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Abstract: Performance monitoring refers to the collection of information about the work. Employee reactions to monitoring 
matter because organizations have a strong stake in maintaining both employee motivation and well-being.There are 
different methods of monitoring by organization leaders including observation, informal discussion and formal meeting. 
Each of these methods and the frequency of employee performance monitoring have different effects on employee job 
performance. Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) also interferes in this relationship since some methods of 
monitoring decrease OCB and some of them increase OCB. This study is an attempt to theorize the effects of methods of 
leadermonitoring on job performance considering the role of organizational citizenship behavior. Based on the developed 
conceptual model, OCB has a mediating role between methods of monitoring by leader and employee job performance. The 
proposed hypothesizedrelationships in this study can be a base for further research in this area. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Performance monitoring refers to the collection of 
information about the work effectiveness and 
productivity of individuals, groups, and larger 
organizational units. Performance monitoring is a key 
component of organizational control systems. As a 
task-oriented behavior, monitoring allows managers 
to obtain information about the performance of 
subordinates. Employee reactions to monitoring 
matter because organizations have a strong stake in 
maintaining both employee motivation and well-
being. The presence or absence of performance 
monitoring and the way in which monitoring is 
conducted influence the amount of effort that 
employees address to different tasks [1]. Despite the 
large amount of extant leadership research, 
researchers have given very little attention to the 
effects of leader monitoring behaviors. Does frequent 
monitoring of employee performance also discourage 
employees' motivation to go above and beyond their 
job descriptions, decreasing helping behaviors, other 
acts of employee citizenship and lower job 
performance? Other study showed that the 
observation method of monitoring decreases 
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) [2]. 
Another study has suggested that OCB should be 
considered an important component of job 
performance because citizenship behaviors are part of 
the spontaneous and innovative behaviors and being 
instrumental for effective organizations [3]. However, 
no study yet conducted to investigate the effect of 
monitoring on job performance by considering OCB 
in this relationship. This study will examine the effect 
of leader monitoring methods on employee job 
performance through its effect on employee 
citizenship behavior. The effects of three monitoring 

methods including: observation, informal discussion 
and formal meeting will be theorized on job 
performance through its relationship with OCB. 

 
II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
Performance monitoring is a term applied to a variety 
of workplace practices that concern the collection of 
employee work performance data [1]. Historically, 
supervisors monitored performance by personally 
observing, recording, and reporting on employee 
performance and behavior [4]. 
 
Although specific research on the issue is sparse, but 
there is evidence of both negative and positive effects 
of monitoring. The research literature conducted by 
Lund [5] on electronic performance monitoring 
(EPM) has attributed different outcomes to 
monitoring, including improved worker performance, 
reduced job satisfaction and increased job stress. 
Electronic surveillance invades workers' privacy, 
erodes their sense of dignity and frustrates their 
efforts to do high-quality work by a single-minded 
emphasis on speed and other purely quantitative 
measurements. The study by Stanton and Julian 
[6]showed if employees believe that one aspect of 
their work is important—basing their beliefs on the 
capabilities of the EPM system—but the organization 
values another aspect of performance, the potential 
exists to reduce organizational effectiveness and 
increase conflict between employees and employer. 
Electronic surveillance has raised concerns about the 
use and effects of performance monitoring in the 
workplace. The traditional human relations 
perspective would seem to equate managerial 
monitoring behaviors to close supervision, which has 
been related to decreased levels of employee 
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motivation. The evidence cited above suggests 
employees may respond negatively to the controlling 
aspect of monitoring [2]. On the other hand, Peters 
and Waterman's [7] concept, "management by 
wandering around" (MBWA), suggests that 
managers' keeping in touch with employees enhances 
communication between the two and may contribute 
to a "people-oriented" culture in an organization. 
Komaki [8] noted that performance monitoring 
should enhance managerial effectiveness because it 
enables managers to evaluate subordinate 
performance more accurately, thus increasing the 
managers' ability to provide consequences that are 
contingent upon performance. CBEMA (the 
Computer Business and Equipment Manufacturers' 
Association) believes strongly that the measurement 
of work by computer is a legitimate management tool 
that should be used wisely. Used appropriately, 
monitoring and related techniques, such as incentive 
pay or promotion based on productivity, can increase 
both an organization's effectiveness and the 
employee's ability to advance [5]. 
 
Performance monitoring is defined as the 
observation, examination, and/or recording of 
employee work-related behaviors. There are two 
forms of performance monitoring activities (Stanton, 
2000): 

1) traditional performance monitoring (non-
electronic such as direct observation); 

2) electronic performance monitoring (EPM).  
 
Electronic performance monitoring differs from more 
traditional forms of performance monitoring in that 
EPM can occur continuously and can record 
voluminous data about multiple dimensions of work 
performance. Traditional monitoring often relies on 
the presence of a human observer with all the known 
limitations of perceptual processing. Other 
differences between these types of monitoring exist: 
EPM is novel, traditional monitoring is not; EPM can 
be hidden from workers, whereas traditional 
monitoring is usually noticeable; EPM requires 
machinery, traditional monitoring uses supervisor 
labor. 
 
Nonetheless, certain striking parallels also appear. 
Performance data from monitoring are utilized for 
common purposes (e.g., feedback and evaluation), 
regardless of its source. Both EPM and traditional 
monitoring can occur with or without employee 
acceptance or permission, can occur regularly or 
intermittently, can be expected or a surprise, and can 
be explained and justified by an organization or not 
[1]. Because this article focuses sharply on employee 
reactions to monitoring, and its consequent effects on 
employee OCB and job performance we only focus 
on traditional monitoring activities. Therefore, the 
phenomena of interest here are those of which the 
employee has some awareness. Komaki and her 

colleagues [8, 9] developed a taxonomy of work-
related supervisory behaviors. They separated 
supervision into three categories: (1) performance 
antecedents (instruction, clarifying work), (2) 
performance monitors, and (3) performance 
consequences (evaluation, giving rewards). 
Performance monitors included four methods: 

1) work sampling: observing subordinates or 
inspecting their work;  

2) reading written reports: checking results 
found on production reports or other 
documents;  

3) self-reports by subordinates: discussing 
performance directly with subordinates 
individually or as a group; and  

4) secondary sources: discussing subordinate 
performance with relevant others.  

 
In this study, methods of leader monitoring refer to 
two of Komaki's four methods: work sampling and 
employee self-reports. In this study, the method of 
using employee self-reports has been divided into 
formal meetings and informal discussions, 
considering this distinction necessary because the two 
types of discussion differ; formal meetings are 
scheduled and structured, whereas informal 
discussions are spontaneous and variable in structure.  
 
Organizational citizenship behavior can be 
considered as a form of job performance. Based on 
the job performance definition by orthodox,the 
construct have restricted to the simple coverage of 
task-related behaviors. There are three categories of 
employee job performance:  

 task performance,  
 extra-role performance,  
 and counterproductive work behavior 

 
Extra-role performance,often referred to as 
organizational citizenship behavior.It also named 
contextual performance. It is defined as behavior that 
is beneficial to the organization and goes beyond 
formal job requirements such as helping colleagues at 
work, making suggestions for improvement 
andworking extra hours[10].OCB supports the 
execution of task activities. Actually, a great deal of 
empirical evidence indicates that OCB is positively 
associated with a range of performance outcomes, 
including task performance[11].Organizational 
citizenship behavior (OCB) is defined as work-related 
behaviors that are discretionary, not related to the 
formal organizational reward system, and, in the 
aggregate, promote the effective functioning of the 
organization[12].Organ defined organizational 
citizenship behavior (OCB) as “contributions to the 
maintenance and enhancement of the social and 
psychological context that support task 
performance”[13]. A five dimensional model of OCB 
includes altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship, 
conscientiousness, and civic 
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virtue[14].Organizational citizenship behavior 
positively influencesimproves organizational 
efficiency andjob performance. Motivating 
employees to go beyond their job role has 
increasingly attracted scholarly attention. Self-
initiated and positive employee behavior is called 
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB).Organ 
suggested that OCB effectively attributes financial 
and human resources, as well as assists organizational 
efficiency in operations. In other words, employees 
surpass organizational requirements, not only 
completing their obligations and tasks but also 
initiating voluntary actions beyond their work roles, 
helping others,making sacrifices, and offering 
advice[16]. 
 
Moorman [3] study suggested that OCBs consist of 
performance that is above and beyond the call of duty 
and is geared toward the effective functioning of the 
organization. Employees who engage in OCB are 
likely to match the prototypical feature of the good 
employee [12]. 
 
The most commonly identified predictors of 
citizenship behavior include positive attitudinal 
constructs (e.g., organizational commitment,job 
satisfaction) or situational factors (e.g., procedural 
justice,supportive leadership) that lead to the 
development of positive member attitudes. The 
influence of personality traits tends to be strongest in 
“weak” or ambiguous situations, where there is a lack 
of uniform expectancies and an absence of strong 
performance incentives. Therefore, despite the fact 
that OCBs are not directly compensated and tend to 
be discretionary, only conscientiousness has 
demonstrated a consistent but weak relationship with 
OCBs across multiple studies [17]. 
 
Employees show the best job performance in 
challenging, resourceful work environments, as such 
environments facilitate their work engagement. This 
implies that organizations should offer their 
employees sufficient job resources, including social 
support, feedback and skill variety. Research indeed 
suggests that management can influence employees’ 
job demands and resources, and may indirectly 
influence employee performance and 
engagement.Managers are not always available 
forfeedback, and organizations that are confronted 
with economic turmoil may set other priorities. Under 
such conditions, it may be particularly important for 
employees to optimize their own work 
environmentand show proactive behavior [18]. 
Close supervision reduces employees' autonomy and 
self-responsibility. If people have a need to feel 
competent and self-determining, managerial 
behaviors that limit their freedom, such as observing 
them at work or keeping tabs on their work progress, 
could elicit "psychological reactance". Such 
"reactance" could take the form of poor job attitudes, 

minimum levels of effort, or both. An employee 
having such reactions would be unlikely to exhibit 
discretionary behaviors reflecting efforts above and 
beyond the norm [2]. 
 
Therefore, as employees perceive their leader to be 
observing their work, initiating work-related 
discussions, or holding formal meetings concerned 
with work progress, they may both perceive that 
emphasis is being placed on in-role task performance 
and feel that their freedom to act is constrained. 
Those perceptions will result in a reduction of their 
efforts to exhibit behaviors outside their basic job 
descriptions [2]. 
 
The Niehoff & Moorman [2] study showed that 
observation has a negative effect on employee OCB. 
Employees who perceived that their general managers 
frequently observed their work or initiated meetings 
to discuss problems were reported as exhibiting low 
levels of OCB. The result of this study also indicated 
informally that the degree to which the general 
managers monitored work progress through informal 
discussions largely did not affect the level of OCB 
employees exhibited. However, this study result 
partially supported the negative relationship between 
formal meeting and OCB.  
 
The results of Hoffman et al [19] study supported a 
single factor model of OCB that is distinct from, 
albeit strongly related to, task performance. 
Furthermore, OCB has been suggested by Moorman 
[3] to be an important component of job performance 
because citizenship behaviors are part of the 
spontaneous and innovative behaviors. 
 
The above evidence indicates that the methods of 
leader monitoring have an indirect effect on job 
performance. This relationship is mediated by 
employee OCB. It is likely that an employee, who’s 
being observed by his/her respected leader, is going 
to have fewer extra role activities, which in turn 
results in a lower job performance. Moreover, formal 
meetings have the same effect as the method of 
observation, meaning lower job performance is the 
result of such a method. However, the third kind of 
monitoring, namely, informal discussions has a 
positive effect on the OCB of the employee, which is 
believed to have the same effect on the employee’s 
job performance. 
 
Based on the above-mentioned discussion, the 
following hypotheses can be developed as shown in 
Figure 1: 
 Employee’s OCB is negatively affected by 

observation as a method of leader monitoring. 
 Employee’s OCB is positively affected by 

informal discussion as a method of leader 
monitoring. 
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 Employee’s OCB is negatively affected by 
formal meeting as a method of leader 
monitoring. 

 Employee’s job performance is affected 
positively by employee’s OCB. 

 The relationship between observation as a 
method of leader monitoring and job 
performance is mediated by OCB. 

 The relationship between informal discussion 
as a method of leader monitoring and job 
performance is mediated by OCB. 

 The relationship between formal meeting as a 
method of leader monitoring and job 
performance is mediated by OCB. 

 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

This research expands our understanding of the 
performance monitoring and its effects on job 
performance. The study also introduces OCB as the 
mediating factor that interferes the relationship 
between different methods of leader monitoring and 
job performance. Based on the developed conceptual 
model,   observation and formal meeting have 
negative effects on OCB and informal discussion has 
positive effect on OCB.   
 
These relationships shed light on the importance of 
informal environment and relations in the 
organization. Those firms that try to apply too 
formalization in their job environment should be 
aware of its negative effects on their employees 
especially regarding the monitoring methods that they 
utilize.  

 
Figure 1: Theoretical relationship between methods of leader monitoring, OCB and job performance 

 
However, further studies are needed to confirm these 
results in different conditions. Considering the 
importance of employee job performance in the 
organization, we suggest that researchers of this area 
put the hypothesized relationships in the conceptual 
model presented in this study under scrutiny and test 
it in different organizations and contexts.  
Comparing the results from different studies on this 
model can provide the managers with a better 
understanding of the effects of leaders’ monitoring 
methods on the employee’s job performance. This 
will lead to a better understanding for leaders to 
improve their performance monitoring methods 
toward better job environment for employees.  
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