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Abstract
Supervisory feedback (SF) is a central organizational practice, yet its effectiveness remains inconsistent across studies. 
This study synthesizes research on how SF characteristics relate to employees’ feedback processing, conceptualized as 
stage-specific facets (perception, acceptance, desire to respond, and intended response). Analyses included a systematic 
review and meta-analysis of 24 peer-reviewed empirical studies (N = 595,950) yielding 75 effect sizes across 26 SF charac-
teristics. Majority of studies (n = 12) highlighted credibility as the most studied SF characteristic. In addition, the random-
effects models indicated a moderate-to-strong overall association between SF characteristics and feedback processing 
facets (r̄ = 0.36, 95% CI [0.30, 0.41], p < .001). Furthermore, the subject-matter experts grouped the 26 characteristics 
into broader SF categories (n = 8). Across these categories, credibility, feedback valence, feedback quality, support, and 
charisma showed comparatively stronger pooled associations with feedback-processing outcomes, although estimates var-
ied across processing facets and characteristics. Overall, the findings highlight that SF characteristics (e.g., credibility) 
and message-related cues (e.g., feedback quality) are consistently associated with employee feedback processing. Findings 
yield important implications for both leaders and employees.
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feedback source in organizations (DeNisi & Murphy, 2017), 
clarifying when and why supervisory feedback is received 
constructively remains an important issue for organizational 
research and practice.

One explanation for this variability is that feedback 
effectiveness depends on how employees process feedback. 
Employees may perceive feedback as inaccurate, reject 
it, accept it but lack motivation to act, or intend to imple-
ment it but fail to follow through (Anseel & Lievens, 2009; 
Campagna et al., 2022; Grundmann et al., 2021; Ilgen et al., 
1979). In line with this work, feedback processing is concep-
tualized as a sequence of cognitive and motivational facets 
through which employees interpret and respond to super-
visory feedback. The feedback processing model (FPM; 
Ilgen et al., 1979) emphasizes that perception and accep-
tance alone do not imply subsequent behavioral responding; 
later-stage processes—such as desire to respond and inten-
tions—represent theoretically distinct facets that capture 
readiness to act on feedback. Consistent with this staged 
logic, intention-based perspectives (Fishbein & Ajzen, 

Providing feedback on work performance is a central orga-
nizational practice and a key mechanism for employee 
learning and development (Carroll et al., 2022). Yet feed-
back does not consistently produce beneficial outcomes, and 
in some cases it is associated with negative consequences 
(Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). Meta-analytic research indi-
cates that feedback interventions (FIs) end with detrimental 
effects up to one-third of the time (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996), 
and more recent studies continue to document variability in 
feedback effects across contexts (Kim & Kim, 2020; Shao 
& Martin, 2020). For example, in creativity research, nega-
tive feedback has been linked to higher creativity in bottom-
up exchanges but lower creativity in top-down contexts 
(Kim & Kim, 2020). Given that supervisors are a dominant 
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1975; Ajzen, 1991) highlight intentions as proximal pre-
dictors of response tendencies, providing a complementary 
lens for the behavioral response facets.

Furthermore, feedback processing is shaped not only by 
message content but also by characteristics of the super-
visor and the feedback delivery. Employees tend to react 
differently depending on perceived credibility, expertise, 
trustworthiness, and supportiveness of the supervisor 
(Bear et al., 2017; London & Zyberaj, 2025; Ryu & Hong, 
2020; Westerman et al., 2018). Feedback from supervisors 
viewed as knowledgeable and trustworthy is more likely 
to be perceived as valid and actionable (Campagna et al., 
2022; Kinicki et al., 2004). Similarly, feedback valence 
(positive vs. negative) is also consistently discussed as a 
cue that influences receptivity and downstream process-
ing (Bell & Arthur, 2008; Johnson & Connelly, 2014). 
Although positive feedback is often more readily accepted 
(Bell & Arthur, 2008; Grundmann et al., 2021), negative 
feedback may be associated with learning and improve-
ment under some conditions (Finkelstein & Fishbach, 
2012; Gregory & Levy, 2015), underscoring the need to 
examine how supervisory feedback characteristics relate 
to distinct feedback-processing facets rather than assum-
ing uniform responses.

Despite the importance of supervisory feedback charac-
teristics for understanding employee feedback processing, 
existing reviews have largely been qualitative and have 
not provided a consolidated meta-analytic synthesis of the 
magnitude of these associations. Moreover, prior work has 
often examined broad feedback-source properties without 
systematically integrating specific supervisory character-
istics with feedback processing facets. To address these 
gaps, the present study synthesizes the empirical literature 
using a systematic review and meta-analysis to (1) identify 
supervisory feedback characteristics examined in relation 
to employee feedback processing, and (2) estimate pooled 
associations between supervisory feedback characteristics 
and stage-specific feedback processing facets.

This study contributes to organizational research in three 
important ways. First, it provides a structured synthesis of 
supervisory feedback characteristics studied in relation to 
employee feedback processing, addressing fragmentation 
and inconsistency across primary studies. Second, by focus-
ing on feedback processing facets rather than distal perfor-
mance outcomes, the study aligns with staged perspectives 
on employee responses to feedback (Ilgen et al., 1979) and 
clarifies where in the processing sequence supervisory char-
acteristics are most consistently associated with employee 
responses. Third, the findings offer research-informed 
implications for supervisory feedback practice by identi-
fying which characteristics are most consistently linked to 
more constructive employee feedback processing.

Theoretical framework

To explain why supervisory feedback characteristics are 
associated with variation in employee feedback processing, 
the present review is organized primarily around the FPM 
(Ilgen et al., 1979). FPM conceptualizes feedback respond-
ing as a staged process and therefore provides a direct basis 
for structuring both the systematic review and the meta-ana-
lytic synthesis around distinct feedback processing facets. 
Complementary perspectives are used selectively to clar-
ify specific facets—most notably, intention-based models 
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen, 1991) for the intention and 
response facet—and to support interpretation of patterns.

The feedback processing model and feedback 
intervention theory

The FPM (Ilgen et al., 1979) offers a foundational frame-
work for understanding how employees respond to feedback 
about performance. It proposes that feedback responses 
unfold sequentially: employees first perceive and interpret 
feedback, evaluate it (e.g., accuracy, fairness, relevance), and 
then decide whether to accept it, feel motivated to respond, 
and form intentions or responses. Importantly, this staged 
logic implies that early-stage outcomes (e.g., perception and 
acceptance) are not equivalent to later-stage outcomes (e.g., 
intentions and behavioral response), and that supervisory 
and message characteristics may relate differently to each 
facet. Consistent with this view, prior research suggests that 
credibility of the source and clarity or specificity of the mes-
sage are central cues shaping how feedback is interpreted 
and accepted (Campagna et al., 2022; Kinicki et al., 2004).

In addition to FPM, the feedback intervention theory (FIT; 
Kluger & DeNisi, 1996) is used as a complementary perspec-
tive to interpret why some feedback characteristics may be 
more strongly associated with certain processing facets than 
others. FIT (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996) emphasizes that feedback 
can shift recipients’ attention toward the task, the self, or other 
targets; this attention shifts may help explain variability in moti-
vational and intentional responses to feedback. In the present 
synthesis, FIT is not treated as a separate model being tested, but 
as interpretive background for understanding why characteris-
tics such as feedback valence, credibility, and quality may show 
different patterns across feedback processing facets.

Reasoned action theory and theory of 
planned behavior

Intention-based perspectives—specifically, the reasoned 
action theory (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and the theory of 
planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991)—provide a complementary 
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lens for the intention and behavioral response facet of feed-
back processing. These theories highlight that intentions 
are shaped by attitudes, perceived norms, and perceived 
behavioral control, and they offer a parsimonious account 
of why employees may accept feedback but differ in their 
readiness to act on it.

In feedback contexts, employees may be more likely 
to form intentions to respond when feedback is perceived 
as fair, constructive, and relevant, whereas perceptions of 
unfairness, threat, or ambiguity may be associated with 
lower receptivity and weaker intentions (Anseel & Lievens, 
2009; Ilgen et al., 1979). Importantly, these frameworks are 
used to contextualize the intention facet rather than to make 
causal claims about behavior change.

Supervisory feedback characteristics and 
employee feedback processing

Building on these foundations, supervisory feedback 
characteristics are expected to be differentially associated 
with feedback processing facets. For example, credibility-
related characteristics (e.g., trustworthiness, expertise) 
should be especially relevant for perception and interpreta-
tion and acceptance because they shape whether feedback 
is viewed as diagnostic and legitimate (Bear et al., 2017; 
Campagna et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2024). In addition, 
the message-related characteristics such as feedback qual-
ity (e.g., specificity, clarity) may also be closely linked to 
early-stage processing by reducing ambiguity and support-
ing understanding of “what to do next” (Westerman et al., 
2018). Furthermore, feedback valence is often discussed 
as a salient cue that can shape initial receptivity and down-
stream motivation, although its association may differ 
across feedback processing facets (Bell & Arthur, 2008; 
Grundmann et al., 2021; Kim & Kim, 2020). Accord-
ingly, rather than assuming a single uniform relationship, 
the present synthesis examines how supervisory feedback 
characteristics relate to stage-specific employee feedback 
processing outcomes.

By using FPM as the primary organizing framework and 
applying complementary perspectives selectively, this study 
provides a theoretically grounded basis for synthesizing 
how supervisory feedback characteristics relate to distinct 
facets of employee feedback processing.

Theory-to-analysis alignment

The present study uses FPM (Ilgen et al., 1979) as its primary 
organizing framework because it explicitly conceptualizes 
feedback responses as a sequence of processing stages. 

Consistent with this perspective, outcomes were coded 
into stage-specific feedback processing facets (perception, 
acceptance, desire to respond, and intended response) rather 
than treated as a unitary construct.

In addition, FPM implies that different supervisory 
feedback characteristics should be proximally related to 
different stages via distinct mechanisms (e.g., perceived 
diagnosticity and trust for acceptance; affective and self-
regulatory reactions for motivation and intentions). Accord-
ingly, supervisory feedback characteristics were grouped 
into theoretically motivated classes via subject-matter 
expert categorization. Additional frameworks, such as the 
FIT (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996) are used only as complemen-
tary background to interpret patterns, rather than as separate 
models tested in the analyses.

Moreover, recent perspectives also conceptualize feed-
back engagement as part of a broader self-regulatory cycle 
(e.g., Lord et al., 2010), in which individuals allocate atten-
tion, regulate affect, compare current to desired states, and 
translate information into action plans. From this view, 
supervisory feedback characteristics (e.g., credibility, fair-
ness, support, message quality) can be interpreted as cues 
that shape self-regulation at different stages of processing 
(e.g., whether feedback is attended to and accepted as diag-
nostic input, and whether it is converted into motivation and 
intended action). This mechanism-based lens complements 
the staged logic of the feedback processing model and aligns 
with broader work on self-regulation in organizational set-
tings (Kilduff et al., 2026; Lord et al., 2010).

Research questions and synthesis aims

Supervisory feedback varies in content and delivery (e.g., 
valence, specificity, perceived credibility, and interpersonal 
tone), and prior research suggests that such characteristics 
are linked to how employees process feedback—how they 
interpret it, accept it, feel motivated by it, and intend to 
respond (e.g., Ilgen et al., 1979; Kinicki et al., 2004). How-
ever, findings are dispersed across constructs and outcomes, 
and quantitative conclusions about the overall magnitude 
of these associations—and their variability across feedback 
characteristics and processing stages—remain limited.

The present study therefore synthesizes the empirical lit-
erature using a systematic review and a meta-analysis. The 
systematic review maps how supervisory feedback charac-
teristics have been conceptualized and measured, and the 
meta-analysis estimates pooled associations between feed-
back characteristics and stage-specific feedback processing 
facets. Consistent with research-synthesis aims, the study 
does not introduce new directional hypotheses; instead, it 
addresses the following research questions:
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RQ1 (systematic review)  Which supervisory feedback char-
acteristics have been most frequently examined in relation 
to employee feedback processing?

What is the overall pooled association between supervisory 
feedback characteristics and employee feedback processing 
outcomes?

RQ2 (meta-analysis)  Do pooled associations differ across 
(a) supervisory feedback characteristic and (b) feedback 
processing facets?

By integrating a systematic review with a meta-analytic 
approach, this study provides a structured synthesis of 
supervisory feedback characteristics and clarifies how these 
characteristics are associated with different stages of feed-
back processing across organizational contexts. Figure  1 
depicts the overall research procedure and study variables.

Method

This study employed two complementary methodologies: 
a systematic review and a meta-analysis. The systematic 
review mapped how supervisory feedback characteris-
tics have been conceptualized and examined in relation 
to employee feedback processing, and the meta-analysis 
estimated pooled associations across empirical studies. A 

meta-analytic approach was appropriate given the absence 
of prior quantitative syntheses focused on supervisory feed-
back characteristics and feedback processing facets, as well 
as inconsistencies across primary findings. Meta-analysis 
enables more precise estimation of pooled associations and 
facilitates structured comparisons across supervisory feed-
back characteristics and feedback processing facets.

To ensure methodological rigor, the review followed 
the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews 
and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines (Moher et al., 
2009). Prior to the review, a protocol was developed and 
reviewed by two subject-matter experts (Ph.D.), who pro-
vided feedback on inclusion and exclusion criteria and the 
search strategy. The protocol specified the procedures for 
selecting, coding, and analyzing relevant studies (see sup-
plementary material).

Literature search strategy

The literature search was conducted across four major aca-
demic databases: Web of Science, PsycINFO, EBSCOhost, 
and Google Scholar. To enhance coverage, manual searches 
were also conducted in leading journals (Journal of Applied 
Psychology, Personnel Psychology, Academy of Manage-
ment Journal, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Human 
Resource Management Journal, and the European Journal 

Fig. 1  Conceptual organizing model for the research synthesis
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of Work and Organizational Psychology). Additional sources 
included professional associations (e.g., Academy of Man-
agement) and backward and forward searches using cross-
references from prior reviews and meta-analyses.

The search strategy used Boolean operators and keywords 
aligned with supervisory feedback and feedback processing. 
Search terms included supervisory feedback, performance 
feedback, performance appraisal, negative feedback, posi-
tive feedback, feedback processing, perceived feedback, 
acceptance of feedback, desire to respond to feedback, 
intended response, feedback provider, feedback source, and 
feedback valence. Based on expert input, additional terms 
such as constructive feedback, developmental feedback, and 
feedback acceptance were added.

Inclusion and exclusion criteria

Eligibility criteria were structured using the PICO frame-
work as an organizing tool (Amir-Behghadami & Janati, 
2020). The population included employees or student sam-
ples with prior work experience. The focal phenomenon 
was supervisory and performance feedback characteristics 
(including positive and negative feedback). Outcomes were 
defined in line with the FPM (Ilgen et al., 1979) and included 
feedback processing facets: perception, acceptance, desire 
to respond to feedback, and intended response feedback.

Studies were included if they (a) were published in peer-
reviewed academic journals, (b) reported empirical quanti-
tative data with extractable statistics (e.g., correlations or 
statistics convertible to correlations), (c) were published 
after 1979, and (d) were written in English. Studies were 
excluded if they were conceptual papers without empiri-
cal data, qualitative studies without extractable quantita-
tive information, grey literature (e.g., non-peer-reviewed 
reports), or student-only samples without prior work expe-
rience. Qualitative or mixed-methods papers were retained 
only when sufficient quantitative information was available 
to extract effect sizes (Table 1).

Screening and coding process

The initial search yielded 548 studies, with an additional 
119 identified through cross-references and professional 
sources. After duplicate removal, 513 studies were screened 
for eligibility. Rayyan (Ouzzani et al., 2016) was used to 
manage and blind the independent screening decisions dur-
ing the title/abstract and full-text screening stages reported 
in the PRISMA flow diagram. Screening was conducted 
independently by two coders trained in systematic review 
methodology (the author and a Ph.D. candidate in work 
and organizational psychology). Screening and record 

management were supported using Rayyan (Ouzzani et al., 
2016), including its blinding function to reduce bias during 
independent decisions. Interrater agreement for the screen-
ing stage was strong (Cohen’s κ = 0.82), and discrepancies 
were resolved through discussion; when needed, a third 
expert was consulted.

Following title and abstract screening, 457 records were 
excluded primarily due to irrelevance to supervisory feed-
back (n = 197) or lack of extractable quantitative data on 
feedback processing (n = 260). The remaining 56 full-text 
articles were assessed for eligibility, resulting in 24 studies 
(22 independent samples) included in the final systematic 
review and meta-analysis. The selection process is depicted 
in Fig. 2 (PRISMA flowchart). Included studies are marked 
with an asterisk in the reference list.

In the next step, both coders independently extracted data 
from included studies using a standardized coding sheet. 
Extracted information included sample characteristics, study 
design, supervisory feedback characteristics, feedback pro-
cessing facet measures, and effect sizes. Study characteris-
tics documented included sample size, gender composition, 
participant background (students with work experience, 
employees, or mixed), and study location (Table  2). Mea-
sures used to assess supervisory feedback characteristics and 
feedback processing facets were recorded to ensure align-
ment with construct definitions and the staged processing 
logic of Ilgen et al.’s FPM (1979). Studies were also coded 
for design features (e.g., experimental vs. correlational) and 
feedback valence where applicable. Table  2 summarizes 
coded study characteristics and key variables.

Quality appraisal

Methodological quality and risk of bias were appraised using 
the Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT; Pluye & Hong, 
2014; Pace et al., 2012). The MMAT includes two screening 
questions and five criteria addressing design appropriate-
ness, sampling strategy, measurement quality, risk of bias, 
and analytic rigor. Each study was assessed independently 
by both coders, with strong agreement (Cohen’s κ = 0.80). 
Ratings were recorded using MMAT response options (Yes/
No/Can’t tell). The appraisal identified recurring limitations 
including potential nonresponse bias (n = 5), sample repre-
sentativeness concerns (n = 2), and measurement appropri-
ateness issues (n = 3). These issues were considered when 
interpreting the synthesis results. Table  1 reports MMAT 
assessments for all included studies.

Screening and coding process

Screening and record management were conducted using 
Rayyan (Ouzzani et al., 2016). Two coders independently 
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screened titles and abstracts (N = 513) using Rayyan’s 
blinding feature. Coders then cross-checked exclusions 
and resolved discrepancies through discussion (Cohen’s 
κ = 0.80); when disagreements persisted, a third expert was 
consulted. Next, the coders conducted full-text eligibility 
assessment of the remaining records, extracted relevant 
information, and finalized study inclusion.

Next, the coders conducted a full-text review of the remain-
ing studies, extracted relevant information, and finalized study 
inclusion. Following Daniels’ (2019) recommendations, key 
study characteristics were documented, including sample 
size, participants’ gender, professional background (students 
with work experience, employees, or mixed), and study loca-
tion (see Table 2). In addition, the measurement instruments 
used to assess supervisory feedback characteristics and the 
feedback processing facets were coded to ensure alignment 
with construct definitions. While coding was guided primar-
ily by Ilgen et al.’s (1979) FPM, studies were also included 
when they used closely related theoretical frameworks and 
provided definitions consistent with FPM model.

Furthermore, studies were coded by research design (e.g., 
experimental vs. correlational) and feedback valence (e.g., 
positive vs. negative feedback), where applicable. Finally, 
correlations between supervisory feedback characteristics 
and feedback processing facets were extracted, and effect 
sizes were computed to support the meta-analytic synthe-
sis. Table 2 presents the full coding results and summarizes 
study characteristics and key variables.

Results

Systematic review findings

The systematic review included 24 studies examining the 
relationship between supervisory feedback characteristics 
and employee feedback processing. As summarized in 
Table  2, the majority of studies were published between 
2000 and 2010, reflecting the increased academic interest 
in feedback processes during this period. While a subset 

Fig. 2  Results of the prisma flow 
diagram for the study selection 
process
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of studies employed experimental manipulation designs 
(n = 7), the majority relied on self-reported questionnaires 
(n = 15).

Sample description

The sample size varied considerably across studies, with a 
mean of 250 participants (Mdn = 218). The smallest sample 
consisted of 39 participants (Harrison & Dossinger, 2017), 
while the largest study analyzed 598,003 participants (Ryu 
& Hong, 2020). In terms of participant background, most 
studies included mixed-profession samples (n = 7), followed 
by studies conducted with university students (n = 6). Nota-
bly, student samples were more prevalent in studies utilizing 
experimental manipulation designs (n = 5).

Regarding gender distribution, over 50% of the studies 
(n = 14) had a predominantly male sample. Additionally, 
geographic representation was heavily skewed toward the 
United States (n = 17), with limited studies conducted in 
other cultural and organizational contexts. These findings 
suggest potential sampling biases in the existing litera-
ture, suggesting a need for future research to explore more 
diverse international settings.

Supervisory feedback characteristics

Across the included studies, supervisory feedback char-
acteristics were operationalized using a wide range of 
measures, with credibility (n = 12) emerging as the most fre-
quently assessed characteristic. Measurement approaches 
varied substantially, ranging from brief four-item scales 
(e.g., Christensen-Salem et al., 2018) to more extensive 
instruments with up to 50 items (e.g., Wu & Leung, 2000).

A notable pattern in the literature was the use of feed-
back valence (i.e., positive vs. negative feedback) as an 
indicator of perceived supervisory qualities. In these stud-
ies, supervisors were evaluated based on how employees 
perceived the tone of their feedback, with positive feedback 
often described as more supportive and negative feedback 
more likely to be experienced as critical or less constructive, 
depending on the context and measurement approach.

Overall, the systematic review indicates that studies 
commonly examine supervisory characteristics (e.g. cred-
ibility) and feedback characteristics (e.g., feedback valence, 
feedback quality) in relation to employees’ feedback pro-
cessing outcomes. For example, several studies report that 
supervisors perceived as more credible and those deliver-
ing more positively framed feedback tend to be associated 
with higher levels of feedback acceptance (e.g., Anseel & 
Lievens, 2009; Bell & Arthur, 2008). Table 3 provides an 
overview of the frequencies of supervisory feedback char-
acteristics examined across the included studies.

Supervisory feedback characteristics: Subject-
matter expert categorization

The systematic review identified 26 distinct supervisory 
feedback characteristics. Because several labels over-
lapped conceptually across studies, a two-step categoriza-
tion procedure was used to consolidate characteristics into 
higher-order classes. First, characteristics were provision-
ally grouped based on theoretical definitions and opera-
tionalizations reported in the included studies. Second, five 
subject-matter experts (SMEs) reviewed and refined the 
provisional grouping.

SMEs independently assigned the 26 characteristics 
to higher-order categories. The resulting classifications 
largely aligned with the provisional grouping. Discrep-
ancies emerged primarily for charisma and learning-goal 
orientation. Charisma was consistently treated as con-
ceptually distinct, whereas learning-goal orientation was 
classified variably across raters. To preserve conceptual 
clarity and avoid forcing non-equivalent constructs into 
broader categories, learning-goal orientation was retained 
as a distinct category. The final categorization is presented 
in Table 3, and categories are ordered by their frequency 
of occurrence in the reviewed studies. This categorization 
addresses RQ1 by identifying the supervisory feedback 
characteristics most frequently examined in relation to 
employee feedback processing.

Categorization of supervisory feedback 
characteristics

The first and most frequently reported category was cred-
ibility, encompassing attributes such as credibility, trust, 
expertise, and sincerity of account. According to the 
FPM (Ilgen et al., 1979), the credibility of a feedback 
source is shaped by the supervisor’s expertise in the task 
domain and the recipient’s trust in the supervisor’s inten-
tions. When supervisors are perceived as competent and 
well-intentioned, employees are generally more likely to 
respond constructively to feedback, particularly at early 
processing stages such as attention to, interpretation of, 
and acceptance of the message. Supporting this view, Tata 
(2002) found that supervisors who provided justifications 
and concessions in their feedback helped reduce recipient 
anger and strengthened fairness-related perceptions, which 
in turn was associated with greater feedback acceptance 
and motivation to respond.

The second category was feedback valence, encompass-
ing positive and negative feedback. Prior research suggests 
that feedback valence can serve as a heuristic cue through 
which employees evaluate the supervisor and the message. 
For instance, Kacmar et al. (2009) reported that recipients 
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attributed more positive intentions to supervisors who pro-
vided positive feedback than to those delivering negative 
feedback. In practice, employees often experience positive 
feedback as supportive and affirming, whereas negative 
feedback can be perceived as threatening or discouraging, 
potentially leading to divergent reactions across feedback 
processing facets (e.g., acceptance versus subsequent inten-
tions to respond).

The third category was fairness, incorporating dimen-
sions such as just treatment, procedural justice, impression 
management, and perceived supervisory intentions. Percep-
tions of fairness in feedback provision are consistently high-
lighted as central to how employees interpret and respond 
to supervisory input. For example, Leung et al. (2001) and 
Tuytens and Devos (2012) demonstrated that procedural 
justice in feedback contexts shapes recipients’ attributions 
toward authority figures, which can influence willingness 
to accept feedback and act upon it. Similarly, Steelman et 

al. (2004) showed that supervisors’ feedback manner (e.g., 
being considerate) was associated with employees’ motiva-
tional reactions to feedback.

The fourth category was feedback quality, covering 
constructs such as specificity, constructive feedback, and a 
feedback-rich environment. Across the literature, high-qual-
ity feedback is typically characterized as concrete, develop-
mental, and goal-directed. Kinicki et al. (2004) argued that 
frequent and specific feedback contributes to a feedback-
rich environment and is associated with greater engagement 
and learning-relevant responses. Likewise, Ryu and Hong 
(2020) emphasized that objective and unambiguous feed-
back is linked to higher feedback acceptance and subse-
quent adjustment-related responses.

The fifth category was support, which included empathy, 
affect, and goodwill. Research suggests that relational and 
emotional cues accompanying feedback shape how employ-
ees experience and process supervisory input. Young et al. 

Number of 
Characteristics

Predictor Frequency* SME 
Categorization

Total of 
Predictors**Number 

of Studies
Num-
ber of 
Effect 
Sizes

1 Trust 5 9 Credibility 1 
(Credibility)2 Credibility 4 8 Credibility

3 Expertise 3 4 Credibility
4 Feedback valence 4 9 FI valence 2 (FI valence)
5 Just treatment 2 3 Fairness 3 (Fairness)
6 Feedback specificity 2 5 FI quality 4 (FI quality)
7 Empathy 2 2 Support 5 (Support)
8 Feedback quality 9 5 FI quality
9 Goodwill 1 1 Support
10 Supervisor developmental 

feedback
1 1 FI quality

11 Positive affect 1 1 Support
12 Gender 1 2 Similarity 6 (Similarity)
13 Race 1 2 Similarity
14 Ambivalence 1 1 FI quality
15 Impression management 1 1 Fairness
16 Feedback-rich environment 1 4 FI quality
17 Similarity 1 2 Similarity
18 Constructive feedback 1 1 FI quality
19 Learning-goal orientation 

(LGO)
1 1 Learning-goal 

orientation
7 (Learn-
ing-goal 
orientation)

20 Consideration 1 1 Fairness
21 Adequacy of account 1 1 Fairness
22 Sincerity of account 1 1 Credibility
23 Charisma 1 2 Charisma 8
24 Procedural justice 1 2 Fairness
25 Supervisors’ cultural 

orientation***
1 2 Similarity

26 Perceived supervisory 
intentions

1 2 Fairness

Table 3  Predictors, their frequen-
cies, and subject-matter expert 
categorization

*Number of studies represents 
the number of single studies that 
studied the respective charac-
teristic (i.e., one or more studies 
per paper; two or more variables 
were studied by a single study). 
Number of effect sizes shows the 
number of times each variable 
(i.e., predictor) was used in rela-
tion to the outcome (i.e., specific 
feedback processing variable). 
**I merged results from the pre-
dictors through categorization 
(numbering was done accord-
ing to the level of frequency). 
***Collectivist vs. individual-
ist orientation, FI = Feedback, 
SME = Subject-matter expert

 



1 3

Page 15 of 24   1221 Current Psychology         (2026) 45:1221 

(2017), for example, argued that supervisors who express 
empathic concern can help buffer negative emotional reac-
tions to feedback, thereby increasing receptivity. Overall, 
this stream of work underscores the relevance of support-
ive supervisor behavior for feedback processing, consistent 
with models emphasizing the social and emotional context 
of performance feedback.

The sixth category was similarity, referring to demo-
graphic and perceptual similarity between supervisors and 
employees. Research on social categorization and simi-
larity-attraction processes suggests that employees may 
respond more favorably to feedback from supervisors who 
share salient demographic characteristics (e.g., race and 
gender) or who are perceived as similar, which may shape 
receptivity and acceptance processes.

The seventh category was learning-goal orientation, 
reflecting supervisors’ focus on development and improve-
ment. Drawing from signaling theory (Spence, 1978), Son 
and Kim (2016) posited that supervisors with a strong learn-
ing-goal orientation may foster a growth-focused feedback 
environment, encouraging employees to view feedback as 
an opportunity for development and skill enhancement.

The eighth and final category was charisma, referring to 
leaders’ ability to inspire and influence employees. Char-
ismatic supervisors may draw on vision, enthusiasm, and 
motivational communication to shape how employees 
receive and interpret feedback (Tuytens & Devos, 2012). 
Employees may be more inclined to internalize and respond 
to feedback when it is delivered by a supervisor perceived 
as engaging and transformative.

Overall, these SME-validated categorizations provide a 
structured synthesis of supervisory feedback characteris-
tics examined in the literature and support the systematic 
review’s aim of clarifying which characteristics have been 
studied most frequently and how they relate to employee 
feedback processing. Table 3 summarizes the final catego-
rization of supervisory feedback characteristics as reviewed 
and refined by the SMEs.

Feedback processing

Although feedback acceptance was the most frequently 
studied dimension of feedback processing (n = 12), few 
studies examined it in close alignment with Ilgen et al.’s 
(1979 FPM. According to Ilgen et al. (1979), understand-
ing employees’ reactions to feedback requires considering 
not only acceptance of feedback but also subsequent desire 
and intentions to respond. These later-stage components 
represent motivational and intentional facets of feedback 
processing and help distinguish between initial agreement 
with feedback and subsequent readiness to act on it (Ilgen 
et al., 1979; Kinicki et al., 2004; Zyberaj & Volmer, 2021).

Ilgen et al. (1979) further noted that employees may 
accept feedback cognitively yet still show limited behav-
ioral responding, stating the value of examining intended 
responses alongside acceptance. More recent research 
is consistent with this view, suggesting that intentions 
are often associated with subsequent feedback-related 
responses. For instance, Kinicki et al. (2004) identified 
feedback acceptance as a mediator between the feedback 
environment (e.g., feedback specificity) and employees’ 
intentions to act upon feedback. Overall, these findings 
support a more holistic conceptualization of feedback pro-
cessing in which cognitive (acceptance) and motivational 
and intentional components (desire and intentions) are 
considered jointly when synthesizing research on super-
visory feedback.

Statistical analyses

Meta-analytic approach

Effect sizes (ES) and confidence intervals (CI) were cal-
culated and are visualized in Fig.  3. Analyses were con-
ducted in R (RStudio) using metafor (Viechtbauer, 2010). 
The analytic workflow followed four steps. First, bivariate 
associations between supervisory feedback characteristics 
and feedback processing facets were extracted from each 
study. When correlations were not reported, available statis-
tics (e.g., t, F) were converted to correlation coefficients (r) 
using established conversion routines (e.g., compute.es; Del 
Re, 2013). All effects were oriented so that higher values 
reflected more positive supervisory feedback characteristics 
(as operationalized in the original study) and more posi-
tive feedback processing facets (e.g., greater acceptance or 
stronger desire and intention to respond).

Second, effect sizes were prepared for synthesis by com-
puting sampling variances using escalc in metafor. For 
comparability, effect sizes were analyzed as correlations (r) 
and pooled under random effects using REML estimation.

Fig. 3  Test of normality of the included studies (n = 24)
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Third, because several studies contributed multiple effect 
sizes from the same sample (e.g., multiple characteristics 
and multiple feedback processing facets), dependence 
among effects was modeled using multilevel or multivari-
ate random-effects models (Van den Noortgate et al., 2014). 
Specifically, pooled estimates were obtained with rma.mv, 
treating effect sizes as nested within studies and samples 
and estimating random effects to account for within-study 
clustering and between-study heterogeneity.

Fourth, consistent with FPM (Ilgen et al., 1979), out-
comes were coded and synthesized as stage-specific facets 
(perception, acceptance, desire to respond, and intended 
response). Accordingly, pooled associations are reported 
separately for each supervisory feedback characteristic and 
each feedback processing facet (Table 4).

Relationship between supervisory feedback characteristics 
and employee feedback processing facets

To preserve construct validity, meta-analytic estimates 
were computed and reported separately for each feedback 
processing facet (perceived feedback, acceptance of feed-
back, desire to respond, and intended response), rather than 
averaging across sequential stages. Table 4 summarizes the 
pooled correlations for each supervisory feedback charac-
teristic–facet combination.

Across feedback processing facets, credibility showed 
consistently positive pooled associations, with the largest 
estimates for perceived feedback (r̄ = 0.56, 95% CI [0.45, 
0.68]) and acceptance of feedback (r̄ = 0.48, 95% CI [0.19, 
0.98]), and smaller but still positive associations for desire 

Table 4  Meta-analytic associations between supervisory feedback characteristics and feedback processing facets
Supervisory Feedback Characteristic k N r 95% CI Feedback Processing

lb ub
Credibility 8 588,120 0.56*** 0.45 0.68 Perceived feedback

6 1,242 0.48*** 0.19 0.98 Acceptance of feedback
5 1,555 0.32*** 0.28 0.37 Desire to respond to feedback
3 407 0.25* 0.10 0.41 Intended response

Feedback valence 1 128 0.50*** 0.16 0.84 Perceived feedback
5 566 0.49*** 0.29 0.70 Acceptance of feedback
1 128 0.16* − 0.01 0.33 Desire to respond to feedback
2 214 0.41*** 0.22 0.60 Intended response

Fairness 0 - - - - Perceived feedback
6 1,308 0.17* − 0.02 0.36 Acceptance of feedback
1 299 0.48*** 0.39 0.57 Desire to respond to feedback
3 388 0.18** 0.02 0.34 Intended response

Feedback quality 5 588,120 0.59*** 0.45 0.74 Perceived feedback
6 1,001 0.45*** 0.26 0.65 Acceptance of feedback
4 1,066 0.35*** 0.30 0.40 Desire to respond to feedback
4 1,122 0.22*** 0.10 0.35 Intended response

Support 2 483 0.45*** 0.22 0.48 Perceived feedback
1 258 0.32* − 0.13 0.77 Acceptance of feedback
1 447 0.40*** 0.32 0.48 Desire to respond to feedback
0 - - - - Intended response

Similarity 2 1,190 − 0.04* − 0.27 0.19 Perceived feedback
4 800 − 0.04* − 0.27 0.19 Acceptance of feedback
0 - - - - Desire to respond to feedback
2 866 0.13* − 0.04 0.30 Intended response

Charisma 0 - - - - Perceived feedback
1 299 0.63** 0.19 0.99 Acceptance of feedback
1 299 0.68*** 0.62 0.74 Desire to respond to feedback
- - - - - Intended response

Learning-goal orientation - - - - - Perceived feedback
1 243 0.12* − 0.34 0.58 Acceptance of feedback
- - - - - Desire to respond to feedback
- - - - - Intended response

k = number of effect sizes; N = cumulative sample size across contributing effects for the given row; r
= pooled correlation estimate (random-effects). Cells marked “–” indicate no available effect sizes for that characteristic–facet combination 
(k = 0) ***p <.001, **p <.01, p* < 0.05.
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to respond (r̄ = 0.32, 95% CI [0.28, 0.37]) and intended 
response (r̄ = 0.25, 95% CI [0.10, 0.41]). Feedback valence 
also demonstrated positive pooled associations for perceived 
feedback (r̄ = 0.50, 95% CI [0.16, 0.84]) and acceptance  
(r̄ = 0.49, 95% CI [0.29, 0.70]), whereas estimates for desire 
to respond were smaller and included zero (r̄ = 0.16, 95% 
CI [− 0.01, 0.33]); the association with intended response 
was positive (r̄ = 0.41, 95% CI [0.22, 0.60]). Feedback qual-
ity was positively associated with all four facets, includ-
ing comparatively larger estimates for perceived feedback 
(r̄ = 0.59, 95% CI [0.45, 0.74]) and acceptance (r̄ = 0.45, 
95% CI [0.26, 0.65]), and smaller but positive associations 
for desire to respond (r̄ = 0.35, 95% CI [0.30, 0.40]) and 
intended response (r̄ = 0.22, 95% CI [0.10, 0.35]). Support 
showed positive pooled associations with perceived feed-
back (r̄ = 0.45, 95% CI [0.22, 0.48]), acceptance (r̄ = 0.32, 
95% CI [− 0.13, 0.77]), and desire to respond (r̄ = 0.40, 
95% CI [0.32, 0.48]); no effect sizes were available for  
intended response.

For fairness, pooled associations were available for 
acceptance (r̄ = 0.17, 95% CI [− 0.02, 0.36]) and desire to 
respond (r̄ = 0.48, 95% CI [0.39, 0.57]), whereas no effect 
sizes were available for perceived feedback or intended 
response. Similarity yielded pooled estimates near zero  
(r̄ = −0.04) with confidence intervals that included zero. 
Charisma was available for acceptance of feedback  
(r̄ = 0.63, 95% CI [0.19, 0.99]) and desire to respond  
(r̄ = 0.68, 95% CI [0.62, 0.74]); no effect sizes were avail-
able for perceived feedback or intended response. Finally, 
learning goal orientation was available only for accep-
tance and yielded an imprecise estimate (r̄ = 0.12, 95% CI 
[− 0.34, 0.58]).

Overall, these facet-specific results align with feedback 
processing perspectives in suggesting that source- and mes-
sage-related characteristics (e.g., credibility and message 
quality) are most consistently associated with early-stage 
processing (perception and acceptance), while associations 
with later-stage outcomes (e.g., intended response) are more 
variably estimated and, for some characteristics, based on 
limited research (see Table 4).

In addition to reporting pooled estimates, the facet-spe-
cific results reveal several consistent patterns. First, cred-
ibility and feedback quality show positive associations 
across multiple feedback processing facets, with compara-
tively larger estimates for earlier-stage facets (perception 
and acceptance) and smaller—but still positive—associa-
tions for later-stage facets (desire to respond and intended 
response). This pattern is consistent with the staged logic 
of feedback processing, in which employees’ initial inter-
pretation and acceptance of feedback are prerequisites for 
subsequent motivation and intended response.

Second, feedback valence is positively associated with 
several facets, but the magnitude of the association varies 
across stages, suggesting that valence may be more closely 
aligned with how feedback is interpreted and accepted than 
with downstream intentions in the available research.

Third, characteristics such as fairness and support show 
positive pooled estimates where data are available, but the 
research base is uneven across facets, limiting cross-stage 
conclusions for some predictors. Finally, for similarity, 
pooled estimates are near zero with confidence intervals that 
include zero, indicating little research of a systematic asso-
ciation in the current literature. For charisma, research is 
available for acceptance and desire to respond (k = 1 each), 
but conclusions should be interpreted cautiously given the 
small research base.

These patterns reveal that supervisory feedback char-
acteristics are not uniformly related to all stages of feed-
back processing; rather, associations appear to vary by 
both the type of characteristic and the specific processing 
facet examined.

In the final step, findings were visualized with a forest 
plot (Fig. 3), which showed effect sizes consistently favor-
ing positive correlations. The plot illustrates that most effect 
sizes are concentrated on the right-hand side, indicating 
a moderate and relatively consistent positive correlation 
between supervisory feedback characteristics and employee 
feedback processing.

Evaluation of publication bias

Potential publication bias and small-study effects were 
assessed using several complementary approaches. First, 
study quality and risk-of-bias concerns were appraised using 
the MMAT, which identified nine studies with potential lim-
itations (Table 1). Because the robustness of the meta-ana-
lytic findings may be influenced by study quality, additional 
distributional and sensitivity checks were conducted.

First, a quantile–quantile (Q–Q) plot was examined using 
the qqnorm plotting functionality in metafor to evaluate 
whether the distribution of effect sizes deviated markedly 
from normality. The Q–Q plot suggested that the distribu-
tion of effect sizes across the included studies was approxi-
mately normal, with limited dispersion (Fig. 4).

Second, potential publication bias was examined visually 
using a funnel plot (Fig. 5). Although some dispersion was 
observed, the overall pattern did not suggest pronounced 
asymmetry, indicating that publication bias is unlikely to be 
a major concern in the present dataset.

Third, heterogeneity was quantified using the Q statis-
tic and I², indicating substantial between-study variabil-
ity (Q = 58.54, I² = 95%, p < .001), which is common in 
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meta-analyses that synthesize studies with diverse method-
ologies, samples, and operationalizations.

Fourth, additional analyses examined whether heterogene-
ity differed across predictor and outcome operationalizations. 
Heterogeneity remained largely unchanged, with only a slight 
reduction when accounting for predictor measures (ΔI² = 4%).

Finally, to evaluate the influence of a single large-
sample study (Ryu & Hong, 2020), a leave-one-out sen-
sitivity check was conducted excluding this study. The 
overall pooled association remained substantively unchanged  
(r̄ = 0.36, 95% CI [0.30, 0.41], p < .001), supporting the 
robustness of the findings.

Fig. 4  Forest plot of extracted correlations and 95% confidence intervals (random-effects model)
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Discussion

This study systematically reviewed and meta-analyzed 
associations between supervisory feedback characteristics 
and employee feedback processing facets, conceptualized 
as core organizational processes. Grounded primarily in the 
FPM (Ilgen et al., 1979) and supplemented by FIT as inter-
pretive background (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996), the findings 
indicate that supervisory-related attributes such as credibil-
ity, feedback valence, and feedback quality are positively 
associated with how employees perceive and react to feed-
back. Pooled associations were generally positive but varied 
in magnitude across feedback characteristics and feedback 
processing facets, revealing the relevance of supervisory 
feedback characteristics for understanding employee feed-
back processing. Because most included studies are correla-
tional and rely heavily on self-report measures, the pooled 
estimates should not be interpreted causally.

Interpreted through a self-regulation lens, the facet-
specific pattern of results is consistent with the idea that 
supervisor and message cues may facilitate (or constrain) 
employees’ attention allocation, affect regulation, and action 
planning during feedback processing (Lord et al., 2010). 
Moreover, in many organizations performance manage-
ment increasingly incorporates more continuous feedback 
practices rather than relying solely on episodic appraisal 
events. Research on continuous performance management 
behaviors suggests that ongoing feedback and related daily 
practices can be linked to employees’ job attitudes and per-
formance, indicating that feedback context may matter for 
sustained engagement with feedback over time (Zhang & 
Qian, 2025).

Theoretical contribution

This study contributes to feedback theory in several ways. 
First, consistent with FPM (Ilgen et al., 1979), the results 
highlight that feedback responding is linked not only to 
message features but also to source-related characteristics. 
Credibility- and quality-related characteristics showed com-
paratively consistent positive associations across multiple 
feedback processing facets, particularly at earlier stages 
(perception and acceptance). This pattern is aligned with 
FPM’s emphasis on the diagnostic value and legitimacy of 
the feedback source and message in shaping receptivity.

Second, while FIT emphasizes attentional processes, 
the present synthesis suggests that relational and socio-
emotional cues (e.g., perceived support and trust) are also 
meaningfully associated with feedback processing, com-
plementing task-focused accounts. Rather than implying 
superiority of one feedback channel over another (e.g., 
supervisory vs. system-generated), these findings indi-
cate that interpersonal characteristics may be relevant for 
employee receptivity and motivation in feedback contexts. 
At the same time, several characteristics (e.g., similarity 
and learning goal orientation) yielded imprecise estimates 
or research that was limited to a small number of effects, 
highlighting gaps in the current research base.

Third, the study provides a structured categorization of 
supervisory feedback characteristics by synthesizing 26 
constructs into eight higher-order categories validated by 
subject-matter experts. This taxonomy helps reduce con-
struct fragmentation and offers a clearer framework for 
accumulating research on how supervisory feedback char-
acteristics relate to distinct feedback processing facets.

Fig. 5  Funnel plot of publication 
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Practical implications

These findings yield significant recommendations for indi-
viduals and organizations implementing organizational 
interventions. Given the substantial meta-analytic results, 
supervisory feedback is a critical organizational tool that 
can shape employee development and organizational out-
comes. Thus, organizations should assess factors that may 
negatively impact supervisory feedback interventions rather 
than disregarding them altogether. The results highlight the 
importance of supervisory feedback for feedback process-
ing, reinforcing the need for organizational strategies that 
enhance acceptance and desire to respond to feedback (Lon-
don et al., 2023). Instead of merely encouraging employees 
to accept feedback, organizations should integrate findings 
into organizational practices (e.g., training and develop-
ment) and focus on improving supervisory feedback char-
acteristics that facilitate employee engagement.

Supervisory credibility emerged as one of the most 
significant predictors of employee feedback processing. 
Organizations can enhance credibility by ensuring that 
supervisors possess job-relevant expertise, deliver clear 
and specific feedback, and cultivate trust-based relation-
ships with employees (Kinicki et al., 2004; Westerman et 
al., 2018). Trust in leadership is directly linked to higher 
feedback acceptance and motivation to act upon feedback 
(Gillespie & Mann, 2004). Therefore, organizational inter-
ventions should prioritize credibility-building initiatives by 
developing supervisors’ technical competence, ethical lead-
ership, and feedback communication skills.

Meta-analytic results also revealed that charisma strongly 
correlates with feedback processing facets. Prior research 
suggests that charisma can be taught and developed through 
leadership training (Antonakis et al., 2011), highlighting 
its role in enhancing employee engagement. Organizations 
should aim to integrate charismatic leadership develop-
ment programs, particularly in feedback training initiatives. 
Supervisors who inspire confidence, use engaging commu-
nication, and build rapport with employees are more likely 
to foster positive feedback interactions (Wang et al., 2016). 
While leadership development should start at the manage-
rial level, organizations should also empower employees 
by fostering a culture of trust and open communication to 
enhance feedback receptivity.

Moreover, this study found that feedback quality (i.e., 
specificity, constructiveness) serves as a key indicator of 
supervisor credibility and feedback effectiveness. Organi-
zations should increase the quality of supervisory feedback 
by implementing structured organizational interventions. 
Ensuring that feedback is timely, specific, and constructive 
can enhance understanding and ease feedback processing 
(Steelman et al., 2004). Organizations can further improve 

feedback interactions by adopting future-focused feedback 
strategies rather than focusing solely on past performance 
evaluations (Gnepp et al., 2020; London et al., 2023). Pro-
viding clear, goal-oriented feedback ensures that employees 
are more likely to engage in meaningful development and 
performance improvements.

Feedback valence was also shown to play a crucial role 
in feedback effectiveness. Since feedback often elicits emo-
tional reactions, leaders should carefully balance positive 
and negative feedback to avoid defensive responses (John-
son & Connelly, 2014). Research suggests that starting feed-
back conversations with positive elements can help reduce 
resistance to negative feedback (Prochazka et al., 2020). 
Additionally, structured feedback delivery—such as fram-
ing constructive criticism as an opportunity for growth—
can improve feedback acceptance (Von Bergen et al., 2014). 
Supervisors should also consider individual employee char-
acteristics and organizational context when delivering feed-
back (Gregory & Levy, 2015; Kinicki et al., 2004).

Finally, supervisors should exhibit fairness, empathy, 
and transformational leadership qualities when providing 
feedback. Transformational leaders—who actively listen, 
demonstrate concern, and provide developmental support—
are more effective in eliciting positive feedback responses 
(Wang et al., 2016). Supervisors who foster an inclusive, 
trust-based feedback culture can significantly reduce 
adverse reactions to critical feedback. Training programs 
that develop emotional intelligence, active listening, and 
coaching skills can further equip leaders to deliver feedback 
in ways that promote employee growth and engagement 
(Kluger et al., 2023; London et al., 2023; Zyberaj, 2025).

Recommendation for organizational-focused 
research on supervisory feedback

Several directions may strengthen the research base on 
supervisory feedback characteristics and feedback process-
ing. First, cross-cultural comparative studies could examine 
how cultural dimensions (e.g., power distance, individual-
ism–collectivism) are associated with feedback processing 
facets, because cultural norms may shape how employees 
interpret and evaluate feedback.

Second, research in multinational organizations could 
investigate how feedback practices operate in culturally 
diverse teams and how expectations about feedback vary 
across contexts. Third, future work should examine lan-
guage and communication style (e.g., direct vs. indirect 
feedback; verbal and non-verbal cues) as potential influ-
ences on feedback perception and acceptance, particularly 
in multilingual workplaces.

Fourth, as technology reshapes feedback practices, stud-
ies could compare digital feedback tools (e.g., real-time 
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performance systems, virtual coaching platforms) with 
face-to-face supervisory feedback in relation to feedback 
processing facets.

Finally, future research could evaluate supervisor train-
ing approaches (e.g., active listening, coaching, emotional 
intelligence) using stronger designs and consistent measure-
ment of feedback processing facets.

Limitations

Several limitations should be acknowledged. First, the inclu-
sion criteria focused on peer-reviewed studies, which may 
exclude relevant grey literature and unpublished work. Broad-
ening research sources in future syntheses could strengthen 
robustness and reduce the risk of dissemination bias.

Second, most included studies were correlational and 
relied heavily on self-report measures; therefore, causal 
inference is limited and common-method variance may 
inflate observed associations. Future research using lon-
gitudinal, multi-source, and experimental designs would 
strengthen confidence in the directionality and mechanisms 
underlying these relationships.

Third, heterogeneity across studies was substantial, 
reflecting variation in operationalizations, contexts, and study 
designs. Although random-effects and multilevel models were 
used to account for between-study variability and effect-size 
dependence, the available research base limits fine-grained 
conclusions for some characteristics and facets. Future pri-
mary studies should report results in ways that facilitate 
cumulative synthesis (e.g., clearer operational definitions and 
consistent reporting of feedback processing facets).

Finally, the current research base does not consistently 
report contextual variables (e.g., feedback frequency, deliv-
ery channel, organizational climate) in a way that supports 
robust meta-regression. Future research should improve 
reporting of such contextual variables to enable more sys-
tematic tests of when and for whom supervisory feedback 
characteristics are most strongly associated with feedback 
processing facets.

Conclusion

This study synthesizes research showing that supervisory 
feedback characteristics are generally positively associ-
ated with how employees process and respond to feedback, 
with variability across characteristics and feedback pro-
cessing facets. Credibility- and quality-related characteris-
tics showed comparatively consistent positive associations 
across multiple facets, whereas research for some charac-
teristics (e.g., charisma, similarity, learning goal orienta-
tion) was limited for some facets. These findings provide a 

structured synthesis of supervisory feedback characteristics 
and clarify how they relate to distinct stages of employee 
feedback processing, offering research-informed implica-
tions for feedback practice while revealing the need for 
stronger primary studies to support causal conclusions.
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