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EFFECTIVENESS OF PUBLIC VERSUS PRIVATE FEEDBACK IN
~ ANDFIELD SETTI -

" E. Brende Davis
. September!g 1988

_ The primery objective of these studies was to attempt to-

xdetermme the relotwe effectiveness of the tgpe of feedback when

combmed wnh goal settmg it has been demonstrated in previcus
research that the combinctlon of goul setting and KR (or f aedbuck)

. resuitsin mcreased performance over elther goa! settmg or feedback

ulone However hme reseorch hos been conducted on the re}atwe oo

~ effecliveness: of type of feedback.

© Three studies were conducted. Study | consisted of 8 ;ﬁos(—tés't .

~ questionnaire administered to 165 Seint Mery's University si\uda:ﬁis in -

iwo feedback conditions: private feedback only end private piué pubtic
feedback. 1t was hypothesized that the two groups wpuld dif f er in the ;
types of goals set, expectotions of goo’l' pchievérﬁent‘ and percep_\tions‘ ~
of the feedback received. This Yéas notdémonstmted. 1t did 6ppear
thet the introduction of public feedback negetively of fected the
subjact’s view of the sourca of the feedback, —— -

Study 2 wes a field study conducted in & reteil setting in Halifex,
N.S. it was hypothesized that either pubhc feedback alone or the
combmotwn of pubhc and private feedback would significantly



inereuse performance on the dependéntmeasures over both basehne

‘ nnd prwate feedbock alone A mndmed reversul design was used and

‘ ~;there were two dependent measures: housekeeping tasks and cesh .

‘ discrepancies, Assigned \orgomzotmnai ‘goals-and three feadback

* conditions were used: private fesdback slone, public feedbeck sione,
and pubHc plus private feedback. Results were not ccmc)uswe and
‘were attributed primarﬂg too Hawthorne effect V ‘

, Studg 3was o laboratory study, agein utmzmg e modified *
réversal design aésiéned goals and three feedhéck conditm‘ns Two : k
dependent meosures were used: humber of simpie c!er:cal tasks:
~ completed and number completed correctlg Twenty-four sub}ects
‘were used, 12 per condmon assigned either an easy or hord goel.
There were no dif ferences among tgpes of Teedback for the group
assygned an easy gool For the group assrgned 8 hard goel, ﬂerformance |
‘ decreased after the presentatwn of pubhc plus private feedback. As
in Study 1, the mtroduction of public and private Teedback appears to .
be aversive to effective performam:e .

" Future reseorch needs to address’ the issues reised in these |
istumes Feeubcck tgpe oppears to affect pertormance however, the .

_ extem or m:ture of tms affect hos nut been determmed
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i.ntroduction ,
In 1966, Edwin Locke published his-first rasearch on gosl setting
and by 1968 had proposed the basis for & gosl-oriented model of

motivution Pinder (1984) has ramarked thet of the plethoro of

‘motwotinna} theories for orgomzanns goul settsng hos | o

demonstroied more‘scienuﬂc velidity then sny other approach.

‘Locka Shaw, Saaeri and Latham in &9’81 pubnéhmed 5 review end

; ‘ossessment of the Hteroture on gou] setting, f rom Locke sown

mmal work in 1968 up to and including 1980

Simultanaouslg o Mrge number of operent conditioning studias

: utmzing goal setting as antecedent stimuli and feadback as

reinforcement heve besn ca_n.ducted. The two dif !erent‘th‘eoreticol
oppg‘o'nches have been developed siong par’all‘el but very different

lines. Where Locke's gosl sstting theory deals with statistically

: stgnit jcant ‘gra‘up or popu!otion results, behaviour modificetion

t :
(part:culoﬂg organizational behaviour modmcotion) focuses on

‘ indwidua! performonce increoses and deficits (Brethower !982)

Both theories claim support and results. However, both also havs




p;oblems in theoretical -iséues and methodology. Althpuﬁh both views
eccept and ut’ll‘ize gbd] setting Snd f aedbock the degree of emphasis

ts mf ferent. As wen feedback or know)edge of results is accepted as
eqmny eff ective regordless of tgpe or degree administered Utﬂe

has been pubHshed comrosting the relative effectiveness of tgpes of |
T eedback uséd in bet;avj‘o\tir éhéﬁge, The purpose of this study is to -
‘exp'r-n‘ir;e“goa} is.e,ttfhg t‘h;eory \fronr.rboth e canitiQe and bshavi&_;ml |
viex&point by cbhtfusiing types of { eédbock providéd. An 6werview of :
Locke s meorg is provided, fonowed bg an assessment of current !
reseorch end problems The behovioural wewpoint is olso ‘discussed

~ond contrested w:th Locke s theory.

. Def initinﬁ ohd A‘t‘tribut.es of Goﬁ)s -

Locke et al (1981) dascribeﬁ goals as the ‘“objéct or aim of an
sction” (p. 326) ond état‘ed thet go&ls are‘ul\timg”telg_ithe reguletors bf .
- ell humo‘ﬁ activify. Yet ther;g‘is not o direct relationship here betv\zeeﬁ

N A \

goe! ‘and action; rather, goals ere described as being mediated by

‘cognitwé processes. Goiﬂ.Semng is viewed o5 on,interno!:prot_ess



~involving the recognition of two mejor attributes, content and
intensjty. . | o
| Content refers to the élaritg or sp(_a'ciﬁcngf\\ﬂth whiph the goai
- is siataq and the di»ff icultgof the goal (or the degree of prof icjencg,
‘speed 01;"uccuracg qee‘ded to obt‘a'in it). 1t has been wall documéntéd
\v(‘Locke et gl, 1981; T‘ubbs\, 1986; ﬂénto, Steel nné Kerren, ‘196?) that
h\ar;j; specific goul.sp:roddce“ better performance tha_n méi:li“um', easy,
"d‘o your best’, or no goais.
intensity ref e.rs‘ to the cégniiivé processes \requirr"edd to ;chieve :
the goal: strategy dia_v‘e‘l‘opmen‘t‘, ‘t_he importence of the goai (\o‘r'the
* individuel's commitment to it); end the possﬂ‘n‘le conflict of
‘éimu‘it‘anebus gioo.i,‘;s. iHoWaver, i 1§81 LockE et al uss-eried thqt these
thaqfetica) aéégrtiéns were jugt;that; iﬂi?e or no spsport in the form

of reéeurch has been attempted, 3

Motivational Mechanists
"Viewed as a mechanism for increasing motivation, goal setting.

affects the direction of action, the amount of effort expended toward



‘thet‘ sction, and the persistence of the action, | \ ‘
; .Direcﬁ_on m; octinn Ywas pot:clarmed by Lockg} he substantisted
“his definition thrﬁugh the use of exomp‘les orﬁg. Howevar, direction
eppears Lo imply the Specmcatwn of & pomcular goal and the
cngmtive percept:pn of the tasks required to reach it. Directed oction
infers thot the individual recognizes the gool and the subsaquent |
- . performance reqmred.
:j E.f\fort ‘is closely tiad'tx\)\ direction; af fo.rt:i\s\expende_d ‘Q_cbOl“djhg
to the perception of the direction of thé géa‘l. Or as Locke et al
| stated "mgher goa!s produce higher performance than !ower orno -
‘gaals beqause m_ﬂmnmmgm for the former " ( 1981, p.
\ 132 ituhcs added). Agam research has shown L pasxtwe hnear \
‘ ;relationsmp betwsen the amount of effort required and increased -
performance, assuming goal commitment and the absence of
dggf unctionai cénd‘{tions such as h‘igh;anxi;eitg )ev‘els_;
\‘ . éer‘s‘i'ster;ce is‘basiﬁal}g‘direéted effort over ‘time and as such‘
hos not been opp‘rouched in the ‘rése‘urch. To be substantiated, research

would be required to measure persistence in the maintenance of



" effort towerd & goel, rpther thon\the.m‘gosursment of the end result
of the gﬁal reached or _obthifned».‘ ‘ |
. Locke et el also 1h¢luded strategy q\eQeiépment os an indirect
mechoﬁism cénsi_sting 'eqtir_e‘]g of cognitivé problem ’sq}vﬁ‘ng. Al;hbugh

Locke et o stated thet tnewiauols mu‘st»devejop the rpquisite

strntegies to obtain goals (for without such strotegms especiang in

complex tasks, tha motivationol ei fects of goals would not produce

\ - increased performunce) the reseerch cited does not seem to S

N

', Gifferentiote betwean strategg development ond effort. For examp]e |
‘Terborg (;)976) showed that sub )ects with specif ic gon!s wrote notes:
in the morgins of texts to facm‘tate learmng, while subjects wnh‘ no

' goals d!d not engage in such behaviour. Indeed this does. seem to be '
strategg development to increasa performonce ota !eorning task, but
it also appears to fit Locke's theory of dtrection and effort: the ﬂrst ;
subjects yere obviouslg workmg hordar Terborg used the term

'direction’ to describe the measure Locke chose to cul! strotegg use

Obviously, str:ategg davelopment has b.een ﬁimcuu to measure and

I 855885
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Medietors for-Motivation

The motivational elements of goal setting, or the ef fectiveness

 with which one works toward & goal, cen be affected (as ststed by

‘Locke et al in 198 D bg money, bﬁrtici‘pgtion in the goal setting

' _process, and khovgledge of results (kR)‘ar feadback. .

‘.

Locke et ol (!\bsi} offered monetary incentive os a contributing |

‘éffect to enhance motivo.tiqri and thus increase perfothwn“ca. Results \

have been inconsistent with this statement. Locl{é‘s initial tenet was

. thet monag‘»tif fected the levels.at which goals were set or intentions

+ established, This was not supported.by the resesrch. Néxt, he proposed

thét money wou.}a nitiste more soontaneo@s_gdp!’sémng than would

oc;:ur ;ﬂﬂhout mc'amweg This ; too, hed cdatredictorg resul ts. Finally,

he proposed thet maney offected the individuel's degree of gool
commitment. Although it has not been shown that 'gou}kco‘mfm tment’ ‘

con be\ measured as a cbnstrucm_o‘c‘ke persists in 1he‘paugf that it |

. wﬁl be proven that iﬁgent‘ives have 'c\ poﬁerful motivutmhni gffect,

| it %o\s initiu!‘lg beliaved thoi ‘porticipot‘ion‘in the goal setting

précess by individuals, \rather then simply being assigned gosls, would

—p

oY
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result in higher métivetion end greeter goul‘ﬂirscted performance.

"This has had only mixed resuits in both figld and 3ubor~diorg settings.

- .Locke et al drew severel conclusions from these results (1981):

- thet perticipstive goal setting could lead to setting higher goels. -

- that pdrtibi petion could léod to greater goel acc‘éptance and/or

commitment.
‘ - that the potentisl"benefits of participative goel setting (such os o

'sense .of belonging, of having involvement in the’ érocess) could

outweigh any }pe‘i'ftf)rmance benefﬁts,

Locke et al (1 9‘8*1‘ ) ~copc¥udedk that ‘sypbortivqganesé"of fered by
‘those \if\wolkveﬁ in thé dectsi‘on'moking prg:;ceés (éuch:fﬁg‘mundgers and
supgrvisor\s) could D}; more cn}éial than»poriicip;mon» itself in

achieving goal acceptence. He also referred to the power"of the ~

" supervisor, and the revards and punishments ehtailéd by gosl
 attainment/nonattainment es poséiblg imp&rtpni but not yet

* . significantly investigated. Although not stated explicitly by Locke,

these factors could be interpreted as potential behavioural

reinforcers for perf ormonbe. That is, e]éments such as the

W



supporuveness o? 8 sﬁpervisor, rgcewmg 8 prbmnﬁnn fot;‘coh‘sistem
‘g‘p‘fﬂp p‘*tt‘ui‘nmént, or bé'fng fired for non-goal attuinmént co*;;ﬂd ol ‘
sery;a {0 posiiivé]g or negetively rginfurcé th,e.behu‘viour\o!
‘ pér‘ti‘cipat\{oﬁ ir; gool ‘éattiﬁg, o o
B Fmaﬂg, chke 8t 81.(1981) presented KR as having & med‘iatmg
effect on perfqnnqncé toward a gqél ; that is, that gopi setting slone |
- is not suf ﬁciént lo“;impr‘ove p‘erfémience, b‘ut\ §iven KR;\and gools,-
‘ per*fokrmpnce will be both‘-of fectedpr;d idap’roved. Héving ‘56t 8 g\oul, ‘
receivir\rg‘ i\nfm\'m‘otian obou\t one's‘-‘i)ro_gress\tqward it would 8llow the
ingividual. to in&reqée/decraésé performence s nsedad. It should be
noted at this pbin{'that Locké et b! did not include angpeﬂavioural
studies _oé such in the ﬁterature‘ reviéw; when they WBré presented in‘ ‘
re!ev;niflitefatﬁre, ‘tﬁag ware‘nc}ted 68 ;gob)s ond KR studies™ (Locke |
et‘al,,lgal,k-p. 13d) or as “performun\éa s{ondurdé wﬁh { eadback“‘
{Locke, 1977, p; 54?5 eyén. ihougﬁ the ‘pr‘écéﬁures uéad in such studies
hed edhered to behavioural principles and aha&sesf Bg 1981 ,there
wa§ consistent research ﬂ‘ii.:stroting the ef ficecy of such bem‘avioural‘

procedures in research on goel sétting. For examplé, in 1968 P.S,



Hu‘ndn}‘ studied the effects of KR on increasing pé'rftérmanta dmong
factorg kworkersl‘Hé used o i:ontrbl Agroup and ) ‘compa‘rtso‘n‘ between .
baseltne measure and one axpartmental interventton |
Komokt Barwtck and Scott (1978) attempted to tmpmve workar :
stf ety ina manufucturtng plont ustng goat satttng through visual
presentnttons end feedbnck Van Houtan Hm ‘and Pursans (1975) used
gool sett.tng (tjmtng), feedbock; public posung ond prpise to ,‘tmpro\ve:
~stt1dénts‘ s‘tov‘—g\wrt t-tgg pert drmttnce. Locke hed included nons of tttésa

studies. ’

- Other Vuriab\les |
Although-it wag sho\tm thot demographic f éctors (such 8s ‘age,
38X, emplogment status, geographw area) do not affect gcal settmg,
‘personatttg varmbtas, although extensively studtad show ontg
tnconststent results Locka et al (!98\) offerad 3everal reosons t’or

this tackjot conclustve support:

t . The studtes reviewed were not designed to assess the inf luences on



g“oal setting of individual differences. Further, by using only sssigned
goels, §ub japis weré lim;ted in their responée éapa‘b‘ﬂities, which, in
| turﬁ,.nmi“ts perrormt:nca | |
2 Thuée verisbles included in the studies to determine individue) |
_ differences were nni based on clear igéoret‘icél rationale. Any
di_%ferences detected: then, were difficult 1‘\f not imp‘ossiple to

: 1nterpre-taﬂ | |

* 3. The measures used to 8ssess bersqnamg veriables were not
consistent across éxbéri‘rwjenfts‘, ‘and often Iacked reliability and
ity |

‘ 4§_‘fher§ could have been & \confounding of individual difference_s |
within some “stu“dies. |

5. No tests of signi fi‘bancé wére usé‘d between the correlation
coefficients to astablish moderating effects. Tbat is, when an
%\ndiivsd_u.al difference was ’shéwn to cbrfe‘\ate to pe‘r‘formance for
_squact‘s\ »‘vho.scorad high on thet vaﬁamé, 8 lack of correlation was 3

" not demohstmted for subjects who scored low on that variable.



x‘ﬁ"

o

Also affecting the-motivation of en individuel towerd 8 goai ere: -
goal commitment, acceptance and 6ho§ca. Goal commitment implles

that one will try fora gopi {whether ~assi§ned or pariicipa;ivel.g set), "

" while gos! scceptance ik@‘ijs that one wili sgree to work toward sn

assigned gosal.
Choice appears to be réprésentad by pdrtictp'utxinn inthe goal
setting process, These concepts had also not been supportedby = -

research. Locke believed that possible reasons could include the

questionable validity of goel acceptance messures, the limited range
 of scores on such measures {where neerly all subjects show complete
 or substential goal commitment); and an inability of naive subjects to

" effectively discriminate between small increments of theirown

commitment.
k . i.r'*‘\_/\ ) _ ‘
it 1/7’ aiso possible that the inconclusiveness of the results and
the problems hoted by Locke et ol (1981) illustrate a major prob!am
Mth;gonl setting theory per se: much of the theory is based on

intangible, subjective and difficult to quantify constructs.
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35 well, Locke at 8] offered; with little expansion or
- explenation, personal ﬁomes, previous experience, and iridividual}gl
_expected outcomes 8s all offering potentisl mediating or \diract‘

" sffects on the gosl setting process.

| ~ Summery

in reﬁe%‘ving Lockg'siown researchof 1 968 end subsequent
’res_earcﬁ, deke et al (1981) i‘deh{ﬂ ied, and‘th:ffera‘d confirmation of,
these mojér:‘o.reos‘ of goet s‘ait%ng theory (see Slgo \hgufe 1 .
1. Goal difficulty ahq clarity dirgt::;}g fjnﬂuenc‘e‘ berf ormance. |
2 Di‘r;ectiro‘ti ar;d‘effort af i\_ect th'e le;ae‘] of pgrfo‘rmunce.
;3,_ Pi:rtfi‘cigimtion in ;;oo‘l setting ‘dnés not directly ;:ﬂ ect pert arman‘c‘e. |
4, Darhqgrﬁphic veriables do not affect gual setting. |
| AI}'of‘ these hoyé been preséntgd ond confirmed bg‘Locka 8t 8l and
more recent meto-onalgseg (Tubbs, 19866; Mentd, Steel end Kerren, -
wen. | “

| Arees still to be clerified and/or substentieted include:

1. The role of strategy dévelopment, goal imporiance and goui



13

Previous Experience 7 oiTects ° Goal Cnmq{iitman@
T>| Personal Valuss ‘ Gool Acceplance
EXD.{:(M_ guteomes ‘ R ) Goal Choice
2affects 1
Personslily ? a118cts Ditficuity
Varisbles " tlar’tg‘
7affects 7 affects :
Individua Task PBﬂOfTﬂﬁﬂCG - L 4
. .| effects -
Money - k
7 affects .
Participation - +{ .
el . - Motivation
‘{ Direction, .
Effort,
‘ : Parsistence )
affecis :
H )
{ Feedback J

ofretts

FIGURE 1. A thagram reprasahting proven ahd suqgested
varisbles of infiusnce of Locke's goal setling
theory. '
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commitment in goal setting.

2. How persistence moey change over Umg in goel setting.

3. The specitic ro‘le of monetery incentives as mot}votional toolsiin‘
| goal seiiing‘ \

4. The other benefits (besidaé imp‘r“ovin‘g perf Oriﬁach‘fa d’irectlg) th‘at
 may be oblained by participative goal setting’
5. Qhether persongnig factorsmadiute“c‘n all in goa! ée;ting.‘
6. The sp.ex;mc and direc; role of feédbock {KR) i‘n.increasin;g

" motivetion in gool setting.

_ Current Réséaréh .
‘ Pgm‘ging\ iiv\g’vg[su‘ $ gsg‘igngg} goal s etting
S{ncé‘ 1980, .considereb‘l)e‘"reseq‘rgh has been directed towerd
-fesplving maﬁg of thgse issues and solidiTying the researcr‘a\
previously preseﬁted as sdpporiive of Locke's theory. Goal diff icuug
end feedb;:ck are generou;g included 8s constants in much of the ‘
reseércn |

Latham, Steele and Seari (1982) had subjects arithmeticelly
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aversge scores on fictional performante criteris in en ﬁtte‘mpt to
determine: (o) if Qnd:vi’duqls\with herd sssigned goals would heve
higher performence then those with lower gdo}s set in o participstory
~menner; end (b} If, when goel difficuity is held goﬁs;ant, |
pﬁrticipouyelg set goals would 1sed to highsr p‘erf‘ormancelthun would
- assigned gosls. Neither hépothesis o3 subported. Fin‘uf resu!ts‘
“showed thet participation in goel ée‘t‘ti“ﬁgv wes important only to the
~extent\£hot it leads tovséttingnigng[goelé than 6ther\fvjs‘é‘ ~ -
Pamcipauon doeé 6pbear‘to have 1mpac't;n ar;aﬁs other than -
‘ perf ormence levels es suggestad by Locke. o
| Schnake Bushardt and Spottswood (l984) Iound in their ressarch

on miamal wgrk‘ mot‘i vation and intrinsic work satisfaction emong
utility erbpiogfaes; using o se‘il'f»report questionnaire;thd’t ‘goel |
dimpuitg und;clar{ty‘ did not heve a »pc}sitive afhact't‘:nT mbtivaiion m;
job satiéfohtion. Gb&l c‘]arit‘g o\nd pgrts;:iﬁattén increased motivetion -
for sub)ecis performing snmpla tosks ‘while horﬂ goals end |
porticipouon led to mcreosed job satisfocﬂon for the same |

employees. As well, subjects who reportéd chananging, hord goals :

"

A
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were np_t more mghig satisf led and mouwsted when sllowed to.
partimpote in goal settmg, however, subjects performing SImple |
tasks‘ m more highlg motivoted ond satlsf ied‘ when anowed to “
pnrticipote Tms cencurs wtth Locke 5 research while auempting to
1 expond the parndigm to tonf mn the tantetive emstence of nther
wmportant eff ects of partlcipatwe goa\ semng
Campbeﬂ ai Gingrich (!986) conducted o field studg usmg -
cm;nputer progrommers Thess reseurchers hgpothesized that
pnrtimpotwn in goo} settmg would have no ef fect on tnsk |
,‘ performance for. smxple tasks As axpected it was !'ound that‘sucb ‘
e
purtimpation did not aff ect svmple tosk permrmom:e Buner and Ben
(1986) in their work on team buﬂding and goal semng with miners.
‘ ‘ ouempted 10 Show how Lopke s theory pould‘be extended’ ‘from smxp}e,
| : "laborogorg—cqhtrol‘léd ._tasi‘(s'to & complex f ield \envk‘ironmen{t.'Huwever,'
§tht‘air resuils wefe‘ not statisit_ic;llg signi\f icant, Thfs; 111ﬁs§roted,
ﬁgrr;ops , tiu'e_ gdifficultyof seperating interdependent tasks in_\re{a‘l
" "\ eﬁvirﬁn'm_enis, j | |

. Erez and Arad (1966) ottempted to determine why participation
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| in goul‘setting mey !e;od to increased berféfmance in 8 simulated task
(evaluating jab‘apblicaﬁts) iﬁ- a )i:bardt‘org ‘setting.kesuus'showed
:that motivationol end cogmtwe factors (such es sncial interoctwn , :
and the mgh mformotton provided about the tosk ) sigmf icant]g
contributed to performnnce me but that the cognmve factors did
"~ not sagmﬂcamlg off ect performonce gugemu

Lothom ond Harshun (1982) uttempted to determme if there

- were ong sigmricant dif ferences omong govemmeni emplogees for
assxgned pnrticipatwelg set a:md sélf set goals Their results showed\
. that oll sub jects accepted the goals und that there were no.

‘ diffarences in percaptions of gonls gool attainment or productwng

: Theg conc}uded thet the style of goel setting was ngi 88 importent es.
i“wtxeth;r gba;ls ﬁere sét ~oi~qn. in 983, L‘at\hamic‘md iSteele confirmed ‘»
- this using o toy assembly ta}sﬁ ina lgbdfatorg sétt’ing,. Thay statéd
that t;ielr rgslmsg éhowed omg“t,hnt specifi; gobls !eodﬁ: highér\ ‘
pgkfbrmance then"do your _be;ét" go\o?s or né gocl‘vs, grid \tha‘t ;he |
motivot}om;l efrécts of parﬂéipotioﬁ on performance nﬁpé_ared?to be |

minimu!‘_ B
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que?er, Goarland {1983) did discover an interesting effect ~wh§n

-

ih.tr/odacmg averg‘ hord cr:ebtivi“tg“t\z‘:‘s“k:‘t_oksubjects*who were raquired
tolist as many oi;jacts (describé‘d by on adj‘ec‘ti»{e) as bqss'ible in ts\ne‘ a
: rhinu.te\ Personal ;gooils‘were"inﬂ uenéed‘ by dSsigned goals, but ability
waskcombletel\y unrelated to the perso'naklkgool}s thafsubjects éet. ~

Thég would consistently ovérestifnata the probability of attaining

: verg mf f icu)t gools and persisted in: their eﬂorts to raoch these

 goals. This is in direct cuntrost to Locke who stated that geols must

_be hard but ottainable Tms mag have been an effact of the

X

experi menter ond/or setti ng inﬂuencmg behavmur; furthgr resserch
comd datermmé if ef fects ﬁare conf ;:sunded‘in. tﬁisﬁose{
| ‘ while much af the resesrch f b;:uséts on individual Qn‘a]s, in mang R
i orgphizations group or tsem gosls are t;)e.nor‘h). Gowen { | 985-86),
used groups of subjects to ‘cn'nstruc‘t grammatjca‘ng correct three -
iword sentences. H_I:S research demonst\rated that assigned group.goals
' cpmi:i;n&d‘wi_th compnti‘bie personal goals led to o 31% incresse in

group performence over no goals, that Individual gosls ed to & 19%

increase, while group gosis slone led to a 198 incréase. it appesrs -
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thet a maximizetion of performance cou\d' occur with a combinstion-

of g"oels.

: Al.thnugh ressarch hasfi;een directed towardﬂrégowing t‘h‘e;
relot‘ionshjp? bf goal éccéﬁt&nﬁe ;.'mﬂ com‘mitm‘ent to “increosing‘
‘ performuncéy‘ ‘the omouﬁt‘ of reseerch cohd‘qc'ted i sti)l rather Hnﬁted
in Sc_ope. Earleg:'(.‘l 985), using both lq\bo‘rator‘g’expenmants‘in devising
classgqheﬁﬁlaﬁ; f;ndiﬁald ;e*parimeﬁts Monnimd‘l curle givers, and
Earlg:g and Konfe} A(IQBS), again Qsing the coﬁe;tr&;tion .of E‘qus i
gcﬁédmes} demons:trateb ;hat auwmé cﬁoice in gt‘:ol setting ond .

N M ’ j - N N
“acceptence and satisfaction..infanother study, Erez and 4

. p;a-vi‘ding strategy dev\eibm goetl attainnriaﬁt resulted in goal .

showed t‘hat\mg’h goal acceptance resulted in high per{ ormance levels

“@ven when gosls were extremely difficult, Erez end Kanfer (1983)
hgbothesized that the ev.u}udtiqn of performence serves tp énhonce

v

_both gﬂal\qccebtunce end subsequent performance, whether that |

avaiustion is internal (self) or éxternnl. Although such research is

. L}
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limited in i.ts applicotions at this point, it mey also be unreplicable. |
Hollenbeck end Klein (1987) suggested thet ressarch hes aimost
tnia‘!‘l'g"ignqred goal Vcomm‘itment; LR mﬁdergtor verieble, and that
whé‘n 11 is inmuﬁed i‘n étudies rez‘mits ore.oftenv uniriterpratable, due ‘ ;
10.poor controls and! or constructs. if ’reseﬁrch is to rasbive this
issue, then the immediate step may be to construct velid scales and
rﬁedéuirés‘ to determine goal nééptoncé and co"{nmitrhent in a‘

consistent manner.

\/; | XPg g I velopm
n’v
‘Recent ressarch has also f oc&sed on other cognitive sspects bf
. motiv;at‘ion end goal setﬁng. Huber and Negle kl_gﬁﬁ), Qsin“g a :
cbmpe'titxsve market simulgiion, egbmined thé Aeff;ecti;z of extemang
set goals an,d*reiotedls;gghitfve yaciiableg, éuch\as outcome expectancy
iand perceived self -cémpet\er?cgén‘gool setting tihd pertofmnnce:

Perceived self-competency strongly affected self -set goals; howgver,~
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3 - thqre Yras onl‘g o low correlation between e;tp.ectoncg ond
perf orrﬁonce.

Thls 15 in controst to Borland (!964) ‘who 8gain using an ob]ect
numing task, found thot goal ievels and axpectancg for *;uccésé
effected performonce }evels dlrectlg and mdependently Chacko.and
Ngﬁlrog ( 19863) using raading tgsk‘s with subjects, }inked ottnbut)on ‘
theorg.‘d‘irectlg 'tc goe.l léveis o‘cﬁi‘eved\ lndlviduai§ who \vie‘wed‘ :
performence r;s the direct result of tﬁeir abilities were more likely
to maintein higih ;;‘oalk aspnfat\ioné‘in‘nght of ‘sx;cbesé, but to Tower
thgir,faébirdt‘i on}:s in:f ace o{ ‘p‘oor pérf uﬁnunge: |

. Goals end irﬁ ormation wére discoverej:c] to have .aid‘irect influence
' on the planning, Drgdnizat‘i‘on\an‘d the erqerg;g expended on 8 t'pskaarleg.

FARRS

‘et 81 (1987), devised & study using a business simulation and the

resuus from & survey of workersina service organization. Their

i L results showed thet a specmc gool cnd lask troimng mﬂuencad .

Z ‘ performonce through 1mpmved effort and perssstence and an

: mtreasaq abmtg to plnn and orgnnize movement towerd the goel.
Huber (1985), using & computerized mnze task, discovered thet

§ ‘

24

/-.
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- suhjecis assigned extremaly difficult goels adopted different and
\potenﬁang dysfunctionel task pérfomiancs str\t:tegiés, in c.oniporisén -
to those sub jxects' assigned épsier goals. This éuppor{ed‘ Locke‘é iniﬁa! :
th‘eorg; Qb‘ut "m cont‘rodic\tion‘]ﬁm pan‘prmancé ocqﬂjrréd Mth herd
gosls when the tesk Was 88sy. “ |

,Locke et ol (1981) stated that feedback or .KR ﬂ;vc;s noti sufficient |
» to incrégse pgdd@ance; ii hed to bq ‘cér_nt:}ined with goai setting to be
effective. In any study, goel setting ggﬂld be assurﬁeﬂ to oﬁcn}f of 0

' be Sgsigr;ed, eithe;\"imp\‘icitlg ofj exp.ﬁcst‘ig\.‘ Q%thbat such‘pn explicit

or 1#@”051 standard or !evé! of reqﬁired perfdfrbonce, feédb@ck would
heve lttle or no ‘va’il'ue«. To tégt the effect of feedback on goal setting, |
t‘lvoncemich {1 9825 studied hos;r subjects reacted to pet{onhngce
appraisal intewiéws under verying conditions: where eedbaék Aonlg‘
‘wps suppﬁéd, ‘Qhe‘re‘ feed\back qnd‘o\ss‘igned gogl§ were given, v‘vheré‘
éséigned goals‘on‘lg wére given, ond o controlgrdu;;, who recéived

neither goals nor feedback. All three interventions were judged

- ¥
g .
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~
-

equitable bg subjects The feedback and oss;gned goal condmons were
- considered to provide tha c)eorest cmd most accurote goo) settmg, but}
there were no 8 gmficont dmerences ocmss groups in terms of

Trw

motivanonol impuct That Is, performunce wes not signmcantlg

__greater f or ang condmon

Frederiksen Richter Johnson and Solomon(wat 82) exomined e

'Twhether gwlng feedbock to cnnicol thempists wnuld reduce their : .
charting errors Theg found that such specmc feedback would not

V genemhze ta other areas where errurs occurred conﬂrming the
i ‘, 'speciﬁcitg view of feedbock | |

Janz (.1982) munipu}ated sﬁbjatiive exbéctnncg of éuccess by )

pfovid!\ng 50§us f e;dbock ‘to‘l‘mdargr.aduota_s‘ m 8 iﬁboﬁ;o‘rg, f (:ar‘
" sub jects \‘Hhol‘l\:geﬁeved tr‘ua { gedbac‘k',}th:e low péﬁ' ormance f eédb.ack -
group ogtpet‘t ormed thé high perfo;'mqnte f‘eegbﬁck ‘groub; hghever_g -
the intermediate fe_edback group ouiﬁarrbrr:ned both other groups. He _.
‘ snggested that thess resuits conﬂrmed the notion that f eedback |
allows whalever od )ustments us ore necassarg to bring sttual

performance up to expected leveils. However, Ja_n‘z did coutio_n that
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~such iabt;rutbrg studies mey not b~e ‘ip‘dico\ti;‘v.e of pfu!onged periods of
work Qndlp?rf ormence ?n an organizetion.
| A’lt'riuugh‘ feedbnck 13 apcepted 8s o necessery comp::;nent to goal
a :sgttin'g, itis stm_‘un‘c‘lei:r bew' _i{ {unciinns. Héﬁg §tui1ies, both |
cogniti ve.and béhdviouﬁﬂ ha\;g used the teﬁn 'feet‘jback;wi.‘th
con{.lictin"g def in{ti‘ons. ‘Thare;\‘ht;ve\ been seyerol asttémpté to clarify
ihe éonstrubi. ngen F 1sh‘er‘ and “T‘Qg]or' (1979) ﬁavé presehted“one‘of .
the most coherent Thejr research attempted to define reedbnck as a -
: specia! form of communicatwn (nr 8 messoge) fmm 6 source to a~
»re‘cipjent compr‘ised of information obou,t the recipien_t's performance.
“The source s cftanfau}x‘cmt to éépor§te from the\féédbéck
infcfmaiién, re@ﬂing in cor‘\fohndving. The source rﬁag be 8 person who
has observed the recapient 8 behaviour (such 82 8 monuger or
supemsor) it mag be inheram in the task itseir {such as v}suo%
‘ representquon of cumulative number of ob jects produced) or it mug
be provided by the recipvents themselves (companson 0! one day's
production with praviaus dag 8 product\on) -

The message provided by ieadchk must be comprehensible to the
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recipient. 1t is most effective when.it incresses the recipient's
‘kno‘wiledg.a ond reduces uncertainty. B;{th the source and the‘m:ssoge .
‘ aﬂ'ect‘ the acgeptpncg of the feedback, the pércpived abturacy Df' the

f eeﬂbpc‘k and the recipieh{‘s desire to re‘épon‘d. chipiems ore mbr‘é
erig t(;‘v accept feedback if the 'seurce is viewed as‘m‘)ésessing the
expertise to accurately geuge performence oné 88 \ba;ing trustworthy.
Acceptunca is also of fected by whetherz the mésé‘agé isicon.éistent; |

- thet is, if the fesdbeck is consistentlg negative or posmve { Duncan

~and Bruewelhetde IQBS 86, Prue and Fairbank 1983 ngn Fisher .

1 \ ~and Tnglor 19?9) |
The more credtble the source has been wewed in ihe pﬁst the

“ more er!g that iuture f esdback 1rom that source will be percewed
"‘accuratelg As well, perceptmn 18 mﬂuenced by the Ummg of the S
~»message (feedbock must be pmred with an appmpmte response for it’
to be meoningful), the\sign of “the message (posnw‘e feedback is |
perceived ané reconed more .\uccurutelg tﬁon negative), and tﬁe ’

o reqx.ancg of the f eadback.

The rempient 8 desire to respond is sffected bg several fectors.
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Tﬁe source must have power; the\ recipient must beljeve that the
" source c§h influence the contingency betwaen {he i‘ecipient‘s

, behoviour and his/her recaipt of valued outcumes (or goa}s) The

‘ ‘massoge must be specif ic, o annw the recipient to adjust behaviour :
B occurq_te)g. The nature of the { eedback must be co_nsidered,- ppsmve
;‘ f\eédback is .supkerior to n‘agativ.e, especial‘]g‘whe\r‘w paired ;f\Vur; g\ao‘!‘
seiting. The recipianfmust ‘elso beHeQe in‘his;/’ner o#vﬁ résp’onse :
‘copccitg that effort wm result m 1mproved performance \

F sedback content refers to the tgae of feedback mfor’ma%wa

prowded and mog involve. compansons of:

- an mdwwuu! s perf ormence with his/her prevmus perf ormance.

- on indwidua! s performance with & stondard or goal of ndwidual
performonce,

- oA indﬁidua!"f\s,perfonnonc‘e\e Qf‘thgmupmrfohnonce.

- an indivi dualfs pérf ormahce with & stando\%d of grdup performance.
-8 ‘group's pe_rformoncé with its previous ~pe\rformance~.‘;

-8 grbup'é performence ‘with o standard of group. pgrfqrmahce. |

- 8 group’s performance with a stﬁnddrd of individuel bérformu‘nce.
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(Bolcazor, Hopkins end Susrez, 1985-66).

Along s!mﬂak lines, Duncun‘ and Bruwelheide (1986) have defined
feedback wit‘ﬁm three differant rﬁethé&oiogies. Systems theory ststes
that ! eedback ﬁll'o;:vs Tor :errOr corrgcuons in thet inf ﬁrmoiton about
present state/f ﬁqttipniﬁg~ of & system is used .tq éoﬁtro) !ututé \‘
~ stetes/ fun;t‘ienin.g of 8 sgétem._W‘ithin a‘goali'settin‘g context

febdback Is viewad 63 an incentive or promise of & rewsrd besagon

correct or sppropriste performance, while operant ‘conmtibif;i‘
the other hand, defines fesdback as either & discriminetive stimulus -
" (besed on previous f sedback reinforcement histori 85) Or 08 8

reinforcer in itself.

i 3 ﬁehaviouﬁl Viawpéint
A po}allel but very di;ferént‘l‘ine of researth from Loéka's has
. utilized go‘al éetti‘ng t‘heo}g 83 well. Whereas Locke coricept‘ualized
'go‘ali setting os a reiatié{f betiween‘conscious intention ond task
performance, béhbyiburui analysis doés not require‘ihai coénitive

stotes be involved to explain the results obtained. Cognitive events
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“are not exc‘uded 83 m‘ediators‘ or pre;:ukscrs of perf qrmance ;‘ ratﬁer,
because such cognitions are unpbéefvuble, difficult to messure ond
covert, they are not viewsd os, occéptable‘or, Qt‘mnti‘ﬁab]e date thet
Ean be validly hnd ijan;:bw mene;ure.d. (Feliner .nnd Sul‘zer‘-gzon‘)f f, |
1984; kreﬂne}, 1962). N

| ‘_‘Bo‘als are viewsd 8s stimuli that precede behovi;aur: As on-

'antecadent ‘s'timul u.s, a goel,“foﬂowed bye minfﬁfced Qegpoﬁ;e,‘ gq'in‘st
di:sén':ﬁinote control, i‘pcrebsiﬁg the‘prot;obi.litg that the{ bshaviour -

L wil) b;‘\repe-ated.(xoimki LCollins and Pénn,j 198‘2). Feedback is bf}en ‘
used as thé reinf orcem§h't of the response and, as such, ma‘g al“én N
,f&n‘ctif‘)r‘z‘ as an ‘a‘n,tet‘e;dent siirbulué fuf futa}re beﬂaviqur (éee Figure

2) Locke et a1 (1981) %laied thet ‘1 eedpn;:k | cannot be view‘e“d; 85 8.
‘réinforcer; first, becnuée it does riot awogs\result. i‘nvan' incresse in
be;oviaur, and seconﬁ; because ‘bghuviour often increﬁses imnﬁédiételg \

“afterthe ‘i_nitiatidn_of ‘r.ee_dback rether then gfaducl‘ig. Feliner 'ur;d |

Su);;ar'Azar'nf 1 (1984) orgu‘e‘d ‘that “feadbo‘ck may not always be’

viewed as o‘reinforcer\ bg subjects. | . ‘

Reinforcers vary in their effectiveness becauss of the Jearning .
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history (See also Quognere end Camozza 1985). Secondly, bg
dafinition alons, 8 reinrorcer i8 responsvme for 1ncreasing behavmur

whether gredusliy or immediately.

2 e

;ontecadet)t IR tusk performance required feadback on -
stimulus : gosl - to meet goal ‘ ~ performance
semng ‘ ' o ~

b:. 8, becomes 592 or Sjcompared toicommned mth SD becomes

" fesdback gn ' adjustad task performance " new feadback
*performence, : reqmred to maet goal . on adjustsd
or comparison to goal - T - .+ performence -

FIGURE 2. A behevioursl view of Locke's theory of goal.setting
(Balcazar, Hopkins and Suarez, 1985-86; Prue and Fairbank, 1982).

Locke et al (1981) also argued that for feedback to b effective,

i} must be understood by the recipient; Fellner ang Sulzar-Azarofif‘did
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not debste this. if teedback Is not underswﬂ or re!oted direc?lg to
performonce it will not functwn as o reinforcer (ngen F tsher ond |
) 'Tog}or, 1979; Duncan and Bruwelhe’?ie 1986}) They s&mptg stated
| . that procedures and methadoiogg far measuring such cognitwe :
. processes hqve not yst been developed, k
‘~ Other ‘res'is.tance,‘to‘ behuv‘ioﬁrq‘i .interjve‘ntiuhs o%ten retérf; t\‘:‘thé

behaviour modification’ aspects of the methodoaogg (Locke, 1977).

- ~These take the form of concems that empwgees are bemg controned

| and mampuloted often against their wm Wi thin on orgunizatwnai

‘ fromework,,tms, indeed, is [} st-ra.nge m_ticivsm.; The reautg‘of |
(;rgan‘t 28tions \reqi:ireé mdnaéers and supervisors to éet the most and”

| thl;. best, work from employees, to dir.e\ctitiem toward‘an\
'organizatwnal goal. Given tms basn: fact, it may be easier to
intrcduce monagers to methoas thot focus on direct observouon

| measuremeit and the inf 1uense of bahaviour perf ormonca rather than B

: to have tham ottempt to determme and mampulote the covert

cogniuve processes of nn inﬁividuai emplogees (Feuner nnd

Sulzer-Azaroﬂ, 1984, Urgann;at:onal behaviour modification has |

A



been developed speci f ically to meet these needs. While trieorg

provides the basismr deiérm'ining whg or how"ind‘ividuals behave as

heg do, methodxﬂogg pmvides o means for meusurement ‘ / "

mtervennon and hehoviour change (Luthans snd Hartinko 1982)

Extenswa research using ~behav10urol methodo!ogg has confirmed

f ‘ mong of Locke ] tanets F or exomple Rowe (1981 ) used assigned goms ‘

 and pubhc feedbock 01 mdwiduul performance to improve performonce X

omong‘tglepho\ne Ope‘rotors. Rogets et al-(1582) used assigned gosls,

: ;S‘ub%;(:‘:ahﬂ‘pmate feedbock of individusi results Sn’increaij .

periormance at e job 3eerch program while Newbg and Robinson

(1983) used osstgned goo}s end grouped versus Indwwuol feedbock to
“improve’ rem] emplogee performanca The use of goal settmg,

. ‘~prompts, :praigg‘and feeQbock to increase retail seles v{os o]so\
demonstrated by Ralis ond strie_n“( 1‘9‘86‘),;whﬂ'e Wikoff, gndgr'éon :
and Cro-weﬁ }( !ééﬁ used ifeédbock and praise ito increase‘amp‘l‘ogee

eff icien‘é\gv. Another studg, by Mt;Cuddg ‘und Griggs (1984)‘ i:sed“

‘parttc!patlve gaal setting ond pubnc fsedback of |nd1vidual resu}ts 1o

3mprove enginaers completio%utes

e
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- All of the ;abovet studies used gparent prbc‘eijwes*

observution to estabnsh bosenne parformance 1ntreduction of
ontecedent stimulus (gnol setting), performance measures and
imervention (feedbock other remforcers) and reversal to determine
extent of performance 1mpmvement (where su1table). As weu a\l of
these studies involved ﬁeld rather then leboratorg studias Locke at :
-al {1581) stated that the effects of gaal 3emng were 80 pronounced
| that there.was no thf ference between f iem and 1ab studies in }erms

nf both internal and extemol vahdltg, reseorch hes néi ahown this
‘,(See for example Buller a{;d Bell, 1986) Locke ot 8] appanred to .
‘imer m the !98\ reviaw, thet'if the ﬁe}d axpariments studied hoﬂ
_ been:demgneﬂ correc})vy, the ‘observgd effect size wmﬂd have
app_roo‘ched;thni obtained in }dbo‘ra‘torg"studias_. ﬁos;evér, recent mete
. _analysis kTu_bbé, 1986) has ;:qnf irmed thﬁt Iab‘s‘tudies spo‘;v 0 g"i?eaxt‘er

‘ ‘ effect size then field s:tudies‘, mcidag éuch global statements as
‘Lo;:k‘e'sk'inoccura._te. Indeed, one“r‘at the problems of quosi-experimentel
desi.‘gns is tbé nonrsndom select‘ioh;‘of ‘3ubjec‘ts and the po;t;antiol‘_

affects of intervening and/or conf ou‘n‘ding veriables begdnd the

[
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\c‘ontr.ol‘ of the exparﬁnehtet ( Cx;ok ond C&npbel‘!, 1 9?§). Ano‘t!}er igsde
to'be considered is the performence of voluntesr subjects '&hb mioy be
3 ;mgkr;a sensitive ond'accdmoduting to the tasks pfésenteci thﬁﬁ subjects ‘
in:b‘p actual emp]oyrbé,nt ~set‘t}ing“(édsenthal ond R‘osno';v;‘lgad‘). ‘
. Comparison of cognitive ar{d behovioqrol ’vie;ﬁpoints‘
Tv}o St;rpn.sinélg ‘strrtn‘m-l\r field stubie‘-g attempted‘to' im‘prﬁve :
emplogee aerformence one used 8 goal setting/cngrﬁtive
f.mterpretction whna lhe second used an operant o
- condit)oning/behnviour moﬂmcotion 1nterpretotion { Locke, 1980)
‘ A?‘though performqnc.e incrapsed in.poth studies, Locke expressed e
concém‘ that both studies !anad‘t‘o de?nﬁnstrhte or rﬂt;ie‘a“u‘t .
éoﬁf <;ur;ding‘f actors in their results jRﬁsgvs'mhass Lecke { avou}ed\&
cognitwe 1nterpretotion for the results obtoinad in both studies
. While Locke does not argue with some results obtained by operam
pmceduraa he does take axceptmn to the phﬂosophlcnl bases of .
‘operqnt theory (Lockg;' 1977).

The argument mers, then, ‘to the comparison of the theoretical
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bo‘ses of data interpretation. While theor'gits ;~ne§:esgerg co_mpohent‘ -
for fthe‘dgvempmﬁnt of useful i'nterventions/aﬁpl100110951 theory
alone is not sutﬁ:cié’:;t'. In many okéan‘izat‘tons,‘ menegers \p_n‘d
supervisors ha;ie little or no backgro‘und in bersénaﬁ‘tg theory,
rﬁ%:t"‘ivot“ional iéch.nmue;s, or Theory X end Y. Ffequen_tlg, they srenot
concerned with such a:reas: their ;ﬁg jor -cont':)e'rn is m increasing

“ quality and quantity of perfprrhon‘ce toward meeting organizetional ] :

\%

| gosls (Kreitner, 1962). -
A)thnugh the two. methods utmzing goal setting theorg
(cogmtive and opqrant) are mamemcang upposed (both in theorg and |
: methodc!ogg) there appears to be et least o move toword integrauon,
¥ Behavioural self -mgnaggment, t‘akﬁn‘g‘ into account the memhtmg role
- of ‘tho_ugms‘ and feeiinés ‘while aﬂowihé ir;divjduals to crests
561 -imposed and seif—managed sgster}{s of c'o‘ntrb%,~ is just suci\ o
_‘ step (Meichenbaum, 1977). As ‘gei, however, ‘tﬁe‘res‘uns“ of such
" réseorch l;mve béeﬁ mix:‘ad‘ Wexleg and Baldwin { 1986) ‘t‘:ttempted to
. facilitate the tmnsf er of 3eaming thrnugh assrgned goals and

‘feedback parth:ipauvelg set goals and feedback, versus

ak
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seif~manegement Aesigned one participotive gee!s did net dxf fer
© from one another but did bring ebout more change in beheviour then |
did self-manogement elone Heges et al (1985) attempted to
determine 11 self- reinfercement procedures were es off ective 83
. extemal reinforcement procedures in goal eatting, but found that
| self reinforcement impreved task per‘!ormonce omg yhen comb!ned
with extemal feedback. Martin (1960)-found thet of twentg-one
. studies diretng comparing types of remYercement seventeen faﬂed
to detemﬂne any dtfference between the eﬂects of extemul and. -
self -reinf orcement Such current research 8lso recogmzes the
necess:tg of 8n exponded theoreticul bosie thet integrotes operant
‘ principles and medieting tognmve procesees (Luthans -and Martinke \
1682, Fellner end Sulzer-Azarof{, 1984 ﬂcDoneld 1982) wnh lhis
" will c‘e_me the acceptpnce thet there 18 the possibility of uniting both
\ cegmt‘i‘ve‘ ond"behovieurel‘ viewpoints for both 8 new theor‘g and
methodology. c | |
| ~ Purpose of study " -

The int.erit_ of this study, beeedgo‘n‘ the above réseerch reviewed,



’ was first to ‘deierming if there y;eas sny difference in the
'effectkivehess of ;Sri‘vate‘ versus public feedback when coinbined with
" goal :‘setti\ng; L;Jt:ké hes sta‘i»e‘d, ond it has bee‘h demonstmted, that |
feedback (or KR) is effective When combined with gos setting;
?ho:wave'r, recent swdies,‘ pqrticularlg those utilizing 8 behpviourol | |
.methoﬁo}ogg, have npt‘.:svtx‘a‘m"e‘d the comparative ‘gffecii\‘;venéss of
djﬁerént types of feedback. Boléezar et al (1985-86) reviewed end
‘ : ohaigz}ad l léstu‘dii‘es that usédjfegadchk to df‘iect‘per!brménce |
“change. Thgg founjd that the meens of the Dreser‘aﬁot"ibh‘of fe-edbgck‘ '
" showed no §trong dif ferféhééé% in consistent eftective results, Studies
utmzihg public eedback showed .-cginsisten{ r.egul‘.ts\ in 359* of‘an\ -
cases, pi;i'v‘nte {eedbbck~sh0wed"cbnsfijstent results in 43% of oi’i‘ ‘
coses,\_ and bub!ic cbmbingﬂ with private ﬂ;edbnck showed consistent
“.reé,ults in 44% of 8}) cases. These sfudies did not compam‘\tﬁ;a :
' ‘relqiwe ef fecti#enéés of the meens of pfesentotion of feéc!back. |
’Although public feedbh;:g i~s the eﬁhsi‘est to udministér,‘
pa‘rt.ic-ul‘ar?g when it i\s based on grgép resiﬂ‘ts, prﬁaté feedback may

"facii‘itgste subéiqntioﬂg more perférmqnce by increesing information,

-
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\specmcng ond goa!-d!racted performcnce (Prue & Fuirbonk 1961).
However, public feedbock mag ba more time and cost effemve |
‘panicularlg in orgamzations | i | |
A second purpose of this studg wus to determine i there wers
N ang dif‘fersncesin ths ‘percepuons of subjects recewmg the two

*‘_dif ferent tgpss of f eedbnck Disclosure of negaUve indwidual

periormance ina. pubhc manner could be aversive rasulting m LR

decreose in perf ormnnce 1" pubnc feedbock is viewed as negative ah -

assessment of the viabmtg of the two tupes of feedbock could result

in tha choice of private fasﬁback over pubhc 1eadback bosed not on. i

relstive ea’f:ectivsness.but‘ on *ralaﬂve acceptance.

Thésa studies were cerried out to.answer thsss' questions. One

\‘A

k studg was used 10 dstermme subject perceptions 01 dif terent farms ‘

-of fesdback issued and two studtes were usad to. detarmine if there
was a perfarmence dﬁference 68 8 ;'esult of tgpe of 1eedbock ;

. odmimstered. The first st'udg was in the form of post-test ‘ |

« measufemﬁrit o“nlg‘, the secbnd as ) {?uosi-exberi\msn‘t\al field study

within an orgenization, and the third as a laboratory expaﬁmant.
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if, 8s has been shown bg‘prévious_res‘earch, feedback increeées
peﬂémance 'when itis éo‘mhined with goal setting, then the greo'tést
| increase was égpeéteq tb )m:(:ur" wit;;in 8 ‘lpboratorg setling, where
siringe‘nt control could be maiﬁtained; end the srh‘uﬂést increas‘e in
o iperf';o‘rma.nce\’to occur in a field selting, where little ciontrol cot;‘x)djbe.

exerted. -
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| St~udg‘ 1
This ;auug wus'designed tyo detérm‘ihe if subjects receiving
ﬁI;iVi;tQ reédback only would diﬁér from ksubjects\‘ r"eceiging‘both
puﬁ!ic“and ‘private\‘f‘eédbock in ‘tems.‘b\f‘ tgp"éuf g‘na? sét, expac_‘taii.ons
of ‘Qool ogi}ia"yameni ;md pérgebtio:;‘s \éf‘ f‘ggdbock;‘mges‘ gt,-f‘:l {1985)

- conducted two studies usin{; public or privete goel semng for

students seé_kihg‘help for a self-control p:rbblam (s‘tud\gjng).‘ St.;jdep\‘ts : ’

© . were assigned to ei\t"her»non-gcbnsaqm.tion or self-consequetion -
conditions; feedback was not used. Administration of a Likert-type.

sta}a at the conclusjoh of thé study indicated that goal com_mitmeht ,
“was similer for both Qroups. There were no differences between

~1

public or private goal setting groups in either setting goels or evel

of expec{ed performance outcome. No specific resesrch wes conducted

v ‘ \ .
to measure the effect of type of feedback on setting gosls or expected

. performance.
" Ivancevich (1982) conducted & field ‘svtudg' with team lesders end

subordinates in an Americen conﬁbnng to detsrmine the reiative



effectiveness of \peﬁorm\ance npprméa} conditions, u-sing both pre-

- and post-intervention questionnaires. He found that subjects did not

differentiate between interventions of feedback only (with presumed

" self -set goals), feedback combined with assigned goals urhsfsi‘gn.éd' ‘
- gosls-only. Nor waes ihere . sighif‘)c&ht mativational or performance

impact. Based on Locke’s theory, vancevich expectgd thet the

combination of self-set gosls and feedback would result in higher -

expectations of gosl achievement than any of the\thi’eg conditions.

This did not_happen.

Earley (1985) administered & post—p‘eriomohce"quéstio'nh‘oiré to -

sssess goal acceptance and level of personel gol:}s set by »‘stud‘er‘n‘ts

‘involved in a study where the task used wes devising cless schedules.

informatioR Mooyt the. purpose of the task and how to-perform the task -
wes found Lo be & potent enhancer of both goal acceptance and B

_performance. Again, in this study fesdback was not supplied or

essessed. -
Pearce and Porter (1986) ogsesséd the ottitudes of managers .

axposed 10 & new system of private performance feedback. They found

N
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t‘hat‘ in gt‘anerei attitudes toward perf o.rmm':e oppraisal techn‘iduas
were more posmve after privnte feedback was implemented
Thase studies have sepuroted gool setting (pubnc or private) end
;fe.Etdba;k (priyote). Locke et ol ‘(1981) have emphasized thet the
eohbiinéiion of the two i\é'n‘ec@rg to 1aci‘nt’a_te ,‘im‘pmved:
pei;formonca. As well, the qﬁestio\nnéires ond séif ~report ;for‘ms used
were pmviﬁed 0s & !‘oﬁow up to'experimental ipteﬁeht‘ton, rather.-
. theneas. primarg source of doto | | |
The current studg ottempts to umfg both goal aatting and
{ ee‘_dchk, using sub‘je\cts from ‘two‘ feedbock‘conditione,‘, privete
fosdback only 6ndpubl\ic\ plus ’privote fiéedbnck*. F dHoMng Edrleg
(1985) 8 post performonce quesuonnasre was odmimstered to
studants enroned in certom universitg courses. The coursas chosen
\wera those that were knawn to provide either prwote or both prwote‘ .
ond pubiic feedbock about performnnce ‘Privete fesdback was d;mned
. 08 prof stors cqmments ‘and gmdes noted on the studente; written ‘_
tests, as{signments‘ﬁndfor paper;s, fér the view ofx‘the;student\on‘lg.

Public feedback wes provided by the professor in the form of graphic”
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~ mpésentation (mustmiing ind‘widual score renges distributed on &
normal curve of grou;scores) ond/or public posting of individuol
scores of tests and pupers\ It was not known whether instructors in
those cou}s';s :set goalé for their students et the baginning of the |
‘hcour‘s‘e. Tt_ie questfonn"éire oééééséd the hpturé of the goals thet were
set and the ‘st;ment'é pémept}on of fhe :c_mol and feedbéck:' J‘twwas
'expected that the two feedbuck t:onditions would be assomoted with .
dmarent gool expectahons tgpes o{ goals set and perceptions of
ieedback . |
Locke étit‘:} (1‘96}) ond sﬁbgeduént rjg‘seﬁrch has demonstrated |

that q‘ho‘\rd goal-is mbre effective in improving perfomanc:e than
'é}thgr an eaég or ‘do best’ gd_al. lnlmt‘mg‘ ceses \_s{udents‘set gouis‘f or
‘ . the~m;4‘alvés, independ&a‘n\tpf tﬁose\ éei .b‘_gmcbu\r‘se instructors o‘r
gupervi‘sors‘_érez anﬁ Kenfer (1983) proposed jthét externelly ossigned
| i\gools.cannnf be\presume‘d to be equal to & su‘bjec‘t‘s séif—sai gopl. ]t
. was~ éxpectedlthut, regerdiess of igpe of \f.a_edback R subjactsﬁho set o
herd goel fOS) ﬁoqlci express niﬁre 'freque\nt expectations of gb‘ali

achievement (Q6) then subjects who set a general or 'do best’



| 4 gqu‘!(ﬁd).
: Feedback has spebmé conditions which contribute to its.
off ectiver;es;s t:;:;wqrd\go‘ul\achieve‘me\nt} Negative feedback moybe
Adettjimer‘atal‘ to performﬁm:a, mih;ar than beneficisl, regardless of t'gpa
of gosl s;at\(‘Prue qﬁd ~F§irbank, 1981). Thersfore the subjact's |
pércépﬁéh of the ie;adbncli is important. The qu;as;.ion,s wﬁé;‘e also
designed to »Qeterminje if the f égdqui was geféei\\}edias on accurste
‘go;:g"e' ﬁf indwi‘.duo‘l ‘perf 6rmgnée, as h‘elpmi to the ‘su~bj\e{:t“ ;to increase
\k‘nqw.!edge_ and réduceﬁhce_rta!ntQ, nnd\iff the source w;:s perceiwjad 85 -
poéitivé. éoth the magéoge re}ug(;d and the éoumé of the f eédﬁgék‘»
mf“lu‘tmc‘e‘i‘he‘p'e‘r“ce?ved accurecy én\d bcceptonce\o‘r"the'reedchk |
tecéivgj (l’lgt_én, ‘f-"isher ahd Taylor, 1 9“‘!9). It frps éxﬁe;ted that . a
subjscts who expressed positive views of both the feedback ond the:
source would‘al s‘o report more freq_uéntlg tl;!ui iheg exp‘ected‘to .

achigve their goals,
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 The 'q‘t.;est_ioén;ﬂﬁ was admigistered to 205 undergraduate |
“students ot Saint Mory's ‘Uni-y'er‘gitg, ;duﬁ‘ng reguiarlg suwzh\edui‘ed class
'tifmé... Seven pr}ofessb‘rs‘instructing‘nine‘ classes were c;pproachéd and
: ugreéd to ;Sre‘vide‘the experimeﬁt:er" with access to th‘eir f;]asses. |
Partic:ipatipniwas voluntery, and subjects who chf:se not t6 complete
. "th;e questi‘on‘s wef;e infufmed tﬁat»tﬁeg"‘co‘u}d‘ retu;“n 1he questionnaire . :
" blank when Qu subjects had finished. Neither the professor involved
. nor t'h;- egcpgrimemeé wi:s‘ ‘aw\a‘re of ~inndﬁm nonﬁurticipn‘ti‘orf‘ Ten
blank orms _v{rera' retur;wed in thié mnnner\:
;Agéord\i‘ng to descriptions by the ﬁrofessdrs of type of feedback

brovided to tHeir students, ‘the‘ rééponses_ were classif iéd into two |
~ groups: Gro‘uﬁ ! (cnnsiétjng oi; ;;9 sub]éct;) rec_eiveb private-;aedi:ack
. Oplg Qb their’class work, assignments and ‘tast‘s,\whue. G‘roub‘zﬁ o ‘
- (consi‘stin.g 01"' éﬁ sl{pjac{si raceiyea.both pl;lbﬁc and j‘:cri\;ute ﬁ“sed‘b'aick .
~on t‘heir class ﬁprk. | |

'Of the original 205 subjects, one class of 30 subjects was
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e}‘irhi‘nat\ed when it wes détefmised‘that,tontmry tp‘the‘ém;r;e aﬁd ’

.‘in‘st.rﬁcto"r's specificatiens, publ:ic feévschk had nevar»ba\en. g'upplisd

10 étudents. Thisresqliéd in Group i (~pr1vnfg ‘feédback) rerhai_ni‘ng ot R
. éé“éubjec-ts,‘wt‘\ilq Broup 2 (public and private fesdback) wes radﬁced

10 66 subjects. The age ‘rn‘nge‘we’s‘ { rDm“l;B to 50 years { ﬁ=~ 22.09; ~, ‘

L »‘ " Mode = 20‘00),with 83 maiés,‘:B! fe;vxa:!;is‘pnd 1 stpecme;i

,\ | Brﬁug Ifonsis@fed\bf Gd_rﬁol‘as‘ and 39 .‘fjémalés, with an a‘g‘p range |

' from 181050 ( 1=21.38; Mode=20.00; 1 with ags inspecified .
| | | Grbpb 2 ;:onsiste‘d of 23 ﬁ;ojes and 42 fem;}e‘s‘ (i’ with sex -
UnSpéci‘ffed)v; with a;n Qgg range ‘f:r\'om 19 tq‘éa years { ﬂ:g};\éb‘;- |

‘Mode=20.00).

The QUesiionhuii’e’incm‘d‘ed in Appendix 1 wa'-; dgsigne;ﬂ ‘bg ‘thq
experimenter as 8 self-report f ﬁi‘m ﬁnq wos pdmi‘mste_re?d a!térfimﬁ .
\mid?terr\n exa\mi.n}ction‘s but before the ﬁ"nai c!asseélfpf tﬁa ;cﬁoal :
S e, ii.sought‘ studénts' perceptions onk the neture of 1he‘\feedback

. provided and goals set for their courses,
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The data was analyzed using the SPS5-X package of the VAX
" computer system aveilable at Saint Mary's University General
descriptive statistics were used to determine anj trends in

respo‘n\s'es) Fdnowin‘g this, chi square analyses were usefi.to‘assess

-

hot‘r‘z‘be,tweér‘a aﬁd M‘t‘hin‘ Qmup significant responses. As wén, o
P\ea’r‘so.n ﬁp%felot.ions ﬁerefagecmed to \fur"mey ‘ekp}iore the si)g.ni( jcant
‘~rela'tionéhiip§ between respobsesl n .
As expet-:ted, the ?pn“w)até and private p?us_pub]i;: feedback groups
differed in their p‘er‘cep‘ti‘ons of \t‘ha‘feedbapk recewéd, gﬁol '
‘expectations andigﬁ\es of gosls set ($ee"rable‘1f). On the yrhoﬁ;, ‘t;e.‘ '
f 5ubjects. who ;“r‘ece‘iveﬂk private.plus public fe‘e‘dback kresporide‘& |
pﬁsitiyelg «t(‘} the quesﬁons moré freque;ntikg?than i;mse \ryece‘wmg

privuite feedback only. There were two exceptioné; p‘riyatﬁ feedback

subjects reported both that hard gouis‘ weare set ot a higher level and.
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that expectanons of goel acmevement.were mgher
- The Ko)mogorov Smimov nonparumetric two samp!a test showed
m‘ﬂg one of thess dwferences to be signiﬂcont: the p‘ubnc‘ and priyage
- feg@bgék group set significénﬂg mofe gﬁu?s than the private fedback -
‘grbﬁp (p< .026).‘Chi‘ square o\nmgses showed thet three of the
- between group dif feﬁeﬁcgs v{oted in Tabié i s;ere signir‘icont‘

‘l)n clesses _{hép récé\i}}ed i‘:n‘i.h privote‘and public,f;eedbnck, 233%
more subjects reported th;ﬁ they hed set o geolj{o\r\themse)ves;‘\than ‘
tho§e~ in classes recewiﬁgi private 'feedbiack only Oiz = "1.673 p <.01). “ |

Subjects reﬁeiving public and private f eedback reportad miore
ot requeﬁtl~g (14.1%) that fesdback was‘\helpf U110 their gosl attainment ‘
‘_th‘on did subjects re?eiving‘ p‘rjvate feedbbck“onfg X2 =‘6:93 p‘< .01). o

: Fmang, 95.5% of those receiving both public and privote feedback“
; wawad the source of the 7 eedbock as posittve compared to 76.8% of
those receiving private feedback only (:v(2 = 7.56,.p <.01). There were
‘ ho ‘sigmf icant differences between the‘groups in terﬁ\s of tha
fréquencies in type of goal sat, expectouons of meetmg the seif-set

ﬂgon} or perceptions of feedback a3 either positWe or accurate (see



Table 1).

Tabia |
MMMM&W

'fQﬁmmmjum_oimm

"Private  Public & Privete. X

C (n=99). " {n=66)

04: Wes o gool.set? 434 67 - 767"
05: Wes hard goal set? - 9290 | 909 Y
06: Wil) god] be met? - 7980 75.8% o Ty
7 Q7 Wos feedbeck positive? 556 636 - . .76
06: Was t\ej;dback\nt‘:'curate?k 5‘3‘7.6' T oe67. . 102

© Q9: Wes feédback helpfl? . 768 9098 693"

QIO Was source viewed 78.6 - 955 7560

as pas!twe?

- 1.0% missing © - €= 158 missing
= ! 0X mtssing o d. 30X missing -
= p R4 01

Tha two feadback groups were then subclossmed nccording ta

“whether o geneml or ‘do best gos] had been set (Q4) ora hard gaal



hnd beén set {QS). Chi squnre una)gses yere ﬁerformed on these two
.subgroups .. | }
ubjects 1\n the pﬁvaie‘ feedba‘ck \groiu‘:i Qho set @ hard Qonl
reported more frequent\u that the feedback was he\pful (X2 6 05, p <
‘ 01) 8nd that their view of the source was positive (X2 8 51, p < 01)
- than 3ubjects who set hnrd guoi in the pubnc and prwqte 1 eedbuck
- | hgroup {see Table 2}, When those subjects in the public and prwute
' feedbnck group set a general or. do best goel, theg reported more \
‘k frequentlg than tha prwate feedback group thot they. percewed the
ieedback 03 he!pful (xi’ =517, PC.05).
To understond ! urther these ralationships within group
; ‘gomporisons were mo;le between subject 8 responses to each or the
questions. Again, the date was examined for those e.ubjec!s who
reporied t‘hdt @ generai or 'do béét'goal ‘h‘ad .been sei "(04)‘0‘r thet the |
goai set ';vus hard (Dﬁ).‘Cérre}:ntio'ns‘ﬁgre‘ then established ‘forf‘each :
p‘a; rwise cohporisén of Q4 ihrp'pgh Q10 on this supset of ra‘spor‘\_dént\s.

‘\“
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" Teble 2 A e s
MMMWM \ N ‘ ! ‘ :

Eesy or ‘Do'Best” Goal Set:  Herd Goal Set

X2 . g2
Q6:Gos! wiltbe met 01 ©.24
07 ‘Feedbnkck wes positive .00 : ' 53
" 08: f-_eedpack was sccurate 3.38 o ‘
Q9: Feedback yvias_tpelbfu! 57t 605"

Q10: Source was positive 342 - 8517

| *=p05;%=pcOl

_ General or 'Uo Best’ Goal \Set - |
The two gifo.ups '_éaried ohly sn'é‘h‘t!g in their responses lwﬁayra |
© . general goal m;s _§‘et. ﬁ) the private feedback group, fmsn s?ubjet;‘ts; \
‘ renérted hoviﬁg set a goal, gxbectations of goal 'at,toinmept (a6)
© significantly correlated wit‘h‘o?viéw of the feedback as posttive (47)
(r= 681, p<.001), accurate (08) (r = 36 1, P <.001), helpful (@9) (r ] y

.453,‘ p<.001)and a view of the saurce-as'posn\iva‘(a10}\( r= 322,

o
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< 05). See Table 3.
in the private and public fesdback group, when subjects reported
h;wing set a goal and had positive expectotions of meeting that goal,
. ‘ correlations were similar, excem that no correlation wnh o view of
\'the so‘urce 83 pusxtwe occurred See Tuble 48. | |
It wos not demonstrnted cunc‘luswelg that tr;é pnvate and pubhci
: feeQback gmup showed more freu.uan,t pp;si.tive\‘respon-ses that were.
.m\tgr\ct;rr’elated‘ then the private feedback grnizp. o
 The ;‘:ri‘e'gte ﬁnq phf)lib feed.bnck group did showe that, when
: general or "d\o best’ ‘goa! ﬁpsé_et, \p‘erc‘eptionfs of feqdl;ock 88 ﬁbsit‘i\}e
’ \corkaiot‘ed\. with a view of tﬁq fea‘db;ck a‘s‘ncpurwate\'(r = l240, p <.05),
- ; “he)’p‘ful (f = .3'08‘ p< ‘05‘) and a view df ‘thé S0Urce 8s po.sitivé (r= N
R 310, p < 05) (Tab\e 48). With subjecls recewmg private feedbock
omg, f eedbock percewed as pos;twe correloted onlg with perceptwns
of the feedbock 8s helpful (r z 491 , b <.001) (Tabie 3&) ‘
“ Omg for the private feadback group did f aedbock percawe.. 8s
uccumte correlate bcth with perceptmns of the feedbuck as he\pf ul (r

= 400, p 2 _.01) and & view of the source as posmve {r=.428,p ¢ .01).
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8. When Goal is Set

9

a9

b b

- Q7 = Feedback was perceived as positive
0B = Feedback was perceived 8s sccurate
Q9 = Feadback was perceived as helpful
Q10 = Source of feedback was perceived 8s positive -

Q5 - Q6 Q7 a8 - Qo
05 ~=---  -.1903 -0598 . 2676 033 -1508
06, -—== BOIO#HR T IRION*  4520%uw 3224*
LI - 2135 4905%** 4753 - ¢
- Q8 - P . A004%* 4277
| e 393g%*
SQ10 - ---=
~ b, When Hard Goal is Set
s 96 97 @8- 09 10
04 ---  -3100%%% 0115 -1303  -0738.  -0693
. - 3940%%%  34B2uRE  4064%e  2510%%
T Q7 -—a 2719%% . 4582%%* {518
Qe - - --- NI 75 Thohh I G b
Qg - A45gHeH
RV - -
one tnﬂed test Legend: :
- *p<05S Q4 = Goal was set }
®% ¢ .01 Q5 = Hard goal was set
#%¥p <001 Q6 = Expectations of meeting goal were positive
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‘ ?Tabie 4

o. When Goal ts Set

Q5 Q6 a7 @ 09 Q1o
@5 --——= ~1752 ° -0538° -1752 - -0750  2849%
Q6 L -=em T 3406%%  S633*eR 2367%° 0225
Q7 . o ---— 1 2400% . 3078% - 3103%:
28 ‘ o __‘_«_‘ 4402%% 2201
01 < * R - T A L

Q10 L . | I

" b, When Hard Goal is Set

as - 06 7 @8 .Q@ Q10

Q4 --- -2178%* - 1683 - .;1512‘ - -0355 -1264

a6 B 4112%%% 3547%% 1780 1057

Q7 o - 2537%. 3dB2un 2355%
.08 N T e 3752""". 2441
Qe - ‘ === . w, HO4qRIw

alo . . - — L el

one-teiled test: Legend:

*p<.05 : Q4 = Goal was set .
- #Hp <01 {35 Hard goal was set - ~

*»%¥%p ¢ 009 Expactutions of meeting goal were positive

" Q? Feedback was percewed as positive
0B = Feedback was perceived as accumte
Q9 = Feedback was perceived as helpful -
Q10 =Source of feedback wes perceived as positive
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" For ihe privéte and public feedback group, 1eedback pprce‘wgd‘ as
‘pc}cufaté correlated inu with the ‘per\ception of tﬁé‘ feadback as .
helpful (and not.with 8 view of the source as p‘ésitive)‘
.For-both ‘QFOI‘:JDS, {eedback pércéived*&s helpful correlated with e
vieypf the source as pqsit}vé. | k. |
' Hard Gool Set .
. For both;‘feedbuck‘gﬁolups‘, an intere‘stjhg anomaly o‘c‘curred when
t;hart_j g\eﬁl- wes réportfed 8s Sot. Significent negative corraiu‘ti.oﬁs
“eccurred betwe‘en the reéponéé thet o gos!-had b‘een‘l\set (@4) gn& \
\exp'éctotipn‘s of go.o! sttainment (Q6) (see Tables 3b and 4b).
| when éxpe.gtations of meet‘i ng_the hard goa) were pcisiti?e, the.
; private feedback grouﬁ show‘éd‘cohs\ist;r‘st signif jicant cﬁrralot’ions.
vs‘rith‘pércept‘ions ;t the feedback as positive (f = 395,p <00 D,
accurate kr = 348 pe ‘.60 l), help‘*ul {r= .#06, p< .00‘1) and o v%e‘w of o
. the‘éourcg a3 positi»;e {r= 252, [\Jﬁ< O Howevef, this q‘idn't occur.in
the pﬂvgte on‘d~pub‘l§£ feedback groub.‘ In th!é group, positive

expectstions of goa! uttoinment'eqrremed only with perceptions of
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thg feedback as positivé (r= dl l“, p< .OQ'I) and accurete (r =‘ .355, p“<’}
oh Nt; porr;elation‘s occurred vﬁih percept‘ions pf the fe‘edback‘as ‘
helpful or the source.as positive (T‘ab‘les 3b end 4b).

F or‘both g’fou-ps, whan the feedbock‘ was perceived as sccurats, ‘
tsigni‘_f icant 6orr91ations occurred with perceptions _o.\r‘ the'faedbaqk as
_helpful and & view of the source es posi;iive. o
A summarg of the differences in responses be‘t.ween the two
.- ‘feedbock groubs, incorporoting :rdbles I‘throqghd, ;is:provide‘d in

‘Teble‘ 5.

" TebleS

- more goels set.

- feedback viewed as heipful.

- source viewed as positive.

5



(Easg! DG Best Goe!) \ g
Private | N Public + Private |
. |  . - feedback viewed as helpful.
‘ (t:lord Goal). o L | ‘
- Private | © Public +Priv

- feedback viewad as helpful.

- view of source positive,

‘ Lﬁmmmmmmmmmwnmmmmﬁmm

(Eosy/ Do Best' Goal) o
‘ : —set{i\i\wg hdrdgc‘a)fcorreioted

with positive view of source.

- éxpeciationg of goal ochievément - gxpectations of goel

- correlated with views of feedback  achievement correlated with

8s posm\va,‘ agcura‘ie, helpful, and  ° visws of feedbock as positive,

positive view of source. © accurste and helpful.

. -'positive view of fesdback - positive\\vi‘;ew' of feedback:
“correlated with view of feedback correlated with view of feed-
- he!pfu‘l.\ ‘ : " back as helpful, accurate, ‘

_ source 83 positive.
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| ‘ (Easg,}‘[?o Best” Goal Set)
- feedback viewed as uccu}faie_ -1 aed‘pack)v‘iew‘ad as accurate
" correlated with view of feedback - correlbte\q-wuh‘ vliéwo\tfeed" |

* os helpful, source as positive. . beck s helpful. = o

(Hard,ﬁoa!i_Set)} \ «
- expjéc'toﬁons of goal @chievement —\éxpectations of goa!

.correlated with view of feedback achieve‘m‘enttbrre!ated with

8s positive, accurste, heipful,  ~  view of feedbeck 8s positive,”
© source es positive. - ~ accurets, help‘fulk.‘
- f‘eedback viewed a3 positive " -~ {eedback viewed as positivd -

“correlated with view of feedback correlated with view of feed- .
8s accurate, helpful. ‘  back as accurate, helpful,

source as positive.
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-1t was expected that those\__subjects “fetewing both public and

L prwﬁte f éedboék and whb had set & herd gaal womd report
. sigmﬁcumlg more frequentlg that theg expected to meet their goals ) |
‘ BMng both types of feedbock‘or knowledge of resu!té woumf noreose‘
inf ormatwn about performance onow ‘hecessary od]ustments towardi

- the goul and u!timately 1mprove expectutions of gool ochievement )

: (Locke 1981) This was not shown It was olso not shown for the’

. group receiving pnvate feadback

The two groups dif f ered in then' ré.sb‘unses ‘but'nut invtha

'directmn expected Mt\tzgggh more sub jects in the. pubnc ond prwate
.feedback group reported thet thag hed set 8 generol or do best gua}
- for themselves ihere were no s%_gniﬁcant dmarances in the tgpes of'_
| goals set expectatwns of goals set or perceptmns of feedback as §
“posxtwe or accurete (see Toble ] ) The private feedbock group

“octually reported more f requen\t)g thot they hod set hord‘g‘oals for

thef‘nsé‘) \;eg (see Table "1‘)‘ The addftion of pi:bﬁé feedback of

) tndividudlfresu‘lts appears to inje{:i a negative or aversive eléyment\

e
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affecting the set{mg of herd goals (Table 5).

e

ln both groups when o hard goal had been sat e nagative . f
C oy

N
N

‘correlot!on occurred betweer positive responses thot a goal had been
- set (Q4) and expectatwns of gool ochievament (Q6) (see Tables 3b und
N 4b) Gor\qnd ‘(1984) found that supjeqts tontinued to work toword a -
very di fﬂcuxlt gc;oi evén whér‘i theg- éuspected that it could noi be B
abtoined A simﬂar reaction mey huve occurred hara however S
‘ without expncit descrtptions of 1ndw1dua1 perceptions nf what s
‘ sub]ectivelg acceptedes @ hard goal, the results of this unulgsis
' ‘sh_oum be viewed with ceution.

| As well, th:a relai“ioh‘shipubétv#aan‘ expéf\:‘tgti‘ons‘m‘ goal
‘ocpie\veméh{‘;@hgn a herd goal is set) and som§ of the 'psfcé;;tions 61
N fee:dbt‘:c‘k obpaqrs‘ t6 ‘ba‘ aﬂécted .bg ‘the ﬁrov?sjon ‘of “t‘he\di\fferant
tg;.)es‘of feedback. Tﬁe intmddction\o‘r p.ubuc feedbeck ‘cppeors \to.‘.
af iec‘t positive perceptions of 'b‘oth the he!pfu‘l aspecté of the
‘_ feedback and the source of the feedbm:k Prue nnd Fairbunk (1981)

‘ emphasized thot for feedbock to be utilized toits fullest, it mus! be

-accepted and viewad as accurate and helpful. Public feedback of




individus! results may actually sdversely affect such perceptions of

. feedbdck (Table5).- . - .

~

" Limitetions of. this study should be noted at this point. The
 questionnaire used wes o subjective messure and open to individuol

| interpretation. Responses t0 8 questionnaire at this point in the

academic yéar mey have been affected by a halo effect; subjects may

" have been biased in their reépon'sés by the receipt of their midterm
. class results.‘

As w‘vénf, severb}Mtors could influence thege results.

‘ Feedback could be vie‘we‘d Qs ‘more accurete when it provides . /; o

A

“information not only about one's owhﬁ?ﬁgréSs loward & goal but o'r\;é's .

own goel ochi-ﬁvemeni relative 10 others {igen, Fisher Sﬁd Taylor,
1979). However, research haslshoi#vn that cﬁmpeti't'ion is a-possible
confound in si‘tubtiong where ‘feadbn‘ck‘ is pre.s{aniad 'pubm.:}g (Konﬁuﬁ |
et ‘al, 1978; l;aiham ana’épldl‘e‘g, 19.%5).‘E§urr.:e and Porter;(waﬁ) have
| argued that performence feedb“joc‘k that pn§ is 'meétin@- siﬁnd&rds"is _
view‘éd ae‘,‘nggbii»;e fe‘edba‘cx. in this case provision of gublic f sadback

" of individuel résults couid be oversjve)t;o subjects, porticmarig ina

NV S R
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highly competitive academic setting.

The personai 6nd subjecttve definition of 8 ‘hard goal' could very -

~ between groups. In prtvota feadback groups 0 hard goul could be bosed ‘

v .

on personal experience and. expectotions ine pubnc ond private group,
8 hard. goal could be based on extrinsic-rather then intrinsic. factars
‘-Goa‘l sefttmg cquld be )‘nnuenced\ by thg‘ cpmpnnscn of one's u’\’m .
»berformancé with the‘pe;f ormén:ce of others. Hbges\{“l 985) stated
5th§t goel setting works beéause itsets e é‘o\cial standord rath\er\ U;ah
‘~a se\f standard However 1} such resumng goals wers both herd and

unuttpmnble then feeqnnck would not be viewed as helpful to gool

attainmem Erez and szon {1984) found that feedback accaptnnce _

‘negativelg correlsted with‘ task diff mu\tg, while Hutger ( 1 985‘) stated - ‘

A

‘thet setting & difficult goal may edversely affect behaviour ifthe

-
Y

task is difficult,

_The persongi aitributes of the f eadback sources could olsobe o -

conf ounding factor. Po'#er or p\erceivved inf !uence of the sburcé
‘ mvolved in giving f eedback has elso not been discounted as & posswb!e

af fect on sigmi icont negatwe or positive responses. Stuﬁents mey ‘

~

k]
)
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~ have felt that even though all questionnaires ‘we;re conf identtalgthefr
o profé'ssors would have qcpes‘s to an‘dabé inf luéhced .ﬁg the student
reépo-nses‘{ : N |
- Alst, the p&pulattoné of the diff er‘en@ f eedbuck groubs could vary .
" simply becouse of the differing subjects taught. Professors who
broyiﬁe both public dn‘d pri?até féedbéck céuld mark sssignments
_ more gtﬁngentig and be'per;ceived as more qémsﬁding then professors
| “who pr*ovi‘de privete Teéﬁb@ék‘ omg: ifea speci;‘ic coufse is requ‘ired) f_.or‘ -
8 dg‘a‘g‘re'a; sihdenté will be reqdired to enroll and achieve o minimum
Qrode {or goel) reg‘ar‘gless.of' type of feédbock’proﬁdéd. :
To expidre {grt’her some of these issues, more objecrt\iwe:rothér )

_then subjective dota was needed. in Study 2, an attempt wes made to

Y
v

‘ combme behavioursl methodology using ebjective performance -
- measures and 8 questionneire recording subjeétive responses to - ©

interventions, - f o

1Y
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Studg 2
Studg 2 was conducted to determine further the affact of the :

{ype of feedback presented on improv&ng performence when combmed

~

with_goa! set‘ting\ Previeus stuch_es huve used behaviourel

“'methodology end*have found eignif icant resuits \}with;the introduction

» .
- 1

of feedback ond!or gool setting For exemple Wikoff Anderson end -
Crewen (1982} conducted a field studg to determme the effects of
~ feedback and feedback plus prcnse in mcreesmg emctencg in 8

fumiture mcnufocturing plont Theg used 8 multiple-besehne design

“ucroee departmente Both feedback cenditions used pubhc and prwete )

‘feedback of individuel results. No compurison or seperation of the twe
‘feedbock tgees was made, ‘nor was there 8 formal goel eetting
component mtmduced Their results showed that 5 of the 7 feedbock
en‘lg condmens reeched statistical svgnif icance and thet 2‘ef th‘e 4
feedback p]us prmse conditions reoched sxgniﬂcence

Luthans Pmﬂ and Togmr {(1986) rephcoted an enrner fiele study
_ *using centingen‘t reintercement to improve perfermem{e of -
‘ sule‘spees’ons ina re_tan set‘i‘in‘g. Although no sbecif ic goal setiing \wes

- T

o
o3 o,
B Y
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. described 'sub j'ects were given assighed "pstablished perf ormance ‘

N ‘stondards {p 29) A s;mple reverso) design wos used yith rasults

based on 1ndw1duol performonce Feedbock was not formang described
os being p\rowded 1o subjects; however_, employees were \1-nf0rjmed\

\ !‘io}lg w_h‘ether ‘iheg _\}vere eligible to retei've_ihe‘ cohtingerﬁ reinfort‘a:r,
in othe{ wprds; they ware‘; nf orme,c; abt}ut\.‘their peﬁ nrmu\nca.towurd ‘
the goel ‘reqqire‘ments for t;ajihforc%i-ner‘at'. fhén; resu!‘t‘é showed

B .~éighif gbont increase;s fn f uni:tidnq} and ] r;eduetion in~dg§‘f ur'actional
parformonce with the mtroduction of contingent rainforcemant nnd o

‘retum to baseune levels with a withdrawal of remforcement o

Kcmaki, Barv_fick and Scott (1978) used 8 behovipu‘rol oppmoﬁh to
Timprtw'a safetg; préctices in a food mnndfatturing pient, An asétgﬁed |

: gd’-‘" ;vas ‘use;j Sd_d groub per;forﬁx;nce wes pasi@d publiclg_ '.6.3‘ v;.él},_ .

praise of a;;propribte safety pieﬁormonce was imb‘;emented qr{ 8

random qégis. Al;though goal setling ‘w;ss used ar;d' both public pnq

pﬁvaté ‘feé::\!buck\‘and *pr'a.’ise wefa pro';idad; no compurisoh o\f théitwo‘ :
~ types of feedback was c@ductéd‘ Their }eshltg lshowbq that feedback

plus goal setting substantially Improved levels of safety
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reiative effectweness of different tgpes m’ f eedback combmed with .
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performance. When fesdback was withdrawn, performence reverted to

- baseline )évglé. :

In 1982, Komakd, Colliris and Penn again studted safety

: _pgr{ormancé in & manufacturing plant; howeyér, thié work cor.npured-

the relative effectiveness of goal setting (‘assignéd) end goa‘f setting

ﬁlds feedbn‘c‘k (public posting of group resu!ts). Their. results showed

that goal setting plus feedback produced superior results compered o

AN

goai setting alone.

. As goal setting and feedback have been demonstrate(j“to‘;f fect.

‘per'formancé a logi‘col next step‘ i.n reseorch‘is ta“determine the

&
gom setting The provision of ang f orm of f eedback when combmed
with goel setting should oi f ect periormunce levels however
fe\edbock which 1ncju‘ded 8 pgbnc component, axther by i@se}f arfwi th B
private f gedbock, should prqvid‘e:_n greeter 3m:ts‘r"ov§men{ than pﬂw.:‘te‘
feedback olbne. \ . | |

Public feedback does n‘o{ involve iarg;e costs t;hd_ it is easy 1o

pressnt {Prue and Fairbank, 1981). These two fo_ctbfs are importent
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considerations in the’ifnp\leﬁweptaiinn x;f 5§w féedbuc‘k sgst§ms,
paﬁituiuﬂg ‘if it can be demonstrntgd that public ~feedb$ck is hnore, or
ot I6ast 6s, effaé.ti‘.ve 85 private feedback The secbnd“siudg ;s»o‘ug‘htk to
. exp\‘t‘wé the effectiveness of public end privete 1 eedchl;, ‘w‘hen @ goal
| had been set, in 8 field setting. l}sing 8.behavioural apbi'uachv, three
h perforrhoﬁce dei‘iciéncies were identif ied énd ‘obsemat‘ions‘wére made |
, i;: dé£éminé baseline measures. A\séigne‘d gdals for im‘brovac‘}‘
performance were used. ln\teernqug.‘ pfi private fesdback elone, -
public zfaéd‘t.m‘ck elone, ‘_and pqm‘i‘cpl‘us ﬁri‘vate { eedpcﬁx _w’*efe pro?jﬁéd .
to empla‘gees, P,raif‘se, whén_obprbpr‘ibte, was o} 80 Jsed. |
F olldwing intervention, a qufastiomcir.e waé us‘gd to déierm‘in‘e;

the suh:jects‘ perceptions of the f‘gedbeck‘ prbvi‘dgd.« i t was expeciea_d Co

i
1

" thet there would be some negstive repercussions from the subjects,
and that the feedback accuracy and view of the sou:;ce of the Teedback

« could be effected by the type of feedback presehto‘tio‘n-.
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o An 1ntem$tionni retall chain ogréed to onkqw their Toce) branches
.o part‘itip&tq in ﬁ study usse_ssing the -re]a't*i;a merits of 9dblic . |
veréus‘:;‘)ri‘vét?e f eedﬁac_k. ﬁqqr s\tores“b‘f th‘e'telhn loceted in ih‘e
N Hnlffox/ébrtmouih are& phrticjpéted, .1'n‘the study. Thrée of the stor;es |
. were locbted in r;m jof shobpin‘g mims, .while the fourth w;;s ;perai~ed
as a subdépaktmgn‘t within 6_ major dep‘artjmént» s\iore.
Store A hnd a full-time staff (excluding the ‘monngen of 2~, with * |
-2 part-time emploiees. Store B had o full-time 'stafr(e}mihmng the

“manager) \pf 5 full-time employees and 2 part-time ampio@ee& Stbfe
| C, located Qvnhin & department store and olso supé'rvis;ed by iha‘
‘\nﬁorip.ger of Stbfe A , ﬁod @ Tull-time staff df '2.qrr‘zpl ogeqs and 2 |
B part-time amp‘logeé‘s; ﬁgwéyer; one of thé fﬁ‘l\-time emmogégs was. |
| {ermingteu'duﬁhg the ;;tudg. This termination was not re?otéd to -
performance pr‘oblerﬁs. Store D, éupéwised:bg theﬁfzm'anoger‘bf«ét\ore B‘, )

" ha:d 1 full-time empwgée and 2 part-time qmplogees. The total
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‘number of emp).ogéejs: t‘axclt.i:dim;;i {he n%éndgers,%was 18\i:f‘ti~tion‘g and ;1'? ‘
" by the sixth ;kégk‘of the study. a |
, \ j The léngm bf- time embloyees had beenemBleged bg the'cbhbang ‘
. renged from 8 mimmum of six months tof 11 teen gears Al employees
had completed bosic truining Jn u!l oreass, und were considered to be
awers of company goa_ls and procedures. it wos expacted tbu} thig |
standpﬁd?éed background would c‘ontrb‘é‘.fbr\ possible training or
| ‘e‘x‘peﬁw‘aqce effe‘cts (Luthqns,“Pp'u} end Teylor, 1985). -
| Through meet)‘ngs Wlih monagers and the ores supe;'wsor three.
| performonce problems were onalgzed usmg e behavioural mode)
mmnmmmﬂm | |
‘;_-‘Dne ‘managef supervised Stores A and C and wps‘respunsibls“f gr .
insdrmg ‘th};i“dii“poparivorf for both stores waé complétéd corféctl\g
~ ‘before it was forwdrded to heed ofhce weeklg Oné of the clencol

‘dut!es to be compmed by staff was: the cnmpletion of detail on the

daily cash repprt envvelopes. The required imormauon incluged
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stamping' mé ehve]ope with the particuler store identification stamp,

. \ circung the name of tﬁe store on the em;elope circling the correct |
| week of the retoﬂ cycle, ond noting the doﬂg weother condmons (See
Appendix 2). lmtiung, it was believed that this was'a problam neading
1ntervention 8s the monoger had been required to spenq consideroble
ttme prior to the studg msuring that these enve}opas were completed
correctlg. Huwaver af ter boseline observations it was determined

_ thet this probiem hed’ bean rectmed us overoge performonce of

: ‘%mpletmg cash envelopes correctlg averaged 93% for both' stores 3

-over four weeks This clericol task. was not mentif ied as 8 problem in

enher Store BorD. - - ‘ .

The managers expressed L:oncer"n ﬁb utthe ‘qualitg of
housekeepmg within the store Theg fe that emp)ogees’ were not
| always consistant with- executing defily tasks to maintain an orderlg ~
and neot storc; _appearance f'or customers. Effectiye/ineffective

perf Qrmnnce vas operationally defined so that behaviour measures -

could be easily and unambiguousiy taken: 1t was determined that the

Ly

-
)
2
o
.

sl 5, vl B T A ]
v it  E L 15 o Bin Lty 3 i e %
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bchaviourul descri mion ‘Ho‘usekse»ping: wccld‘encombass'ihe
following: |
8. vaccuuming performed for entire‘stolre in the mocning. :
b. store stock straightened and tidied throughout entire store in the
'rﬁorﬁing. |
e caShcdcsk ores s'treigh‘tcnad in ‘ihc n?orriin‘g(‘thc‘t is, 'an. poperw?drk |
cemoved e{tock nct'pﬂed in viewof: customers‘, etc.) .
mﬁcrenmg_@ )

Cnsh d)screpancies represent un‘ ongmng promem in reum
oL outiets of an types.. Althougb overuges andfor shorioges may onlg
krepresent o smon omount of cash dm!g wnmn individual stores when
totuﬂad. over LH stores withm a majar'chain tha total amounts
| naccawted for may be substnnt ol As‘ we}l w:thm this chain of
stores for all cash discrepanmes of morc than 35 00 managers are
:requlred to recheck dmlg sales recewts in en attempt to chscover
‘"‘where the error has occurred Weeklg, tms mog represent a

‘ subctantm smount of both the manager s, and the uccounnng

department’s, time. 'Cash Diﬁscrepuncies’wefe ident{fied 83 any
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'ahouni over/under 2é_ro on o daily besis, |
Establishment of Gools
| . Erﬁplogees wgi‘e not ifivolved in fhe goal setting decision. The -,
beﬁavioufé {prg‘ated for in‘t\erve'mion were considered within each
“érﬁplogee"s dﬁﬂg iob 'perfOMance and prior t~0 this study, thé \
‘compong had continuouslg expacted high achievement in these areas.
The gaal for performmg Housekeepmg tasks was set nz@ooz
C complet:on of all tgsks»dmg; the g‘oa\ {for Costhfscrapanpies w‘ga\seg. '
~‘ at zer‘{o\(‘nb cpshioverfor_ und;ar deily). These were éonsidgredio be ~,
‘ ‘hard, but not unat‘tai‘nab‘l‘a gdols for ev%piégees. o |

~

After bosenne deta was conactad empiogaes were inf ormed that .
B the compcﬁ; was éoing to attampt to help emp\ogees solve
performance p;;pblems lt wos emphnsxzed that this wes 8 Dﬂ&l

- ‘, Qmj_egj_gn_g, thet ubservotians token would not be used by the
compong for perf ormance appralsa]s and/or dlsmplinar‘g procedures

1t was cnso emphasuzad that the exparimenter was nat ossociated

with the set;uri ty comp‘ong used by managemesnt to gether covert

7
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evidence on the»ef [ficiency und honestg of emplogees

Gooie were.gi ven ornng to emnlog 88 aner busehne measures

A

hee been conected ond in written ond!or grephic form for eech of the

~

Yonowing intérventmns

.
N
- ?
A . -

Stmple beh'uviouro] ehecklists wefe devis‘e\;ﬁ and a sehedule of
observanons was ouﬂmed to conect baseline dnta F or Housekeeping
.' \observotwns incmded both contmuous checks (as the three :

‘\Hbusekeepmg behawours could be noted bg the menagers as. either

y L performed or not pert?ormed n the mommg) os yell es random time \-;}

A

-eampnng of the noted beheviours (see Appenmx 3): Nanogers rendem}g o

e c.he‘cked twice duringeach dag:to gee that the cash ares was kept

‘ cleor of tluner 8s well, the exoerimenter viszted each store ot &

| ‘ rondom mee daﬂy to obs‘erve the somfe A totel score ef six could be
obtmned bg euch stor‘e dmlg :f ail tnsks were eempleted
;lnterobserver ngreement of at leost %x was momtomed thmughout
.the study. Ue)g 3tores A and B were considered to ho‘ye‘ o problem -m

»

this eres and were included in-this portion of the study. .

- >"‘,

N
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‘ For-Cash Discrepéncie‘s, mnnhgers.weré responsjb‘ia for raéording -
_deliy discrepancies in all four stores (see Al:pqndtx " |

The following 1nter;9en’ﬁons, based n‘a‘ r;nodlf jed révpr;sol design

' (4B, 52c33‘; Kezdin, 1@3‘54}\,‘ we,r‘e imﬁ}émén‘teuv

Aj&asgnngl bisc:rete o‘b‘servnt‘io‘n.s were teken and r':gcorded t; R
establ I'Sﬁ i;asehne measi;‘re"sh‘ |

| EDQLSB&MD& Once basenne dats had been conected it was assessed
o msure that 8 bahuvioura} pmblem existad and that 1t wes 8

' ‘probiem of rate or {rpquencg of pertormance, mtherthen of the skm‘ .
or lack of trainfing of e‘mbloyees. Using\baseur‘xg'data,“r'mgn‘agersi; -

to!culated tdrget goals for. e‘ﬁective per‘formance* émplogéeé were -

"intormed of this goal and asked to work toward it.

ﬁlﬂmmmm Fonowmg the estabhshment of

goals, observations were continued on t‘he performonce measures. Dn T
schedu?e of Once 8 waek emp}ogees were given written prwate
~ \reedbnck ‘on the group performance bg the stare manager in the fnrm )

of average cash discrepancy for tha prior weak andf or parcamage nf



tos;(s corﬁpl‘ete‘d daily (Tor Houéekeeping). Through discﬁssién With the |
_ ares supervisor wntten mther thnn verba) feedback in this phase ~\ ‘k
was‘ deemed mﬁst appmpriote to facilitate me porhcipanon of
\ monogers (See Appendlces S end 6 for sompie prwata feedback
forms.) This wos tom‘bmed with verbal praise and encouragemen‘t _
“(where opprnprwte) . | \;
it wes deterrmned bg the monagers that ‘er‘nplogaes would
R o n;zspond best to e pmrmg of prmse w:th feedback The compang h.ad \
B \—‘/f“\jergone extenswe change in tha three yaars prior to the studg and oy "

was beiieved that some emplagees would be overswe 1o further

chcngg or disrupnon. Requxre-d ﬁ1me for prwme feedpack mtervention

" was 2 weeks.

4 EZ(Lnter'vention: Public F gedbapk)z Ubservatlibns continued. At this
[ pomt pubnc feedbock was !nstituted in the rorm of grcphs ot group
performence toward the required Q’Gn} Line ( granhs mustrotmg the

previaus yweek’ s_~ perfarmante‘argd.the a_ssigned goal Vye're posted ina

Wel‘!faccess,ed arjés. Menagers explained to-all emplég{aes whet the

-



B | \grophs represented and pmvided verbal preise ond/or encourogement
‘towurd the nrgumzationel goal as appropriote After ong dey of pubhc \

. feedback, managers suggested that bar charts be substituted for line

‘ ‘ graphs due to some difﬁcultg in the mterpretatwn of grophs bg

- :Qmpl'ogees. Th‘lS wes immemqtelg remedied. Requjrad ;ime for public

feedbuck wus 2 weeks. ‘

\Q( g;u nto Qggg ing): At tms pmnt an feedback was wnhdruwn

Dbservations continued. Emp)ogees were not informed of tha purpose ‘
of the wi\thdruwa} of feedback. Time f or return to baseline was 2. o

woesks,

aimmmmmmmmm Obsﬁrva.tjionsk
'conti;wuéd At ihis poinf both prlvaie ond putmc feedbé‘ck {as
described obove) were 1m)lemented with verbal araise and/or

é&uurugement as ODDI’DDHBXB RBQUWBG Ume for DUDHC and private

‘ feedback was 2 weeks.
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| " Tﬁe head office of the.chain requested an gpﬁartumtg for al)
ﬁun—m;nagemgnt;staf f membgré_:to expl:éss _tkh;airf‘qiews on the study,
yriih‘_the p“urpose‘ of providing feedbgﬁk 1{0 the compang and it‘s‘ |
mo‘m‘:geria} employses. A duastim‘md‘ir‘e was administered to all
employges wr;e\ paﬂicipuigd in thg e‘;t'uijg in an ﬁttefnpt to 4dete;rmine;
't-héir acpeptu;\ce of th;g fée‘;it‘mck pracedure;ﬁ u‘ndﬂof thgfintt‘a‘rvgntinn .
- o‘s a whole (_SeexAppendig 7),[A~s'ummury of the‘se' reponéas wos
p.ro.vi»de& f’o the cﬁmpang head offices xijn a gener&l report, ﬁu‘qir‘atainin‘g

total confidentiality of individual.views and opinions.

- Dit fg}r'gncies in ﬁetween; and within—gmuﬁ pert orrﬁance‘ léyets |
wefe andlyzed using the repested ‘medéures broérgm of the 5PSS% |
. pa\:kagé résidént ono VAi( coani‘a} 3gstem At‘smri;. Mary's »
University | |

’, \: F‘irgl, Box“s Mfor homngénei‘lg of dispérsian.m;ﬁtricves was.

executed to determine if the groups were homogeneous on both

14
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t:;ependan{ meesures used’in this studg. Bm@c's test detérmines wheather
between' grnup comporisons can be ucr,enied bosed on the
| homogenei tg of the performence measures if the grouns ore
~ i\\homngenaous itis occaptoble io mterpret between group dafferen?:es o
If homogenWt be sustomed{ 1hen only witmn-group
comparisons-are computed. SRR
Second, prc‘aﬁl‘\e enalysis to test for the pgral‘l‘enérfnof'group

* performances {whether ohe group perf ormed unif ormly better on both

 messures) was also executed. "lf',t‘he groups are not paraliel, then’

there fae#ider‘}ce 51 ‘a group Efg'vorjab!é h;teg‘o\ction l(Sievens, 1986).
}Thi‘rd,h nveragedv tests of signif icapcé-‘far repesied msg.sufés‘ wer;a ‘
used \tqidet‘ermme significant within-group effécts.«Pmnned t-‘tas»,:t~
icumpoﬁ.sons were then éxeéuié&. Schef fé‘s"bmcedur;e-f 0“% mfniﬁwizing 3
‘Tgpe ] ;err‘or,wos nbt {‘Jséd‘, as a priori comporiéons rather th‘u‘rﬁ‘:o@ﬂl~ |
\ ‘ﬁqc comparisons were ﬁéed {Stevens, 1966). . \
Fourth, f‘ollpw.{ng" previous ‘st‘ud\iesutil\izing behavioural

methodology, graphic or visual analyses of results were also

performed. A more affective analysis tould be executed using
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. Autoregressive Integrated Moving Averages Analysis (ARIMA). This
onu‘igsis‘is cpbmpriate ‘fér‘time-senés:duta and transforms {he dote - -

‘1o ramove seria] dapendenmes T- tests srethen perf ormad on the

transfomned dato to compare changes in ihe level of the performance

measures ucross cendmons (Komoki Collins& Penn !982) However;"' ;

-this nnnlgtical sgstem is not avoﬂoble ut Saint Mery's Un versug ot

this time.

~n this‘studg, Bbx‘s M ‘showed the Qmups to behétei‘i:geneéusi on
bath performance measures used (Box s N At 2 0 1652 F 45, 3960] =

‘?01?24 ;3< 000) makmg between- group compnrisons inapproprinte ]

\ . & B ,

“ond mapcurate. Dmg w:tmn—group qna:l gses were exacuted‘

.

) NS ) . ' B ' N v Co 2\.
. As expected, the implementation of goal setting and feedbeck -

~

ihtervention appeoi’ed to affect performance in Sto.rés A and"B-‘(éee o

Table 6). Prome anolgsxs conﬂrmed th;s wzth 8 3;gmhcnnt 13 test’

‘ inustratmg thot the groups were not paranel (F 14 a] : 908370 P < ‘ '

000}, that performcnce within the stores vpmad and thyat t\here‘wus a
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Table 6

- Test Name Value. Hypoth df | Errordf . Exactf

Pillais - - 87470 400 . 1800  31.41%ex
Hotellings 696076 . 400  '16.00 3141w
CWilks - .12530 - 400 © 1800 "31gqwnn

. Reys 87470

group ‘b_“g'voriuble interaction, These changes are also evident from

viguul_insﬁection ef i the dats {see Figure 3), justifying more detailed

uno}gses.' ~
Averugad tasts of s:gmf icance das;gned for rapeotad measures

. deslgns ( and equivolent 1o umvamta tests) showad that there were

-

sigmﬂ.can‘t within-group differences across phases fo‘r; ‘

-

‘ jbeth the ‘_ngai‘n ef f,:ect\ and the interaction between store and

performance (see Table 7). These tests allow for the effects of

lzearning‘.und a practice effect of interventions within groups, so that'

“y

‘.
b it R

s vy e
Ay
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r . ‘~ o
100 — e |
i Lol T b T .o
35: ) ) d-r—2 ) : )
TS X AL - Performance Goal .
A . g: * , “ . . -
! gg: ; v O Stred
‘ 404, return | private ~+ StoreB
S k| ! S to |
E 25 baseline . | Private | public |baseline| public
" 20 T Ty T T J"‘T IR 71T
. 01 23 4. 576 7:8 % 1041 12713
) htcrvntins‘,“
¥ L 2

l,j‘g‘! i[ﬁ 5
Graphic compari son of weeklg averages of hnusekeeping tasks Tor
Stores A and B,

Jable 7 o a
£ﬁﬁunn&Q115L§QLEHWMInxm§g1ncimngnnﬂtmgnmuﬁgj&ﬂ_giuLgug ‘
&mBiQL5Bwn}3imﬂﬂ1HmiEm5ﬂGEQJEUﬁLﬁﬂLﬁmDhﬂiﬁjlﬁEi ‘
Source of variation -1 ) ildf - MS F
" within cells 9077 B84 108
Housekeeping .~ 8916 4 2220 2063

Group by Housekeeping '35.8? 4 . 8&s - 828"t

*rup (000



. ; 1mpraved performance over baseline As wen bath public feedback

"anlg robust rather than mmdental mterventian effects are shawn
;Cansequentlg, paired t*test comparisons of ol phases far bath stores
wers ~canauctad 10 indicate the signmcant changes 1n performa-nce.

 For Store A all iaedback interventions showed 3vgniﬁcantlg

~ tlone and pubhc plus prwate Yeedback interventions shawed
svgnmcant!g vmproved performance over privaie feedback on!g {t = |
) -2. 75 p < 019 t =-3.38, p< .006) (Ta.b}e 8). |
However, return t‘a‘basaliﬁe did not d_ecrease ta balow'v‘ é\ith‘e‘r the
inter'ée'nt‘ian leve\‘s or the baseline »leva!‘s fof‘St‘ara A,:In\ this cese, the
‘ 'retum to aasenne wes: actual!g significant!g mgher than ewther ‘ )
‘ basehne ( t=-9 93 P < .000) or the private Yeedback interventian (t =
-4.00, p <.002), | o
Although Tame 8 shows Oalg one sxgmncant change in
perf ormance for Store B Figure 3 suggests that Housakeeping
behaviour did change over the course of the atudg, Hausekeepmg
“incréased fra;r‘n o baseline rate of 71.2% coma!etian rjate 1o 86.4% by \

the end of the study, en increase of 15.22%. The t-test cofpparing the
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S‘tbreA o

" Store B

. Comparisons . tvelue p tvelue p
 private > baseline -325 008 -7 -
public > baseline 530 000 - 159 ns
return to baseline > baseline -9.93 000 -175 " s
© public + private >baseline --825 000 © - -332 008
. Dublic‘> p“rw‘at‘e; ‘ -275° 019 .54 ns’
return to boseling > privete  -4.00 f 002 - 89 ns
public + privete > privets L -338 006 179 ns
- return to bgseﬁxne"vs public: -124  ns | 23 ns
public tpn‘vo‘te_ ys public -62 ns -1.08 ‘ ns
- return to bbse}ina vspublic: ‘ ; | |
| +Drivute-‘ N 191 ns =76 ns

first {baseline), and the final (bri vate plus public feedback) phaéeé |

showed this increase was sighifﬁcaht {t =-3.32, p ¢.008). No other - '

comparisons proved significent; again, return to base! ine was not
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. _gignificnnt. Figure 3 and Table 9 show these com‘porati#e performeance

* changes for both storss.

- Cnsh‘Discre'pnnéies ¢ . Housekeeping(%)

_ Store ~ .Store -
_‘W{g; ) . - ’ o
.lntervé\nt‘i\ons" '{1 ~A{> B C D A | B

 Boseline® - A03%.-08.51 +1793+0299° 5258 7147

. Privpte feedback 1 0863 —c??'_?a -00.24 0066 7395 7560
Public feedbatk” #2520 +0550 -00.14 +00.46 93.0% . 80.55
Return to b@s;i?fﬁe -0346 £02.93 -0182 40075  100.00 194

\Priva-te&ﬂublfr\:f -00.39 -00.07 -00.05 “02.12' 9528 -86.39
feedback . . C

8 - Baseline measures for Cagh Discrepanties gathered over 5 weeks;

for Housekeeping over 4 weeks. |
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| Expecte;j “re‘ductioh\s iﬁ Cash ‘Discrepo‘ncies‘di‘d nf;t ocour for any
. 6( }‘he four stores. ;.M#NDV#‘.‘ f of répemed-—‘méesu‘res showed'no
;ignif icant ‘differen#es within groupé aprés;s o‘!‘i bhases.' F}of ilie‘
| Sna"lgsjs cénfirmed that the twd stores weré parallel {Hotellings 72
[12,107] = 1.059,p ¢ «.401)‘&‘111 that they performed similariy 8cross
t'he‘pha‘"s.es {F [3,40] = .38, p < .769): i | | o

Cash Discrepancies for Store A actus)) y deteri orated over .the\
V‘intgﬁ’e'ntiuﬁs; returning to baseling bg the end of the study, Stores B
ond C showed some impréveménté from beseline meusur}aé for both- B
| phas‘es\ol feedback end o drop of f in bar.fbrmance for retufh t\o‘,'
bosel‘;ne, as expe‘.c.ted: The p‘rfgata plus pu‘bnc‘ phase tonc‘lu‘ﬁéd wuﬂ 8
. perfémi:rzg? increase. Store D ‘impr‘bved somewhat over a!] phasas
© except at .:f‘\e conclusion sf pubtic ﬁ!us private feedback ph{sé (see -
Tobie 9). | | | -

F\.igures 4and S demonstrﬁte the‘_varipb“i}itg for ell stufee;,_ Stores

" AendB were comparable in size ond sales, end are compared in Figure

4 Store A exhibited high variaebility across all phases, with no
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exceptibnal vaﬁanpe Q‘om‘tha perf B‘rmance goal during return to
baseline. Store B méinta1n~eq Cash Discrepancies on a fairiy

consistent basis,

b .
14
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Weekly Cash Discrepancies recorded aver an interventians for Stores )
. A and B, . \

Figure 5 compares Stores C and D, the two smaller stores. Store
C also showed high variability, while Store D showed consistent

* approximation to the performance gbﬁl (similar to the trend in Store‘



| B, Boip‘stor;es &pprfmched the_pe.rformaric’e »gbtﬂ during.both the N
‘ ‘pri\:;o_te }eeqﬁaﬁg phese end the pbﬁlic feedback phase. bmg siight ~
deteh§mtiur§ in perfqrmah;:e occurred ot the return to bosel‘ine._ :
| Pef?ofmance im;fovéd again of ter the impi'err'xemation of public pius *

private feedback. A ’ ,

private| public | return |private|

o

baselive pubHo| o StoreC
: N, * Store D

N
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Weekly Cash Discrepancies racorded over all interventions for Stores -

CandgD. /
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Stores ‘A‘anc\! C were managed bgvt‘h‘efsi:me parson, as wers s‘io‘res
B d;;d D fF‘jgué*es 6 hnd. 7 compere ‘pérfbhﬁance:occordi\ng tomoﬁpge‘t{.
- Performence in étores A and B :19» quite errot‘ic over eH phases' |

‘pariormonce in Stores C ond Dis quite consistent it is important to

note the dif ference in sca!e used Tor these cnmpansons m ‘

L

retrospect Cash Discrepancy mog not heve 8 meamngful measure of -

A3

" amployee pertor\mance.‘ -

. O Store A
-+ Store C
Performance Goal -

T ‘
" [

return | private |

7

. i - ‘ ‘ to | and

~30.00 ___baseline | private | pubtic [baseline| public

~3%.00 e M A At e e iAW Mt Aaaas!
61 2 3 4 %5 &6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14

o

* WEEK OF INTERVENT 10N

Comparison of weekly Cash Discrepancies for Stores A end €

3
¥
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There were 13 questionnaires ret,ufned, for a respose rdtg of
58.82%. individual store re‘gponsa rata;-; varied: for iStor‘e"A‘, ;!53 ( 6r
3): Store B, 20% (or IS\);;‘Store ﬁf, 66.662 ‘(or 3) and Store D, 1008 {or
4). Responses to the q&éstions are summarized in Tab;e 10.

Generally, responses were mare positive than was expected.
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Emplogees reported that theg dtdnt object to, or that they actuang
. .upproved of performance measures betng tekan (Q2), and that theg
viewed the private.feedbeck that they receivad as'eccurote (03).

-Employees elso felt that their individus) performance of fected their

- i . . E R . N
store's overall performance (Q4).
1
" Teble 10 DI S
2 How. emplogees f elt ubout munugers recordmg daﬂg performance
8. didn't mind it, o | T 508
b. thought it was a good idea. o - 508 -

y ~
N »

3 Whether employees thought that privete f eedbock provnded accurote .

view of indivmuol and group performance. S
. a.yes. o R -~ .908% |
b0 TR o 10%
4. whether empmgees thought that their individual parformence
~ contributed to gosl schisvement. :
8. yes: - | . . 1008



\Tdble 10 Qumjmmm_mmaas_(mmum
5. How employess viewed bubnc\feedback in the form of graphs, \
a. halpad to {llustrate performance toward goal 608
b. didn t make o dmerence to mdwmuei performance 408
6 General responses to feadbock (13 respnnses recordad) _
8 ukedn o . R 30768 - -

b..would like to see it done raguloﬂg S : 07.693: )
&, would Hke to see it done dh‘fer‘antlg S 5308

d. found itencoumging o o 15398 .

o found it distracting. o o 07.69%
Cfdidnthkeitt R X S
- g. thought it wes & means of individual surveiilance. | 15.3b‘$

B

~~~~~

Reactions to the public f eedback ‘were mixed Some amplogeeé
felt thot the grophs helped them to amprqv; their performonce while .
‘ others steted thet they didn L view the graphs as helpful {(Q5).
Overall, emplogees generang felt that the implementation of eny-

form of systematic feedback on 8 regular schadule would be
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_ preferable to current ‘menogerio) practices. Some employees did

- report thot theg felt that theg were baing individuullg judged on their

‘ performance and that thagﬂalt uncomfortable with tha fesdback as -

presented (06)\

| it we\g gxpetied’thfot public fgedback, either alone, 6r'public
comt‘nned With.privat‘é fé;edhack womd sighif%cantlg‘i‘hcrea'se |
performance on. both Housekeepmg and Cash Dwscrepancg measures ‘
h over both basehne nnd prwote feedbock alo:;e
For Housekeaping, Store-A did show these axpecied msu1t§

Pubuc faedback did s!gnmcantlg improve parfurmence over both

basenne and prwate feedbock whﬂe public combined with privaia k
| faadbock had ‘the same affact. Hqusak_eepi\ng perfurmance in Store B\
_ aighu icantly imbroya‘d o;aer baéenne only with t/ge presentation of
_ public end private feédbe;k combjnad. How‘ever,zreturn toibasenna did

not decrease below intervention levels. Behaviourel methodology uses

~ return to beseline as & control condition to determine the effect of



-

_due to @ leurning ore corrg over ef!ect on performnnce orte ¢

(Stevens, 1986).

92 - -

the intervention; given the results shown in Table , it is difficult to

meke cohncslusiycrsiatemsnts regarding the speciﬂc ceuse of the

stgmficont tmprovementa thot teok place in Store A For cousui

inierpretetions to be correct the return to baseline phese Should be

. signii! icantly lower thon performunce during ang»of ~the intarventions _

A retum 1o basenne phase con be s\gnmcemtlg mgher thon boseline

=

.. subjects’ exhibitmg a camng effect where further improvemants in

berformonce cannot be gamed (Cook nnd Compben 1979) However

the effect of { eedback -cannot be discounted,; the--two week period,

oveilable Yo.r the relum to baseline mey-not heve besn adequate to

ovarcome the losnng effects of the previouslg admimsterag feedback.
Again these results should be wewed with Qaution The public -

plus privete feedback phase may only exhibit signif icont changes

becous he order of intervention brésentatton; -tms signmcbnt )

e

re"su‘lt y be an additive affect of all previous interventions rather

, , -
than a specific effact of the feedback tgp'% presented ot this stage



Meaturation doesnot appear to be an issue hers. All emplouees had |
been performing the tosks involved pnor to the Implementation of the . -

studg Compong guidennes 1ncluded these bosic housekeeping tosks
: .
» ‘mthtn mitm traimng gundehnes Mthough Store B is larger than

Store A, thera ls e corresponding 1ncrease in the ratw of stuf!

kavoﬂable to meintain dailg tasks to account for potenuo! problems
RN R . .

~ with ong size.diffet_'ences.
‘ The monﬁger of Store A expei:ted a dex*.rement in perf ormnnce {or

\‘ot least the mointenonce of baseline levels) in both behoviour

- n

%, P
»meesures T his expectotion was due to ongning motivationul and o
disciplinarg problems with one full time employee. This emplogeg ha}d‘

requtred:ﬂuﬂg detailedwinsgruc‘t‘ion, -&irectiqﬁ and disciphné to

“meintain parfbﬁrmﬁce ot levels thet were cénsi'geréd ppﬁrépriuté only o

for thé neﬁeé{/oi employees, let alone sompﬁha with Qver m'us~ year's

experi-énce. Also, this eﬁpioyee‘ was under f o:rina}\ di‘scip‘lx-ina;rg :;:'eview ,
; , . o \ ~

ot the time of the study. The managefexpe‘;:.t‘gd perfbmanne levels Lo |

59 negatively af?@scted, »and only ‘iobsigniﬁt:‘a\h‘t“lg impliova when the

L

‘employee issued an intent to resign st the beginnihg of the puplic plus
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. ‘privete Qhase. This did not océu:r for Ho&sekeepmg tasks. All faadbeck

‘ interventi-o\s’fsignif icantly improféed pérf ormancé' over baseline..

Yet, neithar store showed ] ﬁecrement in performance ot ‘

‘Q\usekee ngﬁ,tnsks with 8 withdravlal of fesdbock in Store A
~

performanca duﬁ’ng return to baseHne waos significantiy higher then

performance during the pnvate feedbock phase This signmcont

improvement oppears to renect e Hewthorne effect it mey not be

vand to conclude thot the different tgpes of 1aedbock hede °

. ‘ signlf h:unt 91‘! ect on performance (Kpmoki, 198«2), get the Hawthorne .
K } . N : N S \

N

~

effect should not be dismigsed. Employees d\e__ﬁnitelg‘responded‘to the ”

Study by modifying at ieast somebf théi( behaviours.\ :
‘i .
This mag also be reﬂected inthe responses -of emp‘ogees on the

' questionnﬂre Generang emplogees reacted positive‘lg to the studg

Responses indiceted that the emplogees may hove respunded to the

fact of the studg tself, rather then the feedback. They repaned that
they enjoyed their involvement, would like to see some sort of
ongoing interventions and that they felt thet it was importent for the

company to indicdte an interest in employees.



A generunz\ed Howthofne effect should of fect both cas&, ond

. Housekeeping meosures This was not the cose Cnsh Discmpenctes vdm~ ‘
| nnt significantlg improve with ong faedbeck 1nterventions lt mag be |
\that tha tgpezof perf onnunc-e-reqmred t;g ﬂousnkeepmg Meusuras was \

‘ mgnmcantlg affectea bg experimenter mterventiun whna the |
pe;formances maosured bg Cash Discrepuncies were neuher af f ected \ |
-bg experimenter 1ntervention nor under the contro! of the ‘; ; o
discﬁminatwe stimulus of ~gool setting,

‘\ As in Stu'_dg‘ I, the intropuc‘iion of pubiii: feedback appesred to
offact th‘b‘bérce‘pﬁans ‘p‘f‘the feedboci; received.:PrWate f aedbfn:k wns - .
.p‘erceived ‘as ucc‘urnte by 90% of nl‘l enqplogeeé‘ lbut‘ only 608 |
| perceived public feedbnck L he;p!ul This may be o confound resumng
from the uctual questions mc}uded in the brie? questionnoire A more
comprehensive surveg ebout current ‘parformance.and feedback }n use
mog\j}\l}t\:strats nmoke f.n.n‘lg the pa‘fceptio‘ns of’ ‘amp}qgees t!ov}nrd both
| the organtzetion end the source of t‘heir\ feedback.

Although Cash Discrepancies did not mﬁsrove gignificently, there

¥was & Qenerol ‘imprcvernent tfand in Stores G.and D. in pumcplor,
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Store € reduced its Cash Discrepancies from an evaroge of +$17.03
during b\ogelir;'e to ‘-300.(55' with t-hnrres'entgtioﬁ of public plus
privete feedback. Althoughﬂto\"sh Discrepancies increased for Stors A"
Aufing public feedbeck, this wes olsb the tims pertod when the_
\@.nogér was avay !fom the siore on_vachtlon. This wﬁﬁld appear to
con}im that the acceptence of the source of the ! eedbdck iﬁ |
important to the eff eci‘ivehesjs of the feedback“in i_mﬁrbving
- perf omdnp‘é (l‘l‘gen, Fisher end T.ug)or, 1 9?9).‘ ’
| Overﬁn ) i\t\;ls‘ not possible to de‘témine‘the }"elptive‘ |
effectwer‘?es.s‘ of jjubl‘ic versus private f eedb‘uckjin this 3;@9} Other
‘cbnfoundé cﬁ'uld ng‘\opamtir;g to sffect results here, 88 it hoé pe”en.
demonstrated in other si‘udi;s thai goal settingond f éedﬁock do
‘re‘su!‘t in ‘signif icant perf ormoni:e imﬁrovementé.‘ - - | o
e well, the me:thodologg utilized hdre moy not hobé been . \\.M‘
entirely opnropriota.'This\co‘mpong is currently hi ghly ﬁnslabie,‘ wnh
o reéeﬁt merger, high empl ogée tumc;ver and major policg‘ choﬁges ,\J
\ : \ ;

teking plece daily. The involvement of employees thféf:gh en attitude

sui-veg or interviews prior to intervention mey have facilitated and
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A, o o
enhanced employee participetion.
Another importent issue to consider is the coplent of the
* feedback provided.Both private and public feedback consisted of

~ group performence towaerd group goels, ri‘ewbg and Robingon {1983), in

~ thelr work with retail seles people,'f ound thet acturacy, punctupnig .

end i;ash hﬁnfili’ng h‘r‘ére all enhanced by 1ndiy}d{ml feedbeck end
inc!ividu,el remforcement‘; preveg “ihese perf.ormance mw were
not as effectively improved v;mh t‘he“i‘nt(oductjan of group ‘feédbook.

- Nﬁdlef (19;?9), fn his re\"iéw~ of the reseerch on task group

behoviouf,:pmposed ‘that as group feedback reflects per\f ormance of

" the group rather thgh‘ihé ‘;hmmu‘m, it m‘ag be di{ficult for the
i‘ndividu‘ui to‘\uetemiine\t‘o ‘what ‘extent the t eed‘!;ack‘re'f lec‘t{s his/her

_performance. Also, the .mdiyid'u‘o!"s_ behaviour may have u‘mit‘ed impact -

¥

on the group behaviour. .

In this case, individual feadback was not possible, as cash
regigters were open 10 al} V\stof' f, dnd housekeaping tosks wers merely
noted as performed/not performed. Since the conclusion of thi)@q%/

new computerized cash ragisters have been introduced into all stores,

4+



enabling the munagers to determina which emplogees are functioning

below occepted standerds. '

»

X
Based solalg on these hmuted results it mey prove to be both -

)cost ond time ef fective {0 devempi more extensive and

. comprgahenswe\ sgstem of intervention within this fetﬁﬂ chain than

: waé poéé#ﬁ!e in t'm.s study. lf itis :‘shown ihgjt the intmduciién of .

N ﬁréﬁ;pt { eedbﬁck cen produce nﬁ ir_npfov'ement, it rrig"og‘ be if:\Iqule not -
only for ‘iricreosed.perf ormance gmd redu~ced time sbe‘nt Check;{ng c‘osh‘_

errot§ , but also in .i\mprovin;emp}ogee c;)x:ﬁm\iir_r)\eni and involvement.

Becouse no‘purticu‘\or feadback ihter\}éntion appeured to be relotiveig

- more ef fectwe thon ancther future work couid deo\ specifically W\th ‘

the easiest feedback to | mplemant (pubnt) As wen emplqyee and

managartal invo\vement in goal setting, { eadbock sgstems and-plenned

\ changes mey facmtate commun!cauon and the implementation of ahy

future chenges. =
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. Study3

The use of postiest, self-report data has inherent pf'oblems,' such

a8 'maturotion, attrition of sub]ects the tendencg of sUbjects to .

perform s ‘good’ subjects { prowdmg resnonsbs thot are beheved to

~ be preferoble to the expenmenter) or{o respond positively to. aH
' questwns (Cook ond Campben 1979; Rosemhul ond Rosnow 1984) As . |
_wen field stuches exmbn such prob!ems as tha ottrihon of subj cts; |
| the tnteroction of unmeusured conf ounds within the set‘dng, the

. nonrundomlzation of sub}ects and hmited controls (Cook and

Campbeu 19?9) m hght of these potentwl problems L} loboratorg

) \ experlment smmor to the ﬁeld studg was conducted.to mimmlze ‘

potenu ullg conf ounding vmab!es.

_Erez and Zidon {1984) used a within{éubj"ec{ dgsign to determine

the relationship between goal di fﬁc‘ul\'tg‘and téskperf ormoﬁcg, They

used & perceptuai speed,test requiring sub]ects to identify o specific
A .

sgmbal then. circle gach mstonce of its occurrente and.count the
E)

number of times it occurred ina row of simllor sgmhols Subjects

completed seven tmls of two minutes each goai diff multg was \

N
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increased for each t‘ﬁ‘ul, kajec;We gonls were éétabhshed" using‘uz
»miﬁutg: preteét trie) conducted on another spmplé of ‘subje\cté‘f rﬁm
the sﬁme populet‘ton. The assigned goals ranged from very éasg {(Trial
1) to Qéry ~di1_ficuu (Trial 7). Feedbac;k&vas(provided at the end of Qach :
trial, as the sdbjétt wes “able to compers their assigned goel to the
— of rows sctually compieted. The hgp‘othesis that goal
acceptance ts negative!g re!ated to goul dimcultg Wes t,onfdrmed
Garland { 1984) uttempted to explore the relotionship betw\een
ef f ort-perf ormance expectancg and tosk performance Here sub ject; |
| ‘?were requlred to neme as mang objects es possibie thnt could be
described bg 8 gwen odjectwa A 'minute pretest tm\ was gwan
fonowed by {ifteen 1 mmute expenmental trials Subjects were also h
‘asmgned an easg, medium or hard gonl Sub%ects were asked to
E ,esnmate the probobmtg that they would ucmeve their gools
‘t‘mwever, { egdbuck was not provided. Results;showed that b\o‘t\h goal
levels a-ndéxpectancg of goal achievement made i-ndépéndent’ .

contributions to the variance in performance.

Matsui, Kekuyema and Onglatco (1987) conducted research on the
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effects of goals g eedback \0;1 pgrfOrmoncé in groups, by - |
con‘trost\mg\; indg:'},and paired perf.orr;'qaﬁce rﬁte‘"s, They used s
counuﬁg -tas'k similer to thet used by Eréz and Zidon (1984). Subjects
»\.wekre é#ked tbhcount the number‘ of times o designatéd number
e occurred in o rﬂw of kfi‘f‘{ghumbers.ﬂo (:irclir;g of the nﬁrﬁber ¥ras
requfred.;T‘he hreitest trisl wes conducted one wsek bef ofe the
‘exper%ent, n’;wd was‘ 2 fr;fnut;éé in length. During the égéerime‘ntol"
1trfin‘l, subjects worked at the task for 20 mihutes. Both paifedurﬁd. |
individusl g(\mi‘s‘wﬁre.sey‘ﬁsét. Subjects were informed tﬁatjthég
| ‘c‘ou}d y;in 8 c‘psh prize if théir fkir;m} ‘s;:ore fe}.l within the htg_hést\ six -
‘3‘39?5 in,.th\é group.\Fieed-back f\fas potiprbvtd‘e‘d during the sessioﬁ. ‘
* Res;u}ts' éhowed that regdrdjeés'of tgpé of ‘gbal‘se;t,‘g:‘:aél _S;cepunce ‘
\ aﬁnq perfiormance were s_ignif icently hi'ghet: for péi%s thqn _indWiﬂual“s‘. '
hgen and Moore (1987) reseerched the affect of the content of
3 1eedb5¢k on performunce,‘m}ueg used 8 p'roofreadin\g ia§k reQu?rmg
| subjects: to reed nine peragrephs (sverage length was seventy-five

‘words) for spelling errors. Subjects were measured on two assigned

gosis: number of misspellings identified correctly (duclitg) and-speed
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of performance {(quantity). Feedback was computer generated and .

p'roJided at the cpmpleiion or:e'och p'aravgraph. Threé ‘f\eedb\ack

conditwns were ussd: quality onlg; qunntitg onlg, and both que tg and‘ |

"o
‘quant tg Results showed that the nature of me feedback offected

perf ormance on both measures, ond thot the combinetion of quontg
and quanmg ~fatze!ﬂw:k had the greatest impact on perf ormence. ‘
Usmg L] clericai task similar to those reported above, it was
hgpothesigd as in Studg 2 that pubﬂc feedbock aione or pubhc
combmed with privete feedback when combined with gool settmg,
would sigmf icantly improve both quanmg cmd quoutg me.csures of
‘ simpla tesk performance over hoth basenne r;;;sures and dqata \
“ f eadbpck a\one, Two‘dependent‘measpre_‘s were obta}nad f or epch
‘ ‘;sub.\jec‘t: number of tésks c‘dmpié‘ted pér phoé‘e (Quentity), end number - .
of tdsks complgtad correctly {quality). These ‘pe\rfo.rm_qnce‘disc;iptofs
are sﬁnﬂar t:e ‘those de‘veiﬁpéd by H gen and ﬁoore {1987) a‘nd Erez snd

" Zidon (1986).
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Method
o fT‘he test battery presented in Appendix 9‘ s';as d.evalopted for
S‘tudg 3 It was based on the.Qanodion version of the D-i‘iierenu‘al
Abﬁtude Tesi and‘included Cléricﬁl Spéed and Accurubg (Bennett -

Seoshore and Wesmen, 1961) the Comprehensive Abﬂ;tg Bottery, Part -

‘ ~P (Hakstmn end Cottell, 1976), and the number countmg tosk

devised bg Motsm Kakugamu and Dnglatco (1978) This neutrol tosk

wos consi dered to be easg to Jearn, yet vuried enough to prevent

‘ boredom

. For em:h sub ,ect gmup, 8 total of 12 poges of randomiy asswgned

T tasks sxmﬂnr to those presented in Append\x 9 was used. for. each

| ‘gmup,.the orx_ier‘of presentatwn of tesks was rundom*l»g changed to

prevent order effects from occurring.

‘ Pretest

To establish norms for the student population used in the study,

‘the battery wds\pretested. The pretest group cdnsisted of 48

subjects,’undergraduate students at Saint Mary's Umver_siig, with an

t‘:'ge range from 19 to 40 (M= 2482, Nodé = 19.00). There were I8

o
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males and 301 ema\es Subjects wers t;asted during clesé time in two
dmerant classes. Participation was voluntery. Subjects were
mformed thet they cou}d choose r;ot‘ to pnrttcipote; -instru‘ctors‘ were
;wt preéént during tas_ting\ io‘i;tsﬁre cohfidentiality pf
nﬁngdfticipétion, All matériols Qere returned completed. |
The task conéjsted of four ;‘Jages: of mndomlg%a)ect\ed tesks; |
~ subjects participated for twe periods of 2 minutes éﬁch: To prevent -

possi‘ble order gffects,:the presentation of the tasks was randomly

+ voried. The scores on the ‘i_vm sets of tasks were combined, with a

reéu!t!ng‘mson scor\e f or nurhber‘ cnmpl eted correctlg of 20. 10 (Node‘ z

119.00, Standard Deviation 3. 55) This pretest group data was used to

estubush norms for the laboratorg studg |
hard goal of 2 standard devistions (2 Sp = 7.00) over individual
baseline was assigned to-subjects for number completed correc‘tlg.

Twelve subjects were run using this gbal. However, preliminany

Based on the norms established with the pretest baseline date, 8

—
‘
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graphic inspe;tion of 't’hgsia subjects who had been assigned this hard
. gl;:ai réygo]éﬂ a §haf‘p decrease in gégformancé as t‘he‘ f ea&bock ‘

interventions were in‘trt;duc,ed. Tms was in direct cantrast io ge_nera!
| reseafch o feedbuék and gau\l settiﬁg' It wes felt tﬁut this ussigned
’ goet mog have been too dif ficult 1eadmg to the per’formance \

‘ . decremem At th:s stoge a second group of twelve sub )ects asszgned‘
. \‘~an aasy goal of 1 Sp( 1Sy =‘3.$‘) ovet; individuel basaline performeance
was éét:abli‘shec.!. Proceﬁures were “jwd‘enutja‘l forb th groups. -

To insure tfia“@ subjects would exper‘ie‘r-\ce éome écmmi tmént to |
partic%patwn kvoluntéers from 1ﬁtrod~uciorg~ psgthologg cidsséé were -
soncited usmg both & lotterg {or a cash pnze of 320 00 and credit -

‘ \toward a final psgchologg course mork as mcentives A total of 24-.
subjects wes used 12 ineach gmup é!

,Group 1 (eusg»goal) consisted.ot 5 ﬁza‘ws énd 7 female‘s, vhth{an

agé range of- from 19 to 24 (ﬁ:zlgoo). Group 2 (ﬁqrd goal )ﬁonsisteu

of 8 males and 4 females, with an age range of from 19 to 26
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(M=20.09).

Sy

A modified reve}sa’i design was agein used (Kazdin, 1984). In this

. case, the design was AB ‘6283;(:'. The ihteryentions phases_aré

‘.\

summarized in Table 11..

w

Subjects were tested in small groups of from3 to 6, and were

inrormed that the task was being used to assess the faasibimg of 8

new emmogment screenm‘g devi‘ce for entrg level clerical positions.

‘This deception was necesserg given the nature of the experiment and

the necessng that subjects respond 1o faedback 1n as nntura\ 8

manner as possible Care was taken to contact an subjects for

debriefing ofter all dats had been conected (to cvoid contamination

‘I

among subjects durmg data conectlon)

Examplesor the three difterant types of tasks involved were

o

Lt
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" Table 11 -
Feedback Interventigns and HMeasures Qbtained

-

lnter\vention. . Duration Measure’ feedback Intervention .
* Obtained '?resentea ot

, S gomp!etionnf Phase
‘!niroduction . 4min: none : o no\ne
Phese! . 2min. ~ none - . none
‘_Phase 2 . 2min. beseline ) pri.{ate + goal
Phaée 3 2 min. results of pri‘vo\te‘ public + ‘goal‘
) gl |
Phase4 -~  2min. , resultsof public  public and
| | ngol- ‘ R pry'vbte + goal
Phese5 Q»m‘in. results of public  'do best"goﬁx
‘ | and privete +“gaal only
Phase 6 = 2min " results 'do best” none
| ‘ goal |

i

Note: Time bstween phases of intervention veried from 3 minutes to 8
_.minutes, depending on the time requ:red to assxgn gosls to subjects -
and/or explain Teedback issued.
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w-q“

~shown on & blackboard end explained.“All subjects were assigned o

the public di(sc‘lésura of po.ssibig\low or poox_tesk results.

N * M
g k ' ) N -

Phases 1 end 2 S
Subjects were informed that they w_oiﬂd have 2 minutef,:‘nvwhich

10 work,aqﬁ were asked to do the best that they coyld,"béthdn speed’
ond accuracy. Subjects ‘{wo‘rke\d for 2 minutes f or eoéh phase. Results

from Phase | ‘w‘ere. not ‘col‘culuted,‘but were used'onlg to fcminorizé |

subjects with the task. Results from Phase 2 (number of individual

- tesks complet,ga\gpqact%g‘) were used to establish baseline measurss

for each sut{ect. According to these results end based‘pn the norms

established with pretest dota, o goel of 1 br 2 standerd devtations

over indiﬂdual baseline performance was assigned io subjeété for
Phass 3 \(ISD =352 Sp = 7.0, 88 delermined by pretest group).

Subjects were given their scores for Phase 2 and the assigned goal

s s, s b

0 it il o A e
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for number ‘comp!eted correcug inas wri‘tten_ form on the heﬁ score
sheets for Peeee 3 _(pr_wete feeebacg). Subjects 'ﬁere \eb)e‘to o |
 getermine the:: number of problems tompleted visueng_ (quantity)-es |
tﬁeg worked, t;s sach individual task was.numbered sequen\tviang. -
éubjects wiere asked to try to reaeh ktheir individually ussigned"
‘Qﬁols ond \'vorked‘*at tee‘task ~w‘o“r 2 minutes'e Scores"w‘ere then
colculated Individual seores were posted one. groph at the front nf
; ,the room (pubhc feedback) and explamed by the experimenter At this
| ~3toge mdmdual scores were not noted on mdwidual scare 3heets
The pubhclg posted scores were mentmed by code number omg
‘Sebjects were agoin assi g‘hed 8 geal based on their scdres in
_Phaee g.\Suh\jects were a‘sked‘tp tfy 10 }eoch their gocﬁs,:end worked
ot the task fer 2 minutes. Phase 4 scures’ yrers \then ce}culated
posted on the gruph (pubhc 1 eedback) and mcluded on the top of

' mdiwduol score sheets f or Phase 5 (prwate feedback)
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Bhase 5
\ Subjects were again assigned a goal, asked to yrork towaerd this
- goal, and worked for 2 minutes, after which scores were calculated.
No feedback was given at the end of this phase. Subjects were told

that there was one r&r‘e work set to be completed, and 'toktrg‘ todo -

.

their i)és{.
| No }feedbock provigbd; Data w'us‘collected alter subjects wdrked
for 2 minutes. | | | |
‘The data was ‘anéigzed u;ing&he\sume procedures detailed in |
' 'S‘im;g 2; descriptive stajtisti‘cs,‘ N‘AND\«’A'f or rgneotéd fneﬁsdres and

paired t-tests were all executed.

Results -
* ™ Teble 12 Teports the mesn percentege of probléms completed and

- problems completed correctly for both groups. For Group |, the



parcé‘ntage;‘of problgms complsted per ghase incressed from bese}ine :
meesures of 50.42% by over 208 per 1nterventi§n. The highest
| ipcfrease was for Phase 5: ‘pubnc and prtvatg ;eedbock. However, the.
drop duﬁhg the reversel oF_ return to ‘boséline phase w;s 8 decrebsepf
only 2098 fror_h the preﬁou's phase of 1nterv§ntion.

| *In Group 1 the sctuel n;zmber of problems cbmp‘ieted‘.correct]g
- ‘f§ﬁowed ‘the sande ‘faottem‘os ;he -ngmb;r completed; however, -
‘ calculqti\on of fhé m‘bomplet\ed correckt‘lg (oﬁt of sll
© problems) témpleﬁtei} showed that these f\igures dfoﬁped ‘fmnﬁ 8 ‘high :
of 96.25% during baséﬁne‘to 93,578 ot the end3f public end pri\‘m_te‘ -
(eedback. : | | ; |

~ln Grbupfz (hord goal_) the tﬁong;e‘ in'pérfqrfnohce‘i‘rw nufrybe‘r of
prémer:ns completed ‘wos ndt consis‘te\nt‘,w‘ith the odd‘itién of 1 eedbaé‘k*
Pérf ormance incressed 6.758 m}er baseline with pr‘ivotfe féedbg&z, and

17.29% over baseline with public feedback. An unexpected drop to

2.71% below baseline occurred with the ir‘nplemén‘totion'of public plus =

private feedback. ‘Pérf ormance increased agein by 16.66% durin\g the

-

rreturn to baseline phase. The number of uroblems completéﬁ correctlg‘

]

R——
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Tehle12 »
Group 1(easy goal)  Group 2 (hard goal)
Phases 4 ;SD X kSD
‘ P2-Baseline: \ ‘ _
 %completed 5042 495 6750 429
' & correct . 9625 489 + 9739 464
\P.:\_S-Prwate feedback o S
 Rcompleted 7083 462 7625 1.7
Tcorrect - - 9503 417 . 9438 296
" P4-Public feedback . - . . I
xcompleted".f 7542 383 8479 329
% correct 9372 344 9431 483
PS-Public & private feedoock .
CRcompleted - 7875 307 6479 405
CRorrect 9357 343 9198 476
P&-Return to baseline L
Rcompleted . . 7666 405 8145 496
z:c‘arrect - 9255 585 91, 54 6.07

‘Note Calculations for 8 completed are bosed ohea maxxmugw score of
40 per subject psr phase.
. Celculations for X correct ore bosed on the ratio of number .
.gorrect to total number completed per subject per phase.
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agein showed e similer trend as the number completed. Here as well,

performance in number completed correctly showed @ slight,

N4

continual decresse of 5.61% over o] pheses from beseline measures
(Table 12)

" These scores orekropresen‘téd in Figures'8 and 9. Figure 8 shows |

the sfhoro oiffer'ces between the two groups ‘in number completed

~a .
“t

o For Grouo 2 where sub jeCtS were osmgneﬂ e gool conswdered hard out .
-attomg_ble, \perf ormanoe mcreased mitiong over oqseline. However,a

o e S o o
‘ no’ted decreose in oerformonce wos evioent-bg Phase 5 (pumic +

Iy

) prwote feedhock) Performonoe mcreasod ogmn ouring the final ohase
of 'do best gool ‘Hlth no feeobock (see F\gure B)

When subjects xin Group 1‘~were“assigned an oasy goal Jhe‘ drop in

oertormance during the privote and putmc f eedbock ohose did not

oceur. lmprovement in performonce 100k plnce over mterventtons

with o shght decreose bg return to baseline (see F}gure 8)

For both groups, e s1muor trend in number of problems completed

_correctiy occurred over ofl phases (see ngu_ro 9).

3.
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\ N
MANOVA for repeated-measures designwes executed to

dete"rm‘ine it there was a difference between or within the two groups
for both dépendem mensure's\ Box‘é M was included in the analgsis to
. test for homogenaltg of multivariate normolxtg Assumptwns of

~ normahtg were not vmiated in this chse (Boxs M= 24 12537 F

(15, 1948): 12060? p= 259) Tests for between subject effects are

R}

summorized in Table !3 These 3howed specmcong thet the mam

- effect of group wes not signmcont

Table 13

Source of variation 55 df M5 . F

 withincells  697.32 22 3700
Tonstent . 10144268 1° 10144260  3200.47%%*
Group - 9901 | 9901 - 32
-



e

Table 13 (Cont!nued) ; |

" Sourceof veriation S5 df* MS  F.

. withincells 108437 22 | 49.29 o
Constant 6987213 - 1 6967213 1823367

Group - 8670 IR '86.70 \ 1.76°

T p 000

: ‘Hoﬁevér, tests of signifm/ncejﬂj%_@iihin;group, di);'ferehéeé |

summari._zed in Table \l 4 éhowisiﬁnif icnpt .differences within groups

| for both &égs.ure‘sﬁ N ‘ | o | .

s weﬂ}avérﬁée;j teéts_dMigniﬁaonce‘.develaped~aspeciailg for ‘

. .rgpeatgd—meQSul;és designs ého_wgd'that théré’ ~:'vere si‘gnificdnt : o
withihjgroup differences, fc;r ;oth groups ﬁcr;jss bo‘th‘ measures. : bt

“{5ee Table 1‘5“). The;'e wasi‘alfa‘o ) signif\icun't group bg r‘ne;asuré .

inlaraction.

A3
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Table 14 ) N
inte T ficance for Within- iffer
For Num d leted (Quantit
Test - . Velue ﬁgpoth_df Erkor df ExactF-

CPilals 82917 400 1900 2306%*%

Hotellings . 485368 400 19.00 23.06%%¥
Wilks J7083 4000 1900 23.06%%*

Rogs | r8é9-17 ’

.Tes‘t C Velue Hypoth df Errordf ExactF -

Pillsls . 72761 400 . 1900 - 1269%%

Hotellings 2.\67‘16 \ 4.\0‘0 1900 12.6G%%*

wiks - 27239 400 19007 1269w
Rogs - 72161 .

C %% D ¢ 000
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Teble 15

Averagec
. NN ‘ '.

Source of veriation . ss . df MS. - F P
within-cells ~ 110210 88 1252 \
Intervention 100712 4. 27420  21.90%x
Group by Intervention 50278 4 12570 10.04%%%

Nurber completed correctly (quality)

~ Source of veriation” . 8§ df  MS F
within cells © 125247 88 1423 . _
Intervention 76045 4 19011 1336w
Group by intervention . 51588 4 12897 = 9.06%**
#4%D ¢ 000

Based on these generel significent results; plenned peired t—t_eét :
comporisons were used to determine stat{st‘itong significant
. gifferences between interventions (Spinner,l%ﬁ), For Group | (essy

goa), performance in all phases impro“ved sigmﬁcunﬂg “dver;busenne,
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for 6oth meas'uras,‘ However, nb‘porticula'r feedback ‘mterventi:on
g signifitonﬁg iinprovedxperformance over enother (Teble 16). Fi‘:i"both‘ B
meosures and both groups the return to bosenne phase was octuong ’

. sngmf icuntlg mgher thon bosenne (number completed Group I t &
7. 64 p <.001; Group 2t=3 93 p < 01 number completed correctlg
‘Group 1t =5 68 P <00t Broup 2. t 286 p < 01)

F or Group 2 (hord gool) pubhc f eedbock increosed both the quohtg
and quuntitg of performonc:e s;gmf 1cont!g over baseline {t=4 21 p <
00 FFand t = 2 72,0 < 05) Prwote feedback alone signfficantlg |
1mproved the quanutg (t=2 97 pe ‘01) but not the quomg of
performonce over huselme Surpnsmglg, basehne mensures for - |

~ number correct were sigmﬁcantlg hlghar than perrormtmce resultmg
; Trom the combination of public and private feedbock {(t=280,p¢
,OS). In.this ‘cose, perfqrmance during Phase 6 {no feedback, 'do t;est'j _
goo‘l)‘ wos significantly higher on both measures than perf—orr‘na‘nc\e
. durti»ng ‘ihé ﬁub\i; plus private feedback pi;age {t= 4.961 on& 6.08,p<

001), Here as well, the return to baseline was sigmﬁcpbtgg higher

- S

]



Table 16

. Group 1 (easy goal)

120 -

\Pmred T-Test Comngrjsgn;s et );ggg mgrvgnpgng for Both Groups

Group 2 (herd goal) |

Comperisons ¥ Complsted * Correct . * Completed * Correct
private vs baseling  4.96%%* 5 jo%** . 1297%% {83
_ public vebaseling | SiA9**¥ T G Iwex . - 42| %Ew 272%
_ public& privatevs  10.90%¥* G34wks - .. 33 2.80%8
" baseline _ ' ‘ B y I
return Lo baselinie vs 7.64%%% 5 6GM** | i3 Q3#x D EENN.
~ baseline . . e ST,
public vs private 1.46 . 107 5 3.83%% 0 325w
privote vs public&  1.96. NT3. T 408% 405%%
private ‘ - : \‘ ‘
privete vs return to 151 1.03 . 2156 73
baseline. ‘ o . o
public vs public& . 86 &) 436** - 3w
private . : AR
“public vsreturnto .26 15 EE I R
" baseline - ' C IR
return to baseline vs- .95 83 T496%%*  605%**
.pubuc_& privete ‘ T -

private

two-tlailed test :
*2p<¢ .05 © o wex D001

o pe 0OV

= In this cese, for Group 2 bosenne measure >results of pubnc o
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than baseline messures (1 = 3.93 and 2.86,p <.01).
Public feedback significantly incressed both the quelity and
quantity of perf ormahce over botﬁ p‘rivate» feedback alone and.public -

"plus privute: féédback combinéd (Jsee T’able 186).

1 :

The}e were only fﬁixed results for the hypothesis that sither
\ public ‘fe‘:édﬁack olone ;or_pu‘bnc plus Drivbte“readba‘c‘k woulid inc:‘r?eqse’ |
‘ ‘Der‘flbrmanbé ievé’l\s on-both measurgs over b_di}[ b\oéenht‘a\k\ond private.

~“\'et":dm:c‘k elone. For subjects ‘assigned an é‘o‘sg goal, ‘ihefe w:ereﬁb | |

‘diﬂ‘erences" among feedback presentations. All intervent‘iﬁm o

: 'significantly increased both the ‘quantitg and qua!itg of Qgﬁ!‘orma'ﬁtef

P

over baseline. For subjects assigned & hard goal only, pubiic feedback

ﬁimbrvgd hoth tﬁe-quonti‘ig"ﬁnﬁ q‘ua‘ii‘tg of perforthance, while public |

| N plus private feedback appeoéd i?’hové L] dé_trimentgl e\‘f f.ér‘.}., re;umn‘g,
in o decrease on performance. .l_sorland (1963) found that subjects
coﬁsisientlg warked‘»t\pward‘verg ditf icult goals; this did not appeer

o be'the cese in this study.

L NN
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These resuus sre surpnsmg and ore not consistont with previous
reseerch 1n this L 1g:1. As in Study 1, the introduction of the combined

form of feedback ,(pubnc plus orivote) oppeored to odvarselg aff oct

- . N

sub jocts This mog be on ormoct 01 the popu!ohon used in both

studies ond needs to be consxdered before mferences obout the n

outcomes cen be mo_d.e. Such o\limited subject pool, which restricts

‘ rondomoelecttoh and sum'pnng and may effect motivation to perform,
Moy not provide o valid basis from which torhoke predictions..

‘ Although the use of mthm subject repeoted meosur:es designs should :

control for tms fact, thls mog not have occurred {Cook and Compbo”

1979). This is & hmxtotion generong found mth Ioborotorg Stuoles

X

‘ ;ond presents L defmite restnction on external vonditg

Motwotlon moy be e foctor hore, as wen 83 possib)e fo{igi;e from

“the task used Sub;octs in the herd gool group in Studg 3 may hove
tried harder to resch thmr goo\s mitmng, but then beoome

\‘discouroged, lost interest or become‘ bored with the task es it became

familiar. Performance may have incr.'eo-sed-ogoin at theonno‘uncement ’

'~ of the end of the experiment. For the easy goal group, the goals mo“g -



ya

\‘:‘_._‘;..("—

B huve been progressivélg hard enough to mni'maih interest. It may be

N
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. that there is e pmb!em with the tgpe of tesk and goel used in thts

studg Tms could u)so account for the Jack of signif icant differences
between the phases of intervention and the return to basehne
_meosu‘res.; As detoﬂ_ed in Studg 2, th)s isa seyere Hmiietion on ang

causal inierencés that \ci‘)uidbefmade her;e.‘

AP
JEERTPERREEE S S S o
U e i ——— .

Drder of presentetwn of the mdwxdual tusks cou!d not heve been
8 confnund Before each expenmentul session the problem sheets a
were ranﬁo;mg asmgned order of presentanon for both withm and
between phases. D)fferent subject groups in Group 2 recewea a

mfferent order of ~tnsks get pertormance for the group almost

Umform]g decreosed bg Phase S

Research has shown no dn' ference for performonce increeses: =
using either assigned or pcrticxpatwelg set goals. However, it has

shown thet sutijects,‘ perticulsrly when pe‘rformingisimp)e tasks, ara -

~more highly motivated to perform when they ore able to participete in

- goel setting (Schneke, Bushardt and jspottswood, 1984). In this cese,

an opportunity to participate in-the goal setting mey have improved

e
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goel commitment end um‘motélg performence.
Although mtsm et a] (1987) used one repetitive numencol task
for o twentg minute hme period ond found signmcant resmts thmr

: work was conducted usmg 2 Japunese subject group. Culturul .

dtﬂerences mog significantly af fect persistence, effort cnd i

direction.
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A

‘Benerol DiscuSSion
in these ihree studies it wos expected that public or public plus’
privote feedback combmed wvth goo) setting would have arpositwe
1mpact on both goal setting and parformonca For Studg kit was |

A

expected thet tgpe of feedbnqk _rece}ved wouldnﬁact gonls set and

pgrceptions of feedback. For Studies 2 pnd 3, it was axp_écted;;t‘hpt o
L public or public pius privote feedback wpuld'rest‘m*in increased ‘
. performonce over both baseline levels ond privute feedback aione, and

: thot these results wauld be more pronounced 1n the laborotorg

setting. Based on the results obtained, only inconclusive statements

© can be made about the relative efficacy of the different types of l

feedback.‘\

.1t was found in Study 1, using & Self-report questionneire; thet

type of ‘feedback issued did appesr to affect goal sett\ing ond the
. ‘perception of feedback as helpful. However, between the two feedback |
- conditions thgre wére no differences in tgpe of goel sel, expectations

" of goé} ach’ie’vehent, or perv:ept‘spns of the feedback as positive or

accurate. Within the public and priva‘te feedback group, the
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. .presentotjoﬁ of public f eedbock‘t.:p‘peared to of fect perceptions.of -
1 eeﬁ;ac: ‘ndverselg |
ln Studg 2, the f 1eld settmg, the resuns of the prowsion of
) ‘feedback were rmxed For one store assi gned hard goo!s pubhc
 feedback \elone\ond pubﬁc plus prwate ‘feedback resulted in an
~ increase of Housekeep\ng mensures over both base’hne levels and _
prwate feedbuck nlone However the' Cash Dlscrepancg measué used ‘
. in foursior\es:v;s‘ not s‘ignif“icantlg cffected‘bg ‘fg-‘edb‘ack. in this
study, the messures dtd’not all rétt:rn to baéé rdte f\t;ﬂm?ing'
‘ cessatmn ot interventmn According to occepted behaviourol
methodnlugg such resu%ts preclude causal nttnbutmns ta the
) interventwns This rmses the possrbmtg thet a quthorne ef fect wes
operating in the held study. . |
in the Teboratory study conducted in Study 3, puti¢ feedback
coinbjned with 8ssigned hard gosls did resuit in signif icant‘inéreases
of guqntitg paf‘f ormence ovefﬁaséhne _me‘usﬁres, but it did 5$t.of fect. -
" : - .

. quolity of peryfo‘rmonce‘ The"presehta{ion of individual public plus .

private feedback actually ré‘s\ui‘ted in o decrease of quantity .



~
performance to béio;v baselineiekeis‘ For thé lnbbm)torg qmu;;
: ossignad easy goals, perf ormence mcreosed over baseline mth the
‘\ -introduction of feedbuck but there were no stgnmc.ant dsfterencesi
pmong‘f eedback 1nter?ebtions. Mthough;these rasults do‘ not suppurt
~ ‘pr.evicgs‘rese\arc‘h, they éhbuld\nat be ﬂi_,étodhtedl o

Locke el o} (1981) have demonstrated that feedback (or KR)

" " combined with gool 7éet"ting‘ef fectively improves performance. KR hes .~

. been described §nd sccepted as;o‘ng inf.ofrm’qtion about ohg'é progress
‘toward d‘gt‘m]. Howéveg.’,‘ther‘efoﬁp;eaf to be different effects \
i “assoé"iotei} wi.i‘h bo{h‘th_e‘ type o% fé‘eébaclé isst;ed‘bnti ‘fhg, content of
feedbock These 1ssues have not get been oddressed |
n this current studg, feedback of mffarent types was presented
“Three tgpes of eedbock were utmzed prwate onlg pubuc onlg, and
the cumb:nutmn of pubhc und prwete AS weli the content of the
‘feedbock vmed in Studg 1 sub]ects in both prwate end pubhc plus
privete conehtmns yere gwen f eedback on mdivxdunl per(ormance
toward sg1f~set gosis. In Study 2, emplogees ware given i'rj:divir_jual '

N

; pi‘iva‘te, public, c‘md‘pubm plus privaﬁé {eedback on group performence

+ I e b
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towerd ossigne{d group goeis. in Stﬁdg 3, subjects wer‘e ns-signed

1ndividuu] goals ¢ and provided with, indidvmua) privete, pubnc and // -

: pubnc plus prtvata feedback. Tha resu\ts obtained suggest that 1t mag : |

. be inuppmpmte at this time to conclusweig stute t‘nut one tgpe of

f eedback’ 1; more effeptive than another, and ttmt { utu»re;compm sons

o are bést‘ made arﬁong fsimﬂur condi‘tioné (rather- than fhe divere‘;e ones

used here). Further mfferentiation and deSt:ription is‘required when
\feedbock is )ssued and studied and feedback as o cx;nstruct must be

- bluriﬂed further. - L |

Ruther than attrjbu:t‘ing performence differences to f eedback

type, fhe sffects néted may be the result of feedback ¢ Qni gn‘ The'

provision of individual goals ang indmdual feedbuck (whether pubhc ’

or prwate) mag have 8 dif f ering effect on matwution and

performance than the provvswn of group goals and feedback

Presumablg, individual eedpack would provide the optimg_m u_mbunt of.
kné%;ledge‘obbut indiv_iduai i)grformanc‘e - allowing for necessory

By

- adjustments to-meet the perf‘or;mnce‘ goal. The group feedback

provided in Study 2 may have been too genéra\_ or nonspecific 1o affect

L]
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'mdmduol perform.cnce
Newb-u ond Robinson (1983) found that group feedback was not 8s
: ‘effective in incmosing performance 8s -in‘di‘viduai feedback ina ﬁew
semng Theg felt thet sub)ects may not have been able to mterpret -
nccurotetg the ef fect of mdwtduo) perf ormance on acmev\ng group
-goals, Theg ulso beheved that sub)ects in this studg may not have
found that the mfon'natmnu} va]ue of group feedbeck was a8 potent 85
mdw:duol feedback. | | ‘
in ftbe.ﬁ‘el\q‘ ‘étudgco'nd%,ctéd h\egfé, fth',e c.ml‘aig.um;s ;esﬁ\fs‘obsérved

may be due to two of fects. The first mey have been due to this

. difference in feedback content. Emplbgees inag not have been proﬁded P

_with sufﬂment mformation abou{ mdmduol performonce to al]ow for‘ '

immemuie ad;ustments an performance Thzs may be obvious in the .
Yack of results in the measure of Cash Discreponmes Tms measure -

wos obtuined as 4 dtrect result of mdwwual perfoﬁnonce thhout

exphcn individual feedback inthis breo 1t was mfﬁcult to pmpomt f

. oreas of individual dgsfuncnon Secondly, the company had assumed

‘that emplogees yere aware of the compong $ gools for eff ectwe

Fatiad S
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jssues ;tho‘n the ‘eff.ects of type of. feedback presentation: the

130

per?ormahce. The parformance increases seen in this su)dg may have

‘been o direct resmt of the c)ariﬂcattcm and specmcotion of gools

ﬁ simﬂar to the results geen in mncgement by Dbjactives programs |

< In the luboratorg studg, ‘sub jects were provided spemf ic

“ teedbock on mdwiduul performonce get here 0s wen results were '
- mixed. 4n this study; subjects nssigned eosg goals showed improved

. ‘performance Sub jects nsmgneo hard goals showed [ decrement.in’ -

performance with the prowsion of putmc plus private feedback Locke

* (-1 981) ‘and subsequent research has shown that-hnrd goals and KR
; result in mgher performonce mcreoses thon eosg or do best‘ goals

: Tms was mrectig contradicted here This pmnt ogmn raises dif ferent

N

contrtbmmg effects of ‘os‘signed‘ goc-l‘s:and public teiadbaclé. ;

Both the ! ield and the lnborotorg studg used orﬂg assigned gools »

~ This mag have hod -an averswe effect in the laborotorg study. The
populations used jn:‘the two studies were dﬁf erent and it moy be

- difficult tbmake global comparisons of these resu]ts.tmﬁlogeés ‘

expect and are paid to 6ccapt ~assignadjgoéla, end, presumably, are
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exhibiting gosl commitment and ecceptance by their-continueg

~ employment. Lathem and Steele (1983) smphasized that:

. " goel sétting, supportiveness or job understending ere not
- preciuded by an author_itative style of lepdfershib, one that does

not emphasize participative decisian meking.” (p. 415), )

\S\tudenté, on the other hand, are eépected to agsert t_héir own_gouls;

omti!'tions, and indi \{iduot‘\‘t\g. Assumptions ebout subjects’ goal

commitment and acceptance cennot be mede i‘n.tm‘s s tustion. Locke
(1981) has proposed that feedback has & medtating effect on goal
: ‘commitment.,‘occeptonce and choice, but the direct relationship here

" hes not been clarified. More research is required, perticularly in field

settings,.to determine the relationship of these constructs to

- -performence.

Also, in the laboratory setting when subjects received pub‘h‘c‘ or-

' public plus private ?-eedback on individuetpertnhﬂqnce, a‘competitiv‘e'
; situo‘ti‘on could have developed (Komaki et ol‘, 19?5; Lcthom and

© . Beldes, 1975). Even if the feedback provided on individusl

S

: performance is positive, the subject's perceptions of their own ‘

e
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N

importance of including in s‘tudies"o_f this neture both cognitive

, performunce relutive to others could be nagotwe resultmg ine

' decrease rother thun an Ppcrease in performance This aversive

\l

element’ of public faedbockgcpuld elso occount for the leck of - ‘

jncreased expectetions of goel achievement in Study 1.. .

Another consideration is the possible environmentel confound.

~ When subjects in the field setting réceived feedback on group.

performance, feedback could have resulted in cooperation toward -

inciréosing perr ormence, rether then compeution. S{Udents in an

ocademlc settmg frequentlg are. encouruged (nnd of ten are reqmred)

to compete with peers In an emplogment setting, the reverse is

: frequentlg true More importont factors mag be teamwork group

membersh!p, and thg ‘abmtg to coope‘rate towerd company goals. This
is an effect of the different subjects used, and raflects the
factors end objective behavioi:i'a‘l méosures,

Eonsldernnon must 6lso be gwen to the tgpes of studtea used.

-Lobaratorg settings ore, bg their very nature, ortif icial ond 3imulatedﬁ

‘enwronments. The tasks used in such studies ure.generallg simple and

g
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._are performed independently of environmental confounds: Janz (1 982) °

 coutioned thet 1abor,ato.rg studies may nbtbé indicative\of the results

. of prolonged penods of work and tosk perrormcmce whne Buller and

Bell (1986) encountered mfﬁtultg m interpretmg field studg resuits

‘ that did not conform to previous research, Here, theg have suggested \

- that becouse much of the prekus reseorch has been comducted 1n
loboratory settmgs mth srmple routme tasks the effects of gaal
setting mog be "muted {p. 324) in s1tuotions where tnsks ore

>

‘. complex unstructured ormterdependent As wen theg encountered

difficulties contronmg for extroneous effects such s individusl go:ﬂ -

settmg

Prltchard et al (3986) also emphaswzed that rasearch prevmuslg
: cbndutted on goal setting and feedback rhos iimited opplicobiﬁtg to -
7 groups in orgomzahons Theg orgued thal mung prevmus studies have
R focused on the performance of: simplf lndw}duul tasks, rother than

" -complex mterdependent group tasks and productivity. while such

 studies may have significance within a controlled setting such as o

laboratory, it is still to be determined their practical applications to

| iy isessnain dsvvass il
. N N N

4



field settings Admtmnong Pearce and Porter (1986) in their work

on performnnce apprmsals made the fouowing observotinns on .
(eedba‘ck: _ o o T :ﬁ R . . ‘_\ a\..u
" .;berformimcé hpﬁrmsal ta'késinocompl‘ex social sg‘-_é‘tem, and

the feedbuckmncefniﬁg re‘l‘dgti;v‘e performence is an important

- sigﬁulio‘emplogeés abdut how their\ofganizntiuns ‘vuiue}hem]} ~
Huges et el (fQB;\ngpOSed thot ohe of the ef fects of gon! settmg
" and public disclosure of both gonls and feedback 1s the \mprovement;
BN ‘of performonce to com‘orm to L] social s}andard Tms complex socml
sgstem or the benef rts of socis) standards have not been'addressed
d in behg;wural research Thé results of Studg 4 huve demonstrated
thet the effects of ‘f‘aedbock ¢annot be isolu}ad f rqm situotionel \
‘fgc‘tbrs. To Tully underst&nd aind uti\l‘ize fee_dback, .aﬁ integrbtion 6{ |
tﬁeorg ond methﬁdoio‘g;g:is required. |
Study 2 has also H}l'ustrated this { act. Evén when interve;’xtior;s

o 'did not result in sigr‘ri‘ﬂcantlg imﬁmyed performance, employees

 expressed inte}‘est and involvement in the study. Analyzed from &
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s‘trict‘lg‘béhovidurm viéwp&iri‘t,‘ these results mey be nonsignificant.
‘que\w}'er,'unexpected res_ults‘ cné!; recctioﬁs emphasjze that there rs on
: “ jnta‘r;m:iion between emﬁiog.eeé ‘on‘d» the ihtérventions introduced:
. “further research is re’quirad; ppjrt‘i‘éulwarlg in fisld $ett‘ings; to f_ﬁllg
‘,u@erstand suc.h‘ p'he‘r?pmeno. | |
| Slong'simﬂo‘r' lines, ﬁod}ef (1979) p;oposed_ that f’eed‘bock ‘
{ un.c‘ti'or‘;s‘diﬁ‘ere‘nﬂgfor groups ond ‘g_roup tasks then f dr\individu\ols
_~ ang mdiﬁdugl tasks, !i-te has stated th@f res.e.urc-h on feedbﬁck’ \and\
gr.du‘p\ fuqctior‘ﬂng néedé to be bot\h‘ enlerged and integrated wiih othér;
" research. Given that goel s:_e‘tt*ing“thebrg ;as been well established anc.i“‘ ‘
émpiﬁcalig hrof/en m iobofgtorg: settmés, 8 logi_col‘pti‘%gression is ‘t_o
estobﬁshiits‘ effec’tive’nes_\;s in ﬁ.eid‘\settings. N
b‘mgf m‘c§onclusi§e resu}tsf\can be drawn about the‘r‘?lntiye
‘ef_fgctiyeness‘ of the type of { eeﬁbuck ‘presemed in thés‘e étﬁcﬁeé. ~
Futire research shoﬁld consider\“the: ‘fol‘idwing issués: :
- {he potential siﬁuatiénul ﬁ‘we‘diato‘rs of the effet‘:ti’;eness of gool
éettipg and feedback, perticulerly jn e‘ﬁmiogmen’t seftings {such as

competition and social stendards).
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- the nxect impact (whe{h;r pnsitiv‘e or negative) of dif fe?‘eni igbes
of feadback preéentauon-on‘nerf ormance.
- the nffects; of érbup versus individusi ~feedbotk'
, ~ the contributwn of goal occaptunce commxtment and cnmce to
Inlproving pert ormonce and goal attujnment
- the contnbutwn of cogmtive fuctors to gool setting

Fonowing benokurnl thearg, 11 behavior is 0 functmn of tne

Y

\nteroctinn between the mdwidual and environment (Eraz 19?7) then

a the enwronment should be examined st requant!g 8s the mdlviduol

b

Tms wou)d include botn sub}ectwe meosures such os 1ndwidual .
‘perceptions, goe\s qnd feedpnck -responses, a's w-en‘ as objective o
measures such ,ps perf ormance rates or denmts Thls approoch would

”empnaszze and expand on tha tntagratwn of both cognitwe and

behavioural matnodologg and the‘org‘
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CAPPENDIX | QUESTIONNAIRE
SAINT MARY'S UNIVERSITY

- - Please unswer the foﬂowmg quastwns es honestly und hs accuratelg
as you can by mrclmg the letter of the response thet best appiies to
you. Cirme oniy one response per question. ALL RESPONSES WiLL BE
KEPT'STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL | There is no way thet you ceh be

“identified from your responses, so please do not put your nume or
student number on tms form. Thonk you for gour tvme

j I.Thls course hame and‘number- :

2. ~.f!ige-'___a_“____ 1 3.Sex: Maie___; Female_

4. When you begon this course, 'did you have an 1dea of how wan gau
wanted to do; or @ goal for your finel mark? :
© a.no, i just wanted to do my best.
- b.yes, | hod 8 specmc finnl grode in mmd

3. Do you consvder that for this course, tms fmcﬂ goal will be
8. 8 hard ‘goal ta reach. ~
_b. not too difficult to resch
e easg to reach.

6. Do gou expect to meet this goal. hg the end of this course'?
8. yes.
b no

7. Did. the feedback on gour exems and!or papers given to you bg your
professor show your grades to be:
a. lower than you expected.
b. just about what you expected.
" ¢. higher than you expected.



150

© APPENDIX 1 (continued)

-8. Did you find that the feedback given to you { such as comments,
grades, average class, scores) helped you to reoch the grade you
wanted? ~
‘8. yes.
b~n‘o ‘

) pid gou think that the feedback provided to gou wos
. a.accurate; it reflected my performance.
b, moccurate |t didn't seem to be consistent.

10. How would you rate gour professor?
-4, excellent; material was well explamed tests were
reprasentative of subjects covered in c!uss
"b. good to very good. . \
c. not very good. ~
d. poor; tests were too mfncu}t course was poorly taught
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APP?&D;X 2 'sample checklist for Cash Envelope Complation.

s

FOR WEEK STARTING FRIDAY, APRIL 29 o~

“ BEWAVIOUR:  COMPLETING CAGH ENVELOPES CORRECTLY |

MANAGER:

when-checking envalopes ot the end of the-week, please note how
many times per week smployees performed the behaviour (forex., " S"
means 5 envelopes were stamped, 1 was not)

 STORE——_. . STORE
anvelope stampéq_ .
" name circled
week circled
~yreather noted 7.
. V o
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APPENDIX 3 : Semple Checklist for Housskseping Performance.
'BEMAVIQUR:  GENERAL HOUSEKEEPING

MANAGER:

- STORE:

Make a check next to each item, only if it has been completed; leave
blank any itemns for thet dey thet have not been completed enher in
the morning or at the ttme of your spot check.

FRI SAT. MON. TUES, WED. THURS.

- vaccuuming done a.m.

storejt'idied inam. .

- cesh desk stroightened a.m.

ca\sli desk straightened .

at tims of rendom check

cosh desk straightened

at time of random check -
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APPENDIX 4 : Sempie Checklist ~t“qu Coshkl)_»iscre‘panc-ies. ‘
- BEHAVIOUR: CASH DISCREPANCIES
MANAGER_ ‘
Please fill in the ‘amount of overage (+—__) or shortage (- ) for

each day.

STORE E 'STORE

,‘1\

FRI.

- SAT.

N‘QN)

“TUES.

WED.

THURS.
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1 APPENDIX 5 Samp!e Private Feedback Letter for Stores AandB.
TO ALL EHPLOYEES ‘ .
“ Copy seni to: (szmnmmmnmﬂmmmmm)
we at (store nome mserted here) are interested in trying to tmprove
~ overall eff. iciency in our stores. As pert of this move, ‘we are trgmg
_“new methods that may seem unusual to you. Although this current -
~ study does not require any extra work or involvement on gsur port
- (other than your usual daily tasks), we would Hike to thank you m
advance for your heip ‘and participation.

Below, we have provided for you some mformation on gaur stors's
current progress toward the company goals introduced to you by your
manager. We would like to emphesize at this time that ngm of this .

“information will be used for performonce uppruisa1s rather, it will
be'used to try to pinpoint areas where odditional treining may be
.- needed, or where the current methods of working may need revision.

Performance:  GENERAL HOUSEKEEPING 1

Average Performance 1n Your Store.

Performance: - CASH DISCREPANCIES

Ayerage Performance in Your Store:

i
!
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- APPENDIX 6 : Semple Privat‘e Feedback Leite.r fof StoresCend D,

A .

- T0 ALL EMPLOYEES -

.Cbpgﬂsen} to:_;‘.( |

we at (store nome mserted here) ore mterested m rgmg to improve

.+ . overall efficiency in our stores. As port of this moye, we ore trying
... new methods that may seem unusual to you. Although this current

studg does not require any extre work or involyement on your part -
{other than your usual daily-tasks), we would like to thank gou in’

. odvance for your help and participation.

- ‘Below, we have provided for you some mformatmn on gour

‘ stm‘e s current progress towerd the company goels introduced to you :
by-your manager. we vgou!d like.to emphasize st this time thet none of -
this mformatmn will be used for performence appraisals; rnther it
will be used-to try to pmpmntt/arens where additione] training may be
1needed or where the current methods of workmg may naed reviswn

" Performence: CASH DISCREPANCIES

Pert ormance Goal: No é{’rors Made Daily { 0.00 Dver / Uhdef)

Aversge Performencé inYourStere -
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 APPENDIX 7: Somplé of ‘letter and quéstionn‘aire sen{ to oll
nonmanageriel employees at completion of field study.

ALL mno’vses

N wou|d like to take this opportumtg 10 thenk all emplogeas for their
- patisnce and participation during the past severel months. l am .-
. currently completing o' Mester's thesis at Saint Mary's University on
~ feedback and goal setting, and, as part of my ugreement with .
(company name inserted here) will be providing your head office wnh
-4 wmten report of my studg ~

‘1 yould like to emphosxze ot this pmnt thot ngindividual .
employee has been or will be identified, mentioned or described
either to head office or in my thesist Strictest confidentielity hes -

.. been and will confinue to be mainiained, both of emplogees and the -
. .compang AH perf ormences described will be group performunces onlg.'

Your heod uf r ice is mterested 1n hearing what you huve to sog
aboul this studg and the company in generel, and has asked me to \
_ provide you-with &' privete and confidential means of expressing‘gour ~
snews For this purpose 1 have mcluded 8 short queshonnmre

‘ : Pleose tuke 0 few minutes to commete it, ond simplg drap it in
the'mail o me. It would provide valuable feedback, both to me and the

company. There is ng_mthat | can identify you from the returned

form, and your heod of ﬁce will not have occess 1o these ‘

. - guestionnaires. ~

“Thenk you again. _ s

Brenda Davis
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APPENDIX 7 (contd) - '
' STuov uuesnouumaz
’1‘.;Y6urj store is: (Store A) ___.___._._ ' (étore C)
~ (Store B) . (Store D)

2 How md gou feel. about your munager recardmg dmlg housekeepmg

tn§ks and cash dyscrepancies? ,

8l didn't mind it | o thought it was a bad ides,
b 1 thought it was;ts/’gnvr\’dga d. It made me faft uncomfortable,

 3.4Did gou think that the individual ‘sheéts given to you, \w-ith‘ gouﬁ\
‘stores performonce and goul noted, gave gou nn idee nf how you were
dping? o L . o

.8.yes.

. bono.

"4, Did you think that your performance could heip your store to meet -
those goals? ‘ -
e, yes.

- b. no.:‘
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. - APPENDIX 7 (continued)

5 Whnt did you think of the grophs that were posted in gour store‘?
" a. They helped me to understand how we were ‘doing. o
b Theg didn't moke much diff erence to my perf ormom:e
c ltound them confusmg ‘
'6 in- ‘general, how did you f ee‘i about the feedbock that was: gwen to
: . o ~.g0u? (Cheek off as mnng of these 8s gou w;sh)
| | o llikedit. -
b1 would like to see it done regulorlg | .: L

l would like to see 1t done dmerentlg

.
| a i found it encouragtng.»

©

' tfound it mstractmg : .
. . ldmnthkext ‘

. | thought it was 8 way of checking up on me.

=

,4
—

PR =

- Please use the remmmng space for ang comments gou mag hove both‘

; posxtwe and negotwe about mther the studg or your store.
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. APPENDIX B : Semple of Cover Letter for Laboratory Pretest.

~ SAINT MARY'S UNIVERSITY
PSYCHOLOBY DEPARTHENT |
The fonowmg mfiormotmn is required to descnbe the group used in
the pretesting pmcedure gn}y There is no wag that you can or will be
 identified from the responses you gwe il mformotmn will be held in
strict conndence and be used onlg‘for thesis results |

"Plesse onswer 8s accurate]g as gou can

) Age:

 2.5ex: Mele___ Female

- Comments about the to‘s;ks {after completion):

143
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APPENDIX 9 : Instruction Sheet for Pretest of Loborotorg Study.

~ SAINT MARY'S UNIVERSITY
-  PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT
~ The followmg tasks will be used to establish the basis for a new
testing procedure. Pretesting is necessery to screen out eny potemm o
problems with the format; this is the-preliminery text that gou will be
involved with, Thonk you for your cooparotion ’

* On the following pages, there are three dif ferant tgpes of clertcul ‘
tasks presented. ~ \

1. You will see & list of numbers that looks like this: .7 o
6 4397116920532782162202476175945197253328374522567___
The first number that occurs to the 114 of the siring of numbers IS the
number that you are to-count. In this case, you will count the number :
of times that 6 occurs in the string of numbers ahd-write your answer .
"in the space to the right of the row. There are three 6 s in this row, so
. the number 3 should be written in the space. ~ ‘
. 2, Another prob\em that you will see 1ooks like this:
91352748 - -+ 91352748 . L5 D
LKUVYMPOZ - LkvuMPOZ - S D
You ere to mok at.both sets of figures on each line. n‘ they are the
same, chack in the space following S for SAME. |f they ore diffsrent,
‘make & check in the space following D for DIFFERENT. In this case, the.
first set of digits is identical, so S'should-be checked. in the second
set of digits, there is a difference in the order of the letters soD
should bé checked, . -
3. The ‘third problem thot you will see looks like tms

‘;fkikk_nkz‘ . ok kf fk Kl

A4 VX ¥4 %4 T . 4Y V4 VX X4 4
In'the first set of digits on'the Jaft, kf is underlined. You are to find
\ and mrc}e kf- us it -0CEUrs in the set of digits on'the right. In this'case, ‘

it Js. the aecnnd set of 1etter$ In the second set of digits on the left,
. .4); s undernned You ore to:find and circle 4X s it occurs in the set of -
-digits on-the rignt ‘Indhis case, it is. tha fifth set of tﬁgits If you have .
L eny questions ask them now.. =

: " |
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APPEND!X 9 (contd} Sample of Tasks Used for Pretest and Labomtorg
Studg

| it 0037.‘3“2533?6520 1358634673548768095308 1 x7$9292'74945._‘
2.3 7542048656439‘47429524805240-37‘2053610’40200622’91555;“
3.0 8422689531964509303232090256015953347643508033605__

4 9 901 902529093767071 5383 " 31 165886?67439 70443627659
2.1 28079997080 | 5736 1 4764032366539895 11687712171 76833

6 YZ VY VX XY 2¥ v7 VX OVY XY zv

7. b9 c6 6996 6C b9 68 6¢ 96 cb

B ou ga us uo a0 . - ua uo ao dc ou

9 1c lo o ococg - oc ol ¢ lo co.

0, X7 V8 VS X9 VT V7 K3 VG V5 X7
011013295 1012305 S___ - D

12. i_’qupdiéu‘f " kropdisu S—— D

13. 79318453 . 79318435 S_. D -
14, KLSQAEPD ‘KLSQAEPD s oD g‘
A5, pdesgidt pdesmdt S D

16.6 60657471734072768503569736 170658 13398851 I 19929170_
17.3 1060 I 080345571 8240635303426 1 4867990?4392340309732_
18. B 5269776020205 16569268665748 1 873053852471 562388579._

Co 196 3573321350532547048905535?54828468287098349l25624_‘
- 207 3796457530352964?78358063428260935203443527388435 ‘

60 ON TO NEXT. PAGE ‘
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98520177671 49056860?22 ] 094055860970934335050073998

-1 8050543 1398082773250?2568248294052420 1 527756785 —

8 3452996340628698083 | 3?46700?8 184754061 068?1 1 ??8 17__
B 868540200865075840 1 367666795 ! 903647649329609 l 1062
10, 9 9594573488751764’9699182608928937856136823478341 13—
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