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From Feeding-Back to Feeding-Forward:

Managerial Feedback as a Trigger of Change in SMEs

Abstract

Purpose - This study seeks to explore and theorize thega®®f managerial feedback in
relation to change in Small and Medium Enterpr{SMES).

Design/Methodology/Approach- This research embraces a qualitative methodolodie
context of manufacturing SMEs. Drawing on 30 indtienterviews and observations,
conducted with various managers in six (6) SMEsap®y in three countries, it is argued that
managers benefit more by using daily on-going feekbas a trigger of change in their
organizations.

Findings - The findings suggest that there is an overallwthat managers appear to be
reluctant to change existing processes using fazedhlfeedback mechanisms, which runs
counter-intuitive to the literature. In contrastformal methods of feedback work better in
enhancing organizational change. Moreover, andiherfeatures of feedback enhance this
process namely, benefits-oriented and confidenmsvad. As such, this study contributes to
existing knowledge and practice by proposing aetiodd form of feedback through which
managers expand their perspectives of feedbackfeding-backo feeding-forwardhereby
enhancing the opportunities of triggering change.

Theoretical implications - Feedback should be considered as a dynamic acdllgo
constructed managerial practice, a practice whenmgbgvant actors, not only exchange
information and share knowledge, but also act,tread interact with each other as they
constantly rethink the change process. The propasgelct of feedback emphasizes knowledge
therapeutically and in combination with the diat@didiscourse (practical illustration) that
increases the odds for capturing change as a hatattger than exceptional, process.

Practical implications - Practitioners, as such, may wish to considerténeinology used
when it comes to studying change and its implentemtain a crisis context. Using
deformalized managerial feedback mechanisms tdeg@ckormal phenomenon like ‘change’
could help avoid employees perceiving a negativenotation, even causing resistance or
confusion and feeling threatened. Therefore, wgeasitthat practitioners, during development
initiatives on modernising or altering organizaabprocesses, consider using the term ‘change’
as an informal rather than a formal concept.

Originality - It is an investigation from an exploratory perspee in studying and
understanding the causes, factors and modalit@sttiyger managerial feedback towards
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organizational change in manufacturing SMEs.

Key Words: Feedback, Change, Stability, SMEs, Managers
Introduction

Firms’ abilities to change have become a critisgue for organizational survival,
adaptation, competitiveness, and long term sugiditya(Bresnen et al., 2005). The literature
on organizational change is generally triggereanftavo sources: external segments of the
global economy and internal incentives related ganizations’ management (Friedman,
2005). Although the former is a subject of econofhictuation that produces organizational
uncertainty, the latter is linked to the recogmtiaf the appropriate means through which the
change process can be facilitated. Many authorsage managerial feedback as a key factor
in triggering process change in Small and Mediumegmises (SMEs) (Fleishman and
Cleveland, 2003; Hattie and Timperley, 2007).

Although, feedback has various meanings and aspissstudy adopts a broader
definition posited by Buchanan and Huczynski (202@cording to their approach, feedback
is a process of giving and receiving on-going infation regarding the work or task being
completed. Following the abovementioned authorssuescribe to a similar view of feedback
as a daily on-going practise related to the indigichnd/or collective change processes. In the
structural changes or transformation, daily fee#bacovides information about work
characteristics and attempts to steer performaneegiven direction (Fedor et al., 2001) and
is seen as an integral part of learning and chamgerk processes (Ashby and O’Brien, 2007;
Becker, 2004).

The practice and benefits of daily and on-goingdbeek is present in many
organisations including SMEs, that embody a flexiberarchy and structure (Psychogios, et
al. 2016) as well as utilize managerial feedbadkss formal channels in order to comply with
the effects of change in a practical manner (Bregteal., 2005). Therefore, utilizing informal
channels means that daily and on-going feedback prayide better evidence on the
justification for change (Fleishman and Clevland)2, VanYperen et al., 1999) and seek to
improve aspects of operational processes (Sor#8). Particularly within SMEs, feedback
is acknowledged to contribute towards constructinganizational knowledge (Ritchie and
Brindley, 2005) by providing dynamic values andutgp(Gold et al., 2001) and is usually
smoothly practiced (Jabri, 2004).



Nevertheless, scrutinising further the argumentsrad feedback and change, as much
as the current literature is concerned, theramngdd research on changing work processes in
SMEs (Foss, 2011; Salvato, 2009; Salvato and Re20fl) especially on the role of
managerial feedback and how it can facilitate igorbit) change (Akgun et al., 2007; Soriano,
2008; Wischnevsky et al., 2011). Researching fegdaad change is even more critical when
it comes to manufacturing SMEs that operate in tieleand dynamic environments
(Antonacopoulou and Sheaffer, 2014) where they gontheir operations in challenging
market circumstances (Hoskisson et al., 2000). &fibez, many authors make an ‘academic
call where they emphasise the need for more enghistudies of managerial feedback in

relation to change processasSMEs (Tourish, 2013; Petrick et al., 2016).

In this respect, this study seeks to explore amtkrgtand how managers in SMEs
perceive feedback in changing their processes lamdetitures of feedback that they need to
focus on in order to facilitate change in less falised contexts. Due to their size and structure,
SMEs need to be particularly adaptive to complek@ranging environments. Besides, within
SMEs, managers face distinctive challenges suotl@sonal intensity, survival risks, resource
constraints and very often a high degree of proadaformality. In this context, studying
feedback requires paying special attention to ¢ie of managers who seek to affect change
via reflective practices for different purposes.sd&h, SMEs provide an insightful setting for
the study of the role played by managerial feedbagchkitiating changes. Following this line

of inquiry, our paper is articulated around two masearch questions:

RQ1 How do managers in SMEs perceive feedback atirdgwith change from an

operational processes perspective?

RQ2 Are there any particular aspects of feedbaek thanagers in SMEs use in
facilitating change?

In order to address these questions, we conducted depth qualitative study. The
data collection process covered thirty (30), intepemi-structured interviews with managers,
twice over a period of fifteen months, and obseovest over a period of three months, in six

manufacturing SMEs in three countries (i.e., GreBc#garia and Serbia).

The main argument is that feedback plays a critickd in implementing change in
operational processes in SMEs (Holmboe et al., R0id@vever, this is influenced by specific
features of feedback (Goodman and Wood, 2004; Maatra., 2003). In particular, managers

appear to be reluctant to successfully implemerdngk using formalized feedback
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mechanisms. They do understand that formalizedblesd can create more problems than
solutions (Mulder and Ellinger 2013) and, therefarkess formalized practice of feedback may
allow managers to better face and address theedlg@é$ (Ashby and O’Brien, 2007; Wang et
al., 2014). Through informal, benefits-oriented aodfidence-oriented methods of feedback,
managers seem to adopt more pragmatic and praappabaches to such change (Hattie and
Timperley, 2007). Moreover, through these practioegnagers seem to anticipate aspects of
change as interconnected and challenging (Ansexl, &015). In short, this paper focuses on
bridging through the existing knowledge by themgsifeedback as an informal, socially
constructed practice whereby managers and employgesly merely exchange information
and share knowledge, but also act, react and titesith each other as they face the need for

modernisation and transformation of internal pasiprocesses.

Understanding feedback as a means of change withBMEs

In organizational studies the importance of feellbac SMEs is emphasized in
management theory (Ashby and O’Brien, 2007) as anégerial) practice of facilitating
change in work processes. Different studies condekxiback as a meticulous practice that
creates the predisposition for change, in particwaen organizations are operating in volatile
environments (Mulder and Ellinger, 2013; Skule,20&ubsequently, organizations operating
in volatile environments consider the opportungyunderstand behaviors, actions, activities
and operations as they occur. lllustrating thisieskirther and from a practical perspective,
Ashforth and Kreiner (2002) discuss the discrepau@nts during the change process, and
indicated that such events were swiftly normalizedionalized and interpreted to become
consistent with an existing environment. Therefdesdback, as an important managerial
practice, expands employees’ knowledge, and desetognitive alertness, which seeks to
understand how people react to and cope with ertpatnew reality like change (Fedor et al.,
1992; Maurer et al.,, 2003). This occurs throughtaver managerial activities such as
recognising the importance of change processe®(ftal., 2001), enhancing knowledge as
a conducive source of shaping the change initiaiRr@emdonck and Strijbos, 2013), and
increasing the knowledge of change outcomes (Livalen and Levy, 2010).

Marjan et al. (2013) argue that SMEs comprise marfgrmal activities that
employees have to deal with that increases learhimiong the change process. Therefore, a
significant factor for constructing this proces#hs interaction between individuals (managers
and employees) through feedback (Maurer et al.3R0he process of change is considered
as opening the gate for engagement into feedbacdk put it differently, feedback is the first
social mechanism that emerges when consideringgehamorganizations. Taking this into



account, very often organizations do not providlexable structure that, through initiatives of
structural transformation, other processes occudarkness, which necessitates additional
effort to accordingly understand and interpret rsglvemes. In this vein, many authors place
more attention on the timing of feedback and thguistic manner in which it is deployed to
facilitate any emerging obstructions during theng®initiative (Holmboe et al., 2010; Shute,
2008). This means that feedback contains thraealrfacets: function, form and content (Tata,
2002). In essence, depending on the situation,, tst@e of change demanded and context,
managers’ feedback undoubtedly differs in termeawitent, form and approach (Linderbaum
and Levy, 2010). For instance, the developmentaragerial feedback in large organizations
has tended to be more structured, formal and wrtigher than in SMEs where managers seek
a deformalized communication process, for instamcgerformance appraisals or when
considering changes. Therefore, London and Sm{#@£2) argue that feedback’s content and
form are critical features that influence its gtyalWhen feedback is received from a credible
source like managers, it is perceived by emplogsasportant for creating the infrastructure
to implement changes in processes (Holmboe et28l0; Mulder and Ellinger 2013).
Feedback that is considered to be reliable inceeesefidence and plausibility (Steelman and
Rutkowski, 2004).

In a similar vein, there are arguments suggestivag specific feedback initiatives
contribute more towards the change process in S8&sdman and Wood, 2004; Mulder and
Ellinger, 2013). In particular, directing speciiidormal feedback related to employees’ daily
performance can identify the gaps and reduce tegssids suggested by Tsoukas and Chia

(2002), behaviors should systematically be conmkictehe changes occurring.

Despite SMEs being mainly informal workplaces, d$ai® have tended not to
emphasise the role of informal feedback on proceissplemented (Cleeton, 1992) given that
informal feedback can possibly bring better resdlising the change process (Ashby and
O’Brien, 2007; Sussman and Sproull, 1999; SteelamahRutkowski, 2004; Wang et al., 2014).
For example, Westerman and Westerman (2010) suthgeshformal feedback (e.g., face-to-
face) increases the chances of accurately exptisingignificance of change because it leads
the debate towards individuals’ roles and relationsthe change process. When an
organization’s members face change, this is maeifias their expressions of surprise because
a gap appears in their expectationis-a-vis the current experience in various social
interactions. This seems to reflect and activagglliback because a gap is created and a cue
emerges; a situation necessitates additional irgeon, clarification and enactment.
Similarly, some scholars argue that written fee#taows managers to contemplate the idea

behind a change initiative and to positively reflepon this process (Becker and Klimonski,

5



1989; Evans 1996; London and Smither, 1996; Maeirat., 2003). Feedback is considered to
be critical for change in SMEs (Kunda 1992; Alvessmd Willmott, 2002), however the
formalised practices of delivering feedback stihdnate the literature.

In short, there is wide recognition in the changmagement literature that feedback is
an indispensable process, particularly in altedysfunctional processes. It appears to be one
of the critical managerial practices that can fet# (or inhibit) change. By regularly using
feedback, organizations can alter processes tlegt want to change (Willis et al, 2009).
Nevertheless, the main knowledge in relation tallieek and change comes from research on
larger organisations (e.g., Szamosi and Duxbur@2P0What has been less explored is the
managerial feedback practice in SMEs during infecthange processes.

Managers’ feedback in a change process in SMEs

The process of change requires that managers tadeéthe steps that need to be taken
and their consequences. In this respect, initiathgnge requires the anticipation of different,
unexpected, challenges that may influence the psofideifetz and Laurie, 1997). When a
change initiative is undertaken managerial actioesd to be aligned with the rationale of
establishing the basis for new practices (Mulded &tlinger, 2013). This argument is
supported by Colville et al. (2012) as we live motimes of continuous change but continuous
discontinuous change — emphasizing the difficuttyecognizing how to act in a complex
world that very often is not just equivocal but teghictably equivocal, which makes
managerial feedback’s role crucial in guiding enypks during the change process.

Recent work on change has accentuated the influehgeanagerial feedback in
facilitating readiness for, as well as contributiogvards acceptance of, change in processes
(Greta and Karahanna, 2013; Jabri, 2004). Feedbaatains a dynamism that formulates a
way of clearly recasting how organisations respmnchanges (Feldman, 2000; Pentland and
Reuter, 1994). The interconnection between feedaadkchange in processes is important in
creating a balance of initiating incentives thamdchange but also establish stability that may
allow the development of a stronger competitiveaadage in highly dynamic environments
(Farjoun, 2010; Tsoukas and Chia, 2002). Putting ithto context, the role of managerial
feedback is perceived to be deterministic espgcwitihin organizations that are focused on
task improvements Léchner and Gudmundsson, 20l1#jrough accentuating specific
suggestions related to what could be changed andtis change will be facilitate@attistelli
et al., 2013).



Therefore, from a management perspective, chaniges ren the development of
internal channels of communication and feedbacktedIto reconciling a set of broad interest
during an internal initiative (Osterman, 2000).5A%h, feedback reduces negative concern and
preoccupation of change by increasing the sensargégncy in providing the necessary
information and direction (Eby et al., 2001) in ewrdo provide clarity during the change
process (Greiner, 1992). Failing to engage in csaten and apparently abandoning feedback
during the change process might be associated pritlucing negative consequences that
mitigates the opportunity to understand behaviacsions, activities and operations as they
occur. In addition, amanager’'s role in facilitating the process of chlang widely
acknowledged (Gold et al., 2001; Nonaka and Takie®®85) as a driver of understanding the
internal necessity of change through, among otlusis/ering on-going feedback. Therefore
it could be said that feedback is an importantagdificant ‘resource’, which managers utilize
to change processes by creating internal roomdditianal information due to the need to
alter work processes (Petrick et al.,, 2016) as astcoctive practice of performance
improvements.

A manager’s ability to provide feedback can imghetchange process, since it can be
seen as enhancing skills, understanding the négdssichange, enriching its scope (Brown
and Eisenhardt, 1995) and reducing resistance (&o1e2000). As Nilakant and Ramnarayan
(1998) point out, initiating change involves foawsi simultaneously on managing
organizational resources and processes which niekéeriplementation process a dual, and
complicated, task. In this vein, managerial fee#tbidcgeared to motivate employees and
increase self-awareness, thus contributing towaedding / emerging phenomena such as
resistance (Fleishman and Cleveland, 2003). WeldMéeber (2001) extended this idea by
emphasising that employees will be more inclinedséek and contribute to changes in
operational processes if managers dedicate adalitieffort to build the perception of
organizational readiness for change by updatingl@yeps with indicative information
through different feedback mechanisms. Managerhamever, aware that feedback as an on-
going process can be both flexible and simple getetimes complex and confusing (Anseel
et al., 2015; Hattie and Timperley, 2007; JawaP@i0; London and Smither, 1996). Therefore,
feedback is understood as a mutually importantgeeof interaction between its provider and
receiver and is dynamic (Ashford and Tsui, 1991;lddu and Ellinger, 2013; Polites and
Karahanna, 2013).

Overall, although there is some literature sugggsthe importance of feedback in
facilitating change processes (Bresnen et al., 2B@shman and Clevland, 2003), it seems

that less effort has been made to explore thecpédati aspects and features of feedback that
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can be used to enhance change within smaller argi@ons. In other words, there is a need to
understand the way that managers in SMEs perceedabfck in changing their processes as
well as the aspects and features of feedback liegtrieed to focus on in order to facilitate
change in less formalised contexts. The presemyséaxplores the ways through which
managers provide feedback in SMEs by focusing amufis&turing organizations operating in
different business contexts. The next section éxpldne methodology used and the analysis

provided.

Methods

The context of the Study

The study was conducted in three countries thae rdjsnamic and volatile market
environments resulting from the recent economsigyriGreece, Bulgaria and Serbia. The crisis
resulted in a series of changes that organizatiand,especially SMEs, needed to apply in
order to rationalize their operations thereby iasmeg the chances to survive in such
challenging business environments (Allmendinger dlatkman, 1996). Greece has been
affected since 2009 by a critical debt crisis e seriously affected peoples’ socio-economic
life, causing high levels of unemployment, job itig#ty, and poverty, as well as impacting on
companies’ survival (Wood et al, 2015; Ifanti et @013; Kondilis et al., 2013). SMEs have
encountered issues such as liquidity problems (&asrand Vlamis, 2010), layoffs (Arghyrou
and Tsoukalas, 2010), and increased workload defwistaff (Katou, 2013). This situation
has pushed SMEs to adopt new management and piadyecactices having as their main
target to survive. A similar environment existsSarbia and Bulgaria where both countries
face what has been called ‘Wild Capitalism’ (Upatturand Marinkovic, 2011). Both
economies have been transformed to ‘transitionmerging’ or ‘new-born capitalistic
economies’, characterised by the fragmentationusfriesses and employment systems, with
components of both state management and liberddatization (Brewster et al., 2010). This
process of economic liberalization has not coméavit cost, since millions of workers in both
countries lost their jobs and approximately onedtbf their population live at or near poverty
levels (Vujosevic et al., 2012; Vatchkova, 2009hisTtransformation process has brought
significant changes to organizational life, espécitor SMEs (Estrin, 2009) whereby they

needed to adopt a series of new working methodedier to survive. In short, SMEs in Greece,



Serbia and Bulgaria provide a context of continuthenge within which various management

practices can be explored, like feedback and lesirothe change process.

Data Collection

This research embraced a case study method of aadlaction and research
investigation. In line with the views of Yin (20Q03he purpose of embracing a case study
illustrates an empirical inquiry that researchexsksto investigate a particular phenomenon
within its real context, particularly when the bdanies amid phenomenon and context are not
vivid. Following a case study demonstrates that rssearchers are focused on collecting
primary data thus allowing for the constructiorknbwledge on the selected organisations. In
this respect, building upon Mitchell (1983) and Y1984), primary data allows for the creation

of theoretical development, which is one of the nsognificant strengths of this approach.

The SMEs selected to be part of this study wereadipg in the manufacturing industry
as these offer a very interesting organizationaltext since they have adopted a series of
changes (operational and process oriented) aspanss to pressures from their business
environments (Psychogios et al., 2016). The prootssita collection was conducted over a
period of fifteen months and included interviewsl aibservations with managers. The data
collection process was undertaken following a ttams process. We began by selecting
manufacturing SMEs in each country through the e@espge Ministries of Trade. After
screening we requested a meeting with the resgectiners in order to discuss the study and
gain accessibility, emphasising the importancehefresearch by explaining its purpose and
guaranteeing the confidentiality of information igBean, 1998) as well as outlining any ethical
considerations potentially impacting on the proplostedy (Malhotra and Peterson, 2001). We
visited more than 18 different manufacturing SMiali three countries and after discussions,
as well as following strictly our main aim of resg@ng SMEs that are conducting change in
their operations and processes, six (6) SMEs agteegarticipate. The sample of
manufacturing SMEs as well as the managers wasl loasieon-purposeful sampling (Gregoire
et al., 2001) that allowed us to choose managerehss organisations related to the research
objectives (Teddlie and Yu, 2007). Therefore, maotufring SMEs as well as managers were
selected in the researchers’ efforts to obtain mamd information that could not be obtained
from other sources. The specific manufacturing Sigéected are shown in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 about here



A total of 30 semi-structured interviews with maeeggworking in six manufacturing
SMEs were conducted. In each organisation, weviidered five managers, in two stages over
a period of 15 months (Table 2). We conducted titerviews with managers based on their
hierarchical and functional organizational posiioin each SME we interviewed managers
responsible for leading different functions likendhce, human resources, marketing,
operations, IT, production and R&D. All the inteewis were conducted in English and lasted
approximately seventy minutes (Table 2 provides anoiformation due to interviewing
process with managers in manufacturing SMES).

Insert Table 2 about here

As shown in Table 3, the issues covered in the firmse of the interviews were in
reference to a manager’s role, the specific chgirgeess in their respective companies,
managerial feedback and the application of manageowmmcepts related to change processes.
The questions posed were based on the previous efdtibimboe et al. (2010), Mulder and
Ellinger (2013), and Shute (2008). The rationalbihe these questions was to focus on
particular events that take place daily inside SMiss enabling respondents to use their
personal experience and cognitive understandingrdier to avoid receiving responses to
recent incidents, as well as comply with the sttlesn@f case study research, we also asked the
same managers for examples in different time perigdthe second phase we modified the
interview protocol slightly placing more emphasisrelations between feedback and change.
In particular, we emphasized the role of feedback emanagerial practice in creating changes
in operational processes and the types of feedibatkncrease the chances for change. In both
phases, we also explored responses related théfierges SMEs faced in these countries due
to crisis and turbulence. The list of both rounfigjewestions was developed in English since
all managers were fluent English speakers. Thigdtkln order to expand the knowledge of
conceptualising managers’ approaches to changeghnecalling some issues being discussed
in the first round of interviews and moving forwasd newly established ideas, challenges

faced and engaging in feedback during this periddre.

Insert Table 3 about here

Through this investigation, we were able to dingotbserve the managers interviewed in
their day-to-day operations. We also had permissanonitor four managerial meetings with
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their teams (or other managers), which includedcudisions of daily activities. Our
participation in these official meetings was expéal in advance. The observation process
helped us to better understand managers’ reflextmm critical issues raised during the
interviews. In other words, we pedual attention on informal as well as formal aspects discussed
during these meetings. The rationale behind this tedocus and understand how managers
develop their feedback mechanisms when it compsaresses including performance, hiring
policy appraisals, adjusting to new technology ldsthed processes etc. We did not record
anything being discussed, but instead took noteshwwere analysed afterwards. All data was
extracted and then shared with the other membeteafuthorship team for analysis (Balogun
et al., 2015).

Data Analysis

We approached the vast amount of the data colledtech an inductive analysis
viewpoint. We moved back and forth amid the datkection, transcription and other materials
(e.g., notes from meetings) which involved a stathdsystematic, inductive set of processes
where we then thoroughly proceeded through thdiegistructure of theoretical arguments on
feedback and change in order to develop an iteraia analysis process (Strauss and Corbin,
1990; Miles and Huberman, 1984). This provided ik @& consistent framework that vividly
explains and captures the richness of the datz@ates the coherent argument of expanding

the theoretical contribution.

Moreover, we began by constructing managers’ egpeés and reflections due to the
change process mentioned during the interviewsedsas extracted from observation notes
(Langley, 1999). In line with Creswell (2014) wevdbped a common organizational database
in which we carefully created and annotated categband chronological analysis of the data.
We then worked with these resources in order tcerstdnd managers’ feedback in SMEs
during the change process. In addition, the dataamalysed using NVIVO then subjected to
content analysis (Bryman and Bell, 2007). The digace of content analysis is recognized
as an accurate technique that provides the pasgibal replicate the usable approach of
interpretation from the unstructured actual data tmore rational and comprehensive one
(Mayring, 2004; Schreier, 2012; Krippendorff, 1980pntent analysis is used as a systematic
method for ascribing the meaning of the qualitatie¢a and is applied through the coding
frame (Schreier, 2012).
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We meticulously combed the data searching for dantimprevailing themes. The
majority of the managers interviewed used a varadtthemes to describe their position on
different issues and this data was then classifiealjped and regrouped in order to facilitate
the analysis process. During the entire reseammtegs, we paid attention on creating second-
order codes in order to improve the research. erotvords, we worked around the second-
order codes numerous times in terms of gathering aeta during different stages and re-
analysing documents coming out of observationsectdd, our notes from the field and the
scripts managed to produce. Moreover, we need fohasise that the second-order codes
appeared from a repeated process that necessaatatijamating our first-order codes,
different research notes and theoretical concep¥gldped in this research. Therefore, this
process allowed building our second-order codesctwhreated the fundamental research
themes underlying the present paper. Moreoverfitstesecond-order code revolved around
the manager’s informal feedback on triggering cleanthe second second-order code was
concerned with the manager’s benefits-orientedifaekion change. The third secondary-code

concentrated on the manager’s confidence-oriemtedfack (Motivation).

Insert Table 4 about here

Findings

We organized our findings around the three key dsins found to be linked to
managerial feedback related to the change progeksmal feedback, benefits-oriented
feedback and confidence-oriented feedback. We seabyach of the above dimensions by

presenting the data derived from our interviews.

Insert Figure 1 about here

I nformal feedback

Most of the times change within organizations isdshon an idiosyncratic attribute of
managerial initiative in transforming and adaptonganizational processes (Tsoukas & Chia,
2002). The role of feedback is critical within thgeocess of change. In particular, feedback

encompasses various steps and methods in artigyléte rationale for change. Change is
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usually commonly abstractly perceived (Stacey, 204lBhough, researchers are very keen to
investigate managers’ responses to change witlganizations they fail to emphasize and

explore the triggers of change and how such trggges understood by managers.

Conducting interviews and observations with marmger manufacturing SMEs
unfolded the criticality of managerial feedbacKriggering operational and process oriented
change. Managers perceive feedback as a powerfahsnm dealing with various inter-
organizational processes. In particular, they dmgaize that what facilitates change is an
informal means of constructive development of doastifiable) feedback rather than
formality. Because the change process demanddwgtuimcorporation from the management
side to feedback and feed-forward regarding théwuarsituations created to avoid internal
instability of the processes implemented. Managenphasised the strengths of the informal
feedback that, besides avoiding instability, alstps in engineering internal divergences that
could spread negative implications to the pattefnshange. This argument is supported by
previous research illustrating the importance ofversation and dialogue in change as a salient
practice for synthesising information, and accetimgathe understanding that allows
evaluating patterns of change through meaning oaetgin (Ford and Ford, 2008; Hernes,
2008; Jian, 2011; Karp and Helgg, 2008; McClell1.1); however, this study argues that
informal feedback towards employees accentuatesirtiportance of delegitimising or
disempowering structural feedback, and prioritisthg social mechanisms (dialogue) in

creating positive predispositions for change.

The practice of delivering informal feedback is@fie and seeks contemplating details
whereby managers demonstrate the social aspetteohal cooperation established in a close
relationship with employees. The collective colledimn consists of developing the tendency
for internal flexibility, especially in cases whe8®Es promote a decentralized hierarchy and
where the perceived power distance is low. Thisweag much the case in our discussion with
many managers illustrating the indisputable powed &aenefits of informal feedback in
delivering concrete explanations and suggestiotatect to the necessary improvements
required (Anseel and Lievens, 2007) without damggnorale, contesting intellectual abilities,
or compromising performance commitment. As Wanglet(2014) argue, the notion of
feedback enhances acceptance of decisions evarbudént conditions (much like those that
SMEs face) as long as it is summarily justifiedbtigh informal channels of communication.
The managers sampled, therefore, recognise the sapictural (departmental) movement that

informal feedback produces especially in SMEs wldoh less bureaucratic workplaces but
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this does not preclude the objective towards chamgediminishing performance results. A
Human Resource respondent stated that:
“... l also go out for lunches with some of the emplss where in a more relaxed

way | use to give feedback. | believe that my wiefers to feedbackire much
more appreciated.” (HR Manager, September 2014 £Ge¢

‘Lunch’ in this statement might be a strong indicatthat informal feedback may fit
many managers’ styles better because it may beidmed as constructive advice and
emphasises that establishing change in SMEs ist@mud interpersonal development. Such
an unconventional leading philosophy of changeldisga by the manager above opens the
discussion towards understanding the importan&e@ping, official, bureaucratic meetings to
the minimum and promote more social and almostydsakis contacts with employees as a
more pragmatic way of leading a change imitativikh@ugh SMEs, put rules in place that
attempt to organise and guide managerial feedbaalkformal way, nevertheless, in practice,
managers are aware that rules may not be the rffestiee. Therefore, many respondents
recognised the problems that a formal approackefliack might drag them into. At the same
time managers demonstrated their commitment iniggiitheir staff to appreciate feedback as
a managerial practice to improve what they areadlyealoing:

“I do not like strict rules on communicating ideaad advice to my employees,

because it is not the best way to speak to embyEeperation Manager,
November 2014, Greece)

“I think informal ways of giving feedback have ajargositive impact on change,
since through them we achieve to control more tiuatson internally and in this
way we create the sense of stability” (Finance MgaraOctober 2014, Serbia)

“We normally suggest the staff to be open and pateven when they receive
criticism for their actions, because this is pafttlle management and leadership
philosophy in this company. However, [RRefers to him and other manageds)
recognise that the criticism should be providedaimanner that will not stress
employees, but in a way to make them better” (HRhadar, December 2014,
Bulgaria).

The abovementioned quotes exemplify that managemotiunderstand change as static
or rigid, but as a flexible and dynamic procesgessitating diligent and meticulous steps to
be continuously implemented. They imply that during change process criticism should be
replaced with patience of what is happening or wisatgoing to happen, and any
unsophisticated managerial efforts of showing $tmat¢ muscles is not healthy in terms of
willingness, confidence, and eagerness, which riseissue of how informal feedback is

perceived, it's characteristics and attributiosamtent and form in establishing better cohesion
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in organizations. Moreover, the above responses fesearch participants show that informal
feedback has another practical implication; it capate a sense of stability, which is
appreciated more by employees. In addition, inférfeedback is more valued in producing
broader organisational benefits facilitating thegass towards change like efficiency, learning,
and creating better external partnerships withrathbcontractors.

“Informal feedback is everyday activity of the graj managers, where they have

to give feedback to subcontractors and employedbework carried out (sic)
during the day” (IT Manager, June 2014, Greece)

Thus, managers understand that the change proaesseenhanced where feedback is
attributed more to content, quality and credibiliban in the more traditional ways being

hierarchical, structural and function-driven.

Benefits-oriented feedback

The research on feedback unfolds managers’ coanitthat feedback is a critical
process in SMEs especially as they attempt to ksttabnd manage the change process.
Managers link the importance of feedback to thec@se of articulating further continuous
improvement in operations and processes. Thism@seamonstrates, not surprisingly though,
that managers embrace feedback as instrumentalniptin setting the predispositions for
change, but also pursuing change as a performanpeovement tactic. Deploying daily
feedback is related to an initiative of preventintgrnal efforts far away from establishing a
mechanism of indirect control. This type of mang&gerare is not accomplished by strictly
designing and applying structures or proceduresder to overcome resistance to change, but
illustrates a new process whereby managers reéigxexplore what is needed and what is best
in order to thoroughly and thoughtfully cope witiange. Therefore, feedback is not perceived
simply as a method or tool, but as an embeddedipeathat it is significant, valuable and
powerful in the context that it is intended to iroye overall performance:

“Well, feedback | think helps performance by stadisng the activities, thus
meaning that the cost of an activity can be low@toduction Manager, February
2014, Serbia)

“Feedback helps performance improvement by estaibliscapabilities that can
be used as competitive advantage” (Quality Mana@&gember 2013, Bulgaria)

“It [Feedback]has a crucial role in overall performance of ourngpany, since
can help drastically shape behaviour of employd8&siles Manager, January 2014,
Greece)

Our respondents emphasized this dynamic and spaalhstructed trajectory of

feedback as a positive inclination towards artitntathe role and influence of sharing ideas,

15



notions, suggestions and advice that aids in fatilig change. Looking carefully at the above
guotes it is interesting to observe the motivemahagerial initiatives in conducting change.
The main purpose of the change process regardldss itargeting operations, processes or
even merging, downsizing (rightsizing) is to reapéish ‘order’. This is seen even in managers’
thoughts that referred to improving ‘performancestgndardising practices’, ‘capabilities’ that
might create competitive advantage, and also dpireloemployees’ skills in the workplace.
Therefore, the notion of feedback as a dynamicsaihlly constructed process is associated
positively in their (managers) minds with results critical stages of organizational
development and transformation. This was the aaslee SMEs of our sample, in particular,
when they were making technological investmentgribance productivity. Businesses are
very much connected to market pressures and turbesethat push them to adopt solutions
faster in order to adjust to fluid situations andimtain their positions. It seems that feedback
can be used as an explanation mechanism in hedpmmoyees to more quickly adapt new
practices and technologies:
“By explaining things to employees and guiding tHeaw to do the job it usually

makes them to feel secure how their performancéeamproved, especially when
it comes to adapting new technologies” (HR Manad#arch 2015, Greece)

“I think that feedback is an excellent way to explidings to people. It can be used
to make them understand the need to do thingsetiflg seeking in boosting their
productivity” (Operation Manager, February 2015, Baria)

Considering the positive impact of feedback on geaas a managerial practice that
aims performance improvement, it can also helprosgdéional actors understand what should
have been done differently in comparison with tlagitions, and adjust them towards proper
direction. This could be noted by our participantgws that people are not reluctant in
constructively changing fromrthodoxy (conventional way of doing things) twrthopraxy
(doing things in a correct manner), especially wimelicative feedback is given.

“I think the more specific feedback could yieldtbetesults for my company. For
example, if employees can understand specificdily tiwvey need to do something

then they could push their performance” (ConstroictManager, February 2015,
Greece)

“In the manufacturing industry you have to have eoules for every activity.
However, | think that through feedback can explspecifically to people the
reasons of doing things better. Feedback should &ks clear and easy to be
followed from the employees” (HR Manager, April 30$erbia)

Moreover, in managers’ minds, specific feedbaclagsociated with a tendency of

providing particular guidance for internal process€hus, specific feedback on particular
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employee behaviours, attitudes, the way of commyeduties in organisations, or the right way
any task needs to be done, has a positive effechanging practices and habits because it
triggers self-reflection. This can be seen with ynaf the managers in our sample that
highlighted the benefits employees receive from tipe of feedback, because the likelihood
of making mistakes decrease, and arguably affagtsfisantly employees’ motivation in
practicing daily tasks:

“After performance is closely related with motivatithis is an additional issue,

you know, that needs to be addressed” (Productiandger, February 2015,
Serbia)

In this vein, specific feedback contains valueoaglas it proactively directs behaviour
during the process of change by increasing emptyeilingness to contribute to change
implementation. Extending this idea further, anamigation’s members will be more inclined
to adopt the change if managers dedicate additieffalt to create the awareness of
organizational readiness for change and througatiage a continuum practice of updating
employees with specific feedback during the pro¢@ssber and Weber, 2001).

Confidence-oriented feedback (Motivation)

Respondents recognised that manufacturing SMEsincmnisly face challenges
derived from the external environment that influetizeir performance. Nevertheless, the key
for SMEs based on the discussion with managewsasjust continuously to these challenges.
This requires from manufacturing SMEs, and espigasthployees, to be persistent which in
turn underlines the importance of being confidémbaghout the change process. Moreover,
being and staying confident during the change m®dg a challenging thing to do because
actors’ expectations might be antagonistic to pcatexperiences. Therefore, managers in our
sample emphasized the significance of engagingiitiahconversations with members of staff
during challenging times. In their views, feedbaek critically add to increasing the overall
confidence of employees. Feedback helps employatesrty in increasing their knowledge,
skills, abilities and awareness, but also durigigis period aims to scalg confidence:

“In this entire volatile situation | found that deéring feedback continuously
towards improving behaviours and attitudes is usefincreasing the credibility

and confidence and help them to have a comprehepsiture of what and why
things are happening” (Operation Manager, Januafi3, Bulgaria)

“Proper feedback can help employees feel more dentj

especially, when the company had to deal with &cdif situation” (Sales
Manager, January 2015, Bulgaria)
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“In our company it is important that employees feainfortable in doing their jobs,
and respond properly to unexpected issues. Comiationds vital in order to help
them feel comfortable (Logistics Manager, Decend®d4, Greece)”

From the evidence above, we can also argue thaageasrdemonstrate practically the
importance of increasing confidence during diffictimes through delivering feedback.
Particularly they emphasize confidence as an ertgatéhelps to manage manufacturing SMEs
in volatile circumstances. We therefore argue fibatlback seems not only to be a managerial
practice in (re)directing, (re)adjusting, (re)evaly, (re)developing human’s behaviour, but
also shaping proactively cognitive thinking. Thigament helps to indicate the salience of
feedback in preserving unity during challenginggenFurthermore, managers emphasized the
importance of confidence without downplaying thendfés of stability. This justifies the
notion that the overwhelming conviction behind théonale of change from a manager’s
perspective is not only paying attention to faatkt change, but also how managers contribute
to increase employees confidence, which is maifeist creating stability. The findings in our
research suggest that stability is a strong dexiedtmanagerial feedback that in turn can
increase employees’ confidence:

“When | give feedback to my people | always tryp#&ocalm in order to avoid

stressing them and make them believe that thetigitus unstable and difficult”
(IT Manager, November 2013, Serbia)

“Feedback has a direct impact on creating the sen$estability within the
organisation. This is important for all of us” (HRanager, March 2015, Greece)

“I think feedback plays a major role in making doyges see the opportunity of
things go normal” (Sales Manager, April 2014, Buiga

This interaction between establishing stability &wblback supports another interesting
argument, namely claims that organizational chalegeands managerial feedback in order to
preserve internal coherence and demonstrate anasmkpeople-oriented management style.
We therefore posit thataylorism and its ideas of command and control, are natlagant to
SMEs’ undergoing change. Managers recognise thableshing confidence and stability
through managerial feedback is perceived to maoag@nisations through emphasising the
benefits, and divesting from instructive approacloésleading operation activities, and
therefore feedback can help employees have aateblogical view (Willis et al., 2009). This
interconnectedness between feedback and confidecsceases the opportunity to expose
learners “internal cognitive” aspects, and pramtiéirs “affective processes” to expose the

consistency of feedback (Mory, 200#).other words, what seems to be important in marsgg
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mind set is organizational sustainability, whichh dee achieved through the coexistence of

confidence as the core of generating stabilityrduthe process of change.
Discussion

Managers attempt to guide human actions as usefepses of generalising and
institutionalising particular meaning in change soaction (Tsoukas and Chia, 2002;
Onkelinx et al., 2016 Arguably, this forms the present approach of agans’ inclination
regarding change (Westphal and Zajac, 1998) thraegbgnising feedback as a critical

deformalized, rather than instructive, practice.

SMEs are generally known for their low power disgnmeaning that there is wider
opportunity for employees to be involved in deaisibaking. Feedback seems to enhance the
opportunity to constructively participate in varguitiatives that demand encouragement from
both sides. At the same time, it creates a betfeastructure for harmonizing the efforts of
ensuring task coherence and improvements. This dstinades the possibility of developing
informal dialogue as a more flexible and suitabkeans for sorting out different problems.
SMES’ organizing structures allow managers to us@rmal rather than formal manner of
providing guidance to subordinators as long asr@ngtinterconnectedness exists between
managers and employees. This approach places rtergi@n in emphasizing the informal
discourse on providing feedback and presupposesothgatibility of relationships developed
based on informal and social channels of commupitatather than rigid and bureaucratic
systems that formalise, to a large extent, theefiedback process, and therefore diminish

the deconstruction of structural ‘relevance’ of docting change.

Implementing change in manufacturing SMEs throughaldishing an informal
practice of feedback is essential, especially mbulent conditions, since these situations
require stronger interpersonal relationships amgpecation that may determine even overall
success or failure. Therefore, embracing an inforattude towards solving problems in
challenging business contexlisistrates the salience of managerial attitudeati@s change,
because it displays a clearer understanding obthanizational context; being formal in an
informal workplace like SMEs exposes disintegratioth the reality. Moreover, it elucidates
a managerial philosophy of conceiving change asraegss that involves social actors
(employees) which, paraphrasing Antonacopoulou420&hen managers take a stance they

usually stand up for what they stand for.
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The process of change might not always be sucdesdflitough every initiative of
change might be considered as a success philostlghNevertheless in our sample of SMEs,
we have seen indications of conceptualizing thengbgrocess as a critical organizational
reality that has to occur at certain times and thatands unconventional actions like
decentralizing the hierarchy towards a more comgnsive social interaction that fits better to
feedback practice. This interaction appears to gg¢aebenefits that can tackle as well as

enhance both individual and collective performance.

Managers also underscored specific aspects of &ekdis relevant towards particular
tasks conducted, behaviour expressed or actioferpesd that has a better chance to capture
the idea of change (Tsoukas, 2005). This findingpissistent with studies claiming that when
organizations cultivate and use specific feedbteky actually contribute towards prioritizing
this within working environments that have the ipito reshape change (Becker, 2010)
because managers can help employees change thevidner and more effectively align
themselves with job demands (Pousette et al., 2@Bsing specific feedback, both the
performance and the need for change are simultaheonderstood (Wilhelm and Bort, 2013).
Particularly this research demonstrates that, ibulent business environments, there is an
additional dimension required to provide a specpicture’ of what needs to be changed in
manufacturing SMEs and how the proposed changébeaommunicated to organisational
members. This is an additional example of managenslvement in finding the most
appropriate practices that enable and foster dymasoicial instruments of enhancing

performance compatibility with management demands.

Furthermore, the notion that organizational chasgenatural rather than exceptional
process (Tsoukas and Chia, 2002) is widely prevatethe manufacturing SMEs. Feedback
is conceptualised as well as practiced as a pesii@nagerial means of increasing confidence
during the change process. The salience of feedlasden to contribute towards increasing
employees’ confidence particularly in a criticatipd where order is disordered for the purpose
of reordering. Internal communication not only eets inside an organizational context, but
also how staff are treated. Paving the way foristaing change based on the findings coming
out of this research challenges scholars to furtheestigate the rationale what managers
embody and practice in their judgment. This suggdstt when managers deliver feedback
they do not only look for change, but also keepega towards stability. In other words,
managers are looking for the coexistence of chamge stability in parallel. Based on the

empirical evidence of this study, we argue that agans, by usingnformal, benefits-oriented
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and confidence-orientedeedback, enhance the feedback process itselixpgneling their
meaning; feedback is no longer used as jdseding-baclkpractice, but it is also perceived as
feeding-forwardoractice that emphasises and invests on emplolgaegl/ledge, experience as
well as practical wisdom. As feeding-forwardpractice, feedback does not only facilitate
(through informal communication) the change prodgsisnproving and correcting employees’
actions feeding-back but at the same time it also emphasizes theiitapce of stability as a
critical aspect of change by targeting on bengfitsformance) and confidence (motivation)
of employees that in turn can provide the senssadfility. Therefore, this research suggests
that managers put in clear efforts to move chamgestability hand-in-hand in the minds of
organizational actors in times when internal tranmsftion, structural disintegration and

horizontal engineering occur.

Conclusions

Organizations are not static focusing only on oray wf determining their scope of
activities in relation to external fluctuations.elpragmatic argument in this context lies in the
circumstance that generally SMEs comprise a flexisfructure that provides room for
multilateral interactions between managers and eyegls which impacts on the internal
collaboration proces#lthough theorists and practitioners find themsslieoverwhelmingly
complicated times (Corley and Gioia, 2011; WeicR12), managerial feedback in SMEs
changing processes contains some inextricable gtapare not necessarily synchronized but
working in harmony in order to replace certain dysftional processes that cause negative
effects. The present study supports the view thatlback is a powerful and constructive
mechanism for change in managers’ mind-set, whiochsdnot necessarily unfold in a
methodological manner. Therefore, in this study, haee reopened the discussion around

feedback as a managerial practice.

Theoretical and Practical Implications

In this research, we have investigated and provathegirical evidence from SMEs, on
the role of managerial feedback in enhancing chaween managers provide daily feedback
targeting change, they employ three main aspeatsely, i)informal; ii) benefits-oriente@énd
i) confidence-orientedimplementing these aspects of feedback resonatekallenge the
hitherto conventional, bureaucratic, formal initras of directing the process of change, and
replacing them with a new pragmatic, practical, enswciable approach. At the same time, by

introducing nonconventional mechanisms as well rasnpting new paths of understanding
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change, managers seem to anticipate change asomtexcted and mutually challenging. In
essence, this research legitimises the notionnlaaiagers in SMEs need to increasingly and
continually reflect upon the importance of feedbacthe change process as well as within the
environments in which they operate. Employing defalized aspects of feedback is
recognized to substantially trigger change in mactuiring SMEs as this research
demonstrates and, at the same time, it is percemged clear and meticulous practice of
directing activities as an illustrative point. tildd therefore be said that this approach is very
much determined by the new socio-political inittas that reduce the feeling of uncertainty
and lack of information provided about the changd eeduce unfounded fears (Greta and
Karahanna, 2013; Keneley, 2009) as a preambleaatipally implementing change in SMEs
in crisis contexts (Harrigan et al., 2011).

Therefore, this research also provides evidendefélealback should be considered as
a dynamic and socially constructed managerial m&chA practice whereby actors not only
exchange information and share knowledge, butatsoreact and interact with each other as
they constantly rethink the change process. The@gs®d aspect of feedback emphasizes
knowledge therapeutically, and in combination witie dialogical discourse (practical
illustration) that, increases the odds for capichange as a natural, rather than exceptional,
process (Tsoukas and Chia, 2002). In this situdhierinternal co-operation between different
actors ensures the change process to be as awpsaeeqf constitutive mutual reflection that
manifests the natural process (D'adderio, 201Ihdny organizational situations this ‘feeding’
approach presupposes avoiding contradictions agunfentations that often produce reactions
like curiosity and anxiety capitalised in an oveelvhing attitude that change is an impetus
that does not provide flexible structures (Bocchib®33) and does not conjoin coordination
and interaction among employees and managers.hbr gtords, creating and maintaining
change exemplifies the reasons that consciouslymgthe present dynamic functionality of
SMEs. Thus, the proposed three-fold feedback shioelldonceptualized as a driving force in
driving change through ongoing deformalized or infal means of feedback.

The proposed three-fold feedback can aid in helpingreate the infrastructure for
change for SMEs overcome critical problems faceggeeially in turbulent timesSaravanet
al., 2016). In other words, the three-fold approacteedback that this study suggests provides
a comprehensive, practical, perspective in arttowdathe feedback landscape. In particular,
these three aspects of feedback help to ensummahteollaboration among managers and

employees in order to develop a meaningful busiresse against internal fluctuations
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(Ashford and Tsui, 1991; Chaterina and Landeta 32®blites and Karahanna, 2013). We
contend that the suggested three-fold managerebfeck should constantly cultivate the
rationale of understanding the constructive commation dedicated towards specific
processes that enhance the reasons and explarfati@msnge.

Practitioners may wish to consider the terminologgd when it comes to studying
change and its implementation in a crisis contelsing deformalized managerial feedback
mechanisms to tackle a formal phenomenon like ‘gharcould help avoid employees
perceiving a negative connotation, causing resistasr confusion and feeling threatened.
Therefore, we suggest that practitioners, duringelbgpment initiatives on modernising or
altering organizational processes, consider ugiegdrm ‘change’ as an informal rather than
a formal concept. This will enable greater deforreml managerial feedback as well as
employing informal (soft) and acceptable terms likedification’ or ‘improvement’. In other
words, this will help moving towards more practjcsimplistic and tactile terminology that

could avoid potentially negative dimensions.

Further Research

This study, however, should be considered as adfation for further investigations to
better understand managerial feedback and itsigelaib change processes in small
organisational entities not only in South Easteanoipe but also beyond. This research opens
the doors for further theoretical and practicalelegment from multiple disciplinary fields. In
particular, a focus on developing theoretical argota related to the influence of deformalized
feedback approaches ifeeding forwardby employing other rigorous methodological
approaches like observations, focus groups anagthphy, could be brought to the forefront.
Therefore, the framework developed helps otherarebers to consider further exploring the
areas of informal feedback ifeeding-forward The theoretical and practical arguments
developed posit informal channels of communicaiermore practical, useful and beneficial
when it comes to changing processes in SMEs. Toreretleveloping this topic further in
another context as well as in more ‘stable’ SMEd@d@rovide complementary knowledge. It
also will help to understand the differences betwessearch contexts in the implementation
process of such practices.

Secondly, placing more emphasis on further expiptine implications of the benefits
of feedback toward outcomes in practicefeeding-forwardis another potential area for
development. In particular, focusing on managemgentives that enable employees to
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increase performance would provide the opportutdtglevelop additional knowledge on a
daily practical judgment. While behaviour in orgeations is routine driven, there is a danger
that shared interpretations of reality may inhibé& perceptions of the need for change and the
subsequent need for adapting to change. A widegstigation of employees’ views could
further contribute in this regard as this approagérein, proved to be quite useful in
understanding managers’ views on change as a dgr@renomenon.

Thirdly, this research opens the foundation fotHer investigation on the factors that
boost motivation that helfeeding-forwardparticularly in unstable and tumultuous contexts
(like South Eastern Europe) where SMEs are facdd wilack of incentives for internal
development. Investigating this area could opepwa theoretical and practical foundation in
the SME literature. Therefore, a comparative amslgsnong specific organizations may

provide richer evidence in shedding a wider lighttlois area.
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Appendixes

Table 1 Organizations additional information

No Manufacturer

Number

of

Employees

Country Managers Interviewed

/Years of Work
Experiences (YWE)

Number of
Interviews
Conducted
(Total=30)

Food Industry 178

Greece

HR Manager/13 YWE

R&D Manager/8 YWE
Finance Manager/ 15
YWE

Production Manager/ 5

YWE
IT Manager/ 6 YWE

5

Electronics 155

Bulgaria IT Manager/ 5 YWE

R&D Manager /18 YWE

Marketing Manager/ 7
YWE
Finance Manager/ 12
YWE
Operation Manager/ 5
YWE

Construction 167

Greece

HR Manager/ 20 YWE

Marketing Manager/ 5
YWE
Production Manger/ 6
YWE
Finance Manager/ 15
YWE
Operation manager/ 7
YWE

Textile 159

Industry

Serbia

Marketing Manager/ 5

YWE
HR Manager/ 14 YWE

Operation Manager/ 12

YWE
IT Manager/ 9 YWE

Production Manager/ 8

YWE

Shoe Industry 190

Bulgaria

YWE

Quality Manager/ 7 YWE
Finance Manager/ 5 YWE

HR Manager/ 15 YWE

IT Manager/ 15 YWE
Production Manager/ 21

5

Agriculture 183

industry

Serbia

Finance Manager/ 20

YWE
Operation Manager/ 5
YWE

5
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Marketing Manager/ 10
YWE

HR Manager/8YWE

IT Manager/7YWE

Table 2 Information due participants’ data collection

First Interviews Time-
Second Interviews Time Electronically

First Interviews Pages
Transcribed/Second
Interview pages

Greece recorded (min) Recorded Transcribed
Albert B 60-65 min Yes 5/7

Janis K 65-63 min Yes 8/7

Christos P 60-69 min Yes 718

Arber M 70-55 min Yes 9/5

Alexander K 67-60 min Yes 97

Anna G 70-55 min Yes 11/7

Alexis F 61-67 min Yes 8/8

Alison P 66-50 min Yes 9/6

Nichola G 53-60 min Yes 717

Juliana A 60-63 min Yes 6/7

First Interviews Pages
First Interviews Time- Transcribed/Second
Second Interviews Time Electronically Interviews pages

Bulgaria recorded (min) Recorded Transcribed

Todor K 60-67 min Yes 8/6

Kiril B 50-59 min Yes 6/7

Stojan K 67-60 min Yes 10/8

Valentina A 63-60 min Yes 717

Elena T 62-53 min Yes 6/7

Nikolaj V 64-59 min Yes 8/6

Hristo N 67-65 min Yes 6/7

Atanas D 65-72 min Yes 719

Anastasia P 68-63 min Yes 8/8

Giorgi H 72-67 min Yes 9/8

First Interviews Pages
First Interviews Time- Transcribed/Second
Second Interviews Time Electronically Interviews pages

Serbia recorded (min) Recorded Transcribed
Branislav T 60-66 min Yes 8/9

Tomislav H 65-60 min Yes 8/7

Bojan P 72-64 min Yes 9/6
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Dragomir B 63-68 min Yes 6/8
Dajana K 69-60 min Yes 8/6
Marija S 61-64 min Yes 6/7
Katarina M 76-65 min Yes 10/8
Pedrag S 67-60 min Yes 6/7
Nenad T 80-65 min Yes 12/8
Danko S 61-50 min Yes 6/6
Countries Hours recorded Pages Word
transcribed Count
First/ Second Greece 20.6 148 49,280
Interviews
Bulgaria 21.1 147 47,360
Serbia 21.6 151 48,320
Overall 63.2 447 144,960

Table 3First Interview Protocol

The Role of Feedback in the Changing Process of SME

What is feedback for you? (Explain)

Is there any formal feedback in your organizatitiry2s, what? If no, why?

Is there any informal feedback in your organiza®idinyes, what? If no, why?
Which of the two do you think is the best and why?
Can you tell some informal examples of feedbackwviyour organization?

What is the relation of feedback with your orgatizra@al change?

What is the role of feedback in the changing prec#sSMEs?
What are the steps that you conduct in creatingghdy providing feedback?
Can SMEs change with more specific and clear fegddba/VNhy?
How do you perceive feedback as change instrumeydur organizations? (Explain)

Can feedback become adaptable and routinized?dB)pl

Second Interview Protocol

How do you perceive informal feedback in your davyrk?

What are the advantages and disadvantages of iaféeedback in change process of

SMESs?

How feedback is related to performance in SMEs?
What are the challenges of managerial feedbaakpmaving performance in SMEs?
What is the role of specific feedback towards wasiactivities in SMEs?

What is the interconnection between feedback aneéfiie in change process of SMEs?
How feedback could improve organization’s stafffpenance if it is more benefits

oriented?




TABLE 4 Axial Coding and Open Coding

Second-order codes First-order codes

1. Manager’s informal feedbacKFeedback”; Feedback Process”; “Feedback as Pedrtic

on triggering change “Formal Feedback”; “Informal Feedback”; “Feedback &
Change”; “Daily Feedback” “Benefits Oriented Feetiia
“Confidence Oriented Feedback”

2. Manager’s benefits-orientedOrganizational Change”; “Understanding of Change”;

feedback on change “Change Process”; “Change and Feedback”; “The Impfc
Feedback on Change”

3. Manager's  confidence-‘Formal & Informal Processes of Feedback”; “Forngal

oriented feedback (Motivation) Informal Processes of Change”; “Change & Processes
“Impact of Feedback Process on Change”

”

Figure 1 Managers Feedback in Triggering Chandéanufacturing SMEs
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