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Appendix A. Excluded papers and reasons for exclusion
	
	Author (year) 
Title 
	 Journal
	Keyword (found in)
	Reason(s) for exclusion*

	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1. 
	Adams & McNicholas (2007)
Making a difference: Sustainability reporting, accountability and organisational change
	AAAJ
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	x

	2. 
	Al Mahameed et al. (2021)
Social accounting in the context of profound political, social and economic crisis: the case of the Arab Spring
	AAAJ
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	3. 
	Anand et. al (2023)
Mitigating the Demotivating Effects of Frequent Unfavorable Feedback about Goal Progress
	JMAR
	Feedback (title, keyword, abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	

	4. 
	Andiola & Bedard (2018)
Delivering the “tough message”: Moderators of subordinate auditors’ reactions to feedback
	AOS
	Feedback (title, keyword, abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	5. 
	Arikan (2023)
The interaction of hierarchical and socializing accountability and the emergence of intelligent accountability in a classroom – a critical analysis
	AAAJ
	Feedback (keyword, abstract)
	
	
	
	x
	x

	6. 
	Arya et al. (2017)
Synergy between accounting disclosures and forward-looking information in stock prices
	TAR
	Feedback (keyword, abstract)
	x
	x
	
	
	x

	7. 
	Arya & Ramanan (2022)
Disclosure to Regulate Learning in Product Markets from the Stock Market
	TAR
	Feedback (keyword)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	8. 
	Baboukardos (2018)
The valuation relevance of environmental performance revisited: The moderating role of environmental provisions
	BAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	
	x
	x
	
	x

	9. 
	Berger et al. (2018)
The effects of tournament horizon and the percentage of winners on social comparisons and performance in multi-period competitions
	AOS
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	

	10. 
	Berger et al. (2019)
I know something you don’t know: The effect of relative performance information and individual performance incentives on knowledge sharing
	JMAR
	Performance information (title, keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	11. 
	Bhat et al. (2011)
Panacea, pandora’s box, or placebo: Feedback in bank mortgage-backed security holdings and fair value accounting
	JAE
	Feedback (title, keyword, abstract)
	x
	x
	
	
	x

	12. 
	Bialecki et al. (2017)
Judgement devices and the evaluation of singularities: The use of performance ratings and narrative information to guide film viewer choice
	MAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	13. 
	Birnberg (1998)
Some reflections on the evolution of organizational control
	BRIA
	Feedback (abstract)

	
	x
	
	x
	

	14. 
	Black et al. (2019)
Performance feedback type and employees’ subsequent willingness to help other employees
	JMAR
	Feedback (title, keyword, abstract)
Performance information (keyword)
	x
	
	
	
	

	15. 
	Blankespoor et al. (2020)
Disclosure processing costs, investors’ information choice, and equity market outcomes: A review
	JAE
	Feedback (abstract)

	
	x
	x
	x
	x

	16. 
	Bloomfield & Luft (2006)
Responsibility for cost management hinders learning to avoid the winner's curse
	TAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	17. 
	Bloomfield et al. (2006)
Feedback loops, fair value accounting and correlated investments
	RAST
	Feedback (title)
	x
	x
	
	
	x

	18. 
	Bobe et al. (2017)
Public-sector reforms and balanced scorecard adoption: an Ethiopian case study
	AAAJ
	Performance information (abstract)
	
	x
	x
	x
	

	19. 
	Bol & Lill (2015)
Performance target revisions in incentive contracts: Do information and trust reduce ratcheting and the ratchet effect?
	TAR
	Performance information (title, abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	

	20. 
	Bonner & Walker (1994)
The effects of instruction and experience on the acquisition of auditing knowledge
	TAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	21. 
	Bonner et al. (2014)
Mental accounting and disaggregation based on the sign and relative magnitude of income statement items
	TAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	22. 
	Brown et al. (2016)
Biased self-assessments, feedback, and employees' compensation plan choices
	AOS
	Feedback (title, keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	
	
	

	23. 
	Bryant et al. (2009)
The effects of cognitive style and feedback type on performance in an internal control task
	BRIA
	Feedback (title, abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	24. 
	Budde (2023)
The interaction of subjective and objective performance information in fixed payment schemes
	MAR
	Performance information (title, abstract)
	x
	x
	
	x
	

	25. 
	Budde & Hofmann (2024)
Dynamic Bonus Pools
	TAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	

	26. 
	Burke (2022)
The Role of Social Bonds in Understanding the Pre- and Post-Recognition Effects of Recognition Visibility
	TAR
	Feedback (keyword)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	27. 
	Bushman et al. (2006)
An analysis of the relation between the stewardship and valuation roles of earnings
	JAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	28. 
	Cardinaels et al. (2004)
The value of activity‐based costing in competitive pricing decisions
	JMAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	29. 
	Carroll & Marginson (2021)
Relative performance information and social comparisons: Exploring managers' cognitive, emotional and dysfunctional behavioral processes
	MAR
	Performance information (title, keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	30. 
	Caruana & Farrugia (2018)
The use and non-use of the government financial report by Maltese Members of Parliament
	AAAJ
	Performance information (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	x

	31. 
	Casas-Arce et al. (2021)
Knowing that you know: incentive effects of relative performance disclosure
	RAST
	Performance information (keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	32. 
	Cassell et al. (2013)
Reviewing the SEC’s review process: 10-K comment Letters and the Cost of Remediation
	TAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	
	
	x

	33. 
	Cavalluzzo & Ittner (2004)
Implementing performance measurement innovations: Evidence from government
	AOS
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	
	
	
	

	34. 
	Chan (2018)
Promotion, relative performance information, and the peter principle
	TAR
	Performance information (keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	35. 
	Chan & Thornock (2022)
Disaggregated versus Holistic Performance Evaluations in a Promotion Setting
	JMAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	36. 
	Chau et al. (2007)
The impact of universal stock futures on feedback trading and volatility dynamics
	JBFA
	Feedback (title, keyword, abstract)
	x
	x
	
	
	x

	37. 
	Chen et al. (2021)
Talk Less, Learn More: Strategic Disclosure in Response to Managerial Learning from the Options Market
	JAR
	Feedback (keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	
	
	x

	38. 
	Chen & Petrov (2024)
Reporting bias and feedback effect
	CAR
	Feedback (title, keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	
	x
	x

	39. 
	Cheng et al. (2003)
The effects of cognitive style diversity on decision‐making dyads: An empirical analysis in the context of a complex Task
	BRIA
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	

	40. 
	Cheng et al. (2018)
The interplay between strategic risk profiles and presentation format on managers' strategic judgments using the balanced scorecard
	AOS
	Performance information (keyword, abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	

	41. 
	Christensen et al. (2003)
Factor choice distortion under cost‐based reimbursement
	JMAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	42. 
	Clarkson et al. (2004)
The market valuation of environmental capital expenditures by pulp and paper companies
	TAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	43. 
	Cohen et al. (2011)
Retail investors’ perceptions of the decision-usefulness of economic performance, governance, and corporate social responsibility disclosures
	BRIA
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	44. 
	Connolly & Hyndman (2004)
Performance reporting: A comparative study of British and Irish charities
	BAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	45. 
	Coram et al. (2011)
Financial analysts’ evaluation of enhanced disclosure of non-financial performance indicators
	BAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	
	
	
	x

	46. 
	Dalton et al. (2015)
The joint effect of unfavorable supervisory feedback environments and external mentoring on job attitudes and job outcomes in the public accounting profession
	BRIA
	Feedback (title, keyword, abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	47. 
	De Loo & Kamminga (2022)
"What a wonderful world!": human relatedness, social space and accountability through action in a top-level amateur choir
	AAAJ
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	x

	48. 
	Deegan & Rankin (1999)
The environmental reporting expectations gap: Australian evidence
	BAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	
	
	
	

	49. 
	Demski & Sappington (1993)
Sourcing with unverifiable performance information
	JAR
	Performance information (title)
	x
	
	
	
	

	50. 
	Deng et al. (2019)
Information quality and endogenous project outcomes
	CAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	51. 
	Denison (2009)
Real options and escalation of commitment: A behavioral analysis of capital investment decisions
	TAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	x

	52. 
	DeZoort et al. (2006)
Accountability and auditors’ materiality judgments: The effects of differential pressure strength on conservatism, variability, and effort
	AOS
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	53. 
	Donnelly et al. (2021)
Management Controls and Intrinsic Motivation: Insights from a Lean Organizational Setting
	JMAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	

	54. 
	Earley (2001)
Knowledge acquisition in auditing: Training novice auditors to recognize cue relationships in real estate valuation
	TAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	55. 
	Earley (2003)
A note on self‐explanation as a training tool for novice auditors: The effects of outcome feedback timing and level of reasoning on performance
	BRIA
	Feedback (title, abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	56. 
	Elliott et al. (2017)
How disclosure features of corporate social responsibility reports interact with investor numeracy to influence investor judgments
	CAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	57. 
	Evans et al. (2015)
Points to consider when self‐assessing your empirical accounting research
	CAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	x
	x
	x
	x

	58. 
	Ewelt-Knauer et al. (2020)
The effect of relative performance information, peers’ rule-breaking, and controls on employees’ own rule-breaking
	EAR
	Performance information (keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	59. 
	Ewelt-Knauer et al. (2024)
Relative Performance Information and Rule-Breaking: The Moderating Effect of Group Identity
	BRIA
	Performance information (title, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	60. 
	Eyring & Narayanan (2018)
Performance Effects of Setting a High Reference Point for Peer-Performance Comparison
	JAR
	Performance information (keyword)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	61. 
	Eyring et al. (2021)
Less Information, More Comparison, and Better Performance: Evidence from a Field Experiment
	JAR
	Performance information (keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	62. 
	Farrell et al. (2008)
Contracting on contemporaneous versus forward-looking measures: An experimental investigation
	CAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	

	63. 
	Faulconbridge & Muzio (2021)
Valuation devices and the dynamic legitimacy-performativity nexus: The case of PEP in the English legal profession 
	AOS
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	64. 
	Fedor & Ramsay (2007)
Effects of supervisor power on preparers’ responses to audit review: A field study
	BRIA
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	65. 
	Fehrenbacher et al. (2017)
The relation between individual characteristics and compensation contract selection
	MAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	

	66. 
	Fisher & Selling (1993)
The outcome effect in performance evaluation: Decision process observability and consensus.
	BRIA
	Knowledge on performance (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	

	67. 
	Frederickson (1992)
Relative performance information: The effect of common uncertainty and contract type on agent effort
	TAR
	Performance information (title, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	68. 
	Gao & Liang (2013)
Informational feedback, adverse selection, and optimal disclosure policy
	JAR
	Feedback (title, abstract)
	x
	x
	
	
	x

	69. 
	Godsell et al. (2023)
Investor relations and investment efficiency
	CAR
	Feedback (keyword, abstract)
	x
	x
	
	
	x

	70. 
	Grasser et al. (2024)
The Effect of Horizontal Pay Transparency on Employee Motivation When Pay Dispersion Is Performance Based and Non-Performance Based
	JMAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	71. 
	Green & Cheng (2019)
Materiality judgments in an integrated reporting setting: The effect of strategic relevance and strategy map
	AOS
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	
	
	
	x

	72. 
	Griffith et al. (2020)
Friends in low places: How peer advice and expected leadership feedback affect staff auditors' willingness to speak up
	AOS
	Feedback (title, keyword, abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	73. 
	Hanlon & Shroff (2022)
Insights into auditor public oversight boards: Whether, how, and why they “work”
	JAE
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	x

	74. 
	Hannan et al. (2008)
The effects of disseminating relative performance feedback in tournament and individual performance compensation plans
	TAR
	Feedback (title, keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	
	
	

	75. 
	Hannan et al. (2013) 
The effect of relative performance information on performance and effort allocation in a multi-task environment
	TAR
	Performance information (title, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	76. 
	Hannan et al. (2019)
The informativeness of relative performance information and its effect on effort allocation in a multitask environment
	CAR
	Performance information (title, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	77. 
	Harris & Pisedtasalasai (2006)
Return and volatility spillovers between large and small stocks in the UK
	JBFA
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	78. 
	Hartmann & Schreck (2018)
Rankings, performance, and sabotage: The moderating effects of target setting
	EAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	
	
	
	

	79. 
	Hecht et al. (2019)
Manager’s strategic use of discretion over relative performance information provision and implications for team-members’ effort
	MAR
	Performance information (title, keyword)
Feedback (keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	80. 
	Helliar et al. (2022)
The genre of banking financial product information: The characters, the setting, the plot and the story
	BAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	81. 
	Hodge et al. (2010)
The effects of financial statement information proximity and feedback on cash flow forecasts
	CAR
	Feedback (title, abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	x

	82. 
	Holderness et al. (2020)
Assigned versus chosen relative performance information: The effect of feedback frequency on performance
	JMAR
	Feedback (title, keyword, abstract)
Performance information (title, keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	83. 
	Huang (2020)
Management forecast errors and corporate investment efficiency
	JAE
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	x
	x
	
	x

	84. 
	Huang & Murad (2020)
Feedback spillover effect on competitiveness across unrelated tasks
	BRIA
	Feedback (title, keyword, abstract)

	x
	
	
	
	

	85. 
	Hung & Shi (2024)
Peer-Specific Knowledge and Peer Group Properties in Relative Performance Evaluation
	JMAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	86. 
	Indjejikian et al. (2014)
Earnings targets and annual bonus incentives
	TAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	87. 
	Jacobs et al. (2004)
Cost and performance information for doctors: An international comparison
	MAR
	Performance information (title)
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	88. 
	Jager (2014)
Fair value accounting, fragile bank balance sheets and crisis: A model
	AOS
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	89. 
	Jin et al. (2017)
Accounting conservatism and short selling: Evidence from China
	JBFA
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	90. 
	Johansson-Berg et al. (2024)
On the role and effects of supervisor feedback sign in auditing: Evidence from a cohort of early career auditors
	BAR
	Feedback (title, abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	91. 
	Jongjaroenkamol & Laux (2017)
Insider versus outsider CEOs, executive compensation, and accounting manipulation
	JAE
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	92. 
	Jung (2012)
Investor overlap and diffusion of disclosure practices
	RAST
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	93. 
	Kaplan et al. (2012)
An examination of the effect of positive and negative performance on the relative weighting of strategically and non-strategically linked Balanced Scorecard measures
	BRIA
	Performance information (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	

	94. 
	Kaplan et al. (2021)
Truncating Optimism
	JAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	95. 
	Kelly & Tan (2010)
The effects of profit-sharing contract and feedback on the sustainability of cooperation
	JMAR
	Feedback (title, abstract)
	x
	
	
	
	

	96. 
	Kersting et al. (2019)
Tournament horizon: A marathon or a sprint? It depends upon the level of heterogeneity in ability among employees
	JMAR
	Performance information (keyword, abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	

	97. 
	Kim et al. (2016)
CEO overconfidence and stock price crash risk
	CAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	x

	98. 
	Knauer et al. (2021)
What Is a Good Rank? The Effort and Performance Effects of Adding Performance Category Labels to Relative Performance Information
	CAR
	Performance information (title, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	99. 
	Ko et al. (2024)
Stakeholder Focus or Strategy Focus? An Eye-Tracker Study on the Effect of Presentation Format on Nonprofessional Investors’ Information Processing Patterns
	EAR
	Performance information (keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	x

	100. 
	Kohler et al. (2024)
Social Comparison on Multiple Tasks: Sacrificing Overall Performance for Local Excellence?
	JAR
	Performance information (keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	101. 
	Kolasinski (2011)
Mark-to-market regulatory accounting when securities markets are stressed: Lessons from the financial crisis of 2007–2009
	JAE
	Feedback (keyword)
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	102. 
	Koonce (2006)
Discussion of “Feedback loops, fair value accounting and correlated investments”
	RAST
	Feedback (title)
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	103. 
	Kramer et al. (2016)
Relative performance information, rank ordering and employee performance: A research note 
	MAR
	Performance information (title. keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	104. 
	Langberg & Sivaramakrishnan (2010)
Voluntary disclosures and analyst feedback
	JAR
	Feedback (title, abstract)
	x
	
	
	
	x

	105. 
	Lee & Manochin (2021)
Sell-side equity analysts and equity sales: A study of interaction
	BAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	x

	106. 
	Leung & Trotman (2005)
The effects of feedback type on auditor judgment performance for configural and non-configural tasks
	AOS
	Feedback (title, abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	107. 
	Loureiro & Taboada (2015)
Do improvements in the information environment enhance insiders’ ability to learn from outsiders?
	JAR
	Feedback (keyword)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	108. 
	Luft (2010)
Discussion of “The effects of financial statement information proximity and feedback on cash flow forecasts”
	CAR
	Feedback (title)
	
	
	
	x
	

	109. 
	Mahlendorf et al. (2014)
Relational effect of relative performance information: The role of professional identity 
	AOS
	Performance information (title, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	110. 
	Malina & Selto (2015)
Behavioral-economic nudges and performance measurement models
	JMAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	111. 
	Martens & Sextroh (2021)
Analyst Coverage Overlaps and Interfirm Information Spillovers
	JAR
	Feedback (keyword, abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	112. 
	Massey & Thorne (2006)
The impact of task information feedback on ethical reasoning
	BRIA
	Feedback (title, abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	113. 
	McPhail & Cordery (2019)
Theological perspectives on accounting: worldviews don’t change overnight
	AAAJ
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	x
	x
	x
	x

	114. 
	Merkl-Davies et al. (2011)
Impression management and retrospective sense-making in corporate narratives: A social psychology perspective
	AAAJ
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	x

	115. 
	Miller et al. (2006)
Effects of discussion of audit reviews on auditors’ motivation and performance
	BRIA
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	116. 
	Moreno et al. (2007)
The effectiveness of alternative training techniques on analytical procedures performance
	CAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	117. 
	Musundwa et al. (2024)
The lived experiences of South African Black accountants within the framework of the chartered accountancy profession sector code
	AAAJ
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	118. 
	Nelson et al. (2003)
Confidence and investors’ reliance on disciplined trading strategies
	JAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	x

	119. 
	Newman & Tafkov (2014)
Relative performance information in tournaments with different prize structures 
	AOS
	Performance information (title, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	120. 
	Newman et al. (2022)
How Relative Performance Information Affects Exploration-Exploitation Decisions
	JMAR
	Feedback (keyword, abstract)
Performance information (title, keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	121. 
	O’Neill et al. (2015)
Lost in translation: Institutionalised logic and the problematisation of accounting for injury
	AAAJ
	Performance information (abstract)
	
	
	x
	
	

	122. 
	Otley (1999)
Performance management: A framework for management control systems research
	MAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	x
	x
	

	123. 
	Peng et al. (2020)
Asymmetric impact of earnings news on investor uncertainty
	JBFA
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	124. 
	Pinto (2023)
Mandatory disclosure and learning from external market participants: Evidence from the JOBS act
	JAE
	Feedback (keyword)
	x
	
	
	
	x

	125. 
	Piotroski & Roulstone (2005)
Do insider trades reflect both contrarian beliefs and superior knowledge about future cash flow realizations?
	JAE
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	126. 
	Pitkänen & Lukka (2011)
Three dimensions of formal and informal feedback in management accounting
	MAR
	Feedback (title, keyword, abstract)
	
	
	
	x
	

	127. 
	Ramanan (2014)
Promoting informativeness via staggered information releases
	RAST
	Feedback (keyword)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	128. 
	Ronzani & Gatzweiler (2022)
The lure of the visual: Multimodality, simplification, and performance measurement visualizations in a megaproject
	AOS
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	129. 
	Rouse et al. (2002)
Integrated performance measurement design: Insights from an application in aircraft maintenance
	MAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	x
	x
	
	

	130. 
	Rowbottom & Troshani (2021)
When the tail wags the dog? Digitalisation and corporate reporting 
	AOS
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	x

	131. 
	Sabac & Yoo (2018)
Performance measure aggregation in multi‐task agencies
	CAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	
	x
	x
	
	

	132. 
	Schedlinsky et al. (2020)
Interaction of information and control systems: How the perception of behavior control affects the motivational effect of relative performance information
	AOS
	Performance information (title, keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	133. 
	Schnieder et al. (2024)
The Effects of Relative Performance Information and Transparency on Knowledge Sharing and Productive Effort
	EAR
	Performance information (title, keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	134. 
	Smith (2022)
Risk information, investor learning, and informational feedback
	RAST
	Feedback (title, keyword)
	x
	
	x
	
	x

	135. 
	Speklé et al. (2022)
Nondyadic control systems and effort direction effectiveness: Evidence from the public sector
	MAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	136. 
	Stinson et al. (2020)
The effects of income tax timing on retirement investment decisions
	TAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	137. 
	Stinson et al. (2021)
The Effects of Income Tax Timing on Retirement Investment Decisions
	TAR
	Feedback (keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	x

	138. 
	Suresh & Clinton (2021)
Employees' identification and management control systems: a case study of modern policing
	AAAJ
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	x
	x
	
	

	139. 
	Tafkov (2013) 
Private and public relative performance information under different compensation contracts
	TAR
	Performance information (title, keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	140. 
	Tower (1993)
A public accountability model of accounting regulation
	BAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	
	x
	x

	141. 
	Unerman (2020)
Risks from self-referential peer review echo chambers developing in research fields
	BAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	x
	x
	x
	x

	142. 
	Voronkova & Bohl (2005)
Institutional traders’ behavior in an emerging stock market: Empirical evidence on polish pension fund investors
	JBFA
	Feedback (keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	
	
	x

	143. 
	Waller et al. (1999)
Do cost-based pricing biases persist in laboratory markets?
	AOS
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	144. 
	Wang (2017)
Recognizing the best: The productive and counterproductive effects of relative performance recognition
	CAR
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	145. 
	Wang & Welker (2023)
The effect of retrospective versus modified retrospective application of accounting changes on financial statement usefulness
	RAST
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	146. 
	Westermann et al. (2015)
Learning the “Craft” of auditing: A dynamic view of auditors’ on‐the‐job learning
	CAR
	Feedback (abstract)
	
	
	
	
	x

	147. 
	Wilson & Shailer (2015)
Information asymmetry and dual distribution in franchise networks
	JBFA
	Performance information (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	148. 
	Xu & Tuttle (2005)
The role of social influences in using accounting performance information to evaluate subordinates: A causal attribution approach
	BRIA
	Performance information (title, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	149. 
	Yang et al. (2005)
Futures trading activity and commodity cash price volatility
	JBFA
	Feedback (abstract)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	150. 
	Yatsenko (2022)
Productivity effects of shared peer effort and relative performance information
	MAR
	Performance information (title, keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	

	151. 
	Ye et al. (2023)
The effect of tick size on managerial learning from stock prices
	JAE
	Feedback (keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	x
	
	x

	152. 
	Young et al. (1993)
The effects of intergroup competition and intragroup cooperation on slack and output in a manufacturing setting
	TAR
	Feedback (keyword, abstract)
	x
	
	
	
	

	153. 
	Zuo (2016)
The informational feedback effect of stock prices on management forecasts
	JAE
	Feedback (title)
	x
	x
	x
	
	x


* (1) = the study does not meet the feedback definition; (2) = the study does not investigate behavioral consequences; (3) = the study does not focus primarily on feedback; 
   (4) = the study’s approach is not empirical or analytical; (5) = the study’s main focus is not on management accounting. 

[bookmark: _Hlk188175865]Appendix B. Study classification sorted by feedback elements
	
	Dependent 
variable(s)
	Feedback elements
	  

	
	
	
	Source
	Type
	Sign

	Design
	Frequency & Timing
	Recipient
	Task
	Environment
	

	Studies
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Frequency
	Timing
	
	
	Incentives
	Org. context
	Sum

	Anderson & Lanen (2002)
	Performance
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Andiola et al. (2018) 
	Satisfaction
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Appuhami (2024)
	Feedback-seeking
Feedback quality
Creativity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	1

	Arunachalam & Beck (2002)
	Product pricing
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Banker et. al. (1993)
	Availability of 
information
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	1

	Briers et al. (1999)
	Performance
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Buchheit (2004)
	Pricing behavior
Functional fixation
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Buchheit et al. (2012)
	Performance
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	3

	Cardinaels et al. (2024)
	Performance
	
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Casas-Arce et al. (2017)
	Performance
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Cassar & Ko (2023)
	Performance ratings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	1

	Christ et al. (2012)
	Performance
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	2

	Christ et al. (2016) 
	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	2

	Daniel & Reitsperger (1991)
	Feedback frequency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	1

	Daniel & Reitsperger (1992)
	Feedback provision
Feedback frequency
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	1

	Drake et al. (2007)
	Empowerment 
dimensions
Motivation
Performance
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	2

	Dworkis & Patelli (2022)
	Performance
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	2

	Ehmann et al. (2024)
	Work Engagement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	1

	Erickson et al. (2022)
	Performance
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Farrell et al. (2011)
	Employee subjective valuations
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Farrell & Frank (2022)
	Potential
Ability
Effort
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	1

	Frederickson et al. (1999)
	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	2

	Ghosh (1997)
	Escalation of 
commitment
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Grafton et al. (2010)
	Exploiting existing 
capabilities
Identifying new 
capabilities
Performance
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Grasser et al. (2021)
	Cooperation
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Gupta & King (1997)
	Performance
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	2

	Hartmann & Slapničar (2009) 
	Trust in supervisor
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Hirst & Luckett (1992)
	Judgment performance
Learning
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Holderness et al. (2017)
	Performance
	
	x
	
	(x)
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	2

	Jermias (2001)
	Resistance to change
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	2

	Kelly (2007)
	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	2

	Loftus & Tanlu (2018)
	Performance
	
	
	(x)
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Lourenço (2016)
	Performance
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	2

	Lourenço (2020)
	Performance
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	2

	Lourenço et al. (2018)
	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	(x)
	
	1

	Lovata (1992)
	Performance
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	3

	Maiga & Jacobs (2005)
	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	(x)
	
	1

	Ray (2007a)
	Sorting effect
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Ray (2007b)
	Feedback provision
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	2

	Slapničar et al. (2022)
	Task choice
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Sprinkle (2000)
	Effort
Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	1

	Thomas (2016)
	Effort
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	Thornock (2016)
	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	1

	Tuttle & Stocks (1998)
	Performance
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Viator et al. (2014)
	Performance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	1

	Waddoups (2022)
	Performance
Effort intensity
Time segments
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Sum (excl. elements 
in parentheses)
	
	
	3
	15
	8
	9
	5
	3
	9
	3
	5
	8
	68


Study classification sorted by feedback elements (continued). Bold letters indicate significant interaction effects between feedback elements.
Letters in parentheses indicate that a feedback element was included in a study but not its focus (e.g., not focus of the theory), not manipulated, or not considered in conjunction with feedback.

[bookmark: _Hlk188038299]Appendix C. Overview of studies examining behavioral feedback effects
	Author (year) Title
Journal
	Research focus
	Research method
	Dependent 
variable(s)
	Independent 
variable(s)
	Main findings

	[bookmark: _Hlk188092389]Anderson & Lanen (2002)
Using electronic data interchange (EDI) to improve the efficiency of accounting transactions
TAR
	Individual feedback (Outcome)
	Archival study
(n = 1.5 billion orders of a U.S. furniture manufacturer)
	Performance 
	Feedback about prior errors (absent, present)
	· Besides other effects, electronic feedback on prior errors improves learning and contributes positively to firm performance.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188092442]Andiola et al. (2018)
An examination of the interactive effect of feedback source and sign in the offshoring environment: A social identity perspective
BRIA
	Feedback source
Feedback sign
	Experiment
(n = 71 tax staff members)
	Satisfaction 
	Feedback source (offshore, onshore supervisor)
Feedback sign (negative, positive)
	· Employees are less satisfied if they receive negative feedback from an in-group supervisor than from an outgroup supervisor.
· Employees’ satisfaction with positive feedback does not differ between the feedback sources.


	[bookmark: _Hlk188092464]Appuhami (2024)
Linking Performance Measures and Feedback: Self-Regulation for Creativity
EAR
	Environment   (Organizational context)
	Survey 
(n = 88 middle-level managers in Australian service and manufacturing organizations)
	Feedback-seeking 
Feedback quality
Creativity
	Performance measures (non-financial, financial)
	· Managers perceive high-quality feedback when their performance is evaluated based on FPMs and proactively seek feedback when it is evaluated based on NFPMs.
· The positive association between NFPMs and individual creativity is fully mediated by feedback-seeking behavior and perceived feedback quality together.
· The positive association between FPMs and individual creativity is fully mediated by perceived feedback quality alone.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188092479]Arunachalam & Beck (2002)
Functional fixation revisited: The effects of feedback and a repeated measures design on information processing changes in response to an accounting change
AOS
	Individual feedback (Cognitive)
	Experiment
(n = 190 students)
	Product pricing
(Functional fixation)
	Judgment policy feedback (absent, present)
Accounting change (absent, second round, third round)
	· Feedback does not impact functional fixation.
· Feedback affects product pricing due to a revised consideration of pricing variables in the period in which the accounting change occurs.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188092498]Banker et al. (1993)
Reporting manufacturing performance measures to workers: An empirical study
JMAR
	Environment
(Organizational context)
	Survey 
(n = 362 U.S. manufacturing workers)
	Availability of information (quality, productivity, defects charts, schedule compliance charts, machine breakdown charts)

	Manufacturing practices (just-in-time [JIT], total quality management [TQM], teamwork, decentralization)
	· The provision of feedback on quality and productivity is positively related to the implementation of JIT, TQM, and teamwork practices.
· The provision of schedule compliance charts is positively related to the implementation of JIT, TQM, teamwork practices, and decentralization.
· The provision of machine breakdown charts is positively associated with the implementation of JIT and TQM. 
· The provision of defects charts is positively associated with the implementation of JIT and decentralization.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188092517]Briers et al. (1999)
The effects of alternative types of feedback on product-related decision performance: A research note
JMAR

	Individual feedback (Outcome, Task properties)

	Experiment
(n = 60 professionals)
	Performance
	Feedback type (outcome, benchmark, process properties) 
	· Outcome feedback (i.e., financial performance reports) improves performance.
· Outcome feedback combined with additional feedback information (benchmark reports or process properties feedback) shows superior performance.
· Performance does not differ between individuals who receive benchmark feedback and individuals who receive process properties feedback.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188092554]Buchheit (2004)
Fixed cost magnitude, fixed cost reporting format, and competitive pricing decisions: Some experimental evidence
CAR
	Feedback design
	Experiment
(n = 144 business students)
	Pricing behavior
Functional fixation
	Cost reporting format (contribution margin format, capacity costing format)
	· Feedback in capacity costing format leads to lower prices compared to the prices set under contribution margin feedback reports.
· Functional fixation is not necessarily eliminated by market forces.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188092567]Buchheit et al. (2012)
Outcome feedback, incentives, and performance: Evidence from a relatively complex forecasting task
BRIA 
	Individual feedback (Outcome)
Environment 
(Incentives) 
Task
	Experiment
(n = 165 upper-division accounting students)
	Performance (prediction accuracy) 
	Outcome feedback (absent, present)
Financial incentives (absent, present)
	· In relatively complex tasks, performance increases only if both feedback and incentives are provided.
· Outcome feedback reduces perceived task complexity.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188092587]Cardinaels et al. (2024)
Navigating through the noise: The effect of color-coded performance feedback on decision-making
CAR
	Individual feedback (Outcome)
Feedback design
	Experiment
(n = 88 students)
	Performance (decision accuracy) 
	Feedback noise (low, high)
Color coding (absent,  present)
	· Managers who receive reports in which performance increases are color-coded green and performance decreases are color-coded red are less affected by noise than managers who receive feedback reports without color coding.
· Color coding induces managers to process feedback more holistically, reducing the adverse effect of noise on managers’ learning processes.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188092646]Casas-Arce et al. (2017)
The performance effect of feedback frequency and detail: Evidence from a field experiment in customer satisfaction
JAR 
	Feedback 
frequency
Feedback design
	Field experiment
(n = 720-787 professionals of a claims management service firm)
	Performance
	Detail level (aggregate, detailed)
Frequency (weekly, monthly)
	· Feedback with high detail level increases performance when provided infrequently (monthly instead of weekly).
· The level of feedback detail does not affect performance when provided frequently. 
· Regardless of the detail level, frequent feedback is equally effective as low-detail, infrequent feedback.

	Cassar & Ko (2023)
Peer effects in subjective performance evaluation
CAR
	Environment   (Organizational context)
	Field experiment
(n = 282 employees)
	Performance ratings
	Peer quality (higher, lower)
	· Subjective performance ratings are lower for employees with higher quality peer groups in both randomized and nonrandomized settings.
· The strength of the peer effects is greater for focal employees with weaker performance, for the peers with higher attribute similarity, and when the performance of peers is more extreme.

	Christ et al. (2012)
The effects of preventive and detective controls on employee performance and motivation
CAR
	Individual feedback (Outcome)
Feedback timing
	Experiment
(n = 131 business students)
	Performance (on the feedback dimension and the compensated dimension)
Intrinsic motivation
	Feedback (no, preventive, immediate detective, delayed detective)
	· Participants with preventive controls and those with immediate detective feedback perform better than those who receive detective but delayed feedback or those without feedback.
· Detective immediate feedback is equally effective in improving employees’ performance as preventive feedback.
· Preventive feedback reduces intrinsic motivation.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188094589]Christ et al. (2016)
Compensation or feedback: Motivating performance in
multidimensional tasks
AOS
	Environment 
(Incentives)
Task
	Experiment
(n = 125 undergraduate business students)
	Performance (speed, accuracy)
	Task dimension (accuracy, speed) 
Control type (accuracy dimension: no, compensation; speed dimension: no, compensation, feedback)
	· In a multidimensional task, performance for the feedback dimension, as well as overall performance, is higher if employees are compensated based on one task dimension and receive feedback based on the other task dimension than if employees are compensated based on both task dimensions.

	Daniel & Reitsperger (1991)
Linking quality strategy with management control systems: Empirical evidence from Japanese industry
JMAR
	Environment 
(Organizational context)
	Survey 
(n = 459 responses from Japanese consumer electronics and automotive manufacturers)
	Feedback frequency
	Quality Strategy
(zero defect, economic conference level [ECL])
	· A management control system supporting a zero-defect strategy provides more frequent quality feedback than a system supporting an ECL quality strategy.
· The use of quality cost information is also related to a zero-defect strategy.

	Daniel & Reitsperger (1992)
Management control systems for quality: An empirical comparison of the U.S. and Japanese electronics industries
AOS
	Environment 
(Organizational context)
	Survey
(n = 1,468 U.S. and Japanese operating managers in electronics firms)
	Feedback provision
Feedback frequency
	Industry (U.S., Japan)
	· Feedback without goal setting does not improve performance.
· Feedback is provided more often than corresponding targets. 
· Japanese managers more regularly receive feedback regarding internal failures than U.S. managers.
· U.S. managers who receive feedback receive it more frequently.

	Drake et al. (2007)
Empowerment, motivation, and performance: Examining the impact of feedback and incentives on nonmanagement employees
BRIA
	Individual feedback (Outcome)
Feedback recipient

	Experiment
(n = 125 undergraduate students)
	Empowerment dimensions (impact, competence, self-determination)
Task motivation
Performance 

	Feedback information (pay only, non-financial, non-financial and financial feedback)
Individual performance-based incentive (absent, present)
	· Financial feedback increases individuals’ perceived impact regardless of the incentive scheme.
· Financial feedback does not affect self-determination and perceived competence.
· Performance-based incentives decrease self-determination and task competence compared to flat-wage. 
· Only the impact dimension is positively associated with motivation.
· Task motivation increases performance.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188092913]Dworkis & Patelli (2022)
Asymmetric responses to multidimensional performance evaluation systems: The role of non-pathological narcissism
MAR
	Feedback design
Feedback recipient
	Experiment
(n = 172 MTurkers)
	Performance
	Performance dimensions (two, three)
Feedback tone (encouraging, discouraging)
Narcissism (NPI scores)
	· Narcissism moderates the performance implications of conflict and of the tone with which feedback is provided under multidimensional PES.
· Under multidimensional PES, task performance among narcissists is less susceptible to conflict consistent with their analytic cognitive-perceptual style and abnormal need for self-enhancement, and more susceptible to feedback tone, consistent with their grandiose self-image. 

	Ehmann et al. (2024)
Performance management and work engagement – New evidence using longitudinal data
MAR
	Environment 
(Organizational context)
	Archival study
(n = 16,500 employee-firm-year observations)
	Work engagement
	Performance appraisal interviews
Target agreements 
Performance-related pay
	· Results show a positive and statistically significant impact of PMEPs on work engagement.
· The relationship between PMEPs and work engagement is smaller for larger firms and for firms in the IT, Communication, and Other Services sectors. 

	[bookmark: _Hlk188092936]Erickson et al. (2022)
Feedback with feeling? How emotional language in feedback affects individual performance
AOS
	Feedback sign
Feedback design
	Experiment
(n = 178 students)
	Performance
	Feedback valence (positive, negative)
Presence of valence-consistent emotional language (present, absent)
	· Negative emotional language decreases employee performance in response to negative feedback.
· Positive emotional language does not affect employee performance in response to positive feedback.
· The effect of negative emotional language on performance occurs by shifting individuals’ attention away from the task and toward the self.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093009]Farrell et al. (2011) 
Employees’ subjective valuations of their stock options: Evidence on the distribution of valuations and the use of simple anchors
CAR
	Individual feedback (Outcome, Task properties)
	Experiment
(n = 196 master’s-level business students)
	Employee subjective valuations
	Feedback type (outcome feedback, task properties feedback)
	· Outcome feedback improves subjective valuations of original option holdings.
· Cognitive feedback improves subjective valuations of options with differing characteristics since knowledge can be transferred. 

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093059]Farrell & Frank (2022)
It's Complicated: How a Subordinate's Gender Influences Supervisors' Use of Past Performance Information When Appraising Potential
JMAR
	[bookmark: _Hlk188093033]Feedback recipient
	Experiment
(n = 172 business school alumni)
	Potential
Ability
Effort
	Past performance (strong, weak)
Subordinate gender (neutral, male, female)
	· Supervisors’ beliefs about subordinates’ abilities in their current positions are lower for female than male subordinates.
· When performance was strong, supervisors attributed performance to ability to a lesser extent when the subordinate was female; when performance was weak, supervisors attributed performance to a lack of ability to a greater extent when the subordinate was female.
· Supervisors appraised a female subordinate’s potential as higher, and the difference was significant when past performance was strong.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093077]Frederickson et al. (1999)
Performance evaluation judgments: Effects of prior experience under different performance evaluation schemes and feedback frequencies
JAR
	Feedback 
frequency
Feedback recipient
	Experiment
(n = 108 undergraduate accounting students) 
	Performance 
(performance evaluation judgment)
	Experience with evaluation scheme (decision-based, outcome-based) 
Feedback frequency (after each decision, after all decisions)
	· Prior experience under an outcome-based (decision-based) performance evaluation scheme increases (decreases) outcome effects—that is, evaluations are affected by knowledge of the outcome, even though outcomes are uninformative about decision quality. 
· The difference increases with frequent feedback. 


	[bookmark: _Hlk188093117]Ghosh (1997)
De-escalation strategies: Some experimental evidence
BRIA
	Feedback design
	Experiment 
(n = 96 students)
	Escalation of commitment
	Feedback precision (unambiguous, ambiguous)
	· Precise (unambiguous) feedback reduces individual’s tendency to escalate commitment relative to ambiguous feedback.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093147]Grafton et al. (2010)
The role of performance measurement and evaluation in building organizational capabilities and performance
AOS
	Individual feedback (Outcome)
	Survey
(n = 183 business unit managers)
	Exploiting existing capabilities
Identifying new capabilities 
Performance
	Decision-facilitating and decision-influencing performance measures
Feedback use
	· The use of decision-facilitating measures for feedback, which depends on the extent to which the measures are used in evaluating their performance, facilitates the exploitation of existing capabilities
· A higher capacity to exploit existing capabilities increases a firm’s ability to identify new capabilities.
· The use of performance measures indirectly increases organizational performance.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093167]Grasser et al. (2021)
The Benefits of Deliberative Involvement in the Design of Incomplete Feedback Systems
CAR
	Feedback design
	Experiment
(n = 200 undergraduate students)
	Cooperation
	Feedback system design (baseline, complete, incomplete, incomplete with involvement)
	· An incomplete feedback system can benefit cooperation in a static environment, but the benefit is greater when employees were initially involved in its design.
· In a dynamic environment, an incomplete feedback system fails to facilitate cooperation unless employees were involved in its design.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093204]Gupta & King (1997)
An experimental investigation of the effect of cost information and feedback on product cost decisions
CAR
	Individual feedback (Outcome)
Environment   (Organizational context)

	Experiment
(n = 60 students from business and economics classes)
	Performance 
(forecast accuracy)
	Environmental complexity (less heterogeneous products, more heterogeneous)
Feedback accuracy (low, high)
Supplemental information (absent, present)
	· Outcome feedback increases performance over time.
· Performance is higher with more accurate feedback.
· In a simple environment, supplemental information partially substitutes less accurate feedback.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093270]Hartmann & Slapničar (2009)
How formal performance evaluation affects trust between superior and subordinate managers
AOS
	Feedback source

	Survey 
(n = 160 departmental managers from Slovenian commercial banks)
	Trust in supervisor
	Superiors’ formal use of the performance evaluation system 
Feedback quality
Procedural justice
	· The trust of subordinates in their supervisor depends on the level of formality of the performance evaluation.
· The relationship between formality and trust is mediated by feedback quality and procedural justice.
· The relationship between formality and trust differs depending on the contractibility of the managers’ output.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093283]Hirst & Luckett (1992)
The relative effectiveness of different types of feedback in performance evaluation
BRIA
	Individual feedback (Outcome, Task properties)
	Experiment
(n = 48 auditors)
	Judgment performance 
Learning
	Feedback (none, outcome, task properties, combined)
	· Outcome feedback improves judgment performance over time due to increased task learning.
· Task properties feedback initially increases performance.
· Individuals who receive both feedback types outperform those who only receive outcome feedback.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093302]Holderness et al. (2017)
Who are you to tell me that?! The moderating effect of performance feedback source and psychological entitlement on individual performance
JMAR 
	Feedback source
Feedback recipient
	Experiment
(n = 108 undergraduate students)
	Performance 
	Feedback source (peer, superior)
Psychological entitlement (low, high) 
	· In case of negative feedback, the effect of feedback source on performance is moderated by recipients’ psychological entitlement.
· Feedback effectiveness increases (diminishes) for entitled individuals when it is given by a superior-level source (peer-level source).
· In case of positive feedback, performance is not affected depending on the source and psychological entitlement.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093323]Jermias (2001)
Cognitive dissonance and resistance to change: The influence of commitment, confirmation and feedback on judgment usefulness of accounting systems
AOS
	Feedback sign
Feedback recipient
	Experiment
(n = 82 first year students)
	Resistance to change (inertia)
	Feedback sign 
Commitment (commitment, no commitment) 

	· If feedback is negative, committed individuals show a higher resistance to a change in their decision than non-committed people.
· Individuals who receive positive feedback show high resistance to change, regardless of their level of commitment.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093346]Kelly (2007)
Feedback and incentives on nonfinancial value drivers: Effects on managerial decision making
CAR
	Environment 
(Incentives, Organizational context)
	Experiment 
(n = 122 MBA students)
	Performance
(decision-making performance) 
	Performance evaluation system (feedback and incentives on financial measures, additional feedback on nonfinancial measures, additional feedback and incentives on non-financial measures)
Firm type (tangible assets firm, intangible assets firm)
	· In intangible-asset firms, decision-making quality improves when feedback and incentives on nonfinancial measures are added to feedback and incentives on financial measures, but not when only feedback on nonfinancial measures is added. 
· In tangible-asset firms, decision quality does not improve when feedback on nonfinancial measures or both feedback and incentives on nonfinancial measures are added to feedback and incentives on financial measures.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093367]Loftus & Tanlu (2018) 
Because of ‘‘because’’: Examining the use of causal language in relative performance feedback
TAR
	Feedback sign
Feedback design

	Experiment
(n = 108 undergraduate business students)
	Performance
	Causal language (low, high) 
Feedback sign (positive, negative)
	· Using high causal language for negative feedback increases performance more relative to low use of causal language.
· Using high causal language for positive feedback increases performance less relative to low use of causal language.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093388]Lourenço (2016)
Monetary incentives, feedback, and recognition—complements or substitutes? Evidence from a field experiment in a retail services company
TAR
	Individual feedback (Outcome)
Environment 
(Incentives)

	Field experiment
(n = 352 sales representatives of a U.S. retail service company)
	Performance
	Feedback (absent, present)
Monetary incentives (absent, present)
Recognition (absent, present)
	· Outcome feedback does not impact performance. 
· Outcome feedback does not interact with monetary incentives or recognition.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093411]Lourenço (2020)
Do self-reported motivators really motivate higher performance?
MAR
	Individual feedback (Outcome)
Feedback 
recipient
	Field experiment
(n = 119 sales representatives of a U.S. retail service company)
	Performance
	Feedback (absent, present)
Feedback preferences (high, low)
	· Only individuals with high preferences for feedback increase their performance in response to feedback (preference-performance consistency).

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093444]Lourenço et al. (2018)
The performance effect of feedback in a context of negative incentives: Evidence from a field experiment
MAR
	Feedback recipient
	Field experiment
(n = 181 physicians from a North American hospital)
	Performance 
	Feedback relative to a goal (absent, present)
Feedback preferences (record of log-ins to a web-page)
	· In the context of negative incentives, feedback reduces the performance of low-performers who do not seek feedback and medium performers who underestimate their performance.
· In the context of negative incentives, feedback does not affect performance of medium performers who overestimate their performance, high performers, and feedback-seekers.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093464]Lovata (1992)
The use of operant theory in the design of performance reporting systems
MAR

	Feedback sign
Feedback 
frequency
Feedback timing 

	Experiment 
(n = 60 graduate business students)
	Performance (cost performance, decision time)
	Feedback timing (no report, every fourth period, always, only for negative (positive) deviation, negative and positive deviation)
	· A variance report that is contingent on both positive and negative deviations leads to the fastest decisions without sacrificing cost performance and is superior to a report with fixed intervals.
· Receiving only negative feedback leads to the worst task performance.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093485]Maiga & Jacobs (2005) 
Antecedents and consequences of quality performance
BRIA
	Feedback 
frequency
	Survey 
(n = 91 plant or quality managers)
	Performance 
(quality performance, financial performance)
	Quality feedback (never to daily)
Quality goal 
Quality incentives
	· The frequency of quality feedback is positively associated with quality performance. 
· The relationship between feedback and financial performance is mediated by quality performance.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093499]Ray (2007a)
Performance evaluations and efficient sorting
JAR
	Individual feed-back (Outcome)
	Analytical modeling
	Sorting effect 
(surplus project value)
	Internal output
Effort
Outside options
	· Intermediate feedback serves as an effective sorting mechanism for effort allocation and project continuation and increases the total surplus of a project.
· The results are robust to individuals that have unknown ability, varying outside options, and an agency framework with risk-averse agents.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093509]Ray (2007b)
The retention effect of withholding performance information
TAR
	Feedback sign
	Analytical modeling
	Feedback provision
	Ability
Outside options
	· Firms strategically withhold performance information to retain employees if the employee is tempted to quit and shows average performance.
· If the employee has either high or low performance, the firm chooses to reveal performance information. 
· The firm’s equilibrium strategy is to fire employees when performance is low, to reveal performance information when performance is high, and otherwise to withhold information.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093527]Slapničar et al. (2022)
The Moderating Effect of Achievement Motive on Performance Feedback in Choices of Challenging Tasks
JMAR
	Feedback sign
Task
	Experiment
(n = 129 undergraduate business and accounting students)
	Task choice
	Task difficulty (low, moderate, high)
Feedback valence (success, failure)

	· Feedback is a key determinant of engagement in challenging tasks.
· Failure feedback discourages individuals with low achievement motive more than those with high achievement motive.
· Success feedback strongly encourages individuals to engage in a challenging task and levels out differences in achievement motive.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093565]Sprinkle (2000)
The effect of incentive contracts on learning and performance
TAR
	Environment 
(Incentives)
	Experiment
(n = 40 undergraduate business students)
	Effort 
Performance
	Incentive scheme (flat-wage, individual performance-based)
Trial
	· Incentives improve performance only after repeated feedback and experience.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093578]Thomas (2016)
Motivating revisions of management accounting systems: An examination of organizational goals and accounting feedback
AOS
	Feedback sign 
Feedback design

	Experiment
(n = 118 accounting and MBA students)
	Effort
	Feedback sign (positive, negative)
Priming a high-level goal (absent, present)

	· In the absence of priming a high-level goal, negative feedback increases individuals’ effort more than positive feedback and compared to priming a high-level goal. 
· When priming a high-level goal, individuals with positive feedback exhibit more effort than with negative feedback and compared to not priming a high-level goal.

	[bookmark: _Hlk188093599]Thornock (2016) 
How the timing of performance feedback impacts individual performance
AOS
	Feedback timing 
	Experiment
(n = 90 accounting students)
	Performance

	Delay (no, short, intermediate, long)
	· In a multi-step task, feedback timing and performance exhibit an inverted-U relationship, with feedback after a short delay being most effective.
· Increasing delays reduce performance, while short delays are more effective than no delay (immediate feedback).
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Task properties feedback (absent, present)

	· Outcome feedback improves performance.
· Task properties feedback increases performance over time. 
· Task properties feedback interacts with outcome feedback to affect performance over time.
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	Feedback recipient

	Experiment
(n = 61, 99, 44, 117 graduate accounting students)
	Performance
	Reflective cognitive capacity (Need for cognition scale: low, high; Cognitive reflection test: low, high)
Feedback provision (outcome, cognitive, task properties)
	· Participants with high reflective cognitive capacity increase their performance in response to feedback.
· In three out of four experiments, participants with low reflective cognitive capacity do not improve their performance in response to feedback.
· Previous feedback studies may not be generalizable because performance in response to feedback depends on individuals’ reflective cognitive capacity.
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CAR
	Feedback 
frequency

	Experiment 
(n = 72 business students)
	Performance
Effort intensity
Time segments

	Feedback frequency (less, more)

	· More (less) frequent feedback leads employees to create smaller (larger) mental time segments.
· Employees who create smaller mental time segments are less likely to find efficiencies at work, suggesting an unintended cost of increasing feedback frequency.
· Employees with smaller mental time segments work with higher levels of effort intensity.



20


