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This study explored whether performance feedback induces certain motivational states. If
managers can induce states that are ideal in work situations by providing different types of
feedback messages, then they could facilitate enhancing their employees’ motivation. After
completing a task and receiving a random feedback message, 799 participants recorded their
motivational state. Interaction effects were hypothesized between feedback valence (positive
vs negative) and accuracy (accurate vs inaccurate) with the conforming-rebellious and crossed
transactional pairs. We expected that negative, inaccurate feedback would increase the frequen-
cies of the rebellious and self-sympathy states while all other feedback conditions (negative-
accurate, positive-accurate, and positive-inaccurate) would increase the frequencies of the con-
forming and self-mastery states. We also expected that positive feedback would increase the
frequency of the paratelic state, negative feedback would increase the frequency of the telic
state, accurate feedback would increase the frequency of the conforming state, and inaccurate
feedback would increase the frequency of the rebellious state. Multinomial log-linear analysis
revealed no interaction effect between feedback valence and accuracy on motivational state but
did support main effect hypotheses. Positive feedback increased frequencies of the paratelic,
conforming, and other-mastery states. Negative feedback increased frequencies of the telic, re-
bellious, self-sympathy, and self-mastery states. Overall, the effects of performance feedback
on motivational states are different depending on the type of feedback message, which may
help explain why feedback does not always result in desired behavior change.
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Performance appraisals are designed to provide construc-
tive feedback to employees to increase their commitment to
and performance in their organization (Aguinis, 2013). The
purpose of performance feedback is to align individual and
organizational goals as well as clarify expectations between
employees, their leaders, and the organization as a whole
(Aguinis, 2009). However, performance feedback has been
criticized because it is often demotivating and can lead to
adverse outcomes when not handled correctly, such as de-
creases in employee motivation and job satisfaction, as well
as increases in turnover and burnout (Mueller-Hanson & Pu-
lakos, 2015; Ryu & Hong, 2019). Longenecker and Goff

(1992) suggest that formal appraisal systems frustrate man-
agers and employees because of problems associated with
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their design and implementation. Specifically, previous re-
search has focused on feedback as a critical communication
activity (O’Reilly & Anderson, 1980). Managers may not
like giving bad news or having difficult conversations with
employees. They also may not be effective communicators
of performance information. From an employee’s perspec-
tive, individuals may not perceive the feedback they receive
as accurate or may have negative reactions to receiving neg-
ative feedback (Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004). Performance
appraisal effectiveness depends on needs, expectations, and
perceptions of managers and direct reports including the pur-
pose of appraisal, the level of fairness, and the completeness
of communication when employees are given feedback on
their performance (Longenecker & Goff, 1992). Feedback
results in immediate, and sometimes automatic, reactions in
employees that can lead to various outcomes (Aguinis et al.,
2012). For example, researchers have found that negative
feedback tends to lead to negative emotional reactions as
well as a decreased probability that an individual will im-
prove performance in the future (Ilgen & Davis, 2000; Ilies
et al., 2007). However, other findings suggest that negative
feedback can inspire individuals to learn from their mistakes
and correct them (Podsakoff & Farh, 1989). These conflict-
ing results highlight the need to further explore how recip-
ients perceive and respond to feedback messages to clarify
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the outcomes of certain types of feedback and determine the
best way to deliver performance feedback to different people
in different situations.

Motivational theories could provide an explanation for the
impact of feedback on performance. Although previous re-
search (Ilgen et al., 1979; Ilies & Judge, 2005; Kinicki et al.,
2004; Kluger et al., 1994) has explored reactions to perfor-
mance feedback (i.e., affective, cognitive, behavioral), little
attention has been paid to the motivational states of recipi-
ents following feedback. That is, an individual’s immediate
motivational experience in relation to the feedback message
they receive and how they respond to the feedback in terms
of their desired behavior. Employees’ reactions to perfor-
mance feedback could affect their future performance (Agui-
nis et al., 2012; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). As such, managers
could benefit from understanding the relationships between
performance feedback messages and motivational states to
determine the types of feedback that should be given in abun-
dance versus avoided when possible. For the present study,
we explored associations between various performance feed-
back messages and motivational states. Specifically, our re-
search question was: Does performance feedback induce cer-
tain motivational states? The purpose of our exploratory
study was to discover if there is a relationship between differ-
ent types of performance feedback messages and an individ-
ual’s resulting motivational state according to reversal theory
(Apter, 2007). This is important because previous research
supports that certain states may result in higher performance
for certain jobs. For example, Barr et al. (1993) found that
individuals in the paratelic state may solve complex tasks
more easily. Apter (2001) asserts that the conforming state
is ideal for work requiring compliance with regulations and
routines. Finally, researchers purport that the rebellious and
paratelic states may be necessary for performing innovative
tasks (Dixon, 1993a, 1993b; Griffin & McDermott, 1998).
As such, managers in organizations who are responsible for
providing performance feedback to employees would benefit
from knowledge of various characteristics of feedback mes-
sages resulting in an increased frequency of certain states.
Further, managers may be able to encourage maintenance in
a state or reversals to opposing states by providing certain
kinds of feedback.

The present study aims to explore what types of feedback
increase frequencies in which reversal theory states. Specif-
ically, our study focused on performance feedback valence
and accuracy to determine if there are differences in motiva-
tional states after receiving positive versus negative and ac-
curate versus inaccurate feedback.1 Accurate feedback refers
to a feedback message that reflects an individual’s actual per-
formance on the task while inaccurate feedback refers to a
feedback message that does not reflect an individual’s actual
performance on the task. Based on previous knowledge of
an individual’s motivation2 while in different reversal theory

states, and potential antecedents of that type of motivation
based on valence and accuracy of performance feedback, the
following hypotheses were formed:

H1: a) Positive feedback will increase the frequency of
the paratelic state, compared to negative feedback. b) Neg-
ative feedback will increase the frequency of the telic state,
compared to positive feedback.

H2: a) Accurate feedback will increase the frequency of
the conforming state, compared to inaccurate feedback. b)
Inaccurate feedback will increase the frequency of the rebel-
lious state, compared to accurate feedback.

H3: There will be an interaction between valence and
accuracy of feedback, such that a) negative-inaccurate
feedback will increase the frequency of the rebellious
state, compared to negative-accurate, positive-accurate, or
positive-inaccurate feedback; b) negative-accurate, positive-
accurate, and positive-inaccurate feedback will increase the
frequency of the conforming state; c) negative-inaccurate
feedback will increase the frequency of the self-sympathy
state, compared to negative-accurate, positive-accurate,
or positive-inaccurate feedback; and d) negative-accurate,
positive-accurate, and positive-inaccurate feedback will in-
crease the frequency of the self-mastery state.

Employees who receive positive feedback (i.e., praise
such as “Good job. You have reached your goal.”) are ex-
pected to be more likely to be in a playful, paratelic state as
opposed to a serious, telic state (hypothesis 1a). The theoret-
ical argument is that recipients of multiple positive feedback
messages may experience a contingent reversal from the telic
to the paratelic state (Apter, 2001, 2005). This is likely due
to recipients’ perception of the feedback as valid, regardless
of whether it actually is valid (cf. fundamental attribution
error, Gawronski, 2007) and therefore it should be accepted
and internalized. In practical terms, positive feedback that
triggers the paratelic state may result in greater enjoyment of
the task itself and lead to higher performance. This positive
emotion may create a halo effect and lead to feelings of en-
joyment of the work itself. Enjoyment of the task may result
in better performance and increase the likelihood the recip-
ient goes above and beyond (i.e., increase discretionary or-
ganizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs); Organ, 1988). In
contrast, employees who receive negative feedback (i.e., crit-
icism such as “Unfortunately, you failed to reach your goal.”)
should be more likely to be in a serious (telic) state of mind
(hypothesis 1b). The theoretical argument is that recipients
of multiple negative feedback messages may persist in the

1The authors note that the use of the phrases positive and nega-
tive feedback is different in this work than in the operant condition-
ing literature.

2The focus of this article is on motivational states, not the al-
ternative ways of experiencing each state (i.e., each state within
a pair may be experienced positively (satisfied) or negatively (not
satisfied)).
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telic state because reaching the goal is important, and they
continue working in order to reach the goal and experience
the satisfaction of doing so (Apter, 2005; Cron et al., 2005).
This hypothesis is consistent with control theory, which sug-
gests that reactions to performance feedback depend on a de-
sire to minimize a goal-performance discrepancy (Carver &
Scheier, 1981). In the telic state, employees would focus on
attaining their performance goal, which they learned through
the negative feedback message they had not achieved (Apter,
2007; Krenn et al., 2013).

With respect to the hypotheses on feedback accuracy, em-
ployees who receive accurate feedback are expected to be
more likely to adhere to organizational rules (hypothesis 2a)
while employees who receive inaccurate feedback are more
likely to be motivated by personal freedom and thus be in the
rebellious state (hypothesis 2b). Most would agree that accu-
rate feedback is what is expected from supervisors (Aguinis,
2013). Accurate feedback may be accompanied by an im-
plicit agreement between giver and recipient that when the
feedback is consistent with reality, the recipient is expected
to accept it and adjust their performance accordingly (Agui-
nis, 2009). As a result, accurate feedback is expected to pro-
voke the conforming state of mind. Inaccurate feedback vi-
olates this implicit agreement (i.e., breaks “the rules”) as it
provides information that is inconsistent with what actually
happened. Therefore, inaccurate feedback is expected to in-
duce a rebellious, rule-breaking state of mind in recipients
(Apter, 2001; Jawahar, 2010; Steelman & Rutkowski, 2004).
The remaining hypotheses predict an interaction between va-
lence and accuracy on the conforming-rebellious pair and the
crossed transactional pairs (i.e., the four mutually exclusive
combinations of the self and other pair crossed with the mas-
tery and sympathy pair) (Apter, 2007).

Inaccurate feedback that is also negative is likely to be
perceived as unjust or unfair criticism and is expected to re-
sult in greater frequencies of the rebellious state (hypothesis
3a). Negative-inaccurate feedback resulting in the rebellious
state is concerning because it could give rise to counterpro-
ductive work behaviors (CWBs), such as sabotage, absen-
teeism, or other forms of employee withdrawal (Spector et
al., 2006). Recipients of negative-inaccurate feedback may
also feel wronged by the mischaracterization of their perfor-
mance, such that they experience the self-mastery state as
“losing” and through the mechanism of frustration, reverse to
the self-sympathy state (in addition to rebellious - hypothesis
3c; Apter, 2001, 2005).

In contrast, employees who receive feedback that is nega-
tive and accurate, positive and accurate, or positive and inac-
curate are expected to be in the conforming and self-mastery
states. All three groups are expected to be motivated by do-
ing what is expected (hypothesis 3b) and motivated by com-
petence and control (hypothesis 3d). Employees who receive
feedback that is negative and accurate are likely to feel that

they need to work harder to perform well so as to successfully
meet performance expectations; therefore, these employees
would likely be in the conforming, self-mastery state though
unsatisfied in that state. Employees who receive feedback
that is positive and accurate are more likely to perceive their
feedback as a legitimate confirmation that they did what was
expected and are competent and capable at performing the
task; therefore, these employees would likely be in the con-
forming, self-mastery state and feel satisfied in that state. Fi-
nally, employees who receive feedback that is positive and
inaccurate are likely to accept the feedback at face value and
not dispute it (i.e., conforming state) as well as conclude they
succeeded (i.e., experience the self-mastery state as gaining).
Feedback recipients’ tendency to accept positive feedback re-
gardless of its accuracy has been referred to as the "credibil-
ity gap" and supported in the literature (Halperin et al., 1976;
Jacobs et al., 1973; Johnson & Nawrocki, 1967.)

Method

Participants

The sample included 800 individuals who were 18 years
of age and above, native English speakers, and residents of
the U.S. or Canada. Participants were recruited from Ama-
zon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk), a crowdsourcing market-
place and participant recruitment system. They were paid
$1.60 for their participation, which was based on a rate of
$6.40 per hour with the survey lasting approximately 15 min-
utes. One case was removed due to incomplete data resulting
in a final sample of 799.

Measures

Reversal theory states were measured using the Bundled
Reversal Theory State Measure (RTSM – Bundled, Desselles
et al., 2014). The bundled RTSM assesses frequencies of
states in all possible reversal theory domains. Each rever-
sal theory state (telic, paratelic, conforming, rebellious, self-
mastery, other-mastery, self-sympathy, and other-sympathy)
was treated as its own variable and data was coded as be-
ing present or absent in each state based on scores for each
domain.

Procedure

After reading an overview of the study on the MTurk mar-
ketplace, participants clicked a link to the survey that was
administered via the web-based survey tool Qualtrics. In-
dividuals were deceptively told that the researchers needed
help verifying the numbers of RGB codes for building a uni-
versity information website for incoming college students.
RGB refers to a system for representing color values on a
computer display, specified by the combination of various
proportions of red, green, and blue. Each parameter defines
the intensity of the color as an integer between 0 and 225.
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Then, participants completed a trial task and proceeded to
set a goal for a three-minute task involving gathering RGB
codes of primary colors from various specified Universities.
The goal was in regard to either the number of universities
for which they would provide RGB codes or the percent-
age of participants they would outperform. After complet-
ing the task, participants were shown a random positive or
negative feedback message that was either accurate or inac-
curate. Their motivational states were measured immediately
following feedback.

The feedback message was considered positive or neg-
ative based on whether the individual was randomly told
they reached or failed to reach their goal (feedback valence).
The positive feedback message stated “Good job! You have
reached your goal. You have identified the primary color
RGB codes for {#} universities.” or “Good job! You have
reached your goal. You performed better than {#%} of the
participants.” The negative feedback message stated “Unfor-
tunately, you failed to reach your goal. You failed to identify
the primary color RGB codes for {#} universities.” or “Un-
fortunately, you failed to reach your goal. You failed to per-
form better than {#%} of the participants.” Randomization
occurred via survey flow logic added to the survey instrument
in the survey platform Qualtrics.

Feedback accuracy could not be randomly assigned be-
cause it is dependent upon participants’ actual performance
on the task compared to their feedback valence condition,
therefore, the feedback message was coded as accurate or in-
accurate based on whether the feedback valence matched the
participants’ performance (whether or not they reached their
goal). For instance, if a participant reached their goal but
received negative feedback stating that they failed to reach
their goal, their feedback was inaccurate.

Data Analysis

The data were analyzed using log-linear analysis follow-
ing the steps outlined by Agresti (2007), which will be de-
scribed in more detail below. Log-linear analysis was con-
ducted via the statistical software R using the “gmodels” and
“MASS” packages for fitting log-linear models (Venables &
Ripley, 2002; Warnes et al., 2018) to determine the frequen-
cies and percentage of individuals in each motivational state
as a function of the type of feedback message they received.
Log-linear analysis is similar to the Chi-square test of inde-
pendence in that it compares expected to observed frequen-
cies among categorical variables to determine which model
of expected frequencies best fits the obtained data. Unlike the
chi-square test, log-linear analysis allows comparison among
three or more categorical variables at a time (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2013).

A key issue in conducting log-linear analysis is how to
choose the model that most optimally fits the data (Howell,
2010). If there is enough evidence to reject the null hypothe-

sis, then one can conclude the model does not fit the data and
the interaction term is necessary since the variables are not
independent (i.e., mutual dependence; Howell, 2010). For
more complex designs in log-linear analysis, there are several
potential alternatives to the saturated, or mutual dependence,
model that includes all possible parameters and fits the data
perfectly. The researcher must compare alternative models to
determine if interaction effects are significant, since they are
not directly tested in the analysis, and decide which model
is the most parsimonious. The purpose of fitting the perfect
saturated model to the obtained data is to reveal nonsignifi-
cant effects that might identify simpler models with similar
fit (Howell, 2010).

To find a model with good fit and a simple structure out of
all possible models, we started by looking at the log-linear
analysis output of all likelihood ratio and Pearson chi-square
values with their respective p values (Howell, 2010). We be-
gan with the saturated model containing all possible effects
and used a backward elimination process to remove terms
starting with the highest-order interactions (usually four- or
three-way interactions), then lower-order (two-way) interac-
tions (Agresti, 2007). The saturated model includes associa-
tions between explanatory variables assuming conditional in-
dependence for all other paired associations. To build the sat-
urated model, we added all homogeneous associations (two-
factor terms) followed by all three-factor terms. If there is no
improvement in fit after adding three-factor terms, then mod-
els without three-factor terms should be considered. Since
this was the case, we started removing two-factor terms that
did not make significant contributions to the homogeneous
association model using a backward elimination process to
take out terms with the smallest change in likelihood ratio
chi-square (ΔG2; Agresti, 2007). We then identified all mod-
els that were non significant with p > .05. These are the
models that should be considered because their estimated cell
frequencies do not differ significantly from the obtained fre-
quencies. Significant models with p < .05 do not adequately
fit the data due to substantial differences between observed
and expected frequencies. We compared the likelihood ratio
chi-square value of each non-significant model with all of
the models above it (containing lower-order interactions and
main effects) until a comparison resulted in a statistically sig-
nificant new model indicating that dropping any other com-
ponent from that model leads to worse fit (Howell, 2010).

Results and Discussion

First, we fit the saturated model assuming conditional in-
dependence. Then we added all homogeneous associations
(two-factor terms). Next we added all three-factor terms.
At this stage, we determined that there was no improve-
ment in fit, so models without three-factor terms were con-
sidered. After that, we removed two-factor terms that did not
make a significant contribution to the homogeneous associa-
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Table 1
Hierarchical Log-Linear Analysis Summary Output of Model Statistics

Model G2 df ΔG2 df

Mutual Independence + Val*Acc 181.98 55 - -
Homogeneous associations 50.37 38 - -
PT*Val 66.77 39 16.40 1
PT*Acc 51.19 39 0.82 1
CR*Val 67.31 39 16.94 1
CR*Acc 59.94 39 4.57 1
Cross*Val 73.93 41 23.56 3
Cross*Acc 51.98 41 1.61 3
Drop PT*Acc & Cross*Acc 53.01 42 1.82 3
Drop PT*Acc, Cross*Acc, & CR*Acc 57.09 43 4.08 1

Note. PT = paratelic/telic; CR = conforming/rebellious; Cross = crossed pairs;
Val = valence; Acc = accuracy. The shaded row indicates the model retained.

tion model, using a backward elimination process to take out
terms with the smallest change in likelihood ratio chi-square.
This resulted in a retained model with the following inter-
actions of interest (including main effects): paratelic/telic x
valence, conforming/rebellious x valence, crossed pairs x va-
lence, and conforming/rebellious x accuracy (see Table 1 for
a summary of the results).

Note that there was no interest in interactions among re-
versal theory state pairs, only among states and feedback
types. Interactions between paratelic/telic x accuracy and
crossed pairs x accuracy were the two-factor terms that were
removed since they had the smallest change in likelihood
ratio chi-square and did not contribute significantly to the
model. After retaining the model, observed frequencies were
plotted in a bar graph to visualize significant associations.

Results supported hypotheses 1a and 1b in that positive
feedback increased the frequency of the paratelic state and
negative feedback increased the frequency of the telic state
(see Figure 1). Learning that a goal was reached after read-
ing a positive feedback message motivated the participants to
focus on enjoying the task at hand rather than achievement.
The support for hypothesis 1a suggests that managers should
find opportunities to provide positive feedback whenever
possible, since positive feedback may induce the paratelic
state, which has been shown to improve performance and
creativity (Dixon, 1993a). Indeed, this finding is in line
with recommendations in the performance feedback litera-
ture regarding effective approaches to feedback delivery for
improving employee well-being and engagement (Aguinis et
al., 2012). For example, Bouskila-Yam & Kluger (2011) sug-
gest providing at least three pieces of positive feedback for
every piece of negative feedback.

Given that the focus of the telic state is on goal attainment
(Apter, 2001), the support for hypothesis 1b indicates that
recipients of negative feedback suggesting that they did not
reach their goal will subsequently be more motivated by goal
attainment rather than enjoyment of the task. Based on this

finding, if managers’ intentions are to motivate their employ-
ees to reach an unmet goal, negative feedback may be ben-
eficial for meeting those intentions. When providing nega-
tive feedback, managers should illustrate for employees how
they can progress toward goal achievement (Hattie & Tim-
perley, 2007; Krenn et al., 2013). That is, managers should
closely link negative feedback to their employees’ knowl-
edge and skills in relation to the steps employees can take
to improve their performance (Aguinis et al., 2012). This
is important because attribution theory asserts that positive
and negative performance feedback influence the evaluation
of task-related stimuli (Korn et al., 2016). Employees tend to
attribute positive feedback internally (e.g., to their own abili-
ties) and negative feedback externally (e.g., to environmental
factors).

Although not hypothesized, results further revealed that
positive feedback increased the frequencies of the conform-
ing and other-mastery states (see Figures 2 and 3). Such
a finding suggests that positive feedback reinforces for em-
ployees the notion that they are performing in a manner that
is expected of them. Given this finding, the authors fur-
ther suggest that for jobs that require strict conformity to
rules, managers should consider providing employees with
positive feedback regarding rule compliance. Regarding the
other-mastery finding, given the nature of the task (i.e., help-
ing build a university informational website for students),
it is possible that positive feedback made participants feel
that they were successfully helping others with their efforts
(Apter, 2005). Also not hypothesized, results revealed that
negative feedback increased the frequencies of the rebellious,
self-mastery, and self-sympathy states (see Figures 2 and 3).
This finding suggests that in a task where participants’ ac-
tions are intended to help others (as in this study’s case),
receiving negative feedback made participants more likely
to focus on themselves rather than helping others, therefore
entering the self-focused states (i.e., self-mastery or self-
sympathy). Based on these findings, the authors suggest
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Figure 1. Percent of respondents in telic and paratelic states
by feedback valence.

Figure 2. Percent of respondents in conforming and rebel-
lious states by feedback valence.

that managers of employees in roles requiring helping others
should consider providing sparse amounts of negative feed-
back.

Regarding the effects of feedback accuracy, hypotheses 2a
and 2b were not supported in that accurate feedback did not

Figure 3. Percent of respondents in transactional pair states
by feedback valence.

Figure 4. Percent of respondents in conforming and rebel-
lious states by feedback accuracy.

increase the frequency of the conforming state compared to
inaccurate feedback and inaccurate feedback did not increase
the frequency of the rebellious state compared to accurate
feedback (see Figure 4). Contrary to our hypotheses, inac-
curate feedback increased the frequency of the conforming
state relative to accurate feedback. The authors suspect such
a finding may be due to the experimental nature of the task
compared to the real world context of receiving inaccurate
feedback on the actual performance of one’s job. Given these
results, the authors further suspect that participants likely ex-
perienced frustration in the conforming state rather than feel-
ings of defiance in the rebellious state upon receiving inac-
curate feedback. Although inconsistent with our hypotheses,
the authors argue that these findings, in conjunction with the
preponderance of evidence in the performance feedback lit-
erature, still suggest that managers should attend to the ac-
curacy of the feedback that they are providing to employees
and not just whether the information is positive or negative in
its connotation. For example, Steelman & Rutkowski (2004)
found that supervisor credibility and feedback quality (i.e.,
perceived accuracy) are significant moderators of the rela-
tionship between unfavorable feedback and employee moti-
vation to use the feedback for performance improvement.

There was no interaction effect of accuracy and valence on
state, thus hypotheses 3a, 3b, 3c, and 3d were not supported.
In summary, hypotheses 1a and 1b, regarding main effects of
feedback valence and accuracy on motivational states were
fully supported while hypotheses 2a-3d regarding the main
effect of feedback accuracy and interactions between feed-
back valence and accuracy were not supported. Observed
frequencies were used to calculate the percent of respondents
in cells to create graphical representations of the results, as
shown in the figures.

Overall, the present study revealed that the effects of
feedback on motivational state are different depending on
whether the feedback is positive or negative and accurate or
inaccurate, which may help explain why feedback does not
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always result in desired behavior change. Further, the exper-
imental manipulation of feedback resulted in different states.
Managers should take this into consideration when crafting
feedback messages to provide to employees during formal
performance reviews.

Limitations and Future Directions

This study was not without limitations. The feedback
messages provided to participants were administered by a
computer. As such, further research is needed to determine if
the effects are generalizable to recipients of feedback from a
person, particularly employees receiving performance feed-
back from their immediate supervisor. Also, participants’
motivational state pre-feedback was not measured, therefore
it is unclear if the manipulation of feedback triggered an ac-
tual reversal of states. Measuring motivational states pre-
and post-feedback will allow the researchers to determine
if feedback messages cause a reversal. Our study did not
investigate the extent to which each motivational state was
satisfied. Including an assessment of the satisfactions of the
states in future research would address questions of whether
participants experienced the states as gaining or losing after
receiving the feedback. We also encourage future research
examining affective states alongside motivational states to
examine if the accuracy and valence of feedback messages
trigger specific state-linked emotions.

Conclusion

Our study examined the frequency of psychological states
following performance feedback that signaled failure ver-
sus attainment, accurately or inaccurately, on a short-term
task goal. Results suggest that positive feedback induces the
paratelic state and negative feedback induces the telic state.
Managers could use information about reactions to feedback
to encourage the states that are most beneficial for their direct
reports to be in at work for their particular work situation.
For instance, managers hoping to encourage creativity should
consider providing an abundance of positive feedback. Man-
agers of employees in roles requiring strict adherence to rules
should consider taking extra precaution to ensure that their
feedback messages are accurate.
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