (2015). Performance management can be fixed: An on-the-
job experiential learning approach for complex behavior change. Industrial and Organizational
Psychology, 8(1), 51-76. doi:10.1017/i0p.2014.2

Schultz, P. W. (1999). Changing behavior with normative feedback interventions: A field experiment on curbside
recycling. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 21(1), 25-36.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15324834basp2101_3

Smither, J. W., London, M., & Reilly, R. R. (2005). Does performance improve following multisource feedback?
A theoretical model, metallanalysis, and review of empirical findings. Personnel Psychology, 58(1), 33-
66. https://doi.org/10.1111/§.1744-6570.2005.514 1.x

Snyder, K. E., Malin, J. L., Dent, A. L., & Linnenbrink-Garcia, L. (2014). The message matters: The role of
implicit beliefs about giftedness and failure experiences in academic self-handicapping. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 106(1), 230-241. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034553

Sully De Luque, M. F., & Sommer, S. M. (2000). The impact of culture on feedback-seeking behavior: An
integrated model and propositions. Academy of Management Review, 25(4), 829-849.

Taylor, M. S., Fisher, C. D., & Ilgen, D. R. (1984). Individuals’ reactions to performance feedback in
organizations: A control theory perspective. In K. M. Rowland & G. R. Ferris (Eds.), Research in
personnel and human resources management (Vol. 2, pp. 81-124). JAI Press.

Winerman, L. (2013). Interesting results: Can they be replicated. Monitor on Psychology, 44(2), 38—41.
https://www.apa.org/monitor/2013/02/results

Zingoni, M., & Byron, K. (2017). How beliefs about the self-influence perceptions of negative feedback and
subsequent effort and learning. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 139, 50-62.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2017.01.007





<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




