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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to examine how the supervisor’s feedback
environment studied through seven dimensions has an impact on job satisfaction. It also
explores the relationships that the role clarity and the leader-member exchange develop
with both the supervisor feedback environment and job satisfaction and the existence

of mediating role between them.

A sample of 213 employees in a private company across Greece was used and
data were collected with the use of online structured questionnaires and subsequently
analyzed by Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) using
“SmartPLS 4.0.0”.

The results showed that the supervisor feedback environment influences
positively directly job satisfaction. In addition, it was found that the supervisor
feedback environment positively influences the role clarity and the leader-member
exchange. Similarly, the role clarity positive affects job satisfaction and leader member
exchange has marginal positive affect on job satisfaction. Finally, it was observed that
leader member exchange has patial mediating role between the supervisor feedback

environment and job satisfaction.

Key words: Supervisor feedback environment, Role clarity, Leader member exchange,

Job satisfaction
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INTRODUCTION

The importance of feedback for individual and organizational performance is
well established (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). More recent studies of the feedback
environment have abandoned typologies of available feedback information and have
put more emphasis on the development of an organisational environment that is
supportive of feedback interactions and processes in an organization (Levy & Williams,
2004).

Feedback is a subset of information available to individuals in their work
environment that denotes how well individuals are meeting various goals, involves
information about how their behavior are perceived and evaluated by relevant others
(Ashford & Cummings, 1983). Another definition of feedback denotes that it is
information that is given to persons regarding the quantity or quality of their past
performance (Prue & Fairbank, 1981). Feedback includes referent information which
indicate the type of behaviors are most appropriate for achieving the desired goal and
appraisal information which give the information as to how the behavior is being
perceived and evaluated by others (Greller & Herold, 1975). Feedback is considered an
informal process by which employees receive day-to-day assessments of their work
(Farr, 1993; Kingsley-Westerman, Reno & Heuett, 2018). Feedback environment
researchers stressed that employees have continuous access to performance-related
information from a variety of sources, that different cues can serve as feedback
information, and that available feedback is affected by a range of factors other than an

objective performance episode (Ashford, 1993).

One of the primary definitions presents that feedback is a special case of the
general communication process in which some sender (source) conveys a message to a
recipient (llgen, Fisher & Taylor, 1979). As a source we are able to say that people get
information from (a) organizational and supervisory communications, (b) individuals
not in a formal hierarchical relationship (usually co-workers but conceivably others
outside the organization, such as clients), and from (c) the process of performing the
task (task or self-feedback) (Prue & Fairbank, 1981) but the highest levels of consistent
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effects were associated with the delivery by supervisors/managers and researchers
(86%) (Alvero, Bucklin & Austin, 2001).

Original feedback sources as potential sources of information in working
environments amongst others can be differentiated into supervisor, co-worker, or self-
feedback (Greller & Herold, 1975). The study of llgen, Fisher & Taylor (1979) shed
light on the psychological process of feedback and emphases on those aspects of
feedback that influence (a) the way it is perceived, (b) its acceptance by the recipient,
and (c) the willingness of the recipient to respond to the feedback. Moreover, the study
of Ashford and Cumming (1983) shows off the two-way relationship of feedback
introducing the feedback seeking behavior. This study explains that when individuals
experience uncertainty about either the appropriate behavior for achieving a goal or
how those behaviors may be evaluated within a work setting, they will be motivated to
seek feedback. Individuals embody and act in light of three types of broad goal
orientations that influence how they approach and interpret feedback-related situations;
learning, performance-prove, and performance-avoid goal orientation (Payne,
Youngcourt & Beaubien, 2007; Seijts et al., 2004; VandeWalle, 1997).

In line with numerous researchers this study chose to focus on the supervisor
part of the feedback environment because the supervisor’s role offers more
opportunities for organizational intervention. Leader support will be used to refer to
specific supportive behaviors displayed by supervisors or leaders. Support includes
elements of emotional, instrumental and structural support (Bowling et al., 2004).

The theory that emphasizes the importance of perceived organizational support
through feedback from supervisors is organizational support theory (OST). According
to the OST, employees develop global beliefs and perceptions of organizational support
concerning the extent to which the organization cares about their well-being and values
their contribution (Eisenberger et al., 1986). When supervisors feel supported by the
organization, they tend to respond by providing support to subordinates (Shanock &
Eisenberger, 2006) and this perceived supervisor support relates to subordinate
outcomes the same way organizational support does, such that subordinates respond to

it with increased performance and commitment (Eisenberger et al., 2002).

Kluger and DeNisi in 1996 conducted a very important meta-analysis where

central assumption of feedback intervention theory is that feedback interventions
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change the locus of attention among three general and hierarchically organized levels
of control: task learning, task motivation, and meta-tasks (including self-related)
processes. The results suggest that feedback intervention effectiveness decreases as
attention moves up the hierarchy closer to the self and away from the task. However,
one major advantage is that performance feedback intervention has been reported to be
less expensive to implement than other productivity enhancement technique (Prue &
Fairbank, 1981). Feedback differs from performance appraisals which are often a
formal meeting in which the employee’s performance, issues related to the employee,
and goals are discussed (Gordon & Miller, 2011; Kingsley-Westerman, Reno & Heuett,
2018)

The fact that there are lots of definitions about the term feedback make some
researchers skeptical. Peterson (1982) advised, ‘‘Much ambiguity would be eliminated
if behavior analysts no longer used the term ‘feedback.’ It is not a new principle of
behavior and does not refer to a specific procedure; it at best has simply become
professional slang’’ (p. 102). Our opinion is that feedback is critical in new business

world with a lot of deep affects.

2.LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Supervisor Feedback Environment

Only after we have a means for assessing the feedback environment will we be
able to ask questions concerning how people use the information available, whether
people pay differential attention to sources, whether people respond differently to
information from different sources, and how different attempts at restructuring jobs or
changing management systems or processes will impact information availability and
utilization (Herold & Parsons, 1985). Supervisor feedback is a form of managerial
intervention for decreasing uncertainty and clarifying roles and goals in an organization
(Moynihan and Pandey, 2007; Lee, 2019; Bak, 2020). The four basic feedback
mechanisms have been used in the OBM literature are verbal, written, mechanical, and
self-recorded (Prue & Fairbank, 1981). Illgen, Fischer and Taylor (1979) already
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mentioned the source as the possible most important influence factor on feedback

acceptance.

The empirical study of Steelman, Levy and Snell (2004) showed that employees
in a favorable feedback environment were more motivated to use feedback, were more
satisfied with the provided feedback, and sought feedback more frequently. If
supervisors or coworkers regularly provide constructive feedback to an individual,
feedback that allows an individual to attain more social and tangible benefits, according
to social exchange theory he/she is more likely to understand the benefits of the
relationship and repay the group with increased attachment (Blau, 1964; Young &
Steelman, 2014). Also, numerous studies tried to explore the mechanisms of feedback
environment. According to Norris-Watts and Levy (2004) the relationship between the
feedback environment and the employee’s organisational citizenship behaviors was
partially mediated by affective commitment. Moreover, the relationship between the
feedback environment and employee morale is mediated by perceptions of employee
politics (Rosen, Levy & Hall, 2006; Anseel & Lievens, 2007).

2.1.1. Supervisor Availability

Supervisor source availability is operationalized as the perceived amount of
contact an employee has with his or her supervisor and the ease with which feedback
can be obtained (Steelman, Levy & Snell, 2004). According to Butler (1991)
availability is one of the ten different conditions that trust can be based along with
integrity, openness, loyalty, promise fulfillment, competence, fairness, discreteness,
receptivity, and reliability. As an example, being physically present with an open door
(availability) is one way to engender trust.

2.1.2. Supervisor Credibility

Credible leaders are those who challenge the process (search for opportunities,
experiment and take risk), inspire a shared vision (envision the future, enlist others),
enable others to act (foster trusting relationships, strengthen others), model the way (set

good examples, plan small wins), encourage the Heart (recognize individual
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accomplishment, celebrate group success) (Kouzes & Posner,1988; Gabris & lhrke,
2000). Source credibility (Perloff, 2003; Kingsley-Westerman, Reno and Heuett, 2018)
consists of three dimensions: expertise, trustworthiness, and goodwill. In two recent
investigations, perceived supervisor credibility was found to correlate significantly with
subordinate satisfaction with immediate supervision (Falcione, 1973; Falcione, 1976).
When supervisors take the time to explain the reasoning behind changes, when they
share ideas with employees, when they exhibit trust in their subordinates, and when
they delegate power and authority, employees perceive them as credible leaders and
these leaders are perceived as agents of change, as persons willing to take risks, and as
persons who learn by doing (Gabris & lhrke, 2000). Thus, the more motivated supe
Feedback provided by the high- (vs. low-) credible source led to higher perceived
feedback accuracy and feedback satisfaction (Bannister, 1986; Lechermeier &
Fassnacht, 2018).

2.1.3. Feedback Quality

Since the day-to-day interactions that employees have with other members of the
target group shape the content of information used in the identification process, it is
essential that this interaction consist of high-quality feedback and communication as
manifested in a favorable feedback environment. If the feedback environment is
advantageous, feedback will be perceived as “information” to improve one’s fit with
the target group rather than as an “evaluation.” This does not mean that a favorable
feedback environment does not give out negative feedback, but rather that the feedback
is delivered in a way that does not cause rejection or defensiveness (Steelman and
Rutkowski, 2004). High-quality feedback is specific, is consistent across time, and
provides information on the specific goal-related behaviors and processes that result in
performance outcomes (London, 2003; Steelman, Levy & Snell, 2004). Empirical
evidence indicates that feedback high in quality augmented with supplemental
information pertaining to the task, strategies, and appropriate task behaviors influences

subsequent performance in a positive, monotonic way (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996).
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2.1.4. Feedback Delivery

Subordinates who feel supported by their supervisor attribute it in part to the
organization as a whole and perceived supervisor support leads to greater subordinate
POS (Eisenberger et al., 2002). In most cases confidential private feedback based on a
comparison of workers' performance with baseline levels, or a predetermined standard
avoids the competition and aversiveness that could be unintended side effects of public
feedback (Prue & Fairbank, 1981).

2.1.5. Favorable and Unfavorable feedback

One of the most important aspects of a feedback message is probably its sign, that
IS, whether it is positive or negative. The receipt of positive feedback frequently
conveys the message that performance is “on target” and that the individual is meeting
standards (Podsakoff & Farh, 1989). Positive feedback (vs. negative feedback) received
higher ratings of message content quality and led to higher feedback acceptance
(Morran, Stockton & Robison, 1985; Lechermeier & Fassnacht, 2018). When the
performance assessments may be negative (e.g., their performances are below the
acceptable level), employees may not accept the results to defend their self-esteem
(Lee, 2019). Papousek, Paechter and Lackner (2011) examined receiver stress reactions
to negative feedback and the results indicate that negative performance-related
feedback may prolong psychophysiological responses to stressful conditions, when the
feedback is inconsistent with the domain-specific self-concept. Managers need training
in how to give negative feedback and make it constructive, managers do not explain the
performance rating process, and managers are not rewarded for developing
subordinates (London, 1997; Steelman, Levy & Snell, 2004). Negative feedback from
a high- credible source led to higher motivation to use the feedback (Steelman &
Rutkowski ,2004a; Lechermeier & Fassnacht, 2018).

(6]



2.1.6. Feedback Seeking

Feedback-seeking behavior can be defined as the conscious devotion of effort
towards determining the correctness and adequacy of one’s behaviors for attaining
valued goals (Ashford, 1986). Employees seek feedback either by directly asking their
supervisors for feedback (inquiry) or by observing their environments and others for
cues that might serve as feedback information (monitoring) (Ashford & Cumming,
1983). According to Tuckey, Brewer and Williamson (2002) three are the main motives
in the feedback seeking process : (a) the desire for useful information (Ashford &
Cummings, 1983), (b) the desire to protect one’s ego and self-esteem from the threat of
negative feedback (Ashford & Cummings, 1983) and (c) the desire to control the
impressions others form of us, involving both defensive impression management (to
avoid creating an unfavorable image) and assertive impression management (to

enhance our public image) (Morrison & Bies, 1991).

Ashford, De Stobbeleir and Nujella in 2016 noticed several remarkable shifts in
feedback seeking behavior. First, there has been a shift from a focus on studying the
antecedents of feedback seeking to an examination of the potential outcomes associated
with it. Second, there are signs of a shift from studying feedback seeking as a
predominantly adaptive strategy to an understanding of how it may also stimulate
creativity or be part of a leadership style. Finally in what is perhaps the most radical
shift, feedback seeking is no longer studied solely as an individual resource, but also as

a phenomenon that may impact team dynamics and even collective outcomes.

2.2. Role Clarity

A “role” is defined as a set of expectations or norms applied to the incumbent by
others in the organization, and employees with high role clarity therefore possess a
clearer understanding of their requirements (Banton, 1965; Whitaker, Dahling & Levy,
2007). In the limits of role dynamics (Kahn et al., 1964), scholars have frequently
examined the concept of uncertainty through a lens of role clarity and its obverse, role
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ambiguity. According to the role theory (Rizzo, House & Lirtzman, 1970), role clarity
is defined as the degree to which required information is provided about how the
employee is expected to perform his or her job. Bauer et al. (2007) have summarized
that the most commonly investigated construct in the organizational socialization
literature includes role clarity, task mastery/self-efficacy, and group integration/social
acceptance. The studies of McDowall and Fletcher (2004), and Rousseau et al. (2004)
suggest that role clarity is significantly and positively correlated with organizational
citizenship behavior. Individuals who perceive that they are clear about their role are

more likely to be engaged in doing more than their described job roles.

Role clarity is related to numerous positive organizational outcomes and
practitioners for years have focused on interventions such as responsibility charting,
role analysis, and role negotiation designed to remove sources of role ambiguity
(Schaubroeck et al., 1993; Zheng et al.,2016). Role ambiguity has been defined as the
degree to which clear information is lacking regarding a) the expectations associated
with a role; b) methods of fulfilling known role expectations; and c) the consequences
of role performance (Kahn et al., 1964). Sometimes role conflict can lead to creativity
as individuals resolve differences and ambiguity can facilitate adaptation to changing
circumstances and can contribute to administrative flexibility (Ortqvist & Wincent,
2006; Schulz, 2013). Today many people’s roles entail solving unstructured problems
and, for them, the effects of higher ambiguity levels are more important determinants

of satisfaction than are conflicting role pressures.

2.3. Leader-Member Exchange

Leader-Member exchange (LMX) model describes the processes by which a
leader and a member develop various behavioral interdependencies between their
respective roles and dyads with higher quality interdependencies will demonstrate
higher agreement than dyads with lower quality interdependencies (Graen &
Schiemann, 1978). The LMX theory, which is based on the role theory and the social
exchange theory, explains how supervisors and subordinates develop different types of

relationships (Peng & Lin, 2016). LMX theory is concerned with dyadic relationships,
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assumes that leaders differentiate among subordinates in the establishment of these
relationships, and describes a role-making process that leads to the development of the
relationships (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; House & Aditya,
1997; Brower, Schoorman & Tan, 2000). The result is relationships that can range from
low LMX quality, which are characterized to exchanges that relate to the employment
contract and are mainly task-orientated in nature, to high LMX quality, which are
depictured by high trust, interaction, support, and rewards, resulting in employees and
supervisors being loyal to one another and sharing mutual feelings of liking and respect
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). The benefits of high quality LMX relationships are
numerous, including preferential treatment, increased job-related communication,
differential allocation of formal and informal rewards, ample access to supervisors, and
increased performance-related feedback (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Elicker, Levy, &
Hall, 2006; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). On the other hand, subordinates in low quality
LMX relationships often experience the exact opposite; supervisors provide limited
emotional support and trust and the subordinates receive few, if any, benefits outside
the employment contract (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Gerstner & Day, 1997).

Leader trust in subordinate (LTS) and subordinate trust in leader (STL) are likely
to have a direct relationship with each other such that trusting actions of one element in
the dyad are likely to be reciprocated by the other (Brower, Schoorman & Tan, 2000).
Moreover, according to the same study in a dyadic leadership context, only the leader
can assess the extent to which he or she trusts a particular subordinate. The subordinate
may assess how much he or she believes the leader trusts in him/her, but his/her
perception may not agree with the leader’s report of his or her trust in the subordinate

because it is based on perception, not actuality.

2.4. Job Satisfaction

According to Locke (1969) job satisfaction and dissatisfaction are a function of
the perceived relationship between what one wants from one's job and what one
perceives it as offering or entailing. There are three elements involved in the appraisal

process (these elements are not experienced as separate during an emotional reaction
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but may be isolated by a process of abstraction): 1) the perception of some aspect of the
job; 2) an implicit or explicit value standard; and 3) a conscious or subconscious
judgment of the relationship between (e.g., discrepancy between) one's perception(s)
and one's value(s). More recent, according to Luthans in 2006 Job satisfaction has three
dimensions, which are: (1) Job satisfaction is emotional response to work situation.
Therefore, job satisfaction can be seen and predicted; (2) Job satisfaction is often
determined by how well the achieved result fulfill or exceed expectation; (3) Job

satisfaction represents several related attitudes.

Job satisfaction is a worker’s sense of achievement and success on the job. It is
generally perceived to be directly linked to productivity as well as to personal well-
being. Job satisfaction implies doing a job one enjoys, doing it well and being rewarded
for one’s efforts. Job satisfaction further implies enthusiasm and happiness with one’s
work. Job satisfaction is the key ingredient that leads to recognition, income,
promotion, and the achievement of other goals that lead to a feeling of fulfillment
(Kaliski, 2007; Aziri, 2011). The importance of job satisfaction specially emerges to
surface if had in mind the many negative consequences of job dissatisfaction such a
lack of loyalty, increased absenteeism, increase number of accidents etc. (Aziri, 2011).
Job satisfaction is often conceptualized as a global construct comprised of multiple
facets including pay, promotions, coworkers, supervision, and the work itself (Kinicki
et al., 2002; Zheng et al., 2016). More than one third of feedback interventions had
negative effect on performance (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996).

2.5 Relationships and Hypotheses

2.5.1. FES and Role clarity- LMX model.

The important role of organizational support for feedback is consistent with and
suggested by research showing how organizational support can enhance or detract from
continuous learning (London & Smither, 1999). The widespread availability of
effective coaching is likely to be a hallmark of organizations with a strong feedback

culture. The coach may be a supervisor, mentor, an external (e.g., executive) coach, a
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peer, or even a subordinate. Coaching is not a one-time, one-way relationship. Coaching
may focus on improving skills, performance, development opportunities, and solving
business problems over time (Kilburg, 1996; Witherspoon & White, 1997; London &
Smither, 2002).

Training feedback sources to provide feedback high in quality may effectively
curb misdirected or insufficient effort on part of those lacking a clear understanding of
role expectations (Whitaker & Levy, 2012). Employee’s’ feelings of uncertainty are the
primary determinant of desire for feedback (Ashford & Cummings, 1983). Uncertainty
reduction theory predicts that people have an aversion to uncertainty and will gather
information to reduce uncertainty feelings. When managers have the respect and
admiration of their subordinates, they enjoy more degrees of freedom when attempting
to get subordinates to perform needed tasks (Podsakoff & Schriesheim, 1985; Kacmar,
Wayne & Wright, 1996)

Hypothesis 1. Employee’s perceptions of Supervisor Feedback Environment will

positively associated with role clarity.

Hypothesis 2. Employee’s perception of Supervisor Feedback Environment will

positively associated with Leader-Member Exchange.

2.5.2. The Relationship Between Role Clarity — LMX and Job Satisfaction.

Dysfunctional consequences of role conflict and ambiguity were tension,
turnover, dissatisfactions, anxiety, and lower performance (Gross, 1958; Kahn et al.,
1964; Schuler, Aldag & Brief, 1977). In the same line Rizzo, House and Lirtzman
(1970) showed role ambiguity to be statistically significantly and negatively associated
with satisfaction with advancement, social environment, job security, pay, recognition,
autonomy. In operationalizing the job satisfaction, Hettiarachchi (2014) include the
work responsibilities as one of the job satisfaction dimensions and found that job

performance and the work responsibilities have a significant relation.

Sparr and Sonnentag in 2008 shed light on fairness perceptions of supervisor
feedback, LMX and employee well-being at work. This research defines distributive

justice as the fairness of the feedback content. Specially supports that a feedback
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message will be perceived as fair if it properly reflects the employee’s effort,
performance, and results of work. Procedural fairness regarding to feedback refers to
the process in which information was gathered that formed the feedback message. This
process is considered as fair if it relies on accurate information, is free from bias and is
based on adequate procedures. Moreover the same study refers that interpersonal
feedback fairness depicts the way the feedback source treats the feedback recipient. Fair
treatment is characterized by politeness and respectfulness. Finally, informational
feedback fairness encompasses the sincerity of the communication and provision of

adequate explanations of the feedback message.
Hypothesis 3. Role clarity will be positively associated with job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 4. Leader-Member exchange will be positively associated with job

satisfaction.

2.5.3. The Mediating Role of Role Clarity and LMX.

People are generally motivated to learn about themselves, verify their self-image,
and enhance their self-confidence (Baumeister, 1998; London & Smither, 2002). The
individual’s feedback orientation depends in part on the support and climate for
learning. The more frequent the feedback and the closer it follows the behavior in
question, the more likely it is to be accepted (Cederblom, 1982). According to Jong
(2016), feedback helps employees perform their work more effectively, improves
communication between supervisors and employees and influences how individuals
perceive their competence and accomplishment, thus leading to enhanced motivation
and satisfaction. A high level of credibility or ability attributed to the manager may in
turn increase the subordinate's acceptance of the feedback provided by the manager
(llgen, Fisher & Taylor, 1979). Also, if the feedback is accepted by the subordinate,
behavior changes suggested by the manager to increase a subordinate's performance
may be more likely to occur.

Social learning theory and control theory suggest that feedback sign affects an
individual’s satisfaction, goal setting, and performance through the feedback’s effect
on the individuals’ perceptions of the discrepancies between his or her behavior and the

behavior standards he or she is trying to attain (Podsakoff & Farh, 1989). The
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subordinate's reaction to the supervisor's behavior always depends upon the relationship
between the supervisory act as perceived by the subordinate and the expectations,
values, and interpersonal skills of the subordinate (Likert, 1961; Locke, 1969). To relate
feedback directly to behavior is very confusing. Results are contradictory and seldom
straight-forward. (Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979).

Employees with goal clarity through supervisor feedback will have greater work
motivation (Moynihan & Pandey, 2007; Bak, 2020). Taylor, Fisher and llgen (1984)
suggested that clear standards were an important intermediary between feedback and
changes in performance. From this perspective, an employee with poorly understood
behavioral standards could disregard important feedback because he or she does not
recognize that it is relevant and useful, resulting in no improvements in performance.
Moreover, when the feedback sign is negative, people choose to increase their effort,
rather than lower the standard, when the goal is clear, when high commitment is secured
for it, and when belief in eventual success is high (Bandura & Cervone, 1983; Kluger
& DeNisi, 1996).

Previous research has shown that the acceptance of feedback depends on its
perceived credibility (llgen, Fisher & Taylor, 1979) the effects of such feedback on
satisfaction and performance should be greater for individuals who perceive that the
feedback sender is a credible source than for those individuals who perceive the source
to lack credibility (Podsakoff & Farh, 1989).

Gerstner and Day (1997) in their meta-analytic review of LMX theory demonstrated
that the quality of LMX was a meaningful predictor of general job satisfaction and this
line of reasoning on the interpersonal mechanism of leader-member exchange guides
to the hypothesis that LMX will mediate the relationship between the feedback

environment and job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 5. Supervisor feedback environment will be positively associated with job

satisfaction.

Hypothesis 6. Role clarity positively mediates the relationship between employee’s
perception of FES and job satisfaction.

Hypothesis 7. Leader-Member exchange positively mediates the relationship between

employee’s perception of FES and job satisfaction.
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3.METHOD

3.1. Sample And Procedure

For the purposes of our research, we developed an on-line questionnaire. The
questions of the questionnaire are 53 in total and in each one the respondents were asked
to answer a through Likert scale, referring to the extent in which they agree with each

statement.

For this study 213 private employees in Greece area answered the
questionnaire. The method is the convenience sampling which is defined as a method
adopted by researchers where they collect market research data from a conveniently
available pool of respondents. It is the most used sampling technique as it’s incredibly
prompt, uncomplicated, and economical. In many cases, members are readily
approachable to be a part of the sampleg (Creswell, 2022). The female participants are
119 (55,9%) and the male 94 (44,1%.). Regarding the age of the participants 89(41,8%)
are between 3land 40 years old, 78(36,6%) are between 41 and 50 years old,
26(12,12%) are between 18 and 30 years old and only 20(9,4%) are older than 51 years
old. As for their experience in their today company 62(29,1%) of the responders have
less than 5 years working experience, 26(12,12%) have 6 by 10 years of experience,
57(26,8) have 11 by 15 years of experience, 33(15,5%) have 16 by 20 years of
experience and the rest of the responders held more than 21 years of working experience

at the today company.

3.2. Measures

For all measures, participants provided responses on a Likert scale. Moreover,
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted for all measures used in this paper
(Maximum likelihood extraction method, promax rotation). During the EFA process
the set of questions of the reflective variable supervisor credibility was removed from
the model as the discriminant validity evaluation did not confirm that supervisor

credibility has a strong relationship with all of its items. This can be seen below in
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Figure 3., in “Two-Step Approached” model, where the supervisor feedback

environment appears to be shaped by six instead of seven variables originally proposed.

3.2.1. Feedback Environment Scale

Supervisor feedback was measured using 32 items adapted from the feedback
environment scale (FES) developed by Steelman et al. (2004). There are seven facets
composing this dimension were assessed with 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from
strongly agree to strongly disagree. Supervisor credibility is the first facet with five
items (questions 2.01, 2.08, 2.15, 2.22, 2.29) and a sample of them is “My supervisor
is generally familiar with my performance on the job.”. Feedback quality has five items
(questions 2.02, 2.09, 2.16, 2.23, 2.30) and a sample of them is “My supervisor gives
me useful feedback about my job performance.”. The Cronbach’s alpha for feedback
quality is 0,831. Feedback delivery includes also five items (questions 2.03, 2.10, 2.17,
2.24, 2.31) and a sample of them is “My supervisor is supportive when giving me
feedback about my job performance.”. The Cronbach’s alpha for feedback delivery is
0,704. Favorable feedback has four items (questions 2.04, 2.11, 2.18, 2.25) and a
sample of them is “When I do a good job at work, my supervisor praises my
performance.”. The Cronbach’s alpha for favorable feedback is 0,847. Unfavorable
feedback has four items (questions 2.05, 2.12, 2.19, 2.26) and a sample of them is “My
supervisor tells me when my work performance does not meet organizational
standards.”. The Cronbach’s alpha for unfavorable feedback is 0,702. Supervisor
availability has five items, (questions 2.06, 2.13, 2.20, 2.27, 2.32) and a sample of them
is “My supervisor is usually available when I want performance information.”. The
Cronbach’s alpha for supervisor availability is 0,752. Finally, feedback seeking has four
items (questions 2.07, 2.14, 2.21, 2.28) and a sample is “When I ask for performance
feedback, my supervisor generally does not give me the information right away.”. The

Cronbach’s alpha for feedback is 0,726.

(15]



3.2.2. Role Clarity

We used Sawyer’s (1992) 10-item measure of role clarity to assess the degree
of clarity with which employees understood their position which was rated on a 6-point
Likert type scale ranging from “very uncertain” to “very certain”. The scale measures
two facets. The first is clarity of goal (5 items, questions 3.01, 3.03, 3.05, 3.07, 3.09),
the Cronbach’s alpha for goal clarity is 0,83. The second is clarity of processes (5 items,
questions 3.02, 3.04, 3.06, 3.08, 3.10), the Cronbach’s alpha for feedback is 0,809. The
resulting questionnaire asked respondents to indicate how certain or clear they were
about each aspect of their work. The response scale was revised to 6 points with anchors
ranging from 1 (very uncertain) to 6 (very certain). Sample items include “I am...about
my duties and responsibilities.” and “I am ... about how to divide my time among the

tasks required of my job.”

3.2.3. Leader Member Exchange

We used the 7-item LMX scale (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) for measuring leader —
member exchange. Participants answered on 5-point Likert type scale with question-
specific labels from “not at all” to “very good” (questions 4.01-4.07). Sample items are
‘““How well does your supervisor understand your work-related problems and needs?”
and “Regardless of how much formal authority he/she has built into his/ her position,
what are the chances that your supervisor would use his/ her power to help you solve

problems in your work?”. Cronbach’s alpha is 0,903.

3.2.4. Job Satisfaction

We used 3-item Job Satisfaction scale (Ang et al., 2013) for measuring job satisfaction.
Participants answered on 5-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to
“strongly agree” (questions 5.01-5.03). Sample items include “All in all, I am satisfied
with my job” and “In general, I do not like my job”. Cronbach’s Alpha here is 0,923.
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3.3. Control Variables

For this paper some individual — level variables were controlled, such as gender
(“male”, “female”), age (“18-307, “31-40”, “41-50, “51 and older”), years of working
experience at the current company (“1-5,76-10”, “11-157,716-20”, “21 and more).
According to the analysis, however, none of the demographic variables had any effect
on our model. This is why the reported results do not include any demographic

variables.

Supervisor Goal Clarity Process Clarity
Availability

Supervisor Credibility

Role Clarity
Feedback Quality

Supervisor Feedback
Environment

Feedback Delivery Job Satisfaction

Favorable Feedback

Unfavorable Leader-Member
Feedback Exchange

Feedback Seeking

Figure 1. The Proposed model.

Figure 1. illustrates the initial proposed model. Supervisor feedback environment
is a formative variable consisting of seven reflective variables. The seven reflective are
supervisor availability, supervisor credibility, feedback quality, feedback delivery,
favorable feedback, unfavorable feedback and feedback seeking. Each reflective

variable consists of sets of four or five similar questions. This model essentially
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explores the relationship between supervisor feedback environment and job
satisfaction. This is pursued by looking both direct and indirect relationships. Role
clarity and LMX are studied as mediators. Role clarity is also a second formative
variable consisting of two reflective variables, goal clarity and process clarity. Goal

clarity and process clarity consists of set of five similar questions.

3.4 Statistical Analysis

For the needs of the study, “Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling
(PLS-SEM)” was applied with the “SmartPLS 4” (Ringle, Wende, Becker, 2014)
software. The PLS path modeling method was developed by Wold in 1992 and the PLS
algorithm is essentially a sequence of regressions in terms of weight vectors (Henseler
et al., 2009).

PLS-SEM is constantly increasing its utility in many fields of research, and it
enables the user to include hierarchical component models. PLS-SEM has experienced
increasing dissemination in a variety of fields the last years with nonnormal data, small
sample sizes and the use of formative indicators being the most prominent reasons for
its application. Recent methodological research has extended PLS-SEM’s
methodological toolbox to accommodate complex model structures or handle data
inadequacies such as heterogeneity (Hair, 2014). PLS-SEM can include hierarchical
component models, which are comprised by formative and reflective constructs, which
was essential element in the research. The proposed model is presented in Figure 1.
Specifically, Supervisor Feedback Environment is treated as a “reflective-formative”
component and includes Supervisor Availability, Supervisor Credibility, Feedback
Quality, Supervisor Delivery, Favorable Feedback, Unfavorable Feedback and
Feedback Seeking. Role Clarity also is treated as a “reflective-formative” and consists

of Goal Clarity and Process Clarity.

(18]



SUPER.CRED1 SUP.AVAILA GOAL.CLAR.1 PROC.CLAR.1

- s

SUPER.CRED2 SUPAVAIL2REV GOALCLAR2  PROG.CLARS
SUPERCRED3REV SUPAVAIL3REV COALGLARS
3 PROCCLAR3
SUPER.CRED.4 SUPAVAIL4
- GOALCLAR4  PROC.CLAR.4 ;
. I SUPAVAILSREV : Process Clarity
SUPER.CRED.5 Supervisor Credibility * Goal Clarity P

Supervisor Availability GOALCLARS PROC.CLAR.S

FEED.QUAL.1
FEED.QUAL.2
FEED.QUAL3
FEED.QUAL.4
FEEDQUALSREY ~ Feedback Quality

Role Clarity

FEED DELIV 1 JOBSATISFACTION1
FEED.DELIV.2 JOBSATISFACTION2REV
FEED.DELIV.5 >
JOBSATISFACTION3

FEEDDELIVAREV f \

- Feedback Delivery Job Satisfaction
FEEDDELIV4REV Supervisor
FAV_FEED.1 Feedback LMt

Environment

FAV.FEED 4 Favorable Feedback

UNFAV FEED 1 FEED.SEEK3

UNFAV.FEED.2 FEED.SEEK 4

UNFAV.FEED.3 FEEDSEEKIREV

Leader Member Exchange

UNFAVFEED4  Unfavorable Feedback FEEDSEEK2REV \
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Feedback Seeking
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Figure 2. Proposed model on Smart PLS.

The “repeated indicators approach” was followed with (formative)
measurement mode (Becker, Klein and Wetzels, 2012) in combination with the “two-

step approach” (Hair et al., 2014). Figure 3 depicts the final model.

3.5 Assessment of the Measurement Model

As is seen in figure 2, contains both reflective and formative indicators. When
assessing reflective outer models, researchers should verify both the reliability and
validity through the use of an “individual indicator reliability”, “composite reliability
(CR)”, and “Average Variance Extracted (AVE)”. Table 1 presents all factor loadings
are above 0.5 threshold, while the AVE and CR scored were above the threshold of
0.50 and 0.70, respectively. The AVE is the grand mean value of the squared loadings

of a set of indicators (Hair et al., 2014) and is equivalent to the communality of a

(19]



Table 1. Construct Reliability and Validity.

Cronbach's alpha Composite reliability (rho_a) Composite reliability (rho_c) Average variance extracted (AVE)

FAVORABLE FEEDBACK  [\R:LY] 0.858 0.897 0.686

FEEDBACK DELIVERY . 0.712 0.834 0.627
FEEDBACK QUALITY . 0.831 0.922 0.856
FEEDBACK SEEKING . 0.747 0.878 0.783
GOAL CLARITY . 0.838 0.925 0.860
JOB SATISFACTION . 0.927 0.963 0.929
LMX . 0.914 0.929 0.723
PROCESS CLARITY . 0.816 0.875 0.637

0.757 0.843 0.573

0.709 0.833 0.625

construct. Cronbach’s alpha reliability (Cronbach, 1951) is one of the most widely used
measures of reliability in the social and organizational sciences. Cronbach’s alpha
reliability describes the reliability of a sum (or average) of g measurements where the
g measurements may represent ¢ raters, occasions, alternative forms, or
questionnaire/test items. The results of the construct validity of the test will give a better
understanding of the quality measures used but significant and good reliability
coefficient does not guarantee an accurately measured construct ( Hair et al., 2010).
The results of Table 1 ensure the reliability and validity of our model and permit us to
examine the Discriminant validity.

Discriminant validity represents the extent to which the construct is empirically

Table 2. Discriminant Validity, Heterotrait- Monotrait ratio (HTMT).

FAVORABLE FEEDBACK FEEDBACK FEEDBACK GOAL JOB PROCESS SUPERVISOR UNFAVORABLE
FEEDBACK DELIVERY QUALITY SEEKING CLARITY SATISFACTION LMX CLARITY AVAILABILITY FEEDBACK

FAVORABLE FEEDBACK

FEEDBACK DELIVERY

FEEDBACK QUALITY

FEEDBACK SEEKING

GOAL CLARITY

JOB SATISFACTION

LMX

PROCESS CLARITY

SUPERVISOR AVAILABILITY

UNFAVORABLE FEEDBACK
distinct from other constructs or, in other words, the construct measures what it is

intended to measure. Discriminant validity ensures that a construct measure is
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empirically unique and represents phenomena of interest that other measures in a
structural equation model do not capture (Hair et al., 2010). Regarding Discriminant
Validity, the study followed the criteria of Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio which is
available in Smart PLS. The discriminant validity can be evaluated by using cross-
loading of indicator.According to Henseler, Ringle and Sarstedt in 2015 two standard
approaches to assessing the discriminant validity in variance-based SEM—the Fornell-
Larcker criterion and the assessment of cross-loadings—have an unacceptably low

sensitivity, which means that they are largely unable to detect a lack of discriminant

Supervisor Availability Goal Clari
0a arrt

Process Clarity
0.512 (0.000) 0.567 (0.000)

0.300 (0.000)

Feedback Quality 0.271 (0.000)

0.004 (0.037) 0.258 (0.000)

Role Clarity
0.322 (0.000) —> 0.250 (0.010)
Feedback Delive
ry 0.203 (0.000) SUPervisor Job Satisfaction
Feedback 0.819 (0.000) 0.215 (0.042)
Environment
0 073 (0.000)
0.014 (0.350)
Favorable feedback

Leader Member Exchange

Unfavorable Feedback

Feedback Seeking
Figure 3. The “Two-Step Approach” model.

validity. As a solution to this critical issue in the same study Henseler, Ringle and
Sarstedt present new HTMT criteria, which are based on a comparison of the
heterotrait-heteromethod correlations and the monotrait-heteromethod correlations,
identify a lack of discriminant validity effectively, as evidenced by their high sensitivity

rates.
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If all the HTMT values are below 0.85, discriminant validity is achieved. In our
model we see three numbers a little more than 0,85 but Smart PLS indicates that they
are acceptable. Table 2 reveal that there is Discriminant Validity. Considering these
this tables it is safe to say that the model is both reliable and valid. The next step is to

test the Hypotheses, through “Two -Step Approach Model, as seen in Figure 3.

3.6 Assessment of Two-Step Approach Model and Results

In analyzing the structural model (Figure 3), the bootstrapping procedure was
applied (5000 randomly drawn samples). Table 4 and Figure 3 show the path coefficient
along with their significance levels.

According to the statistical Table 3. of path coefficients Supervisor Feedback
Environment influences positively Role Clarity (f=0.004, p<0.05) providing that
Hypothesis 1 is supported. In the same way Supervisor Feedback Environment
influences positively Leader-Member Exchange ($=0.819, p<0.01) providing that
Hypothesis 2 is supported.

Table 3. and Figure 3. also reveal that Role Clarity influences positively Job
Satisfaction ($=0.258, p<0.01) providing that Hypothesis 3 is supported. Likewise,
Leader Member Exchange influences positively Job Satisfaction ($=0.215, p<0.05)

Table 3. Path Coefficients & P-Values.

Original sample  Sample Standard deviation T statistics
mean(M) (STDEV) (]O/STDEV|) P values

Favorable feedback -> Supervisor _Feedback_Environment

Feedback Delivery -> Supervisor _Feedback_Environment

Feedback Quality -> Supervisor _Feedback_Environment

Feedback Seeking -> Supervisor _Feedback_Environment
Goal Clarity -> Role Clarity
Leader Member Exchange -> Job Satisfaction

Process Clarity -> Role Clarity
Role Clarity -> Job Satisfaction

Supervisor Availability -> Supervisor _Feedback_Environment

Supervisor _Feedback_Environment -> Job Satisfaction

Supervisor _Feedback_Environment -> Role Clarity

Unfavorable Feedback -> Supervisor _Feedback_Environment
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supporting Hypothesis 4. Hypothesis 5 aims to test the statistical significance of the
direct relationship between supervisor feedback environment and job satisfaction.
Figure 3 and Table 3 confirm this relationship (B=0.250, p<0,05) and Hypothesis5 is
supported. Furthermore, Hypothesis 6 proposed that Role Clarity =~ mediates  the
relationship between Supervisor Feedback Environment and Job Satisfaction. Based on
the process that is followed regarding mediation, the “indirect effects” between the
“independent” and the “dependent” variables should be statistically significant (Zhao,
Lynch and Chen, 2010, p. 204). These indirect relationships were calculated based on
the “product of-coefficient (af})” approach (MacKinnon et al., 2002), via the bootstrap
analysis (5.000 samples) option in SmartPLS. According to the Table 5, the indirect

Table 4. Specific Indirect Effects.

Original Sample mean  Standard T statistics
sample (0) (M) deviation (STDEV)  (|O/STDEV|) P values

Supervisor _Feedback_Environment -> Role Clarity -> Job Satisfaction 0.001 0.001 0.001

Supervisor _Feedback_Environment -> Leader Member Exchange -> Job Satisfaction |0.335 ||0.334 0.060
effects between Supervisor Feedback Environment and Job Satisfaction (ap = 0.001, p

> 0.05) through Role Clarity aren’t statically significant thus Hypothesis 6 is not
supported. Hence the indirect effects between Supervisor Feedback Environment and
Job Satisfaction (af = 0.335, p < 0.01) through Leader Member Exchange ware
statically significant thus Hypothesis 7 is supported.

4. DISCUSSION OF THE ANALYSIS

Much of managerial success hinges on the ability to influence others and is
interesting to explore why managers choose certain influence tactics over others. This
is an important issue because the methods that supervisors use to get things done in an
organization have important consequences for the culture of the organization and how
people in the organization relate to one another. Thus, a company where most
supervisors use pressure and persistence to get things done may attract and retain a very
different type of workforce than an organization where managers gain support through
rational persuasion and fact-based logic. Some supervisors inspire others to identify
with a vision that reaches beyond their own self-interests, while other supervisors take
a hands-off approach that essentially avoids leadership duties unless it is absolutely
necessary (Bass, 1985; Cable & Judge, 2003).
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The purpose of this study is to investigate the effect of the supervisor feedback
on employee mood and specifically on job satisfaction. Many studies confirm that
feedback is different from employee evaluation and has a character of constant
communication aimed at improving work performance. In trying to shed light on the
function of feedback we focus on the role clarity and the leader-member exchange and
study whether they act as mediators in the relationship between Supervisor Feedback
Environment and job satisfaction.

The first research hypothesis posits that Supervisor Feedback Environment has a
positive effect on role clarity. Role clarity is the existence of clear and accurate
information about one’s duties and responsibilities in a particular role. An individual
should be in a position to anticipate with a certain degree of accuracy the outcome that
his actions will produce and be able to receive input from his environment about the
expectations of his role (Rizzo, House & Lirtzman, 1970). The results of the survey
confirmed the first research hypothesis as the statistical analysis of the findings revealed
that the Supervisor feedback environment positively influences role clarity. It is worth
mentioning that the relationship, although statistically significant, seems weak so
further research should be done in the future.

The second hypothesis formulated in this paper concerns how the supervisor’s
feedback environment affects the leader-member exchange. High-exchange
relationships are characterized by high-level of trust, liking, and respect, and they
involve expectations of mutual exchange. Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) proposed that a
leader should attempt to develop high-exchange relationships with as many
subordinates as is feasible. The findings of the research reveal that the relation between
Supervisor Feedback Environment and leader-member exchange is positive and very
strongly statistically significant.

The third hypothesis in this study concerns how the role clarity affects the job
satisfaction. The findings of the survey confirmed that role clarity an contribute to
increased job satisfaction. These findings confirm findings of studies that have been
conducted in the international literature reporting that role clarity is associated with
increased levels of job satisfaction.

The fourth hypothesis in this study concerns how the leader-member exchange
affects the job satisfaction. High quality relationships are associated with subordinates
receiving increased access, communication, and rewards (Dienesch & Liden, 1986), all
of which are related to elevated job satisfaction and performance (in the forms of task
and contextual performance), and decreased turnover intentions (Gerstner & Day,
1997). The findings, although the level of the significance is low, confirm the positive
relationship between leader-member exchange and job satisfaction which aligns with
numerous other studies (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Epitropaki & Martin, 2005; Harris,
Wheeler & Kacmar, 2009).

The fifth hypothesis in this study concerns how the supervisor feedback
environment effects the job satisfaction. The finding of the survey confirmed that the
supervisor feedback environment positively influences job satisfaction and same time
reveal that there is a direct relationship between them. The effectiveness of feedback
given by managers in performance appraisal processes is largely influenced by
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situational factors and has important repercussions for employee performance and
satisfaction (Adler, Skov & Salvemini, 1985).

The sixth research hypothesis formulated in this paper concerned whether role
clarity haw important mediating role in the relationship between supervisor feedback
environment end employee job satisfaction. The finding did not confirm that the role
clarity has a mediating role in the relation between feedback and job satisfaction and
perhaps more research should be done in the future on this issue.

The seventh and final hypothesis investigates whether the leader-member
exchange has a mediating role in the relationship between supervisor feedback
environment and job satisfaction. The results verify the existence of this mediating role
and indeed because the direct relationship between feedback and job satisfaction is
statistically significant, we can speak of partial mediation. Therefore, the leader-
member exchange is partial mediator in the relationship between of supervisor feedback
environment and job satisfaction.

5.PRACTICAL AND THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

This research can be an opportunity to redefine the role of the supervisor and the
way he or she gives feedback in the context of running a business. Despite this
important role of supervisory feedback, many supervisors are hesitant to provide
feedback, especially difficult feedback, because such comments are often emotionally
laden for both supervisee and supervisor or may address personality or personal
concerns, which may cause supervisees to wonder if the feedback is even relevant to
supervision (Hoffman et al., 2005; Ladany & Melincoff, 1999). In a large part of the
organizations the manager seeks to give comprehensive feedback as part of evaluation.
This is delicate issue and often not so obvious, but it is capable to create frictions in the
daily working life and in the relationships that develop and the feelings that govern the
working climate.

According to the finding of the research, supervisor feedback is strongly
correlated with the leader-member-exchange. A higher quality leader member
exchange is related to better performance, because in a high-quality employees tend to
receive better social support, more resources, and more guidance for career
development (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Therefore, we can try
to achieve high leader member exchange relationships which are more social in nature
and characterized by reciprocity, support, and commitment reinforcing the feedback
environment of supervisor. This in turn can be achieved by individually reinforcing the
seven elements of the environment with actions. For example, we can implement single
workplaces for supervisors and subordinates to increase the availability of the
supervisor. Or systematic training can be given on how to communicate negative
criticism to employees. The effects of negative feedback as destructive criticism has
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been shown to increase conflict, lower self-efficacy, and negatively impact attitudes
towards superiors and the performance appraisal process (Baron, 1988).

Finally because the issue of feedback has many psychosocial dimensions we
cannot fail to mention the role of the supervisor as a leader. Employee management
requires the development of the right skills to be effective. Individuals in positions of
power play a key role in efficiency of employees, as their behavior and the way they
manage and lead influences a plethora of characteristics in the workplace (Al-Hussami,
Hammad & Alsoleihat, 2018). The human resources departments of organizations
should move away from the tendency to promote to supervisors’ individuals who
perform their job duties well and focus on assigning such important positions to
individuals who can deliver the desired results. This can happen through proper domain
of talent management. Talent management is a deliberate and systematic effort by an
organization to ensure leadership continuity in key positions and encourage individual
advancement (Rothwell, 1994).

6. LIMITATIONS

The present research contains some limitations, that open further research in the
future. The questionnaires were collected at a specific point in time reflecting the views
of employees at that specific moment, while the procedure was not repeated.

An important limitation of the present study can be considered the small size of the
sample in relation to the total population of employees in the private sector firms and
the selection of the sample using convenience sampling. The small size along with the
convenience sampling damages the external validity of the study to a significant extent
as the sample cannot be considered representative of the population. A similar
limitation concerns not only the size of the sample but also its origin. Ideally the sample
should be as homogeneous as possible and this can be achieved by having employees
from the same organization answer the questionnaire. If this is not feasible it will still
be preferable that the employees answering the questionnaire come from the same
industry, from the same size of company or from the same hierarchical level.

Another limitation of this survey is that the Feedback Environment of the Supervisor
was assessed by a questionnaire completed by the employees. This limitation refers to
the methodology is used end emphasize the fact that the use of questionnaires self-
reporting (self-reported questionnaires) can carry the risk of bias (Doty&Glick, 1998).
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Answers of the employees may include a lot of bias characteristics with the danger to

underestimate or overestimate the reality.

In this paper we study the influence of the supervisor feedback environment on job
satisfaction, but in the future more dimensions of the issue could be studied. It will be
interesting to study in the future the influence of coworker feedback environment on
job satisfaction. Also in a future study job satisfaction could be analyzed into individual

components and the effect of feedback on each of them could be presented.

Due to the fact that the present findings have derived from the Greek private sector,
future research should focus on observing alike concepts in different circumstances,

since the results may have limited applicability to other industries or cultures.

(27]



REFERENCES

Adler, S., Skov, R. B., & Salvemini, N. J. (1985). Job characteristics and job satisfaction:
When cause becomes consequence. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 35(2), 266-278.

Al-Hussami, M., Hammad, S., & Alsoleihat, F. (2018). The influence of leadership behavior,
organizational commitment, organizational support, subjective career success on
organizational readiness for change in healthcare organizations. Leadership in Health
Services, 31(4), 354-370. https://doi.org/10.1108/lhs-06-2017-0031

Alvero, A. M., Bucklin, B. R., & Austin, J. (2001). An objective review of the effectiveness
and essential characteristics of performance feedback in organizational settings (1985-
1998). Journal of Organizational Behavior Management, 21(1), 3-29.

Ang, S.A., Bartram, T., McNeil, N., Leggat, S.G. and Stanton, P. (2013). The effects of high-
performance work systems on hospital employees’ work attitudes and intention to
leave: a multi-level and occupational group analysis. The International Journal of
Human Resource Management, 24, 16, 3086-3114.

Anseel, F., & Lievens, F. (2007). The long-term impact of the feedback environment on job
satisfaction: A field study in a Belgian context. Applied Psychology, 56(2), 254-266.

Ashford, S.J. (1986). Feedback-seeking in individual adaptation: A resource
perspective. Academy of Management journal, 29(3), 465-487.

Ashford, S.J. (1993). The feedback environment: An exploratory study of cue use. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 14, 201-224.

Ashford, S. J., & Cummings, L. L. (1983). Feedback as an individual resource: Personal
strategies of creating information. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance,
32, 370-398.

Ashford, S. J., De Stobbeleir, K., & Nujella, M. (2016). To seek or not to seek: Is that the
only question? Recent developments in feedback-seeking literature. Annual Review of
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 3, 213-239.

Aziri, B. (2011). Job satisfaction: A literature review. Management research &
practice, 3(4).

(28]


https://doi.org/10.1108/lhs-06-2017-0031

Bak, H. (2020). Supervisor feedback and innovative work behavior: The mediating roles of

trust in supervisor and affective commitment. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 559160.

Bandura, A., & Cervone, D. (1983). Self-evaluative and self-efficacy mechanisms governing
the motivational effects of goal systems. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
45, 1017-1028.

Bannister, B.D. (1986). Performance outcome feedback and attributional feedback:
interactive effects on recipient responses. Journal of Applied Psychology,71(2):203—
210. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.71.2.203

Banton, M. (1965). Roles: An introduction to the study of social relations. New York: Basic
Books.

Baron, R. A. (1988), “Negative effects of destructive criticism: impact on conflict, self-

efficacy, and task performance”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 73 No. 2, p. 199.
Bass, B. M. (1985). Leadership and performance beyond expectations. New York: Free Press.

Bauer, T. N., Bodner, T., Erdogan, B., Truxillo, D. M., & Tucker, J. S. (2007). Newcomer
adjustment during organizational socialization: A meta-analytic review of antecedents,

outcomes, and methods. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 707—721.

Baumeister, R. F. (1998). The self. In: D. Gilbert, S. Fiske, G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook
of social psychology (vol. 1, pp. 680 — 740). Boston: McGraw Hill.

Becker, J.-M., Klein, K., & Wetzels, M. (2012). Hierarchical Latent VVariable Models in PLS-
SEM: Guidelines for Using Reflective-Formative Type Models. Long Range Planning,
45(5-6), pp.359-394

Blau, P. (1964), Exchange and Power in Social Life, Wiley, New York, NY.

Bowling, N. A., Beehr, T. A., Johnson, A. L., Semmer, N. K., Hendricks, E. A., & Webster,
H. A. (2004). Explaining potential antecedents of workplace social support: Reciprocity

or attractiveness?. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 9(4), 339.

Brower, H. H., Schoorman, F. D., & Tan, H. H. (2000). A model of relational leadership: The
integration of trust and leader—member exchange. The leadership quarterly, 11(2), 227-
250.

[29]


https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.71.2.203

Butler, J.K. (1991), “Toward understanding and measuring conditions of trust: evolution of a

conditions of trust inventory”, Journal of Management, VVol. 17, pp. 643-63.

Cable, D. M., & Judge, T. A. (2003). Managers' upward influence tactic strategies: The role
of manager personality and supervisor leadership style. Journal of Organizational
Behavior: the International Journal of Industrial, Occupational and Organizational
Psychology and Behavior, 24(2), 197-214.

Cederblom, D. (1982). The performance appraisal interview: a review, implications, and

suggestions. Academy of Management Review, 7, 219 — 227.

Creswell, J. W. (2022). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative and Mixed Methods
Approaches (4th ed.). SAGE Publications, Inc.

Cronbach, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the interval structure of tests. Psychometrika,
16, 297-334.

Dienesch, R. M., & Liden, R. C. (1986). Leader-member exchange model of leadership: A

critique and further development. Academy of Management Review, 11, 618-634.

Doty, D. H., & Glick, W. H. (1998). Common methods bias: Does common methods variance
really Dbias results? Organizational Research Methods, 1(4), 374-406.
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442819814002

Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S., and Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived
organizational support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 500-507. doi:
10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.500

Eisenberger, R., Stinglhamber, F., Vandenberghe, C., Sucharski, I. L., & Rhoades, L. (2002).
Perceived supervisor support: contributions to perceived organizational support and
employee retention. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3), 565-573.
d0i:10.1037/0021- 9010.87.3.565.

Elicker, J. D., Levy, P. E., & Hall, R. J. (2006). The role of leader-member exchange in the

performance appraisal process. Journal of Management, 32, 531-551.

Epitropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2005). From ideal to real: A longitudinal study of the role of
implicit leadership theories on leader—-member exchanges and employee outcomes.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 659—-676.

(30]



Falcione, R.L. (1973), "Perceptions of Supervisor Credibility and Its Relationship to
Subordinate Satisfaction,” Personal Journal, 52, 800-803.

Falcione, R. L. (1976). Behavioral components of perceived supervisor credibility. Journal

of Applied Communication Research, 4, 55-64.

Farr, J. L. (1993). Informal performance feedback: Seeking and giving. In H. Schuler, J. L.
Farr, & M. Smith (Eds.), Personnel selection and assessment: Individual and

organizational perspectives (pp. 163-180). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Gabris, G. T., & Ihrke, D. M. (2000). Improving employee acceptance toward performance
appraisal and merit pay systems: The role of leadership credibility. Review of Public
Personnel Administration, 20(1), 41-53.

Gerstner, C.R., & Day, D.V. (1997). Meta-analytic review of leader-member exchange
theory: Correlates and construct issues. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82, 827-844.

Gordon, M. E., & Miller, V. (2011). Conversations about job performance: A communication
perspective on the appraisal process. New York, NY: Business Expert Press.
d0i:10.4128/9781606490754

Graen, G.B., & Schiemann, W. (1978). Leader—member agreement: A vertical dyad linkage
approach. Journal of Applied psychology, 63(2), 206.

Graen, G. B., & UhI-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to leadership:
Development of leader-member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership over 25 years:

Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. Leadership Quarterly, 6, 219-247.

Greller, M.M. & Herold, D.M. (1975). Sources of feedback: a preliminary investigation.
Organizational Behavior Human Performance, 13(2):244-256.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(75)90048-3

Gross, N., Mason, W. S., & McEachern, A. W. (1958). Explorations in role analysis: Studies

of the school superintendency role.

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1976). Motivation through the design of work: Test of a
theory. Organizational behavior and human performance, 16(2), 250-279.

Hair, J. F. (2010). Black. WC, Babin. BJ; and Anderson. RE (2010), Multivariate Data
Analysis.

(31]


https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(75)90048-3

Hair Jr, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. & Sarstedt, M. (2014). A primer on partial least
squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM). USA: Sage publications.

Harris, K. J., Wheeler, A. R., & Kacmar, K. M. (2009). Leader—-member exchange and
empowerment: Direct and interactive effects on job satisfaction, turnover intentions,

and performance. The leadership quarterly, 20(3), 371-382.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., and Sinkovics, R. R. (2009). The Use of Partial Least Squares
Path Modeling in International Marketing, in Advances in International Marketing, R.
R. Sinkovics and P. N. Ghauri (eds.), Emerald: Bingley, pp. 277-320.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2014). A new criterion for assessing discriminant
validity in variance-based structural equation modeling. Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 43(1), 115-135. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014- 0403-8

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2015). A new criterion for assessing discriminant
validity in variance-based structural equation modeling. Journal of the academy of
marketing science, 43(1), 115-135.

Herold, D. M., & Parsons, C. K. (1985). Assessing the feedback environment in work
organizations: Development of the job feedback survey. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 70, 290-305.

Hettiarachchi, H. A. H. (2014). Impact of job satisfaction on job performance of IT
professionals: With special reference to Sri Lanka. International Journal of Research
in Information Technology, 2(4), 906- 916.

Hoffman, M. A., Hill, C. E., Holmes, S. E., & Freitas, G. F. (2005). Supervisor perspective
on the process and outcome of giving easy, difficult, or no feedback to supervisees.
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 52, 3-13.

House, R. J., & Aditya, R. N. (1997). The social scientific study of leadership: Quo vadis?.
Journal of Management, 23, 409-473.

llgen, D. R., Fisher, C. D., & Taylor, M. S. (1979). Consequences of individual feedback on
behavior in organizations. Journal of applied psychology, 64(4), 349.

Jong, J. (2016). The role of performance feedback and job autonomy in mitigating the
negative effect of role ambiguity on employee satisfaction. Public Performance &
Management Review, 39(4), 814-834.

(32]


http://www.emeraldinsight.com/books.htm?chapterid=1775963
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/books.htm?chapterid=1775963

Kacmar, K. M., Wayne, S. J., & Wright, P. M. (1996). Subordinate reactions to the use of
impression management tactics and feedback by the supervisor. Journal of Managerial
Issues, 35-53.

Kahn, R.L., Wolfe, D.M., Quinn, R.P., Snoek, J.D. and Rosenthal, R.A. (1964).
Organizational Stress: Studies in Role Conflict and Ambiguity, Wiley, New York, NY.

Kaliski, B.S. (2007). Encyclopedia of Business and Finance, Second edition, Thompson Gale,
Detroit, p. 446.

Kilburg, R. R. (1996). Toward a conceptual understanding and definition of executive

coaching. Consulting Psychology Journal: Practice and Research, 48 (2), 134 — 144.

Kinicki, A.J., McKee-Ryan, F.M., Schriesheim, C.A. and Carson, K.P. (2002), “Assessing
the construct validity of the job descriptive index: a review and meta-analysis”, Journal
of Applied Psychology, Vol. 87 No. 1, pp. 14-32.

Kingsley Westerman, C. Y., Reno, K. M., & Heuett, K. B. (2018). Delivering feedback:
Supervisors’ source credibility and communication competence. International Journal

of Business Communication, 55(4), 526-546.

Kluger, A., & DeNisi, A. (1996). Effects of feedback intervention on performance: A
historical review, a meta-analysis, and a preliminary feedback intervention theory.
Psychological Bulletin, 119, 254-284.

Kouzes, J., & Posner, B. (1993). Credibility San Francisco, CA Jossey-Bass.

Ladany, N., & Melincoff, D. S. (1999). The nature of counselor supervisor nondisclosure.
Counselor Education and Supervision, 38, 161-176.

Lechermeier, J., & Fassnacht, M. (2018). How do performance feedback characteristics
influence recipients’ reactions? A state-of-the-art review on feedback source, timing,

and valence effects. Management Review Quarterly, 68(2), 145-193.

Lee, H. W. (2019). Performance-based human resource management and federal employee’s
motivation: moderating roles of goal-clarifying intervention, appraisal fairness, and
feedback satisfaction. Review of Public Personnel Administration. 39, 323-348. doi:
10.1177/0734371X17721300

(33]



Levy, P.E., & Williams, J.R. (2004). The social context of performance appraisal: A review

and framework for the future. Journal of Management, 30, 881-905.
Likert, R. (1961). New patterns of management. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Locke, E. A. (1969). What is job satisfaction?. Organizational behavior and human
performance, 4(4), 309-336.

London, M. (1997). Job feedback: Giving, seeking, and using feedback for performance
improvement. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

London, M. (2003). Job feedback: Giving, seeking and using feedback for performance
improvement (2nd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

London, M., & Smither, J. W. (1999). Career-related continuous learning: defining the
construct and mapping the process. Research in Personnel and Human Resources
Management, 17, 81 — 121.

London, M., & Smither, J. W. (2002). Feedback orientation, feedback culture, and the
longitudinal performance management process. Human Resource Management
Review, 12(1), 81-100.

Luthans, F. 2006. Organizational Behavior. Tenth Edition, McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc.
Vivin Andika Yuwono, Hekar Purwanti, Th Arie P dan Winong Rosari (Penerjemah)

Perilaku Organisasi. Tenth edition, Andi.

MacKinnon, D., Lockwood, C., Hoffman, J., West, S., Sheets, V., 2002. A comparison of
methods to test mediation and other intervening variable effects. Psychol. Methods 7,
83-104.

McDowall, A., & Fletcher, C. (2004). Employee development: An organizational justice
perspective. Personnel Review, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 8-29.

Moynihan, D. P., & Pandey, S. K. (2007). Finding workable levers over work motivation
comparing job satisfaction, job involvement, and organizational commitment.
Administration & Society. 39, 803-832. doi: 10.1177/0095399707305546

Morran, D.K., Stockton R., & Robison, F.F. (1985). Feedback exchange in counseling

groups: an analysis of message content and receiver acceptance as a function of leader

(34]



versus member delivery, session, and valence. Journal of Counselling Psychology,
32(1):57-67. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.32.1.57

Morrison, E. W., & Bies, R. J. (1991). Impression management in the feedback-seeking
process: A literature review and research agenda. Academy of Management Review, 16,
522-541.

Norris-Watts, C., & Levy, P.E. (2004). The mediating role of affective commitment in the
relation of the feedback environment to work outcomes. Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 65, 351-365.

Ortqvist, D., & Wincent, J. (2006). Prominent consequences of role stress: A meta-analytic

review. International Journal of Stress Management, 13(4), 399 —422.

Papousek, I., Paechter, M., & Lackner, H. K. (2011). Delayed psychophysiological recovery
after self-concept-inconsistent negative performance feedback. International Journal
of Psychophysiology, 82, 275-282. doi:10.1016/j.ijpsycho.2011.09.013

Payne, S. C., Youngcourt, S. S., & Beaubien, J. M. (2007). A meta-analytic examination of
the goal orientation nomological net. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 128-150.

Peng, J. C., & Lin, J. (2016). Linking supervisor feedback environment to contextual
performances: the mediating effect of leader-member exchange. Leadership &

Organization Development Journal, 37(6), 802-820.

Perloff, R. M. (2003). The dynamics of persuasion: Communication and attitudes in the 21st

century (2nd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Peterson, N. (1982). Feedback is not a new principle of behavior. The Behavior Analyst, 5,
101-102.

Podsakoff, P. M., & Farh, J. L. (1989). Effects of feedback sign and credibility on goal setting
and task performance. Organizational behavior and human decision processes, 44(1),
45-67.

Podsakoff, P.M., & Schnesheim, C.A. (1985). Field Studies of French and Raven s Bases of
Power: Critique, Reanalysis, and Suggestions for Future Research.” Psychological
Bulletin, 97: 387-411.

(35]


https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.32.1.57

Prue, D. M., & Fairbank, J. A. (1981). Performance feedback in organizational behavior

management: A review. Journal of Organizational Behavior Management, 3, 1-16.

Rosen, C.C., Levy, P.E., & Hall, R.J. (2006). Placing perceptions of politics in the context of
the feedback environment, employee attitudes, and job performance. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 91, 211-220.

Rothwell, W. J. (1994). Effective succession planning: Ensuring leadership continuity and

building talent from within. New York : Amacom.

Ringle, C.M., Wende, S., Becker, J.M., 2014. SmartPLS 3. SmartPLS, Hamburg. http://

Www.smartpls.com

Rizzo, J. R., House, R. J., and Lirtzman, S. I. (1970). Role Conflict and Ambiguity in

Complex Organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 15, 150-163.

Rousseau, D. M., Hui, C., & Lee, C. (2004). Psychological contract and organizational
citizenship behavior in China: Investigating generalizability and instrumentality.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(2), 311-321.

Schaubroeck, J., Ganster, D.C., Sime, W.E., & Ditman, D. (1993), “A field experiment testing
supervisory role clarification”, Personnel Psychology, Vol. 46 No. 1, pp. 1-25.

Schuler, R. S., Aldag, R. J., & Brief, A. P. (1977). Role conflict and ambiguity: A scale
analysis. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 20(1), 111-128.

Schulz, J. (2013). The impact of role conflict, role ambiguity and organizational climate on
the job satisfaction of academic staff in research-intensive universities in the
UK. Higher Education Research & Development, 32(3), 464-478.

Seijts, G. H., Latham, G. P., Tasa, K., & Latham, B. W. (2004). Goal setting and goal
orientation: An integration of two different yet related literatures. Academy of
Management Journal, 47, 227-239.

Shanock, L. R., & Eisenberger, R. (2006). When supervisors feel supported: relationships
with subordinates' perceived supervisor support, perceived organizational support, and
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(3), 689-695. doi:10.1037/0021-
9010.91.3.689.

(36]



Sparr, J. L., & Sonnentag, S. (2008). Fairness perceptions of supervisor feedback, LMX, and
employee well-being at work. European journal of work and organizational
psychology, 17(2), 198-225.

Steelman, L.A., Levy, P.E., & Snell, A.F. (2004). The Feedback Environment Scale (FES):
Construct definition, measurement, and validation. Education and Psychological
Measurement, 64, 165-184.

Steelman, L.A., & Rutkowski, K.A. (2004). Moderators of employee reactions to negative
feedback. Journal of Managerial Psychology 19(1):6.
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940410520637

Taylor, M., Fisher, C., & llgen, D. (1984). Individuals’ reactions to performance feedback in
organizations: A control theory perspective. In K. Rowland & J. Ferris (Eds.), Research
in Personnel and Human Resource Management, Vol. 2: 91-124. Greenwich, CT: JAL.

Tuckey, M., Brewer, N., & Williamson, P. (2002). The influence of motives and goal
orientation on feedback seeking. Journal of Occupational and Organizational
Psychology, 75, 195-216.

VandeWalle, D. (1997). Development and validation of a work domain goal orientation

instrument. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 57, 995-1015.

Whitaker, B. G., Dahling, J. J., & Levy, P. (2007). The development of a feedback
environment and role clarity model of job performance. Journal of Management, 33(4),
570-591.

Whitaker, B. G., & Levy, P. (2012). Linking feedback quality and goal orientation to
feedback seeking and job performance. Human Performance, 25(2), 159-178.

Witherspoon, R., & White, R. P. (1997). Four essential ways that coaching can help

executives. Greensboro, NC: Center for Creative Leadership.

Young, S. F., & Steelman, L. A. (2014). The role of feedback in supervisor and workgroup
identification. Personnel Review, Vol. 43 No. 2, pp. 228-
245. https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-01-2013-0006

Zhao, X., Lynch, J.G. and Chen, Q., 2010. Reconsidering Baron and Kenny: Myths and
Truths about Mediation Analysis. Journal of Consumer Research, 37(2), pp.197-206.

(37]


https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940410520637
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-01-2013-0006

Zheng, X., Thundiyil, T., Klinger, R., & Hinrichs, A. T. (2016). Curvilinear relationships

between role clarity and supervisor satisfaction. Journal of Managerial Psychology.

(38]



