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ABSTRACT

The current paper presents a theoretical framewmrk feedback-seeking behavior in
organizations. Based upon the model, which is @drifrom self-determination theory, we
summarize and systematize two decades of researdbedback-seeking behavior and we
identify potentially fruitful avenues for furtheesearch.



1. INTRODUCTION

The importance of giving feedback to employees &l wecognized in management
sciences (llgen, Fisher & Taylor, 1979; Larson, 3;98earce & Porter, 1986). Traditionally,
feedback literature has mainly been focusing onngifeedback as a part of the formal
appraisal process. However, since the pioneeringk wb Ashford and Cummings (1983),
many scholars have argued that the most imporeedbiack processes, i.e. the informal
feedback processes, have largely been neglectedramious research. Based on this
observation, Ashford and Cummings (1983) introdutieel concept of feedback-seeking
behavior in management literature, arguing that ordy feedbackgiving is an important
organizational resource, but that active feedbaeiisg, initiated by employees themselves,
is just as valuable for organizations, since itbdéem employees to direct their own work
behaviors (Anseel & Lievens, in press; Ashford,tB& VandeWalle, 2003; VandeWalle,
Cron & Slocum, 2001). In literature, feedback-sagkbehavior, is defined ashe conscious
devotion of effort toward determining the correstm@nd adequacy of behavior for attaining
valued end statégAshford, 1986).

Reasons for the recent shift in interest from fee#bgiving and receiving towards a
focus on active feedback seeking, can be found mumber of developments that have
changed the feedback environment drastically (LeéMpright, Cawley & Williams, 1995;
Bandura, 2001; Tuckey, Brewer & Williamson, 2008)complex set of pressures including
globalization, technological developments and isified competition have forced
organizations to be proactively innovative and aalale in order to survive (Bandura, 2002;
Bandura & Locke, 2003). Given these contingen@esncreasing number of employees lack
clear task objectives and role expectations (Bro@anesan & Challagalla, 2001; Fletcher,
2001), which makes it difficult to provide perfornwe feedback to these employees.

Given this new feedback reality, employees neethlte responsibility of their own
learning and development and seek feedback onsistw go beyond the information
delivered by traditional feedback systems (Londors&ither, 1999). Therefore, academics
and practitioners have embraced a proactive pergpeaan feedback, arguing that feedback
seeking implies an ongoing exchange of feedback lagdce serves as an important
complement of these traditional feedback systemmii(B Ashford, 1994; VandeWalle,
Brown, Cron & Slocum, 1999).



The recognition of feedback-seeking behavior asrgortant employee resource and
as an organizational concern has resulted in aidenable body of research in this area.
Empirical work has contributed to our understandifighe construct and its different facets
(e.g. Ashford et al., 2003; VandeWalle, 2003). Hoare research on thantecedentsof
feedback-seeking shows two important limitationsstFsystematic and integrative research
towards the individual antecedents and motives wyidg feedback-seeking behavior is
scarce and has resulted in mixed research findiMgsizar, 1995). Second, although several
authors have stressed the importance of the fekdimtextas an antecedent of feedback
seeking, empirical evidence is lacking (Ashfordakt 2003; Williams, Miller, Steelman &
Levy, 1999; VandeWalle, Ganesan, Challagalla & Brpw2000). Based on these
shortcomingsthis paper aims at presenting a theoretical frameavavhich allows us to
extend our understanding of the antecedents ob#etdseeking.

In addition, also theutcomesof feedback-seeking behavior have been the subject
conceptual and empirical work (e.g. Ashord, 1988htard & Black, 1996; Ashford & Tsui,
1991; Renn & Fedor, 2001). As to date, research p@arily included employee
performance as an outcome variable, but this ek tie inconsistent research results (Anseel
& Lievens, 2002; Ashford et al., 2003). Respondingthe contradictory results, several
authors argue that feedback-seeking behavior @yliko affect employee performance but
that further research is needed to understandetbdbfick seeking — employee performance
relationship. Clarifying this relationship is nonlg relevant from a feedback seeking
perspective. Also in people performance literatutes role of feedback (e.g. Locke &
Latham, 1990) and proactive feedback seeking (Bandura & Locke, 2003) has been
repeatedly stipulated'When people are given goals, they try to trackirth@ogress in
relation to them by looking for feedback. Trackome’s own progress is an essential way to
improve performance’(Bandura & Locke, 2003, p. 89Following these authors, we can
conclude that theories on feedback seeking arelevam perspective to improve our
understanding of employee performantteis therefore our second objective to develop a
conceptual model, which helps us to clarify the a@otpof feedback-seeking behavior on

employee performance.



2. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

As indicated, both theorists and practitioners wmersan ongoing exchange of
performance information as a prerequisite for ongoperformance improvement within
organizations. However, despite the importancebatied to individual feedback-seeking
behavior in this ongoing feedback exchange prockisie systematicresearch has been
conducted towards its antecedents and consequéhskeford et al., 2003). Considering the
current state of the research, we formulated tweegs research objectives, which have been
broken down into four specific research questiaprasented below.

Our first research objective addressesahtecedentsof feedback-seeking behavior.
From the literature, two general categories of @dents of feedback-seeking behavior can
be derived, i.e. individual antecedents and coo@hdntecedents (VandeWalle, 2003).

First, research towards thaedividual antecedents of feedback seeking has been
dominated by studies towards the influence of pwabty characteristics, such as goal
orientation, tolerance for ambiguity and self-este@Ashford et al., 2003). Although this
stream of research has provided important insigletsearch results have been inconsistent
and additional research is required (Anseel & Lisyen press). In this regard, several authors
suggest that much could be gained from a systeragBessment of the relative impact of
these personality variables on the different faoéfeedback-seeking behavior (e.g. Callister,
Kramer & Turban, 1999). Others have suggestedréssarch needs to focus on the central
role of the three motives that lie at the heart feédback-seeking behavior: (1) the
instrumental motive; (2) the ego defense and erdrasot motive; and (3) the image defense
and enhancement motive (Ashford et al., 2003; Baon, Cook & Brown, 2003; Northcraft
& Ashford, 1990; Tuckey et al., 2002). Researcthia area has evidenced that individuals do
not only seek feedback to obtain information, It tthey also seek feedback to protect their
egos and to enhance the image that others holteof aind that this affects different facets of
feedback seeking (e.g. topic) (Ashford et al., 2003

Second, further research is required towardsctmextual antecedents of feedback
seeking. From a theoretical perspective, two kegtiof the feedback context are believed to
be significant: (1) the relational nature of thedback context as feedback-seeking involves
an exchange process; and (2) the goal settingrpsttbat prevail in the feedback context
(Ashford et al., 2003; Gupta et al., 1999; Mad2895).



However, empirical evidence relating context vaealio feedback-seeking behavior
is scarce and scholars suggest that more thedratidaempirical work needs to be done to
understand the contextual dynamics underlying faekiseeking behavior (Ashford et al.,
2003; Gupta, Govindarajan, & Malhorta, 1999; Mad2801).

Based on these fruitful paths for further reseacomcerning the antecedents of
feedback-seeking behavior, our first research guresiddresses the individual and contextual

antecedents critical for feedback seeking.

Research question la: What are the effects of individual variablesfeedback-
seeking behavior?
Research question 1b: What is the impact of contextual characteristars

feedback-seeking behavior?

Our second research objective concernsotiteomesof feedback-seeking behavior.
The outcomes of feedback-seeking behavior in tesmemployee performance have been
studied extensively. A number of studies have mledievidence for a positive impact on
performance (e.g. Ashford & Northcraft, 1992; Agiof& Tsui, 1991; Morrison & Weldon,
1990), whereas others found no relation (e.g. Ahgnmings, Straub & Early, 1993; Ashford
& Black, 1996; Edwards, 1995; Klich & Feldman, 199%2oon & Levy, 2000) or even a
negative relationship (Brown et al., 2001; Fedan&old & Adams, 1992). In our review of
the literature, we already identified a number osgible reasons for the existence of these
inconsistencies, but further research is requiedlarify the impact of feedback-seeking

behavior on employee performance. Our second r@seaestion addresses this relationship.

Research question 2a: What are the effects of feedback-seeking behamp

employee performance?

Furthermore, we agree with the emerging literaturggesting that additional research
is needed to assess the moderating mechanismsinthance the feedback seeking -

performance relationship (Anseel & Lievens, 2008h#rd et al., 2003).

Research question 2b: Which mechanisms moderate the feedback-seeking

behavior - employee performance relationship?



In order to address these research questions, wadogped a conceptual model based
upon self-determination theory. Before we elaboxaiethe theoretical framework and the
variables included in our model, we define and eptwaalize feedback-seeking behavior as a
construct.

Insert Figure 1 About Here

3. CONCEPTUALIZATION OF FEEDBACK-SEEKING BEHAVIOR | N
ORGANIZATIONS

The concept of feedback-seeking behaweas first introduced by Ashford and
Cummings (1983) and refers to thective monitoring and inquiry of information conoérg
job performancé Ashford (1986) broadened this definition beyoitd focus on job
performance towardstlie conscious devotion of effort toward determining correctness
and adequacy of behavior for attaining valued etades. Within contemporary literature on
feedback-seeking behavior, the majority of schodalspt this definition of feedback-seeking
behavior (e.g. Anseel & Lievens, 2002; Brutus & femb, 2004; Farr, Ringseis & Unckles,
1999; VandeWalle, 2003).

Existing theoretical and empirical work on tbenstruct of feedback-seeking reveals
that it is best conceived asnaulti-faceted construct, consisting of five elements, each of
them conceptualizing a different aspect of feedksaking: (1) frequency; (2) strategy; (3)
source; (4) timing; and (5) topic (Ashford et @003; VandeWalle, 2003).

First, thefrequency of feedback seeking refers to how often individuatgage in
feedback seeking. Most research has focused ofattes of feedback-seeking behavior (Ang
& Cummings, 1994; Ashford & Cummings, 1985; Ashf&dNorthcraft, 1992; Bennet &
Herrold, 1990; Brett, Feldman & Weingart, 1990; Kinke, 2000). Second, tretrategy of
feedback seeking represents the various tactidgsinldaiduals employ when seeking for
feedback. One can seek for feedback by directlingsithers for an evaluation or perception
of their behavior, i.einquiry, or one can seek for feedback by observing varsiusitional
cues in the environment, i.monitoring (Ashford, 1993; Callister et al., 1999; Gupta kt a
1999).



The third facet concentrates on tbeurcesfrom which individuals seek feedback.
Feedback can be sought from members of the indiVglwole set (e.g. immediate supervisor,
coworkers or subordinates), other organizationairces and extra-organizational sources
(e.g. clients) (Miller & Jablin, 1991; Vancouver Blorrison, 1995). A fourth facet is the
timing of feedback-seeking and refers to the length etitne gap between the occurrence of
an event (e.g. task performance) and the seekirigeatback specific to that event (Larson,
1989; Moon & Levy, 2000; Morrison & Bies, 1991; \WeWalle, 2003). A final facet
considers thegopic on which individuals seek feedback. One can seekpbsitive versus
negative feedback (Ashford et al., 2003; Ashfordsui, 1991) or for process versus outcome
feedback (e.g. Madzar, 2001).

4. A SELF-DETERMINATION MODEL ON THE ANTECEDENTS AN D
OUTCOMES OF FEEDBACK-SEEKING BEHAVIOR

For two decades, researchers have tried to fualreunderstanding of the nature and
antecedents of feedback-seeking behaarat its impact on a number of outcomes. However,
as indicated, littlesystematicmodels have been developed to guide research dewty
antecedents and consequences.

The conceptual model we developed drawselftdetermination theory, which is an
integrative theory of human motivation that is cemed with the development and
functioning of people withinsocial contexts(Deci & Ryan, 1985a). In summary, self-
determination theory hypothesizes that people ravetural predisposition to be agentic,
proactive and self-determining organisms that stfior personal development and positive
functioning (Ryan, Connell and Deci, 1985). Howevwasearch has indicated that people
differ in the extent to which they demonstrate thisactivity and agency (e.g. Deci & Ryan,
1985a). According to the theory, these within- ametween-person differences in the
demonstration of self-determination and proactivehdviors are mainly a function of
contextual and interpersonal factors, althougts iteicognized that individual characteristics
are a determining factor as well.

Bearing on the proactive nature of feedback-seekiglgavior and existing research
evidence, we consider self-determination theoryaagromising framework for empirical
research that addresses the previously describeghneh questions regarding feedback

seeking in organizations.



First, adopting a self-determination perspectivefestback-seeking behavior would
not only lead to the consideration of additionadividual factors in relation to feedback-
seeking behavior, but it would allow us to shed rlght on conflicting research results
concerning the individual antecedents of feedbaakisng by the consideration of additional
correlates. For example, given the importance se#ftdetermination theory attaches to the
underlying motives of individual behavior and thmprical evidence in feedback-seeking
literature, supporting this vision, insights froralfsdetermination theory could help us to
further develop research concerning the three adbeeking motives (cf. infra).

Second, given the relative lack of research towahdscontextual antecedentsof
feedback-seeking behavior (Ashford et al., 20034 d®aring on empirical evidence
supporting self-determination theory in other reskeadomains, we suggest that feedback-
seeking literature would benefit from adopting #-determination perspective, because it
would allow us to select the most relevant contabdactors.

Finally, we consider self-determination theory aselevant framework for studying
the outcomesof feedback-seeking behavior. From a self-detertiingerspective, feedback-
seeking behavior can be conceived as an activeegsothat functions optimally when
employees’ motivations are autonomous for seekéegilhack about their work performance.
Based on this viewpoint, feedback-seeking behaeimacted for impression management
reasons or ego defense or enhancement reasongaaddtp Idifferent outcomes than feedback-
seeking behaviors enacted for instrumental reasons.

Based on the above arguments, we can concludeatigitting a self-determination
perspective in feedback-seeking literature woultl ordy offer new research directions, but
would also allow us to organize what we alreadyvkfimm previous research.

In the following paragraphs, we elaborate into mdegail on self-determination
theory and on each of the constructs included in model and we derive hypotheses
regarding the proposed relationships. Through theldpment of this conceptual framework,
we aim to clarify the antecedents of feedback-sggkiehavior and investigate its impact on

employee performance.

4.1. Feedback-seeking behavior

The central concept in our model is feedback-seekighavior in organizations, as it
was described by Ashford (1986). Although the tb&oal claim about the relevance of
studying multiple facets of feedback-seeking betrakias been supported by several studies
(e.g. Tsui & Ashford, 1991; VandeWalle & Cummind997; VandeWalle et al., 2000),

10



researchers often operationalize only one facefeeflback seeking, i.e. the frequency of
seeking. This has proved to be a deficient operalipation of the concept (VandeWalle,
2003). In accordance with Ashford et al. (2003) arahdeWalle (2003), we therefore
conceive feedback-seeking behavior as a multi-acetonstruct, consisting of the five
previously discussed facets: frequency of feedbsestking, strategy of feedback seeking,
source of feedback seeking, timing of feedbackisgeknd the topic of seeking.

Although research on the correlates of these distiacets of feedback-seeking
behavior is relatively scarce, the few studies treate considered feedback-seeking behavior
as a multi-faceted construct (e.g. Gupta et al991RAshford & Tsui, 1991), have found
evidence fordifferential relationshipsbetween thedifferent facetsof feedback-seeking
behavior and relevant antecedents and consequdraresxample, research has indicated that
the various strategies of feedback seeking areréiitially related to employee performance
(Ashford & Tsui, 1991). Furthermore, regarding thierential impact of antecedents, Gupta
et al. (1999) found that role conflict differentalinfluences how frequently the various
feedback-seeking strategies are used. Howeverjsaasded, research in this area remains
underdeveloped and there is still much to be |lehorethe antecedents and consequences of
the distinguished facets of feedback-seeking behaviherefore, we will not formulate
hypotheses for each separate facet and all carselatder investigation in this study. In

contrast, we state the following two general hype#s:

Hypothesis1: The five facets of feedback-seeking behavior well differentially
influenced by the antecedent variables.
Hypothesis 2: The five facets of feedback-seeking behavior wiieréntially impact

employee performance..

We are aware that these hypotheses are statedeay ajeneral level. Nevertheless,
when relevant and warranted from a theoretical mpigcal perspective, we have also
formulated more explicit hypotheses concerning sigerelationships that can be expected
between specific facets of feedback-seeking behaaal the antecedent and outcome
variables included in our model (cf. infra).

11



4.2 Self determination theory as a macro-theory deedback-seeking behavior

Building on the relevance of the theoretical assiong underlying self-determination
theory for feedback-seeking behavior on the onedhand on the empirical evidence
supporting the theory in related research domainthe other, we were able to derive relevant
hypotheses concerning feedback-seeking behaviar &or conceptual model. In the below

paragraphs, the variables and hypotheses includedrimodel are presented.

4.2.1 Antecedents of feedback-seeking behavior

The first objective of our study is to extend ouroWledge of the antecedents of
feedback-seeking behavior. Based on the shortcampngyiously described, we aim to build
and test a model that (1) clarifies the impactrafividual antecedents of feedback seeking
(research question 1a); and (2) extends our uradatisty of the contextual antecedents of

feedback seeking (research question 1b).

4.2.1.1 Individual antecedents of feedback-seekifgehavior

Research question la addresses the individual eterts of feedback-seeking
behavior. In the following paragraphs, we subsetiyataborate on four central concepts as
potential relevant individual antecedents of feetlbseeking behavior: (1) feedback-seeking
motives; (2) causality orientations; (3) work valoeentations; and (4) perceived need
satisfaction at work.

Feedback-seeking motives as a central mediator

Central in self-determination theory is the distioic it makes between autonomous
motives and controlled motives for enacting beh@vidutonomyinvolves acting with a sense
of choice and psychological freedom, whereastrolled motivationinvolves acting with a
sense of obligation or a sense of being forcechgage in certain behaviors (Gagné & Deci,
2005). This is a quite unique conceptualizationnudtivation. Whereas the majority of
theories on motivation treat motivation as a ugit@osncept, variable in amount (i.e. the level
of motivation), self-determination theory also feea on theype of motivation (i.e. the
degree to which it is autonomous versus controllstting that different types of motives
will lead to very different outcomes. More speafily, autonomous motives imply behavioral
regulation by forces that are integrated to thé (el self-concordant) and a tendency to de-
emphasize the significance of others’ evaluatiddsc{ & Ryan, 1995), whereas controlled

motives imply being directed by forces that are fudly integrated by the self. As we already
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described, feedback-seeking research has distmeplighree types of motives: (1) the
instrumental motive; (2) the ego defense and erdgrapot motive; and (3) the image defense
and enhancement motive (Ashford et al., 2003; Baion, Cook & Brown, 2003; Northcraft
& Ashford, 1990). In literature, it is implicitlyssumed that these feedback-seeking motives
will affect the various facets of feedback seekifgr example, the topic on which one seeks
feedback might vary depending on the feedback-sgeknotives. Furthermore, scholars
acknowledge that feedback-seeking behavior enaétedego concern or impression
management reasons will are associated with véfgreint outcomes than feedback-seeking
behaviors enacted for instrumental reasons, althoaigstrong theoretical basis to guide
research in this area has been lacking (Morris®83,1 Tuckey et al., 2002). Bearing on the
suggestions of Gagné and Deci (2005) concerning riédevance of applying self-
determination theory to investigate behaviors #rgail diverse motives, we believe that the
distinction between autonomous and controlled nestifor behavior offers a relevant
framework to test these assumptions in an intedratay. We believe the time is ripe to
expand the current conception of feedback-seekiogves in favor of an in-depth and
theory-driven approach. More specifically, as st by Gagné and Deci (2005), we can
expect that impression management motives and ®eig@neement or protection motives are
in fact examples of controlled motives and that itgrumental motive is an example of
autonomous motivation. Important to note is thatals® expect feedback-seeking behavior
enacted for ego concern reasons to be controlléviogr, as it represents behavior by
contingent self-esteem, i.e. intrapersonal confi®Ryjan & Deci, 2000): the behavior is not
endorsed by external sources, but by a sense efnait obligation. Not only in self-
determination theory (e.g. Bono & Judge, 2003; &belet al., 2003) but also in feedback-
seeking literature there are empirical indicatitimet it makes sense to consider ego concerns
and impression management motives as examples mifoled motivation. For example,
research by Tuckey et al. (2002) demonstrated ttiatdesire for useful information was
associated with increased feedback seeking, whéahsthe desire to protect one’s ego and
impression management motives were associated loxtier levels of feedback seeking.
Moreover, in this study, which was the first to @@ the various feedback-seeking motives
simultaneously, the ego protection and defensiyession management motive were highly
correlated, which might be an indication in favérdestinguishing between autonomous and
controlled motives for feedback-seeking behavi@as&l upon these theoretical and empirical
observations, we will adopt this reconceptualizatiof the feedback-seeking motives

proposed by self-determination theory and assesh&hehis is indeed justified. Consistent
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with the work of Tuckey et al. (2002) and Anseed &mevens (in press), we will consider the
feedback-seeking motives as a central mediator deriwthe individual and contextual
variables on the one hand and feedback-seekingtoetum the other.

Several studies have revealed the effects of antons and controlled motivation on
various outcomes. For example, research by Vangstenand his colleagues has revealed
that autonomous motivation related positively toiaas learning-related outcomes, such as
depth of processing, test performance and persist@ransteenkiste, Simons, Lens, Sheldon
& Deci, 2004). Other studies found that autonom@essus controlled) motivation is related
to greater well-being (Sheldon et al., in presg) simonger persistence in job search behavior
(Vansteenkiste, Lens, De Witte, De Witte & Deci02) On the other hand, research in
feedback-seeking literature revealed that the faekliseeking motives affect the facets of
feedback seeking, for example the topic on which seeks feedback.

More specifically, we formulate the following geakhypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Autonomous and controlled feedbaekisg motives will differentially
affect the facets of feedback seeking behavior

Based upon our review of literature a number ofcHjgerelationships between the
feedback-seeking motives and specific facets (arbinations of facets) of feedback seeking
can be expected.

First, research suggests that the feedback-seekigres affect thefrequencyof
feedback seeking. For example, the importanaepfession management concehas been
indicated by various studies investigating the iotpaf the presence of an audience (e.g.
Ashford and Northcraft, 1992). For example, redearevealed that the presence of an
audience is associated with decreased inquiry Isecanf the perceived impression
management costs (Ashford and Northcraft, 1992ntnwith these results, Ang et al. (1993)
found that individuals seek feedback more freqyemtlcomputer-mediated and computer-
generated environments (i.e. monitoring) than iceftb-face environments (i.e. inquiry),
because computer environments are more anonymods iraolve less image costs.
Furthermore, Tuckey et al. (2002) found that egaceons and impression management
motives resulted in decreased feedback inquiry redsinstrumental motives were positively
related to the frequency of seeking. In contrastdback inquiry has been found to increase
when the feedback source is perceived as suppdgige VandeWalle et al., 2000) and when

the source’s reactions on feedback-seeking behaveopositive (Thomas & Williams, 1999).

14



These findings suggest that the motives that uredirédback-seeking are likely to affect the
frequency of feedback seeking through the strasegienquiry and monitoring. Bearing on
these findings and on empirical evidence supposgifdetermination’s conceptualization of

motives (i.e. autonomous versus controlled motiwes)formulate the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3a: Autonomous motives for feedbackirsgevill relate positively
to the frequency of feedback inquiry and monitaring
Hypothesis 3b: Controlled motives for feedbaclkiseewill relate negatively to

the frequency of feedback inquiry, but will noeafffeedback monitoring.

Second, the feedback-seeking motives are also #gea affect the decisions that
individuals make about th@pic on which to seek feedback. For instance, Bernictoal.
(2003) provided evidence that individuals scorimghhon self esteem, sought self-verifying
feedback regardless of whether it was positiveagiative, whereas individuals with low self-
esteem were more likely to seek positive (or selfascing) feedback. Furthermore, theory
suggests that image concerns may drive individizateeek positive feedback even if it is not
self-verifying (Morrison and Bies, 1991). Based npthese empirical and theoretical

arguments, we formulate the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3c:Autonomous motives for feedbackirsgekill relate positively to
seeking self-verifying feedback
Hypothesis 3d: Controlled motives for feedback iseeWill relate positively to

seeking positive feedback

Next, we can expect that decisions regardingsthecefrom which to seek feedback
are likely to depend on thaotivesthat underlie feedback seeking. For example, rebd@as
revealed in organizational settings, supervisoesthe most important sources of feedback
based on their expertise and reward power (Ashébrdl., 2003). However, some authors
suggest that in many cases, other sources, subbr @ample peers, might possess more
expertise than supervisors concerning particulpees of the attainment of goals and that
there might be higher instrumental value for indials to not only seek feedback from their
supervisors but also from these other sources (dory 1993). Based on these suggestions,
we might expect that individuals who have instrutakifor autonomous) reasons to seek

feedback, will seek feedback from various sourostead of only from their supervisor. On
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the other hand, it is also likely that seeking feszk from a wider variety of sources might
involve higher impression management costs (Tuckéyal.,, 2002). Based on these

observations, we formulate the following hypothesis

Hypothesis 3e: Autonomous motives for feedbackrgeekil result in the consultation
of more various sources, whereas controlled motigedeedback seeking will result

in a focus on the supervisor as a source to sesdbfeck from.

Finally, we argue that decisions regarding timing of feedback seeking will be
influenced by the motives that underlie feedbaaksey. In line with Larson’s suggestions
that people who wish to protect their egos or imiyel to delay feedback seeking, whereas
individuals who want to obtain information, willrté to seek immediate feedback (Larson,
1989), we expect that controlled and autonomousivemtfor feedback seeking will

differentially affect the timing of feedback semgi

Hypothesis 3f: Autonomous motives for feedbackirsgekill relate to immediate
feedback seeking after a given performance, whereasolled motives for feedback

seeking will relate to the postponement of feedisaeking after a given performance.

Causality orientations

A second individual variable that is included irr conceptual model are the causality
orientations of the feedback seeker, as self-detetion theory acknowledges that motives
and human behaviors are to some extent influengethdividual dispositions (Deci and
Ryan, 1985b). Some people tend to perceive their@ment as more autonomy-supportive
than others. In self-determination theory, theshvidual differences are conceptualized as
three general causality orientations: (1) autonongntations; (2) controlled orientations; and
(3) impersonal orientations. Research has indicdtet individuals demonstrating an
autonomy orientation tend to focus on those aspeittsn the environment that encourage
autonomous motivation, settings that are optimalallenging and provide informational
feedback (Deci & Ryan, 1985b; Hodgins, KoestnerDé&ncan; 1996). They also tend to
exhibit more initiative, seek activities that argeresting and challenging, and take greater
responsibility for their own behavior. In contrasmpirical work has revealed that individuals
scoring high on controlled orientation tend to fean rewards, deadlines, structures, ego

concerns, and the instructions of others. As adtidbey might not take as much initiative and
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have a preference for routine-like activities (Dé&ciRyan, 1985b). Impersonal oriented
individuals tend to believe that attaining desioedicomes is beyond their own power and that
achievement is a matter of luck or fate (Hodginalgt1996). People high on this orientation
tend to feel anxious and ineffective and are likehjhave the feeling that they cannot affect
outcomes. As a result, these individuals mightear#iings to be as they always were, as they
have difficulties with coping with changes (DeciRyan, 1985b). The concept of causality
orientations seems very similar to the concepoadis of contral However, it should be noted
that both concepts are distinct. Whereas locusnfrol refers to the beliefs that individuals
hold about the internal versus external determsiahbutcomegscausality orientations refer
to beliefs about the determinants lméhavior (Sheldon, Turban, Brown, Barrick & Judge,
2003). Although there is clearly some overlap, tbamceptual difference has also been
established empirically (Deci & Ryan, 1991; Sheldenal., 2003). Given our focus on
feedback-seekinpehavior,we included the concept of causality orientatiamur model.
However, given the potential overlap, locus of colnwill serve a control variable. Empirical
work has provided evidence for the impact of catysarientations on various behaviors and
attitudes, such as self-actualization, type A barall patterns (Koestner, Bernieri, &
Zuckerman, 1992) and physical exercise (Rose, Madki& Parfitt, 2001). Each of these
studies provided evidence for the impact of automasnorientations on various positive
behaviors and outcomes, whereas the effects ofallmat and impersonal orientations were
detrimental. Based on these studies and bearinigeoempirical evidence in feedback-seeking
literature concerning the impact of individual cheteristics such as goal orientations, we

expect that these causality orientations will &saelated to feedback-seeking behavior.

Hypothesis 4a: The various causality orientation$ differentially affect the

facets of feedback-seeking behavior

Both feedback-seeking literature and self-detertronatheory suggest that the
individual motives (i.e. autonomous versus congidliwill mediate the relationship between
these causality orientations and various behavianal feedback seeking. For example, in
their model of work motivation, Gagné & Deci (20@GBpue that individuals who are high on
the autonomous causality orientation tend to beenaotonomously motivated, which in turn

leads to more optimal functioning.
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Also in feedback-seeking literature, the mediatimye of the feedback-seeking
motives in the relationship between individual aetients and subsequent feedback-seeking
behavior is largely acknowledged (e.g. Anseel &vEkies, in press; Ashford et al., 2003;
Tuckey et al., 2002). Based upon these insightsexpect that the feedback-seeking motives

will mediate the impact of causality orientatiomsfeedback-seeking behavior.

Hypothesis 4b: The relationship between causality orientations deeldback-
seeking behavior will be mediated by the autonoma@usus controlled motives for

feedback seeking.

Work value orientations

Self-determination theory suggests that employease hdifferent work value
orientations and that these work value orientatiaffiect various work behaviors and their
motives (Vansteenkiste, Neyrinck, Niemiec, Soer&i¥ Witte, in press). Since the 1950’s,
work values have received considerable attentioarganizational psychology (MacNab &
Fitzsimmons, 1987). Studies on work values havevshihat values play a significant role in
individuals’ work-related attitudes and behaviousls as job satisfaction and turnover (e.g.
Butler, 1983; Greenhaus, Seidel & Marinis, 1983ighu& Bretz, 1992; Osipow, 1987; Ravlin
& Meglino, 1987; Roe & Ester, 1999; Ross, Schwa&tSurkiss, 1999; Soh, 2000; Taris &
Feij, 2000;). Numerous categorizations of work ealuelevant for understanding individuals’
job choices and behaviors exist (for an overviexe, Roe & Ester, 1999). For instance, Ravlin
& Meglino (1987) consider achievement, concern,dsty, and fairness as the most salient
work values to individuals (see also Judge & Bré&92; Meglino, Ravlin & Adkins, 1991).
Ros, Schwartz and Surkiss (1999) on the other rengdie that two main work value
orientations exist. Some employees regard theikwsra way to further develop themselves,
fulfill their personal interests and make significaontributions to society, whereas others
mainly focus on financial success, having contra authority and climb up the hierarchical
ladder. In examining work value orientations, sitermination theory has mainly elaborated
on the work of Ros et al. (1999) and focused oncthrecepts of intrinsic and extrinsic work
value orientations. Arintrinsic work value orientatiorreflects the employee’s focus on
development and growth at work and qualitative ti@teships with colleagues, peers and
supervisors, whereasxtrinsic work value orientationsefer to “the traditional pursuit of
success by advancing up the organizational hieyatchachieve prestige, status and high

income” (Watts, 1992, p 51; see also Vansteenlgs®., in press). Research has evidenced
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that these work value orientations are relatedoto gxperiences (Vansteenkiste et al., in
press), job satisfaction (Cheung & Scherling, 199%J income levels (Nickerson, Schwartz,
Diener & Kahneman, 2003). Scholars have also stgddbkat these work value orientations
might be relevant predictors of a whole range ofrenspecific work behaviors, such as
citizenship behaviors (e.g. Vansteenkiste et alpress; Gagné & Deci, 2006). As to date,
there has been no attention for the impact of wakie orientations on feedback-seeking
behavior. However, research regarding the impaagjazfl orientationsdid provide initial
evidence for the impact of tttententof goals on feedback-seeking behavior. Althouginkwo
value orientations are broader concepts than goahtations (Vansteenkiste et al., in press)
they also share the similarity that they focus lodontentof goals. Furthermore, research
has indicated that the quality of life and workatetl goals (intrinsic versus extrinsic goals)
are related, but not identical to individual goaieatations in achievement situations
(Vansteenkiste, Simons, Lens, Soenens, Matos & ritac®004). Based upon the above
arguments and observations we expect that intrensicextrinsic work value orientations will

relate to feedback-seeking behavior.

Hypothesis 5a: Individual work value orientationsillwbe differentially
associated with the various facets of feedbackusgdiehavior

We expect that the impact of these work value ¢atgms will be mediated by the
feedback-seeking motives. More specifically, itsisggested in feedback-seeking literature
that the feedback-seeking motives are a centralateedn the relationship between various
individual antecedents (such as goal orientatians)) feedback-seeking behavior (e.g. Tuckey
et al., 2002). Also from a self-determination tregmal perspective it makes sense to suggest
that work value orientations will be associated hwithe feedback seeking motives
(Vansteenkiste et al., in press). Based upon tlesights, we formulate the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5b: The relationship between work valuentations and feedback-

seeking behavior will be mediated by the autonoma@usus controlled motives for
feedback seeking.
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4.2.1.2 Contextual variables

So far, we have identified the individual variablleat are expected to affect feedback-
seeking behavior in response to research questorRésearch question 1b addresses its
contextual antecedents.

One of the central principles in self-determinatibveory is that the quality of the
social context in which individuals function, walffect their motivation, performance, and
well-being (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Within self-detemation theory, the quality of these social
environments is characterized by the concept obreunhy support versus control. More
specifically, the theory posits that autonomy-sufipe social contexts tend to facilitate self-
determined motivation, optimal development and fiaming, whereas controlling contexts
tend to impede self-determination. Bearing on insglerived from self-determination theory
and based upon the importance attached to thel socigext in feedback-seeking literature, in
the following paragraphs we will identify the mame&g interpersonal orientations, work
climate and goal framing as potential predictorgeefiback-seeking behavior.

Manager’s interpersonal orientations: Transformational versus transactional leadership
style

First, self-determination theory suggests that irorkv contexts, managers'
interpersonal orientations affect employee behavior and motivation (Deci &aRy2000).
Within the theory, these interpersonal orientatiare defined as the extent to which
supervisors tend to support the self-determinatbrtheir subordinates. Highly autonomy
supportive managers tend to listen to their sulbatés, involve them in decision-making,
acknowledge their feelings, provide feedback ifrappate and encourage them to make their
own decisions on how to solve problems. In conttaighly controlling managers tend to give
direct orders and prescribe solutions and theynatdikely to not accept the input of their
subordinates. Furthermore, they tend to use sarsctmensure that the prescribed solution is
used (Deci, Connell & Ryan, 1989). An importantissn literature is the extent to which this
conceptualization of leadership overlaps wignsformational leadership thearyndeed, as
Bono and Judge (2003) indicate, also transformatideaders tend to listen to their
subordinates and emphasize the search for meaHiogever, it is also recognized that
transformational leadership is not necessarily ity supportive (Bono & Judge, 2003).
Given the fact that transformational leadershiptiiehas been one of the most prevalent and
most powerful leadership theories in the past twoades and bearing in mind the limited

attention given to self-determination theory’s ogptualization of leadership, Sheldon et al.
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(2003) suggest that both theoretical frameworkddcbanefit from an integration. Indeed, on
the one hand, in transformational leadership thelittie is known about th@rocessedy
which transformational leaders affect their suboaties’ behaviors, while on the other hand,
managers might affect their subordinates’ motiveways that are not yet documented in self-
determination theory. Based upon research indigdtiat autonomy supportive management
styles and transformational leadership are critical promoting self-determination in the
workplace (Deci et al., 1989; Sheldon et al., 2008}y, Sonnentag & Pluntke, 2006) and
bearing on research indicating that the feedbackcets and supervisor’'s characteristics are
important antecedents of feedback-seeking behé&wigr VandeWalle et al. 2000), we suggest
that the supervisor’s leadership style will afféhet facets of feedback-seeking behavior. More

specifically we argue that:

Hypothesis 6a: Transformational versus transactional leadershiples will be

differentially associated with the various facet$emdback-seeking behavior

Although feedback-seeking literature has not yetn@red the contexts likely to
influence the feedback-seeking motives, severablach have stressed the need for further
research in this area (e.g. Ashford et al., 20Q8k€y et al., 2002). More specifically, the
need to study the influence of these contextuaaattents without reliance on self-report data
of the feedback seeker has been repeatedly stipulatg. Tuckey et al., 2002). A whole body
of research has evidenced that autonomous corgegtransformational leadership styles are
associated with autonomous motives for various Wiehs whereas controlling contexts and
transactional leadership styles result in contdblieotives (Bono & Judge, 2003; Deci &
Ryan, 1989; Judge, Bono, Erez & Locke, 2005). Bagexh these insights we propose that:

Hypothesis 6b: The feedback seeking motives (i.e. autonomous sversu
controlled motives) will mediate the relationshipetween the manager’s
transformational versus transactional leadershipylestand subsequent feedback-

seeking behavior of employees.
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Work climate perceptions

Not only the leadership style of the supervisot, &lso the context as it is perceived
by the subordinates, has been found to direct mtdn and behavior (e.g. Dewettinck &
Buyens, in press). In self-determination theoryisitsuggested that the degree to which
individuals perceive theivork climate as autonomy supportive versus controlling wilkatf
their subsequent motivation and behavior (Gagnéei2005). In this respect, three factors
determine whether the work climate is perceiveG@®nomy-supportive: (1) elements that
are inherent to the supervisor (quality of immealigupervision, supportive environment,
quality of feedback from supervisor, opportunityni@ake inputs, and trust in supervisor); (2)
elements that refer to the job design (personairemmy, variety, potential for advancement);
and (3) extrinsic elements (such as trust in tigamwization, security, satisfaction with pay and
benefits) (Deci & Ryan, 1989). Thus, whereas th@amgars’ leadership style focuses on the
characteristics of the supervisor as contextuardehants of feedback-seeking behavior, the
work climate refers to the interpretations thatiwiduals attribute to their work environment
(Deci et al., 1989). Also in feedback-seeking &tere, the importance of studying the broader
work climate, as perceived by the feedback seeleer leen repeatedly stipulated. For
example, in their theoretical paper, Ashford e{2003) suggested that perceptions about the
impact of the broader work climate required furthevestigation. Based upon these
observations, we argue that the work climate peimep held by the employees will affect

their feedback-seeking behavior.

Hypothesis 7a: The work climate perceptions of the feedback sewalkirbe

differentially associated with the various facet$edback-seeking behavior.

Similar to the previously discussed antecedents,care expect that the feedback-
seeking motives will mediate the impact of the pared climate on subsequent feedback-
seeking behavior. For example, previous researaidwged from a self-determination
perspective revealed that work climate perceptiaffisct employee affects, behaviors and

satisfactions (Deci, Connell & Ryan, 1989).
Hypothesis 7b: The feedback seeking motives (i.e. autonomous sversu

controlled motives) will mediate the relationshigtlween work climate perceptions of

the feedback seeker and subsequent feedback-séekiagior.
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Goal framing patterns

Thirdly, according to self-determination theory hbeior is not only directed by the
leadership style of the supervisor, but also bytyipe of goals that are emphasized within the
social environment. While some contexts encouragepursuit of intrinsic goals (e.g. self-
development), others focus on the pursuit of egitingoals (e.g. financial success)
(Vansteenkiste, Simons, Lens, Soenens & Matos, )200%segoal framing patterns have
been found to affect numerous outcomes, such amsihga activity and persistence
(Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). Also in feedback-sggkterature, scholars suggest that the goal
framing patterns that prevail in the feedback cxintefluence feedback-seeking behavior
(e.g. Ashford & Cummings, 1983; VandeWalle et 2001). However, as to date, researchers
have mainly included goals as one of the outconfideenlback seeking or as a dispositional
antecedent of feedback seeking (e.g. Renn & F&fify]; VandeWalle et al., 2001), while
theory suggests that the existing goal framingepastin the feedback environment are also an
antecedent of feedback-seeking behavior (MorrisorW&Idon, 1990). Based on these
insights, we argue that self-determination theoffere a relevant lens to study the goal
context in which feedback-seeking behavior evolWdsre specifically, we formulate the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 8a: The goal framing patterns prevailing in the feedtaeeking
context will be differentially associated with tlkarious facets of feedback-seeking

behavior.

Analogous to the previously discussed relationships can also expect that the
feedback-seeking motives will mediate the relatgmdbetween the goal framing patterns of
the feedback-seeker’s supervisor and subsequedbdek-seeking behavior. For example,
previous research conducted from a self-deterntingierspective revealed that intrinsic goal
framing patterns resulted in autonomous motivesegaming behavior, whereas extrinsic goal

framing lead to controlled motives for learning (éeenkiste et al., 2005).
Hypothesis 8h: The feedback seeking motives (i.e. autonomousuwer

controlled motives) will mediate the relationshiptlween the goal framing patterns

prevailing in the feedback-seeking context and egisnt feedback-seeking behavior.
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4.2.1.3 The role of need satisfaction at work

Bearing in mind the inconsistent research reswoltsd in previous feedback-seeking
studies concerning the impact of numerous antet¢edare argue that the impact of the
individual and contextual antecedents includedunrmodel on subsequent feedback-seeking
behavior is partially mediated by perceived “neatisgaction at work”.

In fact, self-determination theory posits that extal and interpersonal factors can
either facilitate or impede motives to demonstizbaviors through their contribution to the
satisfaction of three universal psychologinakds (1) the need for competence, i.e. the need
to succeed at optimally challenging tasks and tairatdesired outcomes; (2) the need for
autonomy, i.e. the need to experience choice aretable to make decisions about one’s
own actions; and (3) the need for relatednessthe&.need for mutual respect, caring and
reliance. In self-determination theory, these neads conceived as innate psychological
nutriments that are essential for ongoing psychofdgrowth, integrity, and well-being (Deci
& Ryan, 2000). Thus, the satisfaction of thesedhrasic human needs serves as the engine
for all human behavior and optimal human functigniwhile individual characteristics and
the context in which intentional behavior origirgtecan either promote or hinder the
satisfaction of these needs. Based on researclogimgpthe importance of need satisfaction
in other research domains (Deci & Ryan, 2000) wauile them as a partially mediating
mechanism between the individual and contextuakaauents on the one hand and the

feedback seeking motives on the other.

Hypothesis9: Perceived need satisfaction at work will partyalimediate the
relationship between the individual and contextaatecedents of feedback-seeking

behavior and the feedback-seeking motives.

Important to note is that from a self-determinatiperspective, feedback-seeking
behavior can be regarded as a self-regulating mésrhathat is not only influenced by the
level of need satisfaction, but that can also doute to the satisfaction of these needs.
Although we are aware of this self-regulation cygeoposed by self-determination theory,
we do not formulate specific hypotheses regardigginpact of feedback-seeking behavior
on need satisfaction at work, as our cross-sedti@saarch design (cf. paragraph 5) does not

allow us to test this.
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4.2.2 Outcomes of feedback-seeking behavior

The outcomes of feedback-seeking behavior in teshramployee performance have
been studied quite extensively (e.g. Ang et a3l Ashford & Northcraft, 1992; Morrison &
Weldon, 1990; VandeWalle et al., 2001), but this ke&ad to contradictory research results.
However, in order to be a valuable complementraditional feedback systems, which is one
of the basic tenets of feedback-seeking theorg, arucial to clarify the impact of feedback-
seeking behavior on employee performance (Ashfdréle 2003). Therefore, employee
performance is taken as the outcome variable irconceptual model.

When studying the feedback seeking - performanegioaship, it is important to bear
in mind the inconsistent findings in prior researéshford et al. (2003) identified three
important reasons for these inconsistencies: @ptiicomes of feedback-seeking are difficult
to assess because of the fact that the outconfesdifack seeking will also affect subsequent
feedback-seeking behavior; (2) existing studiesroéissess the outcomes of feedback-seeking
in general, instead of examining the outcomes ofiqudar facets of feedback-seeking; and
(3) scholars neglect the possible presence of @auof mechanisms that affect the feedback
seeking — employee performance relationship.

The first element is inherent to the nature of besdk seeking, but the other two
arguments indicate that the relationship betweedldack seeking and work related outcomes
is less straightforward than generally assumed @Edsy 1995). Following the suggestions of
Ashford et al. (2003) and VandeWalle (2003), wedfare avoid adopting an oversimplified
and one-dimensional perspective on feedback seekistgad, we expect a differential impact
of the multiple facets of feedback-seeking behayioequency, strategy, source, timing &
topic) on employee performance. As discussed, bagemh the lack of empirical and
theoretical work concerning the outcomes of sped#cets of feedback-seeking behavior, we
do not formulate hypotheses for the expected welaliips between each facet of feedback
seeking and employee performance separately. thsteaalready stated a general hypothesis
(hypothesis 2).

Regarding the more specific relationships betwesrets of feedback seeking and
performance, empirical studies have suggestedhbateveral facets of feedback seeking will
interact in their effect on performance. For examphquiring (strategy) for negative
feedback (topic) from the supervisor (source) hesnbfound to be positively associated with
performance evaluations, whereas seeking negagbiick is considered as a lack of self-

confidence, which will in turn lead to less favdealperformance evaluations (Ashford &
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Tsui, 1991; Earley & Lituchi, 1990; Morrison & Bied991; Trope & Neter; 1994). In
addition, direct monitoring has been found to emleamperformance, whereas indirect
monitoring has a deteriorating impact on perfornean&lso other interactions between the
facets of feedback seeking and performance canxpected. For example, it might be
possible that those individuals who ask (strateggative feedback (topic) immediately after
a given performance (timing), will be able to impeatheir performance. Within the scope of
this research proposal, we will not formulate sflecihypotheses concerning these

interactions. Instead, we formulate the followirengral hypothesis:

Hypothesis 10: The five facets of feedback-seeking behavior wiélract in

their impact on employee performance.

Furthermore, we agree with the emerging literaturggesting that additional research
is needed to assess the mechanisms that infludrecdeedback seeking - performance
relationship (Anseel & Lievens, 2002; Ashford et 2D03). Bearing on insights derived from
self-determination theory on the differential impa€ autonomous versus controlled motives
for enacting behaviors and on Ashford et al.’s @08uggestions that the feedback seeking-
performance relationship is moderated by the sé&eladraracteristics, we argue that the
feedback-seeking motives are not only importan¢meinants of feedback-seeking behavior,
but are also likely to influence the impact thatédback-seeking behavior has on employee
performance. Treating the feedback-seeking motasepossible moderator will allow us to
gain insight in the circumstances under which fee#bseeking lead to enhanced

performance. More specifically, we formulate théolwing hypothesis:
Hypothesis 11: The feedback-seeking motives of the feedback rseeke

moderate the impact of feedback-seeking behavioremployee performance as

evaluated by the feedback source.
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5. RESEARCH METHOD

Regarding theesearch designprior research has assessed feedback-seekingitheha
in three ways: (1) experimental research setupsxpdore feedback-seeking under different
conditions (e.g. Ang, Cummings, Straub & Early, 39Butler, 1993; Northcraft & Ashford,
1990; Williams et al., 1999) (2) cross-sectionae@ch designs to explore feedback-seeking
in organizational or other natural settings (e.govih et al., 2001; Farr et al., 1999; Renn &
Fedor, 2001; VandeWalle et al., 2000; Williams &hudson, 2000); and (3) longitudinal
studies, focusing on how feedback-seeking evolwes tme (e.g. Ashford & Black, 1996;
Fedor et al., 1992).

These studies mostly adopt a simplified operatiaatibn of feedback-seeking
behavior, focusing on only one facet of seekingg.(¢he frequency) (Madzar, 1995). Our
review of the literature indicated that in orderingestigate the antecedents and outcomes of
feedback-seeking behavior, it is important to asdesdback-seeking behavior as a multi-
faceted construct (e.g. Ashford et al., 2003; Vaddke, 2003). In order to grasp the
antecedents and consequences of feedback-seekiagitrein a rigorous way, it is therefore
important to assess the construct at the levakdivie distinct facets.

As our conceptual model fits feedback-seeking behawithin a self-determination
theoretical framework that includes both contextaadl individual variables and as we are
interested in performance outcomes, usimgudtiple source designseems most appropriate.
First, prior research assessing the impact of et variables on feedback-seeking
behaviors in organizational settings has mainly$ec on the feedback seekgy&rceptions
of the feedback context (VandeWalle et al., 200@)ich implies that most of the contextual
variables that have been related to feedback-sgdd@mavior in work settings, have been
obtained by self-reports. However, self-report pohares have the disadvantage that common
method variance issues might be responsible foesointhe results. Second, several authors
have suggested that multiple source designs shmilddopted when studying performance
outcomes, as common method issues become parycidalient when performance is
involved. Based on these two arguments, we consagpilying a multiple source cross-
sectional research design particularly appropriateorder to grasp the different variables
within the conceptual model as completely and dhjely as possible, multiple sources will
be involved and surveyed. Next to self-reportingadiiom the feedback-seeking agents,

reporting data from superiors (middle managers)utibloe feedback-seeking behavior and
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performance of the focal feedback seekers shouladdiected and analyzed to test the
conceptual model.

We are aware of the fact that obtaining organiraiaonsent and support for these
secondary data might be difficult to achieve. Ndweless, we consider the multiple-source
character of this research as an important adde vethin the current state of the research

on feedback-seeking behavior.

6. CONTRIBUTIONS

Obtaining insight in feedback-seeking behavior isegessary step in understanding
and managing ongoing feedback exchange in orgamigat Furthermore, there is an
increasing recognition that organizational succémgely depends on the proactivity
demonstrated by individual employees. Despite thergence of feedback-seeking behavior
in research and practice, a firm theoretical basgudy the antecedents and consequences of
feedback-seeking behavior has been lacking (Ashébral., 2003). In line with the research
objectives discussed in the introduction, our stadmgtributes to theory development and to
management practice in several ways.

A first theoretical contribution of this research can be found indtsceptualization
of the construct of feedback-seeking behavior. Byrtieg from a well-developed and
theoretically founded conceptual model, this redeawill contribute to the theory
development about feedback-seeking behavior. Tstaect is situated and explained in
relationship with independent variables at the extoal and individual level on the one hand,
and outcome variables on the other hand.

Second, in contrast with the majority of existirggearch, it is our objective to test
deductively a number of specific hypotheses abbet dntecedents and consequences of
feedback-seeking behavior, departing from a nomoébgnetwork, based on a strong
theoretical and empirical rationale (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). First, we respond torieed
for theory building on the variables influencinge@ack-seeking behavior (VandeWalle,
2003). The developed conceptual framework is uniginee it includes contextual and
individual antecedents simultaneously, as suggdsteskeveral authors (Tuckey et al., 2002).
This makes it possible to assess the relative tsfigicboth types of antecedents. Second, we
add to theory building about feedback-seeking bienaby treating feedback seeking as a
multi-faceted construct, as suggested by Ashfor.€gR003). Third, our study represents the

first to adopt a self-determination perspectivehi@ domain of feedback-seeking behavior in
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organizations. Furthermore, we will contribute e tinderstanding of the feedback seeking —
employee performance relationship by considering feedback-seeking motives as a
potential moderator affecting this relationship.isTivay, we do not only contribute to the
understanding of the factors that influence feellbseeking, but we also clarify how
employees interpret and use the information theginbd by seeking feedback.

Third, the majormethodological contribution of this paper can be found in the
multiple-source cross sectional research desigh wWe propose. Previous field studies
investigating feedback seeking and employee pedoo® have primarily departed from self-
reported data. We argue that self-reports of tedldack seeker should be supplemented with
reports from other sources in the organizationpnter to reduce the potential problems of
common method variance (Crampton & Wagner, 199dikS& Jonkman, 2005). Although
we are not the first to propose a multiple souresearch design in feedback-seeking
literature, our model is unique as we suggest mdy ¢ collect multiple source data to
measure the outcome variables (i.e. performanag)also on the level of the antecedent
variables (i.e. goal framing and leadership styighe supervisor). This could contribute
significantly to feedback-seeking literature, ae tmpact of the organizational context has
mainly been studied through self-report questiomsai measuringfeedback seekers’
perceptionof the context.

Studying feedback-seeking behavior from a self+teiteation perspective could also
contribute tomanagement practicein several ways. Obtaining an integrative insighthe
individual and contextual antecedents of feedbagkinig behavior is a necessary step in
understanding and managing the environment in wigetlback-seeking takes place. Indeed,
given the dramatic changes of the feedback contexbrganizations, human resources
departments are challenged to implement systentsetiteance individual development and
organizational learning (De Vos, Buyens & De Stdeibe2004). In this regard, stimulating
constructive patterns of feedback seeking mighda kaluable instrument to stimulate learning
and development in the workplace and as a conseguenimprove employee performance.

For instance, our model provides insight in doatextual and individual dynamics
that foster feedback seeking. These results cap leyjanizations to optimize their
performance appraisal systems by creating an emwieat in which feedback-seeking is

stimulated.
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Second, our model could increase our insights & dinsequences of feedback-
seeking in terms of employee performance and inntbeerating role of feedback-seeking
motives in the feedback-seeking - performance ioglahip. These results could help
organizations to implement mechanisms that fostereomous reasons for feedback-seeking
behavior, such as individual coaching (Renn & Fed0601).
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Figure 1: A self-determination model of feedback sking behavior
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