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History: 
Chapanis (1964) 

• Physical counter 
mounted above their 
workstation 

• Found objective, 
individualized 
feedback did not 
improve performance 



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 

 



History: 

• Feedback was personally 
delivered by the researcher 
during face-to-face 
conversations 

• Found that objective, 
individualized feedback did 
improve performance 

Johnson (2013) 



Study Effective Vs. No FB? 

Chapanis (1964) No 

Crowell et. al (1988) Yes 

Johnson, Dickinson, Huitema (2008) No 

Johnson (2013) Yes 

Effects of Objective Feedback 
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Vs. No FB? 

Chapanis (1964) No 

Crowell (1988) Yes 

Johnson, Dickinson, Huitema (2008) No 

Johnson (2013) Yes 

Effects of Objective Feedback 

Modality 

Counter 

Posted Charts 

Computer 

Face to Face 









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 
 

Related Studies: 











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) 
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Nice! 
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p = 0.133 


