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ABSTRACT

Performance feedback is a managerial practice whose effects widely impact job satisfaction and commit-
ment. Job satisfaction and commitment represent antecedents of organizational citizenship behaviour
(OCB), denoting a willingness to cooperate. However, there has been little research on the direct relation-
ship between performance feedback and OCB. Previous works addressed their mediating role, such as
organization-based self-esteem, job satisfaction or other measures of discretionary effort. Our search of
peer-reviewed studies containing measures of feedback and OCB found 15 studies, containing 21 critically
appraised correlation measures. While descriptive findings of the systematic review showed a small
correlation, studies that contained measures of feedback frequency were more likely to include higher
reports of OCB than studies containing measures of feedback properties. After computing correlation scores
to effect sizes, findings from the meta-analysis indicated a small average effect size of performance feedback
on OCB (rgg;=.27,95% Cl =21 -.33). The discussion addresses the differential effects of positive and negative
feedback, frequency, and properties of feedback on reports of OCB levels (by employees and supervisors), as
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well as further applications for line management.

Introduction

Previous research on the antecedents of organizational citizen-
ship behaviour (OCB; Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith et al,,
1983) has heavily emphasized dispositional and attitudinal fac-
tors (Scott et al., 2018). The question of whether and which
procedural factors may be effectively put in place to directly
influence OCB remains yet to be addressed. Performance feed-
back delivery is traditionally considered an effective (Aguinis
et al,, 2011; Hom et al., 1982), economic (Komaki et al., 1977),
and simple (Prue & Fairbank, 2008) managerial practice for
providing information to individuals or groups about the qual-
ity and quantity of their behaviour (i.e.,, performance; Alvero
et al,, 2001; Prue et al., 1978).

Performance feedback delivery is an important part of line
management responsibilities, which are historically informed
by the “command and control” school characterized by a rigid
and predictable structure (Fayol, 1949) and the scientific man-
agement of processes advanced by Taylor that addressed
instruction and motivation (see Frederick & Taylor, 1911).
Performance feedback remains a relative topic in the manage-
ment literature and it is important for managers to know how
to give effective feedback (Chappelow & McCauley, 2019). It
represents an important mechanism for adapting behaviour
towards attaining the performance goals of the individual and
organization (Greve & Gaba, 2017).

Moreover, performance feedback was found to affect other
organizational variables: intrinsic motivation (i.e., performing
an activity for no other reward than personal gratification; see
Deci, 1971) (Arnold, 1976), job satisfaction (Anseel & Lievens,

2007), fairness (Lambert et al., 2002), efficacy (Jung & Sosik,
2003), and organizational commitment (Tziner & Latham,
1989). These variables comprise some of the antecedents of
OCB (Alotaibi, 2001; Bachrach et al.,, 2001; Carson & Carson,
1998; Ehigie & Otukoya, 2005; Tang & Ibrahim, 1998; for
a complete overview, see also Podsakoff et al., 2000) and indi-
cate that feedback can improve both performance and OCB. If
that is the case, it should encourage managers and researchers
to address to a greater extent this relatively straightforward
management practice, which can be of vital importance to the
organization. Nevertheless, the direct effects of performance
feedback on OCB do not seem to have been addressed as
extensively as their indirect effects characterized by the med-
iating role of job satisfaction (e.g., Williams & Anderson, 1991;
Zeinabadi, 2010), organizational commitment (Hasani et al,,
2013; Williams & Anderson, 1991), and other types of indicators
of effectiveness and wellbeing. Some of these indicators
include employee strain (e.g., stress, burnout and role overload
performance; Bolino et al.,, 2015; Bolino & Turnley, 2005; Peng &
Chiu, 2010), and organization-based self-esteem (Haider et al.,
2019).

As organizational complexity increases, it may be beneficial
to inquire about direct relationships between the managerial
practice of performance feedback and its effects on OCB. The
approach presented throughout this work offers a unique con-
tribution to deepening our understanding of a class of beha-
viours that maintain and enhance task performance (Borman &
Motowidlo, 1993; Dewett & Denisi, 2007; D. W. Organ, 1997).
This is achieved by applying an operational definition of coop-
eration in the management of organizational behaviour that
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shares with the concept of OCB the feature of creating positive
shared consequences for employees, supervisors, and the orga-
nization. Organizations are herein regarded as complex sys-
tems (Simon, 1957) that need to meet the demands of their
external environments in order to “survive” (Malott, 2016).
Organizations adapt insofar as they are able to align their
structures to the encompassing environmental demands
(Axelrod & Cohen, 2000; Bar-Yam, 2002), and their processes
to shared organizational goals that entitle members of the
organization to share the same set of (positive) consequences.
According to Simon (1957), this comprises a condition for
cooperation to occur, for administrative organizations (but
not only) are systems of cooperative behaviour, which may
elicit OCB. For example, Scott et al. (2018) analyzed the relation-
ship between cooperative social network ties and OCB, recom-
mending the inclusion of social structures among the
antecedents of OCB.

The present systematic review and meta-analysis seeks to
measure the direct effects of positive and negative feedback
on OCB while excluding the role of moderators in the model.
In other words, the research question guiding the present
work is: Does the delivery of feedback correlate positively
with OCB levels in a model with no moderators? If so, what
characteristics should feedback have in order to be most
effective? In fact, establishing a direct relationship between
feedback and OCB would be more effective in terms of effort,
cost, and complexity than influencing any indirect relation-
ship or effect between the two; in turn, it can increase control
and better match the supervisors’ ability to cope with com-
plexity (see Mintzberg, 1973). The choice of focusing on OCB
instead of other measures of discretionary effort (i.e., perfor-
mance beyond the minimum required; Daniels, 2014) rests on
the opportunity of operationalization and measurability that
needs not be interred from derived constructs. In addition to
OCB, other components of discretionary effort include extra-
role organizational behaviour (e.g., van Dyne & LePine, 1998),
prosocial behaviour (e.g., Brief & Motowidlo, 1986), in-role
behaviour (Katz & Kahn, 1966), and contextual performance
(Borman & Motowidlo, 1993).

Second, this work aims at describing (systematic review) and
quantifying (meta-analysis) the characteristics of feedback deliv-
ery (e.g., properties or frequency) when analyzed within
a contingent relation with OCB. Similar to Dann (2019), the
concept of feedback is herein regarded from a relational per-
spective: an evidence-based process with an informative and
transformational function on the behaviour of the members of
an organization. Thus, this work is able to improve the organiza-
tional functioning by providing a direct measure and a readily-
implementable technology that accounts for (a) how and how
often feedback is delivered, and (b) how and from whom OCB
levels are reported (e.g., self-report or from the supervisor). It
serves as a translator of evidence that can guide further applied
research and inform the refinement of managerial practices
(Daniels, 2019): specifically, implementing performance feedback
in a way that can increase performance as well as OCB.

Figure 1 illustrates a simplified conceptual model that
includes primary concepts (in bold) and moderators that are
interrelated with (positive and negative) feedback and OCB.
Throughout this work, the shorter form feedback is used con-
sistently and interchangeably with performance feedback.
Broadly defined, it intends the degree to which work activities
lead to direct and clear information about the effectiveness of
their performance (Robbins & Judge, 2017).

In the following two sections, the constructs of OCB and
feedback are defined and operationalized focusing on their
effects on the encompassing social and organizational environ-
ment. Next, the methods and results of the systematic review
and meta-analysis inquiring the relationship between feedback
and OCB are presented. Following the discussion of findings in
the broader context of managing organizational behaviour, we
conclude with further research avenues and applied implica-
tions to advance a more pragmatic and effective delivery of
feedback on performance and OCB.

Organizational citizenship behaviour

The study of OCB is conceptually rooted in the organizational
studies in the 1930s and the “human-relation tradition” on
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Figure 1. Model of main constructs and mediated terms affecting feedback and organizational citizenship behaviour.



EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF WORK AND ORGANIZATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY 843

cooperation and collaboration (Organ, 2015). OCB was first
introduced by Smith et al. (1983) and used with increasing
precision in the subsequent work of Organ (1988, 1994, 1997,
2013, 2015)). Similar to virtuous citizenship in community set-
tings, organizational citizenship is characterized by altruism,
conscientiousness, compliance, sportsmanship, courtesy, and
civic duty (MacKenzie et al., 1993; Organ & Ryan, 1995). Organ
(1988) defined organizational citizenship behaviour as “indivi-
dual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly
recognized by the formal reward system, and that in the aggre-
gate promotes the effective functioning of the organization”
(p. 4). The term discretionary intends unenforceable behaviour
that is free from being regulated (and, hence, non-punishable)
by the prescription of a contract or job description. Although
OCB and discretionary effort are not synonyms and the former
includes to some extent the latter, they share functional simila-
rities. Specifically, they represent constructs of cooperation of
an organizational member, as they may be operationalized into
behaviours belonging to the same functional class of demon-
strated effort (cf. motivation) (Lloyd, 2008) towards achieving
individual and common goals through cooperation (Hakonsson
et al,, 2016).

Broadly defined, the concept of discretionary effort is an
inferred construct of positive shared consequences (i.e., coop-
erating). It includes any voluntary effort that reaches beyond
the minimum level required in order to meet the formal
requirements of the job and contributes towards achieving
organizational goals (Yankelovich & Immerwahr, 1984).
Although discretionary effort refers to performance that
exceeds the goal, its effects and measure may only be inferred
from proxies of organizational cooperation. It occurs when
employees receive positive feedback for doing their best,
regardless of performance thresholds (e.g., Miller et al., 2014).
Discretionary effort can be effectively operationalized by mea-
suring the level of OCB, which rests on the concept of will-
ingness to cooperate (Barnard, 1938; see also Podsakoff et al,,
2000). Thus, OCB enables the analysis of contingencies of per-
formance and the measurement of organizational cooperation
at a higher (and more adequate) level of complexity than
analysing the simple relation between effort and outcome of
individual performance. Given the competitive and complex
environmental setting in which organizations operate and con-
ceivably adapt, it may not suffice to trust employees to perform
at the level of meeting organizational goals, which are classi-
cally referred to as role-defining constrain sets (Simon, 1964). In
fact, exceeding them seems not only preferable, but may repre-
sent a competitive advantage (see Janssen & Van Yperen, 2004).
Increased effort implies that employees reach beyond the tasks
specified in their job descriptions; for example, while innovat-
ing or continuously improving towards achieving the organiza-
tional goals. Furthermore, innovation and creativity were found
to determine performance, success, and long-term survival
(Anderson et al., 2014). Similar to extra-role organizational
behaviour (Organ et al, 2006) or extra-role performance
(Bateman & Organ, 1983), these activities are discretionary in
nature, formally not liable to rewards, and bear an advantage
for the organization (Becker & Kernan, 2003).

Notwithstanding, OCB is not the only concept developed to
reach beyond the formal duties of organizational members.

Katz (1964) and colleagues (Katz & Kahn, 1966) distinguished
between formal in-role behaviour and extra-role organizational
behaviour, further informing the refinement of OCB through
the identification of “appreciable” behaviours for organiza-
tional well-functioning (Turnispeed, 2003). As in the case of
OCB, prosocial organizational behaviour contributes towards
the maintenance and sustainability of the organization (Hazzi,
2018). They belong to the same behavioural class, together
with extra-role organizational behaviour, which represents
a broader descriptive category that intends non-required, but
appreciated organizational behaviours that facilitate the orga-
nization’s functioning as a social system (Bateman & Organ,
1983). These include other types of discretionary contributions
by members to the organizations, such as prosocial behaviour
(e.g., Puffer, 1987), spontaneous behaviour (e.g., George & Brief,
1992), contextual performance (e.g., Borman & Motowidlo,
1993), and OCB (e.g., Organ, 2015) (MacKenzie et al., 1998). In
the remainder of the present work, we refer to them indistinctly
as OCB based on their common functional features of repre-
senting organizational cooperation. Furthermore, OCB com-
prises a collection of behaviours that are generally not
directly or explicitly recognized by the organization’s formal
reward system (Chwalibég, 2012).

Conversely, counterproductive work behaviour (CWB) is
a class of non-cooperative organizational behaviour insofar as
it intends to harm the organization and its stakeholders
(Spector & Fox, 2005), and it has received increasing attention
from the scientific community (e.g., Bagyo, 2018; Chang &
Smithikrai, 2010; Coyne et al., 2013). CWB intends non-forced
behaviour that violates significant organizational norms, put-
ting at stake the well-being of its members (Robinson &
Bennett, 1995; see also Sackett et al., 2006), or voluntarily
harming the organization (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002).
Consistent with the model represented in Figure 1, CWB can
be regarded as negative or dysfunctional forms of OCB (see
Sims & Lorenzi, 1992), but needs not necessarily be considered
its orthogonal measure of organizational competition (see
Hafidz et al, 2012). In a meta-analysis, Dalal (2005) reported
a modest negative relationship (p = —.32) between CWB and
OCB. This finding may partially be accounted for by the ten-
dency to be ingrained with the mirror image (see Meynell,
1998, p. 190): wherein every “positive” concept must have
a corresponding “negative” one, the contingencies supporting
CWB could be best understood at the individual level (see also
O’Boyle et al., 2011), or taking into account culturo-geographic
characteristics (Coyne et al., 2013). Conversely, according to the
definition of OCB, the contingencies supporting the good of
the organization emphasize the positive shared consequences
at the group level.

Organ’s (1977) original interest lay in the relationship
between job satisfaction and productivity (i.e., a “happy
worker” is a productive worker), which is also referred to as
the satisfaction-causes-performance hypothesis. Organ found
that job satisfaction had a larger effect on behaviours that were
not constrained nor governed by job functions, rewards or
penalties. In addition to the organizational benefits of having
employees who go above and beyond for their organization,
previous research has shown a strong link between measures of
OCB and several desirable outcomes, including quality of
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employee performance, low turnover, low absenteeism, high
productivity, high efficiency, reduced costs, and higher custo-
mer satisfaction (Podsakoff et al., 2009).

The concept and some diagnostic tools of OCB (e.g.,
MacKenzie et al., 1993; Lee & Allen, 2002) distinguish between
OCB-Individual (OCB-I) and OCB-Organization (OCB-O). The for-
mer, OCB-l, is a measure of cooperation among employees or
members of the organization. It identifies behaviour that ben-
efits one or more individuals in the organization, by focusing on
social behaviour as the unit of analysis. The latter, OCB-O
benefits the organizational collective (Lee & Allen, 2002;
Organ, 2015). OCB-O is a measure of cooperation between
the employee and the organization to which they belong,
drawing on organizational behaviour data. In a meta-analysis,
Organ and Ryan (1995) concluded that job satisfaction was the
most reliable predictor of OCB. However, a review from
Podsakoff et al. (2000) found that task feedback had
a significant correlation with OCB, which in turn informed the
wider aspects of feedback and its relationship to OCB contained
in the present work. Furthermore, Podsakoff et al. (2000) listed
individual, task, and organizational characteristics and leader-
ship behaviours as antecedents of OCB; notwithstanding, indi-
vidual factors were the most studied.

Performance feedback

Organizational Behaviour Management (OBM) is the applied
behaviour analytic approach concerned with performance
management (e.g.,Daniels, 2000), employee safety, and the
understanding of organizations from a systems perspective
(see Wine & Pritchard, 2018). In particular, performance man-
agement is concerned with the study of practices and respon-
sibilities that can improve the performance and wellbeing of
the employees in the organization (Wilder et al., 2009). Among
these, feedback delivery represents one of the most extensively
used and researched practices (Bucklin et al., 2000). Feedback
refers to information about performance that not only enlight-
ens on quality and quantity of past behaviour, but may also set
the occasion to change future behaviour (Daniels & Bailey,
2014). For example, employees who receive frequent feedback
are more likely to be engaged (Wigert & Harter, 2017) and
experience a positive work experience (Wilk & Redmon, 1998).

Feedback is easy and inexpensive to deliver (e.g.
Buckingham & Goodall, 2019; Bucklin et al., 2000; Wigert &
Harter, 2017), and its effectiveness has been shown in several
organizational contexts (Alvero et al, 2001; Balcazar et al.,
1985), which include education (e.g., preschools (Bohlmann &
Fenson, 2005)), laboratory simulations (Choi et al.,, 2018), the
health sector (e.g., hospitals (Kelley & Gravina, 2018; Nielsen
et al,, 2009)), restaurants (e.g., DeRiso & Ludwig, 2012; Reetz
et al., 2016), and retail (e.g., Eikenhout & Austin, 2005; Loewy &
Bailey, 2007). Although being widely resorted to among practi-
tioners, the definition and operationalization of feedback
aimed at affecting performance have been informed by differ-
ent traditions and scientific approaches (Mangiapanello &
Hemmes, 2015). For example, some have argued that frequent
feedback is associated with increased performance (e.g., Alvero
et al., 2001; Balcazar et al., 1985). Wigert and Harter (2017)
addressed this issue in a recent Gallup report and concluded

that feedback is ineffective whenever it is not delivered fre-
quently enough (e.g., only on yearly performance appraisals).
However, there are several cases in which feedback fails to
improve performance. Alvero et al. (2001) found that only
47% of the interventions that consisted of feedback alone
(i.e, not in combination with antecedents, goal setting, and/
or behavioural consequences) had a positive effect, while 53%
of them had a mixed effect. In another review study, the
authors reported that feedback had a detrimental effect in
about 33% of the interventions, featuring a no- or backfiring
effect (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). Based on these findings, it seems
reasonable to claim that there may be other aspects of feed-
back delivery to include in the analysis of increasingly complex
organizational phenomena in order to achieve resolute effects
on performance.

In OBM, feedback can be classified as positive or negative.
Positive feedback refers to feedback that is intended to increase
the behaviour to which it is directed. Conversely, the intent of
delivering negative feedback is to communicate to the receiver
what they did wrong; thus, decreasing the target behaviour
(Choi et al., 2018). This distinction is process-based and may
sound counterintuitive from how positive and negative feed-
back can be intended as consequence-based, such as classically
in the field of economics (e.g., Arthur, 1990). This comprises an
empirical distinction and is relevant for the present work to the
extent that it rests on previous research findings that con-
cluded: in a workplace where employees receive more positive
than negative feedback, and feedback is associated with posi-
tive outcomes (e.g., praise and celebrations), job satisfaction is
usually higher and there is more discretionary effort among the
employees (Daniels & Bailey, 2014). Despite claiming this effect
on the broader construct of discretionary effort, these studies
did not always include measures of discretionary effort as OCB
(Curry et al., 2019), posing, thus, a limit to their extendibility to
studies that measure implicitly OCB. In other words, it remains
unclear whether the positive effects that feedback may have on
performance can be extended to discretionary effort at large, or
should be confined to the stricter concept of OCB.

In partial answer to this issue, Kluger and DeNisi (1996)
developed a theory named feedback intervention theory. They
suggested that the driver of organizational behaviour rests on
the discrepancy between current behaviour, performance, and
goals. Thus, the function of feedback is to change the locus of
attention, and three levels were addressed: (a) self, (b) task, and
(c) task details. Depending on the level being addressed, the
design of feedback interventions fill the information discrepancy
that serves different functions (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996, p. 1998).
Building on this approach, Hattie and Timperley (2007) empha-
sized the different aspects of feedback that are important to
learning and achieving. Other avenues of research focused on
addressing the interaction effects of frequency and specificity of
feedback, finding that when feedback was delivered frequently,
global and specific feedback had similar effects. However, when
feedback was delivered unfrequently, specific feedback had
better effects compared to global feedback (Park et al., 2019).
Additional implications featured the importance of perceived
fairness of supervisor feedback for wellbeing at work (Sparr &
Sonnentag, 2008) and the importance of source, timing, and
valence when successfully implementing feedback interventions
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(Lechermeier & Fassnacht, 2018). These studies pointed to how
leader-member exchange can partially mediate the effective-
ness of feedback, whose main effects are respectively context-
specific and often inconsistent.

A more complex model that addresses the relationship
between goal setting, feedback and OCB was advanced by
Vigoda-Gadot and Angert (2007). They found that goal setting
had a positive effect on OCB at t;, but there was no correlation
between goal setting and OCB at t,. Notably, feedback had
a positive correlation with performance and OCB at both t; and
t, (Vigoda-Gadot & Angert, 2007), suggesting that feedback can
be an antecedent of both OCB and formal performance.
Although there may be several factors that exert influence on
performance and other organizational behaviour, it is note-
worthy how several feedback assessment tools identify and
differentiate between properties and frequency of feedback.
In line with the aims of this study, this distinction is taken into
account, for it may imply differential predictive power with
respect to OCB. Furthermore, it may extend the depth of find-
ings from previous studies, which were primarily concerned
with the effect of feedback on organizational performance
(e.g., Kluger & DeNisi, 1996).

Methods

Before engaging in the work reported in this systematic review
and meta-analysis, the first author wrote a review protocol1 for
complying with the guidelines for reporting of systematic
reviews (Boruch et al., 2004; Higgins & Green, 2011). The proto-
col was not uploaded in an online repository (e.g., Cochrane,
Campbell, PROSPERO) because this practice is not required nor
expected for systematic reviews that fall outside the clinical or
medical scope (see Daniels, 2019). Notwithstanding, the present
work is not the first attempt to apply a rigorous methodology,
yet traditionally pertaining to clinicians, into work and organiza-
tional applied settings informed the present study to a large
extent. For example, previous efforts of applying a similar type
of rigorous secondary research can be found in the fields of
supply chain management (e.g., Durach et al., 2017), knowledge
management (e.g., Tranfield et al., 2003), and leadership in the
military (e.g., Fosse et al., 2019).

Search strategy

Database searches were conducted using EBSCO (Academic
Search Premier, Business Source Elite; CINAHL, EconlLit, ERIC,
MEDLINE), Psychinfo and Web of Science. Furthermore, Google
Scholar, ResearchGate.net and Academia.edu were manually
interrogated for any additional and possibly unindexed studies.
Search terms were checked on Mesh via Medline and consisted
of truncated, combined words, and synonyms. They featured two
main terms: (1) feedback and (2) organizational citizenship beha-
viour, containing wildcards and combined with Boolean/phrase
operators. Furthermore, OCB-related terms were also included in
the search to account for the effects of feedback on other
measures of discretionary effort. These include (2a) contextual
performance, (2b) prosocial organizational behaviour, and (2 c)
extra-role organizational behaviour and comprise search lines 4
to 6 in Appendix A, which reports the complete search strategy.

The search was performed in title, abstract, keyword, and topic.
Limiters were applied and the search results were restricted to
peer-reviewed journal articles and to English as the language of
publication. No lower limit was applied to the field of search year
and studies that were published until July 2019 were included
(i.e,, the upper limit at the time of completing the search).

Selection of studies

Duplicates were removed and the remaining article references
were exported to EndNote X9.0; finally, full-text versions were
added. The studies resulting from the search were appraised
according to inclusion and exclusion criteria (reported below)
using Rayyan QCRI (Ouzzani et al., 2016) and following a two-
step strategy. In the first phase, the first two authors proceeded
independently to screening titles, abstracts, and keywords. This
process was blinded to achieve a higher degree of confidence
and reliability of assessment. After the blind was removed,
differences were discussed and resolved by consensus. The
articles whose inclusion or exclusion were not agreed on by
both authors progressed to the second phase of the appraisal.

Next, full-text versions were read and a decision was
reached by consensus of the first two authors. Whenever agree-
ment was still not reached, the third author advanced her
independent evaluation and served as a judge for including
or excluding the study. Authors and titles of the studies were
not masked in this phase, for masking did not seem to bias the
selection procedure (Colthart et al., 2008).

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

The inclusion criteria of studies that reached this stage of the
systematic review was based on the following PICO(S) framework
analysis (Schardt et al., 2007). Population: adult workers, members
of a profit or non-profit organization. Intervention (or exposure; see
Daniels, 2019): delivery of feedback. Control: no-feedback
delivery.? Outcome: measures of OCB or conceptually correspond-
ing measures (i.e., extra-role organizational behaviour, prosocial
organizational behaviour, and contextual performance; see also
Appendix A). Study design: peer-reviewed studies reporting quan-
titative data on levels of feedback and OCB (c.f. qualitative studies
only).

The exclusion criteria based on which studies were excluded
included one or more of the following characteristics: (a) sam-
ples of full-time students,® (b) missing reports of implementa-
tion of work-related feedback (e.g., studies reporting customer
feedback or employee feedback-seeking behaviour), (c) missing
measures of OCB. Figure 2 represents a PRISMA (Liberati et al.,
2009) flow diagram, summarizing the number of identified and
excluded records at each stage.

Search results

The database search yielded 339 eligible studies, and 3 addi-
tional studies were included after checking for additional online
sources. After duplicates were removed, 248 studies were inde-
pendently screened by the first two authors. Cohen’s k (Cohen,
1960) is a measure for determining interrater reliability. It is
a more robust indicator of interrater agreement than calculating
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)

Figure 2. PRISMA flow diagram.

the simple percentage agreement, for it takes into account
agreement by chance (McHugh, 2012). Cohen’s k was .82 for
the 74 studies assessed for eligibility, which according to the
categorical interpretation of Landis and Koch (1977), features an
almost perfect interrater agreement. Consensus was not reached
on 3 articles, which were assessed by the third author. As
a result, 59 studies were excluded at this stage; thus, 15 studies
were included both in the systematic review and meta-analysis.

The first two authors proceeded independently to extract
the data from the included studies. Differences were resolved
by discussion, until consensus was reached. For each included
study, the following categories of data extraction were used: (a)
general information: author(s) and year; (b) participants: sample
size, profession, country, and gender composition; (c) interven-
tion: type of feedback (classification and description) and mea-
surement tool (name, number of items, modalities of feedback
provision, and properties); (d) outcomes: correlation scores,
effect sizes, and measurement tool (name, number of items,
OCB-I and OCB-O details, and properties).

In order to ensure the compatibility of results and their
subsequent interpretation, all measurement tools adopted in
the included studies were scrutinized according to a two-step
procedure. First, we identified what measurement tool was
used (e.g., questionnaire); next, the items of the tools were
compared to one another to assess the similarity between

= Records identified through Additional records identified
.g database searching through other sources
S (n=339) (n=3)
=
-
1
]
°
- \ 4 A
— Records after duplicates removed
— (n = 248)
an
£
c
3
5 Records screened Records excluded
2 (n=248) (n=174)
Full-text articles assessed Full-text articles excluded
for eligibility (n=59)
z (n=74)
%
B
w A
Studies included in
qualitative synthesis
(n=15)
¥
B Studies included in
3 quantitative synthesis
E (meta-analysis)
- (n=15)

questionnaires in the studies. The main findings are included
in the descriptive interpretation of results, for a quantitative
evaluation of each measurement tool’s OCB assessment items
lies beyond the scope of this work.

Assessment of risk of bias of the included studies

The risk of bias of the included studies was appraised by
adopting the mixed methods appraisal tool (MMAT; Hong
et al,, 2018). The MMAT is an efficient and reliable tool (Pace
et al., 2010; see also O’'Cathain, 2010) for appraising the quality
of empirical studies included in a systematic review: these
include qualitative studies, quantitative studies or mixed meth-
ods research studies. The MMAT consists of two initial screen-
ing questions and five categories of study design, each of which
features five specific methodological quality criteria. The
appraisal is performed by choosing one among three possible
options on a responsive Excel® spreadsheet: Yes, No, and Can't
tell. Although it is possible to compute an overall quality score
based on the number of criteria met divided by four, it may not
necessarily be informative compared to the descriptive sum-
mary of criteria (Pluye et al, 2011). Thus, we do not report
a scoring metric and report on the descriptive summary: in
fact, the latter is considered more informative for the purposes
of this review, which contained exclusively quantitative
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descriptive studies. The first two authors proceeded indepen-
dently and assessed the quality of the included studies (inter-
rater agreement = .80). Disagreements were solved by
discussion, until consensus was reached. The results of the
assessment of the risk of bias of are summarized in Figure 3,
which includes only the columns of the MMAT that are relevant
to the type of studies included. A summary of descriptive
findings of the MMAT include an overall low publication bias
of the studies included, with the exception of (4.2) samples
representativeness of the target population, which was
unknown in several studies; and (4.4) risk of nonresponse,
which was appraised as a source of bias whenever a threshold
operationalized at 75% of reported response rates. The validity
and robustness of these findings are discussed after the pre-
sentation of the results of the meta-analysis.

Meta-analysis calculations and assessment of publication
bias

As different measures and constructs were used, the reported
correlation measures were computed to effect sizes (i.e., 1,4
scores) using the “effect size conversion spreadsheet” created
by Lakens (2013). Computed values, confidence intervals and
Hedges' gs scores were extracted and are reported in Table 1.
Studies that reported more than one correlation measure
between feedback and OCB are listed on separate lines and
are marked with subsequent capitalized letters. Moreover, they
were checked a posteriori using Stata version 15, which pro-
vided the output graphs represented in Figure 4 (forest plot)
and Figure 5 (funnel plot).

We accounted for the expected heterogeneity of the
included studies by using a random-effects meta-analysis,
which considers the variation due to heterogeneity and is
based on the additional File 3 (comprehensive meta-analysis

calculations random effects) contained in Neyeloff et al. (2012).
According to this model, the effect sizes in a population may
vary; thus, sample, measurement instrument or study design
can also influence the observed effect (Borenstein et al., 2009;
see also Fosse et al,, 2019).

We used the Rosenthal (1978), Orwin (1983), and Rosenberg
(2005) methods for the calculation of the fail-safe N. The
Rosenthal (1978) method (also called a file drawer analysis) cal-
culates the number of studies averaging null results that would
have to be added to the given set of observed outcomes for
reducing the combined significance level (p-value) to p = .05 (i.e.,,
an insignificant effect size). The Orwin (1983) method calculates
the number of studies averaging null results that would have to
be added to the given set of observed outcomes for reducing the
(unweighted) average effect size to a target equal to the
observed average effect size divided by 2. The Rosenberg
(2005) method calculates the number of studies averaging null
results that would have to be added to the given set of observed
outcomes for reducing the significance level of the (weighted)
average effect size (based on a fixed-effects model) to a p = .05.
We used the command fsn in the R package metafor for the fail-
safe N calculations (Viechtbauer, 2010).

For the meta-analysis statistical estimations, we assessed
publication bias using Stata version 15 with the following
user-developed meta-analysis packages activated: metan
(Harris et al., 2006), metafunnel (Sterne, 2003), metatrim
(Steichen, 2000), and metabias (Harbord et al., 2000). In
meta-analysis, we performed the Duval and Tweedie (2000)
nonparametric “trim and fill” method of accounting for pub-
lication bias, which estimates the number and outcomes of
missing studies and adjusts the meta-analysis to incorporate
the theoretical missing studies. No theoretically missing stu-
dies were added to our meta-analysis, which indicated that
the impact of publication bias was small. Furthermore, we

SCREENING QUESTIONS 4. QUANTITATIVE DESCRIPTIVE STUDIES
Author(s), year S1. Are there S2. Do the 4.1. Is the 4.2.1s the 4.3. Are the | 4.4.1s the risk 4.5. Is the
clear research | collected data sampling sample measurements | of nonresponse statistical
questions? allow to strategy representative | appropriate? bias low? analysis
address the relevant to of the target appropriate to
research address the population? answer the
questions? research research
question? question?
Akgunduz et al., 2017 Yes Yes Yes
Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009 Yes Yes Yes
Guo & Ling, 2019 Yes Yes Yes
Haider et al., 2017 Yes Yes Yes
Haider et al., 2019 Yes Yes Yes
Ilies et al., 2013 Yes Yes Yes Can't tell Yes Can't tell Yes
Lemoine et al., 2015 Yes Yes Yes Can't tell Yes Yes Yes
Lonsdale, 2016 Yes Yes Yes Can't tell Yes
Mattson et al., 2015 Yes Yes Yes Can't tell Yes
Merriman, 2017 Yes Yes Yes Can't tell Yes
Peng & Chiu, 2010 Yes Yes Yes
Randhawa & Kaur, 2015 Yes Yes Yes
Rasheed et al., 2013 Yes Yes Yes
Sawalha et al., 2017 Yes Yes Yes
Sommer & Kulkarni, 2012 Yes Yes Yes

Figure 3. Mixed methods appraisal tool (MMAT), version 2018.
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%

study ES (95% CI) Weight
Akgunduz et al., 2016 :+ 0.34 (0.28, 0.39}) 5.76
Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009 - A —Q—E 0.18 {0.10, 0.26) 5.51
Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009 - B —— : 0.13 (0.08, 0.20} 5.65
Belschak & Den Hartog, 2008 - C — : 0.12{0.05, 0.19) 5.59
Guo & Ling, 2019 i—o— 0.34 (0.26, 0.41) 5.58
Haider et al., 2017 : —%—— 068(057,079) 5.09
Haider et al., 2019 - A —0-—5 0.21{0.18, 0.27} 5.77
lies et al., 2013 - A —0+ 0.21{0.10,0.32) 5.13
Lemoine et al., 2015 - A - : 0.11 (0.07, 0.18) 5.86
Lemoine et al., 2015 - B - i 0.06 {0.03, 0.09) 5.94
Lonsdale, 2016 -:’- 0.29 {0.25,0.33) 589
Mattson et al., 2015 —%‘— 0.29{0.22, 0.36) 561
Merriman, 2017 - A : —_— 0.54 (0.39, 0.69) 4.51
Peng & Chiu, 2010 —- 0.24 (0.18, 0.30) 573
Randhawa & Kaur, 2015 i - 0.43 (0.37,0.48) 5.76
Rasheed et al., 2013 —IO-— 0.28 (0.22, 0.35) 5.70
Sawalha et al., 2019 —f;— 0.24 (0.16, 0.31) 5.55
Sommer & Kulkarni, 2012 —.:— 0.27 {0.18, 0.36) 5.39
Overall (I-squared = 94.6%, p = 0.000) 0 0.27 (0.21, 0.33) 100.00
i
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis E
T T T T T T
-4 2 0 2l 4 ] 8

Figure 4. Forest plot with summary measure (centreline of diamond) and associated confidence intervals (lateral tips of diamond) and solid vertical line of no effect.
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Figure 5. Funnel plot of publication bias.

conducted the Egger regression test for estimating any
asymmetry of the funnel plot in a meta-analysis (Egger
et al, 1997). This test performs a linear regression of the
intervention effect estimates on their standard errors,
weighting by the inverse of the variance of the intervention
effect estimate.

Results
Systematic review findings

The results of the systematic review are based on 15 included
studies. Of these, 5 include several interventions (Belschak &

Den Hartog, 2009; Haider et al., 2017; llies et al., 2013; Lemoine
et al,, 2015; Merriman, 2017), totalling 21 reported correlation
measures between feedback and OCB. Table 1 contains the
data extracted from each of the included studies and the con-
tinuation of this section summarizes their findings according to
the same categories and structure outlines above.

General information

Because of the relative novelty of the concept of OCB, the
oldest included study was published in 2009, after which
there was a steep increase of publications on feedback and
OCB. Ten of 15 studies were published since 2014, 3 in 2019
alone, suggesting a similar pattern and increasing interest
throughout 2020 and onwards.

Participants. Similar to reporting the results of the risk of
bias, high variation was found among the reported sample
sizes, which ranged from 68 participants (llies et al., 2013) to
660 participants (Lonsdale, 2016) (median N = 213). Concerning
participants’ professions, the highest frequencies were regis-
tered and equally spread among mixed professions (n = 5),
university personnel (n = 5), and employees of banks, hospitals,
hotels, and the food industry (n = 5). Males were overrepre-
sented in the samples and only 4 studies had a higher percen-
tage of female participants (Haider et al., 2017; llies et al., 2013;
Lemoine et al., 2015; Lonsdale, 2016). This result may be partly
dependent on cultural factors, such as samples with highest
ratio of men were drawn from India (where men are tradition-
ally more active than women in the workforce, consisting of
82%, 73%, and 53% of the samples herein reported).
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Furthermore, there was a broad geographical representation,
ranging from the United States of America (n = 4), which
featured the country with the highest frequency, to India
(n = 3), and other Asian and European countries in descending
frequency order. When grouping the studies by geographical
proximity, there was no apparent difference in average correla-
tions between continents. Moreover, it is noteworthy that 4 of 6
interventions conducted in USA explored different feedback
properties, 1 study analyzed feedback frequency (Merriman,
2017), and 1 study resorted to both frequency and properties.

Intervention

Quantitative data on feedback were collected and reported
using different measurement tools. Almost all studies included
self-report measures of feedback by means of questionnaires,
except Belschak and Den Hartog (2009) and llies et al. (2013),
which reported direct manipulations of feedback delivery. The
thoroughness of these tools varied, some studies measured
feedback with as few as 1 item (Lemoine et al., 2015); others
comprised more extensive questionnaires, such as the widely
adopted feedback environment scale (FES), which was devel-
oped to measure the availability of informal, supportive, and
useful feedback (Steelman et al., 2004) and includes both fre-
quency and properties of feedback (n = 3; Guo & Ling, 2019;
Lonsdale, 2016; Peng & Chiu, 2010).

Outcomes

Overall, the questionnaire items were found to be consistent
with the operational definition of OCB and compatible with one
another insofar as its reliable measurement was concerned.
Specifically, all adopted questionnaires reported measures to
identify the extent to which employees engaged (or intended
to engage) in OCB, by using either the same or similar ques-
tions (e.g., “ would help orient new colleagues even though it is
not required”). Furthermore, higher questionnaire scores indi-
cated more frequent OCB behaviours. Some questionnaires
reported measures of OCB intentions (e.g., Sommer &
Kulkarni, 2012); others reported actual OCB behaviours (e.g.,
Haider et al., 2017). Furthermore, the number of studies that
included self-report measures of OCB (n = 11) was almost
identical to the number of studies that featured measures of
OCB reported by supervisors (n = 10). There was a negligible
difference of correlations between feedback and OCB in the
studies where supervisors reported OCB levels (average r = .26
(.04-.68)) and self-report OCB levels (average r = .26 (.08-.43)).
One study measured only OCB-I (without including OCB-O;
Randhawa & Kaur, 2015), and 1 study used questions for mea-
suring civic virtue (Mattson et al., 2015). Although some of the
included studies featured accounts of both OCB-I and OCB-O,
the results herein presented report total measures of OCB. If
total scores were not available, the separate sub-category mea-
sures were averaged. The purpose of this operation was to
maintain measures of OCB as discretionary effort, rather than
discriminating whether the cooperative OCB is specifically
directed towards other members of the organization or the
organization altogether. Thus, 8 studies reported measures on
the relationship between frequency of feedback and OCB (aver-
age r = .34 (—.04-.68)). Moreover, different properties of feed-
back were analyzed in 10 of 21 reported correlation measures

(average r = .10 (-.20-.29)). Finally, the 3 studies that used the
FES to measure both frequency and properties of feedback
featured a moderate correlation between feedback and OCB
(average r = .29 (.25-.34)).

Based on the properties of feedback reported in the
included studies, 5 different properties were identified and
are accounted for next: (a) positive and negative feedback
(n = 4), (b) normative feedback (n = 2), (c) public or private
feedback (n = 2), (d) perceived usefulness of feedback (n = 1),
and (e) appropriate delivery of constructive feedback (n = 1).
The distinction between positive and negative properties of
feedback has already been addressed earlier in this work, but
it may suffice underline how it may refer to added information
to increase behaviour that is more helpful than distracting to
the organization (e.g., Lemoine et al., 2015). Nonetheless, more
detail seems to be warranted for presenting the difference
between positive and negative feedback in the 4 reported
correlation measures divided in 2 studies that examined their
relationship with OCB. First, Lemoine et al. (2015) performed
a direct manipulation of positive and negative feedback but
recorded small correlations with OCB for peer feedback (r
(211) = .13 p = .05) and supervisor feedback ((211) = .09,
p = .05). Second, Belschak and Den Hartog (2009) showed
a small to moderate negative correlation between negative
feedback and OCB (r(105) = —.20, p = .05 and r(84) = -.16,
p < .01)). Moreover, 2 studies contained measures of the fre-
quency of positive and negative feedback. The first contained 2
measures and reported small correlations between the fre-
quency of positive feedback alone and OCB (r(262) = .22,
p < .001 and r(262) = —.04, p < .05; Haider et al, 2019);
the second reported a large correlation (namely, the largest of
all included studies) between the frequency of both positive
and negative feedback and OCB (r(210) = .68, p N/A; Haider
et al, 2017).

llies et al. (2013) intended normative feedback as the deliv-
ery of positive feedback to employees who performed above
the normative threshold (i.e., engaging in less CWB), and nega-
tive feedback to those who performed below the normative
threshold. Belschak and Den Hartog (2009) compared the
effects of delivering feedback in public or private on positive
and negative affect. Consistent with their hypothesis, they
found a cross effect based on the presence or absence of
a social episode that was stronger when negative feedback
was available (r(105) = —.20, p = .05 in study 1). Results from
perceived usefulness of feedback (Rasheed et al., 2013) were
based on comparisons with other employees (r(273) = .29,
p < .01), a sample of which included “My last feedback gave
me a good idea of how well I'm doing my job” (p. 132).
Consistent with previous research findings, Sommer and
Kulkarni (2012) reported on the appropriate delivery of con-
structive feedback (r(126) = .28, p < .01). They aimed at lever-
aging management training at remedying performance
weaknesses while preserving positive relationships between
employees and the organization.

Meta-analysis findings

The results of the meta-analysis calculations are presented in
terms of effect sizes and confidence intervals for each of the
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included studies (n = 15): they are reported in Figure 4. Similar
to Table 1, studies that contained more than one correlation
measure between feedback and OCB are listed on separate
lines and are marked with subsequent capitalized letters. Of
the 21 reported correlation measures, it was possible to com-
pute 18 of them to effect sizes. In fact, the correlations of 3
measurements were too small to be converted to r,q scores
(Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009; Haider et al.,, 2019; llies et al.,
2013), which were removed from the meta-analysis.

Although more conservative revisions have been suggested
(e.g., Schafer & Schwarz, 2019), according to Cohen (1988,
1992)), the summary of the included studies features an aver-
age small effect size (r,q; = .27, 95% Cl = -.33). Notably, the
result effects from all included studies lie on the right-hand side
of the line of the line of no effect, showing a small, positive, yet
consistent correlation between feedback and OCB.

There was high heterogeneity with respect to the 15
included studies (I = 94.6%, p < 0.001), which warrants caution
when drawing conclusive claims of effects. According to the
Rosenthal approach, the fail-safe N was 6813 (observed signifi-
cance level: <.0001; target significance level: .05). The Orwin
approach returned a fail-safe N of 18 (average effect size: .27;
target effect size: .14). Lastly, according to the Rosenberg
approach, the safe-fail N was 4340 (average effect size: .22;
observed significance level: <.0001; target significance level:
.05). The estimated bias coefficient of the Egger regression
test was 6.83 (se (standard error) = 2.55), p = .016, indicating
an asymmetry of data and, thus, an implication for publication
bias. Thus, the test for detecting any presence of small-study
effects was significant.

Similar to how they were presented in the results section of
the systematic review, the properties of feedback whose
reported correlation measures were computed to effect sizes
include featured: (a) positive and negative feedback (average
ragj = .15 (.05-.25)), (b) normative feedback (raq = .20%), (o)
public or private feedback (rgq= .1 2%, (d) perceived usefulness
of feedback (r,q; = .28), and (e) how constructive feedback is
delivered (ruq; = .27). Although more detailed reports of effect
sizes and properties for each study are contained in Table 1, it is
noteworthy that the median effect size for measurement tools
of feedback properties (median rqq; = .16) was lower than for
measurement tools of frequency of feedback or both (i.e.,
measured by the FES; median r,q; = .30). These results suggest
that an increased level of complexity may be required when
interpreting their effects on OCB.

Discussion

Taken together, the results of the present systematic review
and meta-analysis highlighted a small but positive direct rela-
tionship between performance feedback and OCB. That is, it
seems not only possible but desirable to manipulate how
(properties) and how much or often (frequency) feedback is
delivered to affect reported levels of OCB without necessarily
resorting to the mediating role exerted by job satisfaction (e.g.,
Zeinabadi, 2010), organization-based self-esteem (cf. Haider
et al, 2019), or other antecedent constructs (e.g., Bolino et al.,
2015; Peng & Chiu, 2010). In fact, although both correlation
measures and computed effect sizes were small to moderate,

we found that the relationship between frequency of feedback
and OCB was more meaningful than the relationship between
feedback properties and OCB. Similar to feedback on perfor-
mance, these findings suggest that both properties and fre-
quency of feedback delivery in concert are a determinant yet
complex managerial practice insofar as their effectiveness on
OCB is concerned.

Although there was high variability in the measures between
questionnaires assessing the frequency of both positive and
negative feedback and their correlation with OCB, our findings
suggest that not only is it important how feedback is delivered,
but this can also affect OCB and possibly performance to
a greater extent than delivering positive feedback alone. For
example, the difference of correlation measures between feed-
back and OCB reported by llies et al. (2013) (r(76) = .06, p = .05)
and Peng and Chiu (2010) (r(257) = .25, p < .01) indicate that an
explanation based on measurement precision alone may not be
satisfactory.

Moreover, it is noteworthy that the studies that reported the
frequency of positive and negative feedback contained respec-
tively the highest (Haider et al.,, 2017) and the lowest (Haider
et al., 2019) correlations between feedback and OCB. However,
despite authors and measurement tool were the same, these
studies were performed in two different countries. Although not
directly attributable to the effects of feedback alone, it seems
plausible that the country in which the studies were performed
may have affected expectations and interpretations of OCB,
insofar as cultural factors interplayed as a moderator (e.g.,
accounting for the any difference in the correlations between
countries while controlling for other variables, such as measure-
ment tool or sector). Namely, a culture refers to a complex
adaptive system that is selected by the members of a group,
despite old ones are eventually replaced with new ones
(Sandaker, 2009). Thus, behaviours that comply with formal
requirements or exceed expectations may differ normatively,
insofar as the organizational culture (e.g., Schein, 2004) and the
practices comprising them (e.g., Simon, 1957) serve as feedback
for altering successive occurrences. For example, norms and rules
regulating cooperation between co-workers may reinforce OCB
to a greater extent in collectivist organizational cultures than in
cultures characterized by more individualism. Thus, the role of
organizational cultures comprises one additional variable to con-
sider when interpreting any interrelation effect of feedback on
OCB. Insofar as the means of the members of one level of the
organization correspond to the ends of the members at the
lower level (Simon, 1957), the delivery of feedback ought to be
adjusted to the unit of analysis or intervention (i.e., individual
behaviour, interpersonal relationships, group dynamics, and col-
lectivized processes (Yammarino & Dansereau, 2009)).
Independently from which level is targeted, feedback is correct
if it aligns with the overarching organizational goals (i.e., it can be
adapted to meet the required level of complexity; Simon, 1957).
Conversely, incorrect feedback may affect organizational goals
and structure with added inconsistency and inconsonance
(Wallroth, 1968).

Furthermore, we found that the availability of positive feedback
featured a higher correlation with reported scores of OCB when
compared with the availability of negative feedback. Nevertheless,
the number of studies that operated a differentiation between the
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two and reported on each of their respective levels were limited. At
the start of this work, we formulated the hypothesis of a positive
relationship between the delivery of positive feedback and
attained levels of OCB. Notwithstanding, it became clear that we
needed to broaden the scope of this work to include undifferen-
tiated feedback (i.e., positive, negative and unspecified), for the
search results were too few based on the initial search criteria. In
fact, only three studies distinguished positive from negative feed-
back (Belschak & Den Hartog, 2009; llies et al., 2013; Lemoine et al.,
2015), which would not have warranted any meaningful compar-
ison in a meta-analysis. Although the descriptive presentation of
findings from the systematic review have focused on both positive
and negative feedback, the results suggest that it may be prema-
ture to restrict their differential effects on OCB given the research
currently available.

It is generally maintained from previous research findings
that: (a) the delivery of feedback increases employee perfor-
mance, including discretionary effort (Daniels, 2000) and job
satisfaction (Wilk & Redmon, 1998), and (b) higher levels of OCB
are generally associated with increased satisfaction among
employees and organizational performance (Podsakoff et al.,
2000; Ocampo et al., 2018). Thus, performance feedback and
OCB seem to be interrelated: performance feedback affects
discretionary effort and job satisfaction, both of which, in
turn, affect OCB. Throughout the present work, feedback deliv-
ery was regarded not only as a managerial practice that serves
as an antecedent for discretionary effort among the members
of an organization, but rather as a variable whose frequency
and properties correlate with their reported levels of OCB. For
example, llies et al. (2013), reported that the group that
received negative feedback (i.e., feedback on too high levels
of CWB) demonstrated more OCB than the group that received
positive feedback (i.e., feedback on appropriately low levels of
CWB), which emphasizes the effects of negative feedback on
OCB. Notwithstanding, the levels of reported OCB in the group
that received positive feedback also increased following the
delivery of positive feedback, suggesting that the availability
of undifferentiated feedback might suffice.

Furthermore, although the difference between positive
feedback delivered by peers or supervisor in Lemoine et al.
(2015) did not seem to be statistically significate, it may lead
to raising the hypothesis of whether the availability of more
positive feedback from a peer may prompt higher levels of OCB
attained by the employee compared to availability of positive
feedback from the supervisor. This effect does not need to be
necessarily limited to OCB-I levels only, but it may extend to the
whole organization by increasing OCB-O levels, too, insofar as it
represents a form of cooperating; thus, sharing positive
consequences.

Cooperation within a system entails that its members orient
their behaviour with respect to a common shared goal.
Aligning employees’ goals with the goals of the organization
is not only considered crucial to managing organizational per-
formance (Wigert & Harter, 2017), but ought to be embedded in
the processes that characterize how the members interact with
one another and towards the organization. For example, Wigert
and Harter (2017) reported that employees who could link their
goals to the overall goals of the organization were 3.5 times
more likely to be engaged in their work. Furthermore, aligning

individual and organizational goals and performance does not
only have repercussions on employee engagement (e.g., Mone
et al,, 2011; Petrou et al., 2020), but also on employees’ well-
being (Santos et al., 2012; see also Bakker, 2015). Delivering
feedback and aligning goals so that employees are able to
experience the contingencies of coming in contact with the
(positive) consequences of their work represent two manage-
rial practices whose importance have been underestimated
thus far. Not only is feedback essential for goal-setting theory
(Locke & Latham, 2006), previous reviews have also showed
that feedback has a stronger impact on performance when
combined with goal-setting (e.g., Alvero et al., 2001).

Lastly, there are some considerations to make on the results
of the tools for detecting biases and errors. As noted, the
heterogeneity between studies was high: this could be to the
cumulative effect of several factors, including validity (e.g.,
differences in populations, study designs, and measurement
tools) and publication bias (e.g., possible unpublished small
studies with small effect sizes, different effects between small
and large samples). When assessing the risk of bias, the MMAT
does not identify studied values that could characterize low-,
medium- or high quality studies: the categories are arbitrary,
but useful, for performing other types of inquiry, such as sensi-
tivity analysis. Because the results of our assessment of risk of
bias returned were more critically spread on 2 columns (i.e.,
(4.2) samples representativeness of the target population and
(4.4) risk of nonresponse), rather than rows comprising each
study, a sensitivity analysis was not performed. Although there
are no cut off values specified by either the original authors of
the MMAT (Hong et al., 2018) nor in the course of this study, the
robustness of these findings of this appraisal may be ques-
tioned, but their validity holds even though a metric was not
used, for it was not informative enough.

Based on several statistical tests for publication bias that
were calculated, we acknowledge the presence of publication
bias and a “small study effect”. “Small study effect” means that
the effect in small studies is systematically different from large
studies. However, it needs to be noted that fail-safe N tests are
not recommended for use in Cochrane reviews, nor do they
allow authors to “concentrate on the size of the estimated
intervention effect and the associated confidence intervals,
rather than on whether the P value reaches a particular, arbi-
trary threshold” (Higgins & Green, 2011). Furthermore, the
Egger regression also has weaknesses: in the funnel plot pre-
sented in Figure 5, there are two studies with high efficacy but
low precision (i.e., high se), which may indicate that we “lacked”
a study with low efficacy and low precision, and that that the
analysis is somewhat influenced by these small studies.

Limitations and future research

In addition to its merits, this study presents several limitations
that characterize both the systematic review and the meta-
analysis herein contained. First, the extent to which the results
of this work may be confidently interpreted rests on the limited
number of studies available in the literature to support the
research hypotheses, which have affected the development of
this study since its earliest phases. Thus, caution is required
when drawing any conclusive claims based on the results of
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this work and more data is necessary to support the robustness
of our findings. For example, if there were more studies on
feedback and OCB available, we could have possibly corrected
for some of the statistical tests scores, such as heterogeneity,
risk of bias, and publication bias. Furthermore, the robustness
of the results was sensible to any methodological flaw con-
tained in the included studies. To partially control for this and
reduce any shortcoming represented by flawed inputs that may
have possibly resulted in faulty outputs, the reviewers’ assess-
ment of studies was blinded, and so were appraising quality
and publication bias. Overall, we resorted to a fully transparent
approach when reporting our findings.

Another limitation was represented by resorting to self-
report measures of both feedback and OCB in the majority of
the included studies. In a meta-analysis, Organ and Ryan (1995)
found that self-reports of OCB were less reliable than OCB levels
reported by others (e.g. co-workers, supervisors) and that
higher correlations with self-reports accounted for most of
the variance in scoring. Notwithstanding, it should be noted
that the study that featured the highest correlation among
those included in the present work was not based on self-
reports, but rather on OCB measures reported by the super-
visors. Specifically, Haider et al. (2017) measured the delivery of
feedback based on two questions, in which the respondents
were asked to rate how often they received negative and
positive feedback (ranging from never to very frequently).
However, they only reported correlations of positive and nega-
tive feedback combined. Based on this and other cases of
collecting  self-report  feedback data come from
a predetermined array of questions, it seems worthwhile sup-
posing whether interventions aimed at manipulating the deliv-
ery of feedback are able to affect OCB and performance over
time (i.e., whether self-report feedback is sensitive enough to
sustaining OCB)? In fact, previous studies investigated this
relationship through cross-sectional design (e.g., Messersmith
et al.,, 2011) and longitudinal design (e.g., Haider et al., 2019).
Not one of the studies included featured an RCT or an inter-
rupted time series, which represent the gold standard respec-
tively in the health and social science fields. Thus, resorting to
experimental designs would help assess and control the dis-
criminative effects of feedback and OCB in organizational
settings.

Another issue that affects any review of the literature (sys-
tematic or else) is given by the grey literature, which refers to
unpublished research due to statistical non-significance (see
Paez, 2017) and poses a threat to validity. Other elements that
could possibly affect the summary effect size of feedback on
OCB reported in this work could include the findings from
unindexed studies that may have not be accessible via data-
base search and studies written in other languages than
English.

We maintain that further research should pursue two
empirical questions that represent the tenets of the present
work. First, more empirical efforts are needed to test whether
the effects of feedback delivery on performance and job satis-
faction extend to OCB, inasmuch as more frequent feedback
leads to higher levels of OCB. Furthermore, the measures of
OCB should differentiate between self- and supervisor-reports;
for example, by developing a scale that can take into account

and compare scores while checking for validity and featuring
reliability.

Second, further research should address the different prop-
erties and characteristics of feedback, and how they may func-
tionally affect OCB levels, reaching beyond reported correlation
measures. Forthcoming experimental efforts should be direc-
ted at testing whether the variables that improve performance
exert an additional effect on OCB: for example, manipulating
the delivery of feedback in applied organizational settings. This
would allow to monitor performance and OCB over time, and to
estimate attainable levels of performance and OCB based fre-
quency and properties of feedback. Concerning the latter,
forthcoming studies should perform and report on differential
delivery of positive and negative feedback that may reach
beyond their effects on OCB and include other constructs of
discretionary effort or organizational culture. Another way to
address this issue in forthcoming studies concerned with study-
ing the effects of feedback on performance could feature the
inclusion of measures of OCB. For example, Haider et al. (2019)
engaged in an exploratory work of the temporal aspects of
feedback and maintained that the delivery of positive feedback
increased the level of OCB. Moreover, the operationalization
and delivery of negative feedback seems to have received less
attention in the literature than positive feedback. Negative
feedback should be explored based on its unique features,
rather than being treated as a categorical variable in opposition
to positive feedback (e.g., Lonsdale, 2016; Peng & Chiu, 2010).

Practical implications

We maintain that the findings of this work have several prac-
tical implications for managers and supervisors: in this section,
we raise five of them. First, feedback delivery is a managerial
practice that can and should be used to affect the extent of
cooperation within the organization. Cooperation was defined
as entailing to positive shared consequences and was opera-
tionalized through the concept of OCB, which, indirectly, is
affected by performance and job satisfaction of employees.
Thus, the delivery of feedback can be adjusted to meet all levels
of organizational complexity, regardless of its frequency and
properties. Specifically, supervisors have recourse to feedback
for (a) aligning employees’ performance to individual and orga-
nizational goals (Greve & Gaba, 2017), and (b) influencing
directly the levels of perceived and reported OCB among
employees, without the need of any mediation of organiza-
tional-based self-esteem (cf. Haider et al,, 2019).

Second, although we focused on the delivery or availability
of feedback, it is important to consider whether and how feed-
back is perceived and received. A necessary condition for this to
occur is that employees attend to the feedback delivered by the
manager. For example, if employees attend to their supervisor
or peers’ feedback, they may reinforce the delivery of feedback
as a managerial practice in the future; thus, cooperate towards
achieving common goals. Conversely, if the delivery of feed-
back is unattended by the employee or peer, it is likely that
managers will engage less in this practice in the future (e.g.,
allocating their time and efforts elsewhere in the organization).
Hattie and Timperley (2007) maintained that “[olne of the
problems with feedback at the task level is that it often does
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not generalize to other tasks” (p. 91) and that too much feed-
back may hinder performance levels. Thus, the managerial
practice of feedback delivery can be regarded as comprised of
two elements that supervisors should be able to discern if they
are to master it: feedback as a managerial tool and its delivery
as a managerial skill.

Third, whereas previous research on OCB has focused,
among others, on the predictive value of personality, attitudes,
or other attitudinal and dispositional predictors (e.g., Abu
Elanain, 2007; Konovsky & Organ, 1996; Organ & Ryan, 1995),
we focused on analysing some of the characteristics of feed-
back on OCB. We found that correlation measures between
feedback delivery and reported levels of OCB changed as the
characteristics of feedback changed. Specifically, these changes
affected the frequency of feedback and, to a lesser extent, the
properties of feedback. Other characteristics include source,
timing, and valence of feedback, which were shown to affect
the (successful) delivery of feedback by Lechermeier and
Fassnacht (2018). Moreover, Alvero et al. (2001) and Balcazar
et al. (1985) summarized the role of source, medium, content,
and combinations of feedback with other management techni-
ques. The authors found that feedback was most effective
when combined with rewards or goalsetting. Thus, treating
feedback as an antecedent for cooperation to occur may repre-
sent a solution to the intrinsic-extrinsic reward dilemma and
avoid the arbitrary division between self-regulated and feed-
back-driven learning in organizational settings. In summary,
feedback is most effective on performance if it is immediate,
specific, focused on improvement (positive feedback), indivi-
dualized, graphed, and easy to understand (Daniels & Bailey,
2014).

Fourth, employee characteristics (e.g., organizational com-
mitment and job satisfaction) and dispositional factors (e.g.,
agreeableness and conscientiousness) are frequently cited pre-
dictors, of OCB (Hazzi, 2018). However, these antecedents seem
too broad in scope and not readily applicable to inform man-
agerial practices targeting OCB. We maintain that it is both
more pragmatic and effective to target the delivery of feedback
that can affect OCB directly than targeting any of its modera-
tors (e.g., job satisfaction (Williams & Anderson, 1991)). The
study of performance feedback is one of the most fertile areas
of research within managing organizational behaviour, among
other reasons, because it emphasizes the management of con-
tingent (i.e., if, then), readily observable, and measurable rela-
tions. For example, performance rewards for attaining
individual goals are typically reinforcing, but a pay out of
company shares based on organizational performance (e.g.,
achieving corporate financial results) is rarely a reinforcer, for
it is relation with performance is not contingent, and future
occurrences may not be affected by it (see Daniels & Daniels,
2004). As the complexity of tasks grows, there may be an
inverse relation between effort and monetary rewards (Kluger
& DeNisi, 1996; see also Bonner & Sprinkle, 2002), which sug-
gests that delivering feedback combined with rewards contin-
gent on target organizational behaviours may represent a more
effective tool for managing performance.

Finally, we acknowledge that there is a managerial challenge
(rather, a dilemma) between motivating employees to do their
best (i.e, with regards to organizational commitment and

performance) while valuing their wellbeing (i.e., assuring and
improving job satisfaction). Although, both these dimensions
have been listed as antecedents of OCB (e.g., Alotaibi, 2001),
delivering feedback at the right level of complexity (see Simon,
1957) can affect organizational cooperation and goal attainment
in a similar way. Conceivably, feedback is one of the most com-
mon, economical, and effective practices of line management,
whose effects have been demonstrated extensively on perfor-
mance (e.g. Balzer et al, 1989). Conversely, increases in task
complexity and responsibility may lead to experiencing less
sense of control, higher role ambiguity, and reduced wellbeing
(Schmidt et al., 2014). Although the construct of discretionary
effort seems to encompass several of these variables, we main-
tain that OCB is a more adequate and economic descriptor of
implying rather than inferring the arrangement of contingencies
of cooperation within the organization. Hence, it should be
implemented to a larger extent and become a standard indicator
in organizational reporting and appraisal.

Conclusion

Taken together, this systematic review and meta-analysis
expands the current understanding of how delivering (fre-
quent and positive) feedback may comprise an effective tool
for increasing the levels of OCB, and, thus, promoting condi-
tions for cooperation within the organizational system. Similar
to the broader construct of discretionary effort, positive
shared consequences are available to employees who perform
above the threshold although there is no formal incentive for
doing so, nor penalty for not doing so. We provided
a framework for analysing the concept of OCB in concert
with some of its classically attributed antecedents and oper-
ationalizing it as a class of behaviours that are referred to as
discretionary. Moreover, the managerial practice of perfor-
mance feedback delivery was defined, analyzed, and dis-
cussed insofar as it is able to affect OCB levels. We included
in our account other measures of organizational behaviour
that can affect the extent to which employees may align their
performance to achieve the goals of the organization. As
a consequence, organizations adapt insofar as they are able
to adjust their structure to the increasingly complex environ-
mental demands and their processes to employees’ willing-
ness to cooperate, which may set the occasion for OCB to
occur. Lastly, we discussed the implications of frequency,
properties, and measurement tools of feedback in industrial
and organizational settings. However, similar examples of OCB
may be observed in other settings, such as among athletes or
musicians. While training and rehearsal are necessary, their
performance is as likely to be affected by the availability of
feedback as it depends on cooperating within their respective
“organizations”, whether the goal is winning the champion-
ship or producing a moving symphony.

Notes

1. Available as supplementary material.

2. The control/comparison element of the PICO(S) analysis is derived
from the research hypothesis, and it does not constitute a real
experimental condition, as stated in the introduction section.
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3. Samples of full-time students were excluded because of their mar-
ginal involvement in the organization, in terms of time, engagement
and motivation, while retaining similar OCB measures of OCB and
feedback as full-time employees.

4. Effect size could not be calculated for the other intervention.

5. References marked with an asterisk indicate studies included in the
meta-analysis.
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