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How Does
Modern Technology
Influence Feedback Effects?
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Despite its frequent usage, identifying the
critical elements has proven difficult
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History: Crowell et al. (1988)

* Anonymous individualized
charts of mean scores in a
room accessible to
employees only

* Found that objective
feedback did improve
performance




History: Johnson, Dickinson, & Huitema (2008)

* Feedback was
delivered via
computer display

* Found objective
individualized

feedback did not
effect performance
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l History: Johnson (2013) ]

/{eedback WER personam

delivered by the researcher
during face-to-face
conversations

 Found that objective,
individualized feedback did
improve performance




Effects of Objective Feedback

Chapanis (1964) No
Crowell et. al (1988) Yes
Johnson, Dickinson, Huitema (2008) No

Johnson (2013) Yes



Varialbility in the forms oy
wihich teedback was deliveree)




Effects of Objective Feedback

Study Effective Modality
Vs. No FB?

Chapanis (1964)
Crowell (1988)

Johnson, Dickinson, Huitema (2008)

Johnson (2013)
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Slowiak & Lakowske (in press)
* Compared self-solicited feedback
from a computer or a supervisor

* Found no differences




Related Studies:
Kaufman, Codding, &
Markus (2013)

. Tralnlng teachers to |mplement a new
- behavior intervention

e Verbal (face-to-face) feedback had a
more immediate change in performance .
as compared to written feedbaclf



Chae Moon, Lee, & Oah (2015)

* Feedback delivered via email or face-to-
face on the assembly of mobile phones

* Face-to-face was consistently more
effective




~ THIS WAY

Incensistent effects have JLIRLIN L&
been discovered when
compaliing face-to-face

fieedbacle with
Altelnativelmodes




Purpose of Recent Research
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Check-proofing task,

similar to the job of a proof
operator at a bank and

used in many other studies
(Johnson, 2013; Johnson, Dickinson, &
Huitema, 2008; McGee, Dickinson,
Huitema, & Culig, 2006; Slowiak,
Dickinson, & Huitema, 2011)




Face-to-face interaction: 4
“You entered total [

checks during today's ¥
session with __ total

checks entered correctly.”
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Text message: \
Same statement
was delivered

2-5 minutes after
the subjecthas lefi
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Total Checks Entered - Adjusted
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Adjusted Mean Performance
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Adjusted Mean Performance

Total Checks Entered
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Future Directions




Future Directions
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the robots
are coming!
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Correct Checks

Experimental Session
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