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ABSTRACT

Previous research investigated the effect of goal setting on
supervisors' evaluations of employee performance and the causes
attributed to that performance. The resh1ts demonstrated that
attributions for performance were more affected by success versus
failure in the assigned than in the participative or self-set
condition, It was hyvpothesized that a possible exception to this
relationship might occur when the goal was not accepted by the
employee. This 3 x 2 x 2 factorial design investigated the impact of
goal acceptance on ratings of task performance and attributions
concerning that performance.

The overriding determinant of attributions regarding the employee
was whether or not the goal was met. For instance, Whether the
employee succeeded appeared to be the overriding determinant in
perception of gcal commitment, luck, ability, goal difficulty, and
effort in both the accept and reject conditions. In addition, the
accept/reject manipulation revealed some other important implications
for supervisory performance appraisals and éausa] attribution ratings.
When the employee failed in meeting the goal, supervisors (subjects)
rated the employee who accepted the goal as performing better than the

employee who failed but rejected the goal.

vi



Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Specific goal setting, the portrayal of task goals, and frequent
feecback are powerful determinants of performance. Campbeil, Daft,
and Hulin (1983), however, suggest it is not enough for managers/
officers/administrators to have specific gcals in their minds. New
technolegies should be developed for facilitating the formulating of
specific goals, for portraying them visually, for providing feedback
efficiently, and for dealing with dysfunctional side effects that
micht occur. This paper will discuss the role of goals and goal
setting in organizations as they affect the perception of employee
motivation and performance. Steers and Porter (1979) suggested thaf
goal setting in organizations is receiving increased attention because
managers are attempting to find ways to maximize the return on
investment from limited resources. Thus, geals and goal setting
provide a way in which resources can be aliocated with rationality.
Before analyzing this role, we should perhaps first consider what is

meant by the concept of goals.
Goal Setting and Performance

The Goal Concept

Traditionally, there have been two definitional approaches to
goals: (1) goals were statements of where the individual or
organization wanted to be at some future time (Etzioni, 1964; Vroom,

1960); and (2) goals were seen as constraints placed on present and



future behavior as a result of past and present decisions and
commitments (Cyert & March, 1963; Simon, 1964). Although the
literature on goals has generally treated these apprcaches as separate
and distinct (Porter, Lawler, & Hackman, 1975; Steers, 1977), Steers
and Porter (1979) suggested that they are more compiementary than
mutuaily exclusive. They envisioned the goal concept as a dynamic
process by which individuals and organizations determine their future
objectives within certain known Timitations. However, once these
objectives have been set, they seem to rule out the possibility of
pursuing other potential goals because of the 1imit of resources.

As a result, goal setting becomes a process of allocating resources
such as manpower, money, and time. Thus, viewing goal setting as a
continual decision and reevaluation process subsumes both of the
definitional approaches discussed above.

Functions of Goals

Once goals have been formulated, they serve several functions for
the goal-setter--to guide and direct behavior, to serve as a standard
against which judgments can be made,'to serve as a source of
legitimacy, to affect the structure of the organization, and to
provide significant insight into the underlying motives of individuals
and organizations (Steers, 1977). It is the judgment standard aspect
of goal setting that is of greatest interest in the present research.

First, goals guide and direct behavior by focusing attention and

effort in specific directions and providqu a rationale for organizing

resources (Cascio, 1982; Steers, 1977). Second, goals provide a
resources.

standard against which judgments can be made as to the relative
M N




effectiveness and efficiency with which goals are met. Third, goals
. “"“”“‘*——h___,__—l“'""/_—_—- T —— - e ey
provide a source of legitimacy, justifying activities and the use of

, ,~___________——-—"“-——’_ - o —V
resources necessary to pursue them. Fourth, gpals affect the

structure of the organization--the activities, practices, and

technolegical processes necessary for goal attainment; and they can
R .

cause restrictions on the activities of the individuals as well as the

acquisition and distribution of resources. Thus, social phenomena
such as communication patterns, authority and power relations,

division of labor, and status orderings can be directly affected.

Fifth, gocals provide insight into the underliying motives, character,
e . T e,

and behavior of both individuals_and_organizations. In this sense,

goals are objectives the goal-setter feels are worthy of pursuit.
OQverview

In the sections that follow, the nature of goal setting processes
in organizations will be examined in detail, beginning with the model
proposed by Locke and his associates--a mcdel addressing the impact of
personal goals on various activities. In addition, several
experiments which are largely consistent with Locke's theoretical
formulations will be reviewed. Locke's model is compared with other
theories, and several unique features are found. In general, strong
support is found for the contention that clear, concise goals provide
an effective means of enhancing employee performance. Self-serving
biases that may occur in performanca evaluation will be addressed, as
well as the role of attribution processes in performance appraisal.
Finally, a study by Dossett and Greenberg (1981) will be examined;

they analyzed the role of goal setting, not only in the context of



employee performance, but also as it relates to other issues of
organizational effectiveness. Using an attributional analysis, the
available research evidence on goal setting is examined to see how
goals influence the cognitive processes and perceptions leading up to

the decision to produce.
Application of Goal Setting in Organizations

Goals and Intentions

Traditionally, expectancy models of the motivational process have
suggested that the task to be performed is an important intervening
1ink between effort or choice behavior and the outcomes desired by the
individual (Campbell & Pritchard, 1976). According to cognitive
models, individuals have intentions about what they will do when faced
with certain task requirements; and these intentions influence the
choices they make among task content and the effort they expend toward
performarice goals within tasks. Campbell, Daft, aﬁd Hulin (1983)
found that although goal setting is labeled as a cognitive area of
investigation, as yet there have been no systematic attempts to find
out how individuals process information about goals. When are goals
recognized as goals? Along what parameters do individuals evaluate
goals?

Locke's (1968) theory of goal setting suggests the relationship
between conscious goals or intentions and task performance. The basic
premise is that actions are regulated by the individual's conscious
intentions. In this theory,’a goal is defined as what the individual

is consciously trying to do. In addition, the theory suggests that an



individual's goals mediate how performance is affected by knowledge of
results (performance feedback), participation in decision making, and
competition. Goals that are assigned to an individual by a supervisor
have an effect on behavior only to the extent that they are consciously
accepted by the individual (McCormick & Ilgen, 1980; Muchinsky, 1983).
Locke (1968) stated:

It is not enough to know that an order or request was made;

one has to know whether or not the individual heard it and

understood it, how he appraised it, and what he decided to

do about it before its effects on his behavior can be

predicted and explained. (p. 174),

Locke's {1968) theory is based on a series of controlled
laboratory experiments with college students who performed simple
tasks for short periods of time. Latham and Yukl (1975) find it
questionable whether something so simple as setting specific hard
goals can increase the performance of employees in organizational
settings where experimental demands are absent and acceptance of goals
is not as éasi]y obtained. It is thus important to review research on
the application of goal setting in organizations, to evaluate the
practical feasibility of goal setting, and to evaluate Locke's theory.

Specific Goals Versus Generalized or No Goals

An earlier field study by Lawrence and Smith (1955) provided
information on the effects of employee participation in decision
making and goal setting. Because a participative goal setting
condition was compared with a condition in which work problems and

company policy were discussed without any explicit goal setting, the



study was interpreted as an assessment of the effects of goal setting.
It was concluded that employees were equally satisfied in both
conditions, but production increased more in the goal setting
condition than 1in the condition when no.goal was set (Landy,
Barnes-Farrell, & Cleveland, 1980; Landy, Barnes, & Murphy, 1978).

A correlational study by Burke and Wilcox (1969) investigated the
effegts of goal setting during the appraisal interview. A
questionnaire was used to obtain data from a sample of nonmanagerial
female employees. It was concluded that employee perception of the
extent to which an employee and the supervisor set mutual goals was
correlated with the employee's selif-reported desire to improve on
performance (r = .45) and the self-ratings of actual performance
improvement (r = .29).

Because goal acceptance is a necessary condition in Locke's
theory, researchers have tried to identify factors that determine
whether employees will accept harder goals. Some of the studies
reviewed in this section found that variables which moderated the
effects of goal difficulty also influenced goal acceptance. These
variables included the employee's perception that the goal is
reasonable, and the perceived contingency between goal attainment and
the expected outcomes. More difficult goals were likely to be
perceived as challenging rather than impossible if the employee had a
high degree of self-assurance and had previously had more successes

than failures in goal attainment,



Assigned Versus Participative Goal Setting

Locke's (1968) theory suggests that goals mediate the effects of
employee participation in decision making. The theory is not directly
concerned with the manner in which goals are set--although the most
appropriate manner of setting goals is an important question. As a
result, the consequences of subordinate participation in decision
making have been the subject of considerable research in the
leadership and management literature. According to a classical
management theory by Massie (1965), it is the leader's responsibility
to assign goals and ensure that they are attained. Humanistic
organization theories suggested by Likert (1967) and McGregor (1960)
allow for considerable subordinate participation in decision making,
and participation is beiieved to increase acceptance of the decision
and commitment to implement it. Contingency theories conclude that
participation is effective in some situations but not in others
(Lowin, 1968; Morse, 1970; Tannenbaum, 1958; Vroom & Yetton, 1973;
Yukl, 1971). Leadership research on the effects of employee
participation in decision making supports the contingency approach.

Several studies assessed the effects of different amounts of
subordinate participation in goal setting. French, Kay, and Meyer
(1966) compared assigned and participative goal setting during
performance appraisal interviews with lower-level managers. Measures
were taken of perceived participation of the managers, observer
judgments of the amount of participation during the appraisal
interview, and the managers' perception of the usual amount of

participation they previocusly had been allowed. Perception of the



usual amount of participation (measured prior to the appraisal
interview) was related positively to acceptance of job goals. Yet,
goal acceptance and goal attainment were not related significantly to
the other participation measures and were not affected by the goal
setting manipulation.

Steers and Porter (1979) suggested that a number of limitaticns
of this study make it difficult to reach any clear conclusions:
The participation manipulation was not always successful, the
participation treatment was confounded with the usual level of
participation between the supervisor and the subordinates, and no
objective performance measures were obtained.

Despite these problems and the scarcity of significant
differences, Steers and Porter reached the following conclusions:
(1) subordinates who received a high participation level in the
performance interview achieved a greater percentage of their
improvement gecals; (2) employees who usually worked under high
participation levels performed best‘on goals they set for themselves,
and employees who usually worked under Tlow participation levels
performed best on goals their supervisor assigned to them.

Moderating Concerns

Steers and Porter (1979) suggest that perhaps the greatest
deficiency of Locke's theory is the failure to specify the determinants
of goal acceptance and goal commitment. Other investigators have used
expectancy theory concepts to explain how goal acceptance is
determined. Studies by Dachler and Mobley (1973) and Steers (1977)

found that goal acceptance and performance were predictable from



measures of an employee's expectancy that effort will lead to goal
attainment, the expectancy that goal attainment will lead to various
outcomes, and the subjective values assigned to those outcomes.

Goal setting programs were found to be effective over an extended
period of time in a variety of organizations, at both the managerial
and nonmanagerial levels. Both assigned goals and participative goal
setting were effective. In conclusion, the laboratory and field
research on goal setting has provided support for parts of Locke's

theory and has shown the practical feasibility of goal setting programs.
Attribution, Goal Setting, and Performance Evaluation

Dessett and Greenberg (1981) suggested that the effect of process
variables on performance appraisal in the context of goal setting has
not been addressed. In addition, these authors suggested that a
supervisor's performance appraisal of an employee may be affected by
information cbtained during the gcal setting process. Although their
study examined performance appraisal in the context of the goal
setting process, it raised the question of whether goal setting makes
the performance appraisal process easier or ﬁore accurate. The
inferences that supervisors must make about an employee can lead to
many of the sources of bias discussed by Cooper (1981) and
Feldman (1981).

Cognitive Obstacles to Rating Accuracy

Halo error is considered by Cooper (1981) to be one of the most
pervasive errors affecting performance appraisal. The halo effect

refers to a tendency to rate an employee similarly across traits in
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accordance with an overall or giobal impressicn of favorability or
unfavorability. Cooper suggests the following sources of halo:
undersampling, enguifing, insufficient concreteness, and insufficient
rater motivation and knoﬁ]edge. The first error, undersampling,
reflects a common rating situation in which the rater is given an
insufficient sample of the ratee's behavior; because of this, there is
a greater reliance on inferences about how categories covary, and
these inferences may be inaccurate, Engulfing refers to the tendency
to be affected either by an overall impression of an employee or by a
single, salient feature in ratings cn other factors. Insufficient
concreteness refers to the rating scales; greater halo occcurs when
rating factors are abstract and insufficiently defined. Behaviorally
anchored rating scales were suggested by Smith and Kendall (1963) to
recuce this error with specific and concrete scales.

Additional research by Feldman (1981) found that raters
constructed cognitive schemata and prototypes that guided their
perceptual searching and organizing. Prototypes refer to a form of
abstract image that summarizes the major tendencies of a category
(Rosch et al., 1976). Schemata are similar to prototypes but more
complex; they exist for events, causal relationships, and categories
of people or things (Fiske, 1974). These cognitive schemata or
prototypes can guide raters in searching the environmeht; however,
these guides can provide a limited view of events. Information shared
during goal setting may activate such schemata and thus affect

performance attributions and ratings.
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Perception and the schemata that form the basis for selecting,
attending to, and organizing that which is perceived can be influenced
by the rater's expectations; Ittelson and Kilpatrick (1951) state that
raters form their reality on the basis of the information available
and the way that it is interpreted. Cooper (198;) suggested that
raters encode information by selectively attending to some behaviors
while ignoring others, stressing the importance of frame of reference
in the perception and evaluation of employees. In summary, the
rater's cognitive schemata can guide the rater through the search
process suggesting that raters may be set to attend to and encode
behaviors that are consistent with their cognitive schemata.

While the Feldman and Cooper articles have suggested important
cognitive process variables underlying performance appraisal,
attribution theorists have also discussed issues of relevance.
Although supervisors stand as observers of employee performance, they
are generally not uninterested bystanders. Therefore, concerns have
been raised about the self-serving biases that may occur in
performance evaluation and the general role of attribution processes

in performance appraisal.
Theory and Research Concerning Causal Attributions

Perceptions of task success and failure affect the degree to
which an observer attributes task performance to internal causes--
the individual's effort and ahility--or to external causes--
task difficulty and luck (Neinef, 1972; Weiner, 1974; Weiner, Frieze,

Kukla, Reed, Rest, & Rosenbaum, 1971; Weiner, Heckhausen, Meyer, &
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Cook, 1972; Weiner & Kukla, 1970), These causal attributions may have
implications for the justification used by the organization to
reinforce success or failure and the resulting alteration of the
individual's instrumentalities. For instance, an individual's task
success or failure may be attributed either to ability or to effort.
If an individual fails, the people in the organization who control
external rewards may attribute the failure to a lack of ability rather
than effort. 1In addition, in a business organization, when failure is
attributed to a lack of ability rather than effort it may result in a
dismissal; whereas failure due to a lack of effort (in the presence of
high ability) may put the burden of responsibility on the organization
and cause the management to wonder where it went wrong and how it
could improve the motivation of capable employees (Nord, 1976;
Robbins, 1979).

Research by Miller and Ross (1975) suggested an information
processing explanation for self-serving attributional biases. They
suggested that individuals intend and expect success more than
failure. Furthermore, they claim that people are more likely to make
internal self-attributions for expected outcomes and external self-
attributions for unexpected outcomes. It is not clear that
supervisors' expectations and atfributions would follow the same
pattern. Whether an employee accepts or rejects a goal may or may not
affect expectations and attributions made by the supervisor. ?or
example, when an employee accepts a goal, success would be an expected
outcome, and both the employee and supervisor should make internal

attributions if success occurs. If the employee accepts the goal but
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fails (an unexpected outcome), the employse should make external
attributions, but it is not clear what the supervisor will do. Many
studies have documented the "fundamental attribution error"
(Harvey et al., 1980; Wong & Weiner, 1981) which would predict an
internal attribution by the supervisor even though the outcome
(failure) was not expected. On the other hand, if the employee
rejects the goal, success would be an unexpected outcome for the
employee and yield an external atiribution. Again, it is not clear
that the supervisor's attributions would be the same as the
employee's. If the supervisor believes the goal is attainabie,
success would be expected and failure unexpected regardless of the
employee's acceptance or rejection reaction. Therefore, if the
position of Miller and Ross can be extended to an observer, internal
attributions are most likely for success, while external attributions
are most likely for employee failure. On the other hand, if the
supervisor reacts to employee rejection of the goal, failure would be
expected and success unexpected; the supervisor should make internal
attributions for employee failure and external attributions for
employee success. All of this is further complicated by the degree of
involvement by the supervisor in setting the goal. As degree of
involvement increases, the hedonic relevance (Jones & Davis, 1965;
Jones & Gerard, 1967) of the employee's performance increases.
Therefore, self-serving biases by the supervisor may affect
attributions and performance ratings.

Dossett and Greenberg (1981) considered the effect of goal

setting on supervisors' evaluations of employees' performance as a
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function of various goal setting methcds under conditions of task
success or failure. They concluded that "attributional distortions”
were greater in the assigned than in the participative or self-set
conditions, i.e., employee success or failure had a greater impact on
performance attributions in the assigned goal condition. However,
Dossett and Greenberg did not address questions concerning individuals
accepting the goals they were assigned. Perhaps answers to such
questions are needed before wide-scale implementation of supervision
by goal setting is carried out (Campbell, Daft, & Hulin, 1983).

The degree of involvement a supervisor has in setting a goal
increases from self-set, through participative, to assigned goal
setting procedures. As a supervisor's influence increases in setting
the goal, the success or failure of the employse in meeting the goal
can have increasingly positive or negative consequences for the
supervisor. Consequently, an employee's performance evaluation may be
differentially affected as a function of the type of goal setting
process (especially if the employee failed to meet the goal). The
failure may be seen as a threat to the supervisor's self-esteem
causing a defensive attribution to avoid that threat. Therefore,
in the present study it is hypothesized that an employee's
performance evaluation will be affected by an interaction between the
performance outcome (success or failure), the manner in which the goal
was set (self-set, participative, or assigned), and whether the goal
was accepted or rejected. Specifically, it is anticipated that
supervisors' causal attributions of performance and the performance

evaluation for a failing employee will be affected more in an assigned
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goal setting condition than in either participative or self-set
conditions. It is expected that the greatest effects will appear in
the assigned/reject/fail condition. However, the size of the effects
will also vary across dependent variables.

Finally, Dossett and Greenberg (1381) found that the most potent
determinant of a supervisor's evaluation of an employee's performance
was whether or not the set goal was successfully achieved. The
procedure utilized in setting the goal appeared to ba important when
evaluators were assessing the causes of an employee's performance, but
not when they evaluated the employee's overall effectiveness. In the
present study, half the "supervisors" will be informed that the
employee succeeded, while half will be informed that the employee
failed. This is hypothesized to affect the supervisor's attributions
of the causes of the worker's performance as well as their overall
performance evaluation rating. It is expected that attributions would
be differentially affected by success/failure, goal acceptance/
rejection, and amount of goal setting participation. Thus, it is
expected that the data will support the findings of Jones and Davis
(1965) and Jones and Gerard (1967) suggesting that the hedonic
relevance of an outcome acts to affect an observer's causal
attributions. |

The present study will also examine the effects of different
types of goal setting procedures on an employee's performance
evaluation, Subjects will be shown one of several videotapes of a
supervisor and an employee setting a performance goal. After

receiving information about the employee's success or failure in
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meeting the goal, the subjects will assume the role of the supervisor
and evaluate the employee's performance. Attribution research by Bem
(1972) has demonstrated that role players make the same attributions
as those of an actual participant, This should allow role players to
participate in the goal setting conditions: participative, assigned,
or self-set. Although there is no explicit evidence to support Bem's
theory, Dossett and Greenberg (1981) made this assumption in their
reseafch. Consequently, this assumption is also used in this present
study. Each of these goal setting conditions will be combined with
the employee either accepting or rejecting the goal and either
succeeding or failing to meet the goal. Sex of both supervisor and
employee is constant (female) in order to avoid effects due to the sex
variable. It is expected that the subject will attribute success to
internal factors such as high effort, goal commitment, and ability.
In a similar way, it is expected that external factors such as luck

and goal difficulty will be blamed for failure.
Dependent Variables and Hypotheses

Drawing upon the previous discussion, a number of general
hypothesis were proposed.

Effectiveness

Two hypotheses were proposed for the effectiveness ratings.
First, it was hypothesized that there would be a main effect for the
success versus failure manipulation. Second, there would also be an
interaction for the accept/reject x success/failure conditions. In

the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study, the overriding determinant of
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the employee's overall performance effectiveness was whether or not
the goal was met. If the employee rejects the goal, another source of
information is provided to the rater concerning the employee; it is
expected this negative information will .magnify the effect of failure
and lead to even lower effectiveness ratings in all three goal

setting variations.

Goal Commitment

It was hypothesized that the goal commitment variable would show
a three-way interaction between success/fail, accept/reject, and goal
setting variations. It was expected that goal commitment would be
high in all goal setting and accept/reject conditions as long as the
employee was successful. Consistent with the Dossett and Greenberg
(1981) results, and with the theory of Jones and Davis (1965), failure
by the employee was expected to produce significantly lower
attributions of goal commitment in all goal setting conditions, but
the effects of failure were expected to increase as the hedonic
relevance of the employee's performance increased. Furthermore,
rejection of the goal by the employee should provide added support for
an internal attribution by the supervisor; therefore, it was expected
that the lowest goal commitment attribution would occur in the
assigned, reject, failure condition,

Luck

Concerning the luck variable, it was hypothesized that there
would be a significant three-way interaction between success/failure x
accept/reject x goal setting condition. Consistent with the Dossett

and Greenberg (1981) results, it was expected that there would not be
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large differences in luck attributions across the self-set,
participative, and assigned conditions when the employese was
successful. Howeaver, in the failure condition, a significant decrease
in the luck attribution was expected in -the assigned condition. This
would be consistent with the contention by Weiner et al. (1971) that
luck is an external factor and not used by an observer to explain
failures by others. Further, this decrease was expected to be
greatest in the accept condition because failure after rejecting a
goal should not be attributed to bad luck--it could be attributed to
an internal cause, the goal rejection itself.
Ability

For the ability variable, a significant three-way interaction was
hypothesized between the success/failure x accept/reject x goal
setting manipulations. It was expected that ability ratings would be
high in all goal setting and accept/reject conditions as long as the
employees was successful. Consistent with the Dossett and Greenberg
(1981) results, the accept condition would produce significantly lower
ability ratings for the failure group; the effects of failure were
expected to increase as hedonic relevance of the employee's
performance increased, and the largest difference should occur in the
assigned goal condition.

Goal Difficulty

Concerning the goal difficulty variable, a significant three-way
interaction was hypothesized hetween accept/reject x success/failure x
goal setting variables. Similar to the Dossett and Greenberg (1981)

study, goal difficulty was held constant; consequently, the results
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should depend on the success/failure outcome. Again, the success/
failure differences would be largest in the reject condition,
providing additional support for an internal attribution by the
supervisor. The largest effect was expected in the assigned
goal condition.
Effort

On the effort variable, a significant interaction was hypothesized
between accept/reject x success/failure x goal setting manipulations.
As in the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) results, large differences
between success and failure conditions were expected only in the
accept condition, and failure by the employee was expected to produce
significantly lower attributions of effort in all goal setting
conditions. However, it was expected that the reject condition would
produce significantly lower effort ratings for the failure group with
the largest difference occurring in the assigned goal condition,

adding further support for an internal attribution by the supervisor.
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Chapter II
METHOD
Subjects

The participants were 120 undergraduate students attending the
University of Nebraska at Omaha. Both the subjects and the
confederates were females in order to avoid interactions between
sex of supervisor and subordinate. In exchange for their
participation in the experiment, subjects received extra credit in
their respective courses. Subjects were randomly assigned to the 12
treatment conditions.

The ranges and means of demographic characteristics of the sample
are presented in Table 1. Considerable diversity was evident on each
dimension. For instance, there were 82% single, 8% married, and 10%
divorced. There were 9% Black, 88% Caucasian, 2% Oriental, and 1%
Hispanic. In addition, 9% of the students were planning a career with
their company, 87% of the students were not planning a career with |
their company, and 4% of the students were undecided about a career
with their company. In the sample, 28% reported holding supervisory
positions, and 72% reported not holding supervisory positions. The
smple included 48% blue-collar workers and 52% white-collar workers.
There were 2% union members and 98% nonunion members. There were

similar percentages in all cells.
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Table 1
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Range

Variable Mean

Age 18-46 22.69
Number of dependents 0-5 .40
Months worked 3-240 66.78
Months present company 2-144 29.60
Months present position- 1-120 26.99
Months as supervisor 1-84 23.94
Hours per week worked 8-70 26.08
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Procedure

Groups ranging from one to four suhjects at a time were shown a
videotape of an employee and supervisor discussing the employee's Six-
month evaluation and setting goals for £he next six months. Videotape
(ratheé than a live superviscr-employee interaction) was used to
control goal difficulty and any unique performer factors that could
bias the results. The feedback instrument was a behavioral
observation scale (B0OS), and the supervisor suggested ways in which
the employee should improve on two dimensions (Latham & Wexley, 1982).
Following the videotape, the subjects completed a questionnaire
assessing their 1mpress%ons‘of fﬁe employee, the sﬁ%@rvisor, and the
discussion between them. The first‘questionnqife occurred before the
success/failure feedback was given. This questionnaire also provided
the means to check that all the variables and manipulations were
in order. ¥

The employee's performance for the next six months was manipulated
in a written statement provided with the performance evaluation
questionnaire. After subjects were given the performance feedback,
they completed another questionnaire, this time playing the role of
the supervisor.

The subjects were given instructions that the questionnaire was
to be used for appraising the performance of the employee they had
just viewed. When the subjects completed this questionnaire, they

were debriefed and dismissed.
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Goal Setting Manipulation

Three versions of the goal setting videotape were produced. All
tapes were identical except for the parts pertaining to the goal
setting, and acceptance manipulations. ‘Subjects were assigned to the
various conditions randomly. In all conditions the level of the goals
was always the same; 30% of time calling customers and 80% of the
productivity standard. See Appendix A for the various scripts. The
participative condition script is presented below as an example.

Group 1: Participative Goal

In the first tape the employee initially set a goal which was
upgraded by the supervisor and was either accepted or rejected by the
employee. In addition, the employee either succeeded or failed to
reach the goal. The script for this condition read as follows:

Supervisor: "Hi (name), how are you today?"

Worker: "I'm fine, thanks, how are you?"

Supervisor: "Great! (pause) As you probably know, I called you
in today to discuss your performance. As a result of the training
program you've just completed, I feel it's appropriate to set some
goals for the next six months. I want you to concentrate most on the
time you spend calling your customers (pause) and on your sales
volume. Do you have any suggestions?" (shows scale to employee)

Worker: ™I think I should be able to spend 25% of my time
calling my customers without my sales volume dropping below 80%
of standard."

Supervisor: "That's a little too low, I want to set your goal at

30% for calling customers, That should not be too difficult; most of
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our employees right out of training are able to meet these goals
pretty regularly.”

Worker: "That sounds reasonable to me,"

Supervisor: "Here are your ratings on the other job dimensions
.« « " (fade out)

In the rejection condition, the last lines in this interaction
read as follows:

Worker: "That still seems too high for me. I don't think that's
a reasonable goal. I am afraid my sales volume will drop below 80% if
I have to spend too much time calling customers.™

Supervisor: "Well, why don't you leave it at 30% and see how
things work. That should not be too difficult; most of our employees
right out of training are able to meet these goals pretty regularly.

Here are your ratings on the other job dimensions . . ." (fade out)
Performance Outcome Manipulation

The employee's performance for the ensuing six months was
manipulated in a written statement as follows: Subjects in the
success condition read, "During the following six months, the
employee's performance was observed to average 30% of time calling
customers with an average sales volume of 80%. The employee,
therefore, succeeded in reaching the goals established six months
ago."” Subjects in the failure condition read, "During the following
six months, the employee's perfarmance was obhserved to average 25% of

time calling customers with an average sales volume of 80%.
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The employee, therefore, failed to reach the goals established six

months ago."
Dependent Variables

Two separate sets of dependent measures were assessed after the
goal setting videotape was shown to the subjects. After the goal
setting tape, the subjects were asked to complete a first questionnaire
(Appendix B) containing the following items for comparison with the
Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study: (a) "Compared to the supervisor,
how much influence did the employee have in setting the customer
calling goal?" (none--extreme amount); (b) "How committed do you think
the employee is to attaining the customer calling goal?"

(very uncommitted--very committed); (c) "How difficult do you think it
will be for the employee to achieve the customer calling goal?"

(very easy--very difficult); (d) "How strongly do you think the
employee accepts the customer calling goal?" (very weakly--very
strongly). Each item included a 7-point rating scale. These
questioﬁs also served as manipulation checks. Although the scale
anchors were reversed on some items to prevent subjects from just
marking either the right or left answer for all questions, the
positive answer was always the correct answer. All subjects' data
were used in the statistical analysis with the following exceptions:
Two people were dropped because their answers indicated that they
obviously misunderstood the instructions, and another 8 subjects were

replaced because they participated twice in the experiment.
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After all subjects were given the performance feedback indicating
“whether the employee succeeded or failed to meet the calling goal,
they assumed the role of the supervisor and rated the employee on a
series of 7-point scales, again similar to the ones used by Dossett
and Greenberg (1981; see Appendix B). These included the extent to
which: (a) the employee succeeded/failed in meeting the calling goal;
(b) the employee was very uncommitted/very committed to meeting the
calling goal; (c) the customer calling performance was due to bad luck/
good luck; (d) the customer calling performance was due to lack of
ability/high ability; (e) the customer calling performance was due to
a hard goal/an easy goal; (f) the customer calling performance was due
to lack of effort/high effort; (g) the goal was strongly accepted/
strongly rejected; and (h) the customer calling overall performance
was very poor/excellent,

Effectiveness

In the present study more than one item was used to measure the
six dependent variables used by Dossett and Greenberg (1981).
Effectiveness was defined by Items 1 and 8 (Questionnaire II,
Appendix B) which were designed to assess overall performance as
either being successful or unsuccessful. These items were grouped
together because in the Dossett and Greenberg study, the overriding
determinant of the employee's overall performance effectiveness was
whether or not the goal was met.

Goal Commitment

This variable, which is a measure of the subjects' perception of

the employee's motivation to perform the task, was defined by
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Items 2, 9, 12, 14, and 15. Webster (1978) defines commitment as an
agreement or pledge to do something. The American Heritage Dictionary
(1973) states that commitment has the widest application and means to
pledge or obligate oneself to a task. Item 12 dealing with intention
strongly implies a fixed resolution or determination to carry out the
proposed task. The word specific in Item 9 has a synonym--intended
for. Sbme synonyms for thought mentioned in Item 14 are intent,
purpose, expectation, hope, and anticipation. Thus, these items
should be related and, like the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study, be
dependent upon the success or failure of the outcome.
Luck

Although this factor was designed to measure external factors
beyond the control of either the supervisor or the employee, the name
Tuck was used for comparison with the Dossett and Greenberg (1981)
study. Items 3 and 17 were conceptually designed to measure this. It
was hoped perhaps the subjects would think the employee was lucky to
have an interesting goal and unlucky to have a boring goal.
Ability

This item was defined by Items 4 and 21. Ability and value are
related by the word quality. Ability implies qualities that enable an
employee to accomplish something. Value is a quality considered
essential and worthwhile. As a result, an employee rated high in

ability should be rated as a highly valued employee.
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Goal Difficulty

This variable was defined by Items 5, 11, and 13. A1l three
items measured the subjects' perception of how difficult or easy the
goal would be for the employee.

Effort

Items 6, 10, 16, and 18 define this variable. Item 6 measures
effort directly. Item 10 measures effort in terms of something done
through exertion. Items 16 and 18 deal with the basis or motive for
putting forth the effort. Item 16 suggests a reason for working
toward the goal is the basis or motive for the effort. Item 18
suggests value or usefulness as the basis or motive for putting forth
effort. Consequently, these items were expected to be related.

It should be noted that questions have been raised concerning the
possibility that attributions are an artifact of research methods
calling for structured attribution responses (Harvey et al., 1980;
Wong & Weiner, 1981). Critics have called for free-response
approaches, but Elig and Frieze (1979) found that open-ended, free-

response measures produced poor reliability and validity.
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Chapter III
RESULTS
Manipulation Checks

Degree of Participation

The data supported the assertion by Dossett and Greenberg (1981)
that the three goal setting conditions can be placed on a continuum
measuring the extent to which the employee had influence in setting
the goal. Goal setting conditions affected subjects' ratings of the
employee's influence in setting the goal, F(2, 117) = 1725.92,

p < .001l. Analysis of the influence manipulation check (Item 3 of
Questionnaire I) indicated that employees who set their own goals were
seen as Having the most influence (M = 6.9), followed by participative
(M = 4.0), and the assigned goal setting conditions (M = 1.0).

Acceptance/Rejection of Goal

An analysis of the acceptance/rejection manipulation check
(Item 6 of Questionnaire I) indicated that the means in the accept
(M = 6.95) and reject (M = 1.00) conditions were significantly
different, F(1, 118) = 43973.63, p < .00l.

Success/Failure of Goal

Similarly, an analysis of the success/failure manipulation check
(Item 1 of Questionnaire II) indicated that the means in the success
(M = 6.50) and failure (M = 1.75) conditions were also significantly

different, F(1, 118) = 1020,72, p < .001l.
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Tests of Hypotheses

Effectiveness

The two questionnaire items assessing this variable were
subjected to a MANOVA. Table 2 shows tﬁét the predicted main effect
for success/failure was quite significant, F(2, 107) = 1112.88,

p < .001. 1In fact, this was the sole determinant of the effectiveness
rating accounting for neariy’all the variance (mz = .,91). Examination
of the univariate analysis indicated that both items produced»a
significant F. Figure 1 indicates that the failing employee in all
goal setting conditions was judged to be significantly less effective.
Contrary to predictions, however, there was no significant interaction
between the success/failure and accept/reject manipulations,

F(2, 107) = 2.32, p < .103. Instead, the accept/reject main effect
was significant, F(2, 107) = 56.65, p < .001; the failing employee in
the reject condition received the lowest effectiveness ratings in all
goal setting conditions, as expected, but the magnitude of the
success/failure effect was not altered by the accept/reject
manipulation. This appears to be due to the lower effectiveness
ratings given to the employee who succeeded in the goal rejection
condition. Further support for these results can be found in the
ANOVA in Table 1 of Appendix C, which reports results for the summed
univariate analysis of the effectiveness items. Consistent with the
Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study, the overriding determinant of the
employee's overa11‘perf0rmance effectiveness was whether or not the
goal was met. Perhaps by rejecting the goal another source of

information was provided to the subjects which magnified the effect of



Table 2

Condition Means and Standard Deviations of

Summed Effectiveness Items

Seif-Set Participative Assigned
X SD X SD X SD
Accept
Succeed 6.80 .35 6.80 .34 6.60 .51
Fail 2.30 .35 2.20 .48 2.10 .66
Reject
Succeed 5.75 .86 5.80 .42 5.85 .58
Fail 1.30 .48 1.20 .33 1.55 .55
MANOVA of Effectiveness Items
Wilks Significance
Lambda daf F of F
GS x A/R x S/F .99 4,214 .34 .850
A/R x S/F .96 2,107 2.32 .103
GS x S/F .99 4,214 .23 .920
GS x A/R .97 4,214 .94 .439
Success/Fail (S/F) .05 2,107 1112.88 .001
Accept/Reject (A/R) .49 2,107 56.65 .001

Goal Set (GS) .99 4,214 .37 .832
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failure and lead to even lower effectiveness ratings in all three goal
setting variations.

Goal Commitment

This variable was measured by respanses to Items 2, 9, 12, 14,
and 15 in Questionnaire II. The MANOVA results shown in Table 3
indicate that the predicted three-way interaction is significant,
F(10, 208) = 22.70, p < .001. Analysis of the univariate results
indicates that the Fs for all of the items were significant. Again,
success versus failure in all manipulations was the largest
determinant of goal commitment ratings, accounting for the majority of
variance (wz = .,54). Although dramatic differences in commitment due
to success or failure were not expected in the accept conditions,
Tukey A multiple comparisons indicated that differences were
significant in all three goal setting conditions. Figure 2 indicates
the largest effects occurred in the participative and.assigned
conditions as the means in Table 3 show. As expected, failure in all
three goal setting conditions produced significantly lower commitment
ratings, and the effects were largest in the rejection condition
involving assigned goal setting. The multiple comparison analysis
indicated that the mean in the assigned, reject, failure cell was
significantly lower than means in all other cells. Further evidence
for these results are presented in the ANOVA (Table 2 of Appendix C),
which was produced by summing across the items. Consistent with the
Dossett and Greenberg (1981) results, and with the theory of Jones and
Davis (1965), the effects of failure increased as the hedonic

relevance of the employee's performance increased. Furthermore, it



Table 3

Condition Means and Standard Deviations of

Summed Goal Commitment Items

Self-Set Participative Assigned
X SD X SD X SD
Accept
Succeed 6.80 .13 6.88 .10 4.38 .38
Fail 5.10 .11 4.80 .40 2.00 .27
Reject
Succeed 4.50 .49 6.80 2.81 6.08 .22
Fail 3.00 .21 2.80 .25 1.18 .18
MANOVA of Goal Commitment Items
Wilks Significance
Lambda daf F of F
GS x A/R x S/F .22 10,208 22.70 .001
A/R x S/F .33 5,104 43.03 .001
GS x S/F .17 10,208 29.45 .001
GS x A/R .08 10,208 51.03 .001
Success/Fail (S/F) .03 5,104 672.53 .001
Accept/Reject (A/R) .18 5,104 94.29 .001

Goal Set (GS) .06 10,208 63.28 .001
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appears that rejection of the goal by the employee added support for
an internal attribution by the supervisor.

Luck

Although this variable was originatly defined by Items 3 and 17,
the univariate analysis and multivariate analysis of these two items
indicated somewhat different patterns of significance. Thus, it was
concluded that Item 3, the original item in the Dossett and Greenberg
(1981) study, would be the sole item reported. Table 4 shows that the
predicted three-way interaction was significant, F(2, 108) = 3.36,

p < .04. Analysis of the simple effects produce general support for
the specific expectations stated in the hypothesis. In addition, the
success versus failure goal conditions accounted for the largest
proportion of variance (w2 = ,58) for all manipulations. Although
large differences in ratings of 1ugk were not expected in the success
condition, Tukey A multiple cbmparisons indicated that differences
were significant between the self-set and assigned conditions for both
the accept and reject conditions as the means in Table 4 show.

Figure 3 indicates that failure in all three goal setting conditions
produced significantly lower ratings on the luck variable, and the
effects were largest in the accept condition involving assigned goal
setting. The multiple comparison analysis indicated that the mean in
the assigned, accept, failure cell was significantly lower than means
in all other cells. These results are consistent with the Dossett and
Greenberg (1981) and Weiner et al. (1971) contention that luck is an
external factor and not used by an observer to explain failures by

others. In addition, the moderating effect of rejecting the goal was



Table 4

Results for Luck Using a Single Item Measure
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Self-Set Participative Assigned
X SD X SD X SD
Accept
Succeed 5.00 1.05 5.30 .95 6.00 .67
Fail 4,50 .53 4,00 .67 1.10 .21
Reject
Succeed 5.50 1.08 6.50 .53 6.30 .42
Fail 5.00 1.15 4.50 .53 3.00 1.15
Analysis of Variance
Significance 2
Source of Variation df F of F w
Main Effects 4 63.73 .0C1 .52
Goal Set Conditions (GS) 2 13.71 .001 .05
Accept/Reject (A/R) 1 31.59 .001 .06
Success/Fail (S/F) 1 195.90 .001 .41
2-Way Interactions 5 21.68 .001 .22
GS x A/R 2 1.79 .173 .03
GS x S/F 2 52.26 .001 .21
A/R x S/F 1 .30 .583 .00
3-Way Interactions 1 3.36 .038 .01
GS x A/R x S/F 2 3.36 .038 .01
Explained 11 33.64 .001
Residual 108
Total 119
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supported; it is possible that the goal rejection itself was
considered an internal attribution.
Ability

This variable was defined by Items 4 and 21 in Questionnaire II.
The MANOVA results shown in Table 5 indicate that the three-way
interaction was significant, F(2, 214) = 3.49, p < .009, and analysis
of the univariate results indicate that the F for each of the items
was significant. In addition, the specific expectations stated in the
hypothesis were also supported through the ANOVA results presented in
Table 3, Appendix C. Furthermore, success versus failure was the
major determinant in perceptions of ability, accounting for the
largest proportion of variance (w2 = ,58) in all manipulations.
Although large differences in ability were not expected in the success
condition, Tukey A multiple correlations indicated that the differences
were significant between the self-set and assigned conditions for both
the accept and reject conditions as the means in Table 5 show.
Contrary to predictions based on the Dossett and Greenberg (1981)
study, however, there was not a consistently significant decrease in
the accept/failure conditions across the self-set, participative, and
assigned conditions. Figure 4 shows that while the failing employee
in the accept condition received the lowest ability rating in the
assigned condition (as expected), a decrease did not occur between the
self-set and participative conditions.

Goal Difficulty

This variable was measured by responses to Items 5, 11, and 13,

in Questionnaire II. The MANOVA results shown in Table 6 indicate that



Table 5

Condition Means and Standard Deviations of

Summed Ability Items

Self-Set Participative Assigned
X SD X SD X SD
Accept
Succeed 4.75 .42 5.90 .57 6.90 .21
Fail 3.50 .25 4,50 .24 1.26 .26
Reject
Succeed 5.00 .53 6.00 .67 6.75 .26
Fail 4.25 .63 4,00 .63 1.50 .41
MANOVA of Ability Items
Wilks Significance
Lambda daf F of F
GS x A/R x S/F .88 4,214 3.49 .009
A/R x S/F . -99 2,107 .42 .655
GS x S/F .16 4,214 81.09 .001
GS x A/R .85 4,214 4.50 .002
Success/Fail (S/F) .09 2,107 515.22 .001
Accept/Reject (A/R) .92 2,107 4,92 .009

Goal Set (GS) .49 4,214 23.12 .001
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Condition Means and Standard Deviations of

Table 6

Summed Goal Difficulty Items
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Self-Set Participative Assigned
X SD X SD X SD
Accept
Succeed 4.43 .39 5.00 .54 6.50 .32
Fail 3.67 .27 3.67 .52 5.50 .39
Reject
Succeed 4.00 .38 6.00. .22 6.90 .23
Fail 3.20 .45 2.00 .44 1.10 .16
MANOVA of Goal Difficulty Items
Wilks Significance
Lambda daf F of F
GS x A/R x S/F .34 6,212 25.46 .001
A/R x S/F .24 3,106 113.31 .001
GS x S/F .28 6,212 30.92 .001
GS x A/R .45 6,212 17.12 .001
Success/Fail (S/F) .09 3,106 378.90 .001
Accept/Reject (A/R) .36 3,106 62.37 .001
Goal Set (GS) .32 6,212 27.05 .001
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the predicted three-way interaction is significant, F(6, 212) = 25.46,
p < .001, and the univariate analyses indicate that the F for each of
the items was significant. Further support for these resuits comes
from the .ANOVA on the average across all‘itemsras Table 4 of Appendix C
shows. Once again, the success versus failure in all manipulations
accounted for the Tlargest proportion of variance'(m2 = .44) in goal
difficulty ratings. As predicted and consistent with the Dossett and
Greenberg (1981) results, the success/failure differences were largest
in the reject condition, and the largest distortion occurred in the
assigned goal condition as the means in Figure 5 show. The Tukey A
multiple comparison analysis indicated that the mean in the assigned,
reject, failure cell was significantly lower than means in all
other cells.
Effort

This variab]e was measured by responses to Items 6, 10, 16, and
18, in Questionnaire II. The MANOVA results shown in Table 7 indicate
that the predicted three-way interaction is significant, F(8, 210) =
4.62, p < .001. 1In addition, univariate analyses indicate that the F
tests for all of the items were significant. Moreover, the success
versus failure in all manipulations was the largest determinant of
effort ratings, accounting for the largest proportion of variance
(wZ = .74). As predicted and similar to the Dossett and Greenberg
(1981) results, large differences between success and failure
conditions were found in the accept condition as the means in Figure 6
show., Although large differences between success and failure

conditions were not expected in the reject condition, Tukey A multiple
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Table 7

Condition Means and Standard Deviaticns of

Summed Effort Items

Self-Set Participative Assigned
X SD X SD X SD
Accept
Succeed 5.00 .60 6.00 .42 6.68 .33
Fail 4,00 .33 .00 .33 1.33 .29
Reject
Succeed 6.73 .25 6.65 .32 6.53 .52
Fail 4.50 .26 3.50 .24 1.98 .36
MANOVA of Effort Items
Wilks Significance
Lambda df F of F
GS x A/R x S/F .72 8,210 4,62 .001
A/R x S/F .98 4,105 .57 .006
GS x S/F .19 8,210 33.97 .001
GS x A/R .79 8,210 3.35 .001
Success/Fail (S/F) .04 4,105 613.04 .001
Accept/Reject (A/R) .51 4,105 25.33 .001

Goal Set (GS) .41 8,210 14.66 .001
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comparisons indicated that these differences were significant. As
predicted, failure in all three goal setting conditions produced
significantly lower effort ratings, and the effects were largest in
the reject condition involving assigned goal setting. Although effort
ratings were not expected to decrease as amount of participation in
setting the goal decreased in the accept condition, multiple
compariscns indicated that these differences were significant.

Further support for these results can be fouhd in the ANQVA based on
the average score across all items. Results of this ANOVA appear in

Table 5 of Appendix C.
Dossett-Greenberg Comparisons

For comparison with the results obtained by Dossett and Greenberg
(1981), the perceived goal commitment of the employee was measured
before the after the performance manipulation. Dossett and Greenberg
only looked at premeasures on goal commitment. They found there was
no significant difference before the manipulation. However,
postoutcome goal commitment differed significantly between sﬁccess and
failure conditions, t(78) = 7.80, p < .001. Their data showed that in
the success condition, postoutcome goal commitment increased
significantly from the preoutcome measure, t(78) = 3.16, p < .01, and
in the failure condition postoutcome goal commitment decreased
significantly, t(78) = 5.59, p < .001. 1In the present study, in
addition to goal commitment, a question was included concerning goal
difficulty, before and after the performance manipulation. There were

no significant differences in any goal setting condition between
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Table 8

Pre- and Post-Goal Difficulty and Goal Perforinance Measure

as a Function of Performance Outcome

Betore Manipulation

Success Failure
Dependent Variable X SD X SD t P
Goal Commitment 5.22  2.37 5.23 2.25 .024 .791
Goal Difficulty 3.72  2.01 3.97  1.89 .696  .500
After Manipulation
Success Failure
- Dependent Variable X SD X SD t P
Goal Commitment 6.07 1.02 3.92 1.79 8.02 .001

Goal Difficulty 5.45 1.31 3.37 1.61 7.85 .001
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subjects assigned to success versus failure conditions on either of
these variables before the success/failure manipulation. Refer to
Table 8 for these results. The t tests demonstrate, for example, that
success or failure in meeting the goal significantly affected
subjects' evaluation of the employee's goal commitment. Similar to
the finding of Dossett and Greenberg (1981), there was no significant
difference before the manipulation; however, goal commitment ratings
differed significantly between success and failure conditions,
t(118) = 8.02, p < .001. After Iearnihg of the employee's success,
attributions of goal commitment increased significantly compared to
the premeasure, t(118) = 2.53, p < .02; in the failure condition, goal
commitment decreased significantly, t(118) = 3.50, p < .002. 1In a
similar way, success or failure in meeting the goal significantly
affected subjects' evaluation of goal difficulty. There was no
significant difference before the manipulation; however, goal
difficulty ratings differed significantly between success and failure
conditions, t(118) = 7.85, p < .001. In the success condition, the
postoutcome mean increased significantly from the preoutcome mean,
t(118) = 5.60, p < .005, indicating that the goal was seen as less
difficult. In the failure condition, the postoutcome mean decreased
significantly from the preoutcome mean, t(118) = 5.93, p < .001,
indicating that the goal was seen as more difficult.

For direct comparison with the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study,
goal commitment, 1u¢k, ability, goal difficulty, effort, and overall
performance were also analyzed as separate single items. Table 9,

summarizing these results, shows that the success/fail manipulation



Table 9

Summary of Results Across Success and Failure Conditions

for Comparison with Dossett and Greenberg Single Items
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Success Failure
Dependent Variable ‘Mean  SD Mean  SD df F sig.
Goal Commitment 6.07 1.02 3.92 1.79 1,118 64.85 .001
Luck 5.81 1.01 3.70 1.5¢ 1,118 81.93 .001
Ability 5.86 1.07 3.25 1.47 1,118 124.82 .001
Goal Difficulty 5.45 1.29 3.35 1.59 1,118 61.76 .001
Effort 6.22 .98 3.03 1.29 1,118 232.77  .001
Overall Performance 6.38 .78 1.93 .97 1,118 762.66 .001




51

had a significant effect on subjects' attributions of the employee's
performance and the performance rating. Similar to the Dossett and
Greenberg results, the successful employee's outcome was atiributed
significantly more to good luck, an easy goal, high effort, and high
ability than was the unsuccessful employee's outcome. In addition,

the successful employee was given higher ratings on overall performance
and goal commitment than was the failing employee.

In the present study, more than one item was used to measure the
five of the six dependent variables. The attempt to measure luck with
more than one item was not successful. Table 10 shows that the
Dossett and Greenberg (1981) effects were all replicated with these
multiple item indices. Attributions were significantly affected by

the success/failure manipulation in the present study.



Table 10

Summary of Results for Success and Failure Conditions

Using Multiple Item Mcasures
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Success Failure
Dependent Variable Mean SD Mean SD daf F sig.
Effectiveness 6.27 .70 1.78 .68 1,118 1265.28 .001
Goal Commitment 5.91 1.11 3.15 1.44 1,118 138.18 .001
Luck=* 5.81 1,01 3.70 1.50 1,118 81.93 .001
Ability 5.88 .93 3.17 1.38 1,118 160.76  .001
Goal Difficulty 5.47 1.13 3.19 1.45 1,118 92.42 .001
Effort 6.26 3.05 1.15 1,118 329.42 .001

.74

*UJses only the single item.
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Chapter 1V
DISCUSSION
Attributional Effects

The results clearly support the predictions that the subjects'
ratings of the employee's effectiveness, and attributions of goal
commitment, luck, ability, goal difficuity, and effort would be
differentiaily affected by goal setting conditions, performance
outcomes, and whether the goal was accepted or rejected. The results
suggest that when the goal was seif-set by the employee, the perceived
causes for success and failure were less affected by various
manipulations than when the goal was set participatively or was
assigned by a supervisor. Supporting the Dossett and Greenberg (1981)
results, success or failure effects on the ratings of effectiveness
and attributions as to goal commitment, luck, ability, goal
difficulty, and effort increased as the supervisors' influence in
setting the goal increased. This was magnified by the accept/reject
manipulation. With increasingly more supervisory influence in setting
the goal, as in the participative and assigned goal setting
conditions, subjects gave higher effectiveness ratings, and attributed
higher goal commitment, more good luck, higher ability, and greater
effort, but less goal difficulty, to the successful employee.
Unsuccessful employees received lower effectiveness ratings, lower
attributions of ability and effort, greater bad luck, and more goal
difficulty. This effect was especially noticeable in the

assigned/reject goal setting condition for effectiveness, goal
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commitment, and goal difficulty; in this condition the supervisor was
completely responsible for the goal.

These data also support the findings of Jones and Davis (1965)
that ratings of effectiveness and attributions concerning the
employee's goal commitment, luck, ability, goal difficulty, and effort
increased as goal setting conditions increased in hedonic relevance
for the supervisor. Similar to the Dossett and Greenberg (1981)
results, differences across goal setting conditions for ratings of
effectiveness, goal commitment, and goal difficulty were strong for
failing employees and even stronger when the goal was also rejected.
In the assigned condition, the employee's failure was blamed most on
lack of goal commitment, ability, and effort. Thus, failure of the
employee to meet the assigned goal was attributed to internal factors;
however, failure was also attributed to bad luck and to a hard goal
(in the goal rejection condition). Internal and external attributions
were not clearly separated. In addition, the lack of significant
differences in Questionnaire I, and the significant differences in
Questionnaire II in gcal commitment and goal difficulty ratings
between success and failure conditions suggests that the performance
outcome significantly effected the ratings.

It is also relevant to evaluate the results of the present study
with consideration of Cooper's (1981) sources of halo: undersampling,
insufficient concreteness, insufficient rater motivation and knowledge,
an engulfing., Undersampling of the employee's behavior may have been
a problem because the subjects never had an opportunity to view actual

employee performance. Therefore, the raters were asked to make
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judgments about abstract items based on reported outcomes rather than
observed behavior; they may have been relying on inferences which were
not accurate and which were overly influenced by the outcome
information. Due to the vague and abstract nature of the measurement
instrument in this study, insufficient concreteness may also account
for the impact of the success/fail effect on many of the
manipulations; but these effects may well occur when performance
ratings call for trait attributions similar to those used in this
study. Although the students were asked to play the role of the
employee's supervisor, there was no way of knowing how committed to
the role or motivated they actually were. Perhaps the subjects were
less committed than actual supervisors would be, which might account
for some of the strong main effects between manipulations. Engulfing
may have also been operating because of general impressions the
subject formed due to the success versus failure outcome, and the
accept versus reject manipulations. As noted above, the rater had
little other information to use.

Feldman (1981) suggested that raters construct cognitive schemata
and prototypes that guide their search often providing a limited view
of events. Perhaps the raters in this study had an unconscious
prototype for a failing employee, or for an employee that rejects a
goal. If such accept/succeed or reject/fail prototypes were
activated, this might account for the finding that the success
conditions were not drastically affected by the manipulations; the
raters may have been set to attend to and encode behaviors, and

attribute causes consistent with their cognitive schemata regarding
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success or failure. No direct information regarding such prototypes
or schemata was collected during this study.

Results provide mixed support for extending the Miller and Ross
(1975) information processing approach to observer attributions.
Expected outcomes (accept/succeed and reject/fail) should have led to
internal attributions. Results tend to confirm that prediction--
higher effort, ability, and goal commitment attributions occurred in
the accept/succeed conditions, while low ability, effort, and goal
commitment attributions were made in the reject/fail conditions.
These results were clearest in the assigned goal condition, although
goal commitment attributions were lower than expected for the
accept/succeed cases in that condition. Unfortunately, when
unexpected results occurred (accept/failure and reject/succeed),
internal attributions occurred in the same pattern--success produced
higher attributions of effort, ability, and goal commitment, while
failure produced attributions of low ability, effort, and goal
commitment. Again, these results were clearest in the assigned goal
condition. External attributions were also not clearly supportive of
Miller and Ross. Success resulted in attributions to good luck
regardliess of the expected or unexpected nature of the outcomes.
Amount of good luck was somewhat higher in the unexpected
reject/succeed condition. Attributions to goal difficulty produced an
unusual pattern of results. Unexpected outcomes should have produced
"easy goal" attributions in the reject/succced conditions and
"difficult goal" attributions in the accept/fail conditions. But this

pattern did not appear. The goal was perceived to be easier in the
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accept/fail condition than it was in the reject/succeed condition.
When expected outcomes occurred, success produced "easy goal"
attributions and failure produced "“hard goal" attributions. Again,
these results were clearest in the assigned goal condition.

It appears that success or failure in assigned goal conditions
produced the most differentiated set of attributions; whether the
employee's performance was expected or unexpected had little to do
with the internal versus external attribution patterns.

Attributional results 1ﬁ this study are consistent with other
attribution theory and research. Weiner et al. (1971) suggested that
ability and effort are internal attributions, and task difficulty and
luck are external. Similar to the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study,
actual goal difficulty remained constant in this study; as a result,
subjects should attribute the cause of performance to ability and
effort rather than other factors. However, the success/failure
effects were largest in the reject conditions, and in the'assigned
goal conditions. The multiple comparison analysis indicated that the
means in the assigned, reject, failure cell were significantly lower
than means in nearly all other cells.

Although Weiner et al. (1971) expect the luck versus internal
factors contrast, there seems to be a problem with using luck as a
dependent variable. The problem is that an external attribution
should involve luck or chance while an internal attribution should
involve ahility or effort--but a good luck/bad luck scale does not

allow the subject to contrast chance versus internal factors. Whether
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performance is attributed fo good or bad luck is determined by success

or failure--as the results clearly show.
Unpredicted Results

The overriding determinant of attributions regarding the employee
was whether or not the goal was met. For instance, whether the
employee succeeded appeared to be the overriding determinant in
percepticn of goal commitment, luck, ability, goal difficulty, and
effort in both the accept and reject conditions. Although little
difference across goal setting conditions was expected for ability,
large differences were found in both the accept and reject conditions.
Perhaps the success result facilitated attributions of higher internal
motivational and ability states. Subjects taking the roie of
supervisor may have been persuaded that the successful employee must
be a good employee overall and the failing employee an overall bad
employee. Thus, being successful may have provided a positive halo
effect for the subjects (supervisors) when they evaluated the
employee's performance.

The accept/reject manipulation revealed some other important
implications for superviSory performance appraisals and causal
attribution ratings. The results supported the predictions that,
within the goal setting condition, supervisor ratings would be
affected by whether the employee accepted or rejected the goal. When
the employee failed in meeting the goal, supervisors (subjects) rated
the employee who accepted the goal as performing better than the

employee who failed but rejected the goal. The present data suggest
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that whether a goal is accepted or rejected by an employee may play a
significant role in supervisors' attributions and perhaps performance
appraisal ratings. For instance, failure in all three goal setting
conditions produced significantly lower goal commitment ratings, and
the effects were largest in the reject condition involving assigned
goal setting. In all three goal setting conditions, failure produced
significantly lower ratings on the luck variable, but in this case the
effects were largest in the accept condition involving an assigned
goal. The expected significant decrease in ability attribution as
supervisory involvement increased actually occurred in the reject/
failure condition rather than the accept/failure condition. The
success/failure differences for goal difficulty were smallest in the
accept condition, and, although the results were similar, the means
were lower for the failure conditions. The accept condition produced
significantly lower effort ratings for the failure group with the
largest difference occurring in the assigned goal condifion; this was
expected only in the reject condition.

Consequently, in this study, employee acceptance of the goal may
have facilitated attributions of higher internal motivational and
ability states even before information regarding the performance
outcome was provided. As a result, subjects taking the role of the
supervisor may have been persuaded that the employee must be an
overall good employee because the goal was readily accepted as being
reasonahle, On the other hand, an employee finding the supervisor's
goal to be unreasonable may have prompted the inference that the

employee must be an overall poor employee because the goal was
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rejected. Thus, the employee's acceptance of the goal may have also
provided a positive halo effect for the subjects when they evaluated
the employee's performance. The empioyee who accepted the goal
received a higher performance rating and.more positive causal
attributions for the performance.

These findings have implications for goal setting and performance
appraisal literature. The results suggest that when thé goal is self-
set by the employee, the perceived causes for success/failure are less
clearly internal or external than when goals are set participatively
or are simply assigned by a supervisor. Similariy, the effects of
success or failure attribution are magnified by acceptance or
rejection of the goal, especially when goals are assigned. Thus, if
goals must be set participatively or assigned, the supervisors should
be made aware of the effects this can have on ratings they make.

A training program as suggested by Steers and Porter (1979) may be
effective in this regard. Further research is needed to understand
the process variables involved in the interaction between manner of
goal setting, emS]oyee acceptance/rejection, and appraisal of
performance,

In conclusion, research on goal setting has provided support for
Locke's (1968) theory and has demonstrated the practicality of goal
setting programs as a means of improving employee performance.
However, research is needed for further validation and elaboration of
the theory. Prior research findings suggest how gnals can effect
organizational effectiveness as a whole; but the present study, along

with the Dossett and Greenberg (1981) study suggest that the goal



setting strategy may affect performance appraisals and supervisory
attributions. These effects could have a negative impact on

supervisor-employee relationships.
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SCRIPTS

Group 1: Participative Goal

In the first tapc, the employece initially set a goal which was
upgraded by the supervisor and was eithe} accepted or rejected by the
employee. In addition, the employee either succeeded or failed to
reach the goal. The script for this condition read as follows:

Supervisor: "Hi (name), how are you today?"

Worker: "I'm fine, thanks, how are you?"

Supervisor: "Great! (pause) As you probably know, I called you
in today to discuss your performance. As a result of the training
program you've just completed, I feel it's appropriate to set some
goals for the next six months. I want you to concentrate most on the
time you spend calling your customers (pause) and on your sales
volume. Do you have any suggestions?" (shows scale to employee)

Worker: "I think I should be able to spend 25% of my time
calling my customers without my sales volume dropping below 80% of
standard."

Supervisor: "That's a little too low, I want to set your goal at
30% for calling customers. That should not be too difficult; most of
our employees right out of training are able to meet these goals
pretty reqularly."

Worker: "That sounds reasonable to me."

Supervisor: "Here are your ratings on the other job dimensions

. . " (fade out)
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In the rejection condition, the last lines in this interaction
read as follows:

Worker: "That still seems too high for me. I don't think that's
a reasonable goal. I am afraid my sales.volume will drop below 80% if
I have to spend too much time calling customers."

Supervisor: "Well, why don't you leave it at 30% and see how
things work. That should not be too difficult; most of our employees
right out of training are able to meet these goals pretty regularly.
Here are your ratings on the other job dimensions . . ."* (fade out)

Group 2: Self-set Goal

In the second tape, the employee set a goal which was accepted by
the supervisor and either accepted or rejected by the employee. In
addition, the employee either succeeded or failed the goal. The
interaction proceeded as follows:

Supervisor: "Hi (name), how are you today?"

Worker: "I'm fine, thanks, how are you?"

Supervisor: "Great! (pause) As you probably know, I called you
in today to discuss your performance. As a result of the training
program you've just completed, I feel it's appropriate to set some
goals for the next six months. I want you to concentrate most on the
time you spend calling customers (pause) and on your sales volume.
Do you have any suggestions?" (shows scale to employee)

Worker: "I think I should be able to spend 30% of my time
calling my customers without my sales volume dropping below 80% of

standard. "
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Supervisor: "That sounds reasonable to me. That should not be
too difficult; most of our employees right out of training are able to
meet these goals pretty regularly. Here are your ratings on cother job
dimensions . . ." (fade out)

In the reject condition, the interaction ended as follows:

Worker: "However, I really don't want to set a firm customer
calling goal because if my sales volume begins to drop unexpectedly I
would want to work to raise it immediately and let the calling goal
slide. So I only see these as tentative goals."

Supervisor: "Well, why don't you leave it at 30% and see how
things work. That should not be too difficult; most of our employees
right out of training are able to meet these goals pretty regularly.
Here are your ratings on the other job dimensions . . ." (fade out)

Group 3: Assigned Goal

In the third tape, the supervisor assigned the goal which was
either accepted or rejected by the employee. 1In addition, the
employee either succeeded or failed the goal. The interaction
proceeded as follows:

Supervisor: "Hi (name), how are you today?"

Worker: "I'm fine, thanks, how are you?"

Supervisor: "Great! (pause) As you probably know, I called you
in today to discuss your performance. As a result of the training
program you've just completed, I feel it's appropriate to set some
goals for the next six months. I want you to concentrate most on the

time you spend calling customers (pause) and on your sales volume--
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you should be spending 30% of yocur time calling customers while
maintaining your sales volume at 80% of standard.”

Worker: "That sounds reasonable to me."

Supervisor: "Good, that should not. be too difficult; most of our
employees right out of training are able to meet these goals pretty
regularly. Here are your ratings on the other job dimensions . . ."
(fade out)

In the reject condition, the interaction ended as follows:

Worker: "That sounds too high for me. I don't think that's a
reasonable goal. I'm afraid my saies volume will drop if I have to
spend 30% of my time calling my customers.”

Supervisor: "Well, why don't you leave it at 30% and see how
things work. That should not be too difficult; most of our employees
right out of training are able to meet these goals pretty regularly.

Here are your ratings on the other job dimensions . . ." (fade out)
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CONSENT FORM

You are invited to participate in a study of goal setting. As a
participant in this study, you wiil be asked to view a videotape. At
the concliusion of the experimental session, the investigator will
describe the purpose of the study and the anticipated findings. At
this time, you will have an opportunity to discuss these issues with
the investigator.

Your responses will be kept confidential. Your name will not be
associated in any way with the information you provide.

No significant risks are involved in this research beyond those
of everyday life. The benefits for participation in this research are
simply those of having an opportunity to see how a research project of
this type is conducted, and to possibly learn something about an area
of current research interest in psychology. We cannot promise you
that you will receive any benefits other than those discussed here.
Should vou decide to participate in this study, your participation
will satisfy one of several options available to you for obtaining
extra course credit in your psychology course, as described to you by
your instructor. However, you do have the option of performing
alternate activities for such credit should you choose not to part1c1pafe.

Your decision whether or not to participate in this study will
not affect your relationship with the University of Nebraska, nor your
participation in any of your classes in psychology. If you decide to
participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and to discontinue
participation at any time. If you have any questions, please ask the
investigator now. If you have any questions later, the investigator
may be reached at the phone listed below.

YOU ARE MAKING A DECISION WHETHER OR NOT TO PARTICIPATE. YOUR
SIGNATURE INDICATES THAT YOU HAVE DECIDED TO PARTICIPATE HAVING READ
THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE. YOU WILL BE GIVEN A COPY OF THIS FORM
TO KEEP.

Date

Participant's Signature

Investigator's Signature

Janet Car
554-2580
Department. of Psychology
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QUESTIGNNAIRE I

PLEASE READ INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY.

Instructions: The following statements are concerned with your

opinions and views concerning the videotape. Please record all
responses in the blank spaces provided. In order to protect your
confidentiality, your name will not appear on this survey,

In addition, all acquired data will be analyzed for relationships
with no concern for individual responses. Thank you for your
participation in this survey.

How was the employee's goal set?

____Participative set goal (employer asked for suggestions and
discussed goals)

____Self-set goal (employee set own goal)

_____Assigned goal (employer assigned goal with no discussion)

Did the employee find the goal?
Reasonable (accepted goal)
Unreasonable (rejected goal)

Compared to the supervisor, how much influence did the employee
have in setting the customer calling goal?

none : extreme amount

How committed do you think the employee is to attaining the
customer calling goal?
very uncommitted : : : : : : very committed

How difficult do you think it will be for the employee to achieve
the customer calling goal?

very easy : very difficult

How strongly do you think the employee accepts the customer
calling goal?
very weakly : : : : : : very strongly
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QUESTIONNAIRE II

PLEASE READ INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY.

Instructions: The following statements are concerned with your
opinions and views concerning the employee. Please record all
responses in the blank spaces provided. .

FOR EXAMPLE: If you feel the supervisor was moderately friendly,
please mark the boex as Shown below.

The supervisor
was friendly.

The supervisor
was not friendly.

1. The employee The employee
succeeded in failed to meet
meeting the the calling goal.
calling goal.

2. The employee was The employee was
very uncommitted very committed to
to meeting the meeting the
calling goal. calling goal.

3. The customer The customer
calling perfor- calling perfor-
mance was due to mance was due to
bad luck. good luck.

4. The customer The customer
calling perfor- calling perfor-
mance was due to mance was due to
lack of ability. high ability.

5. The customer The customer
calling perfor- calling perfor-
mance was due to mance wsa due to
a hard goal. an easy goal.

6. The customer The customer
calling perfor- calling perfor-
mance was due to mance was due to
lack of effort. high effort.

7. The goal was The goal was
strongly strongly
accepted. rejected.

8. The customer The customer

calling overall
performance was
very poor.

calling overall
performance was
excellent.



10.

11.

12.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The employee
set a specific
goal for the
task.

The employee
tried hard to
meet the
assigned goal.

The emplioyee -
found the goal
set by the
employer very
difficult.

It was the
employee's
intention to
meet the set
goal.

The goal set by
the supervisor
was very hard,

The employee
had in mind a
specific goal
while she
worked.

The employee
thought of the
set goal as her
own when
working.

There was a
good reason for
working toward
the goal.

The goal was
boring.

Meeting the
goal would be
valuable to the
employee.
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The employee did
not set a specific
goal for the task.

The employee did
not try hard to
meet the assigned
goal.

The employee
fourid the goal
set by the
employer very
easy.

It was not the
emplioyee's
intention to
meet the set

‘goal.

The goal set by
the supervisor
was very easy.

The employee did
not have in mind
a specific goal
while she
worked.

The empioyee did
not think of the
set goal as her
own when
working.

There was not a
good reason for
working toward

the goal.

The goal was
interesting.

Meeting the goal
would not be
valuable to the
employee.



19,

20.

21,

22.

23.

24.

The supervisor
knows how to
handle the
employee.

The employece
respects the
supervisor.

The employee's
value is
recognized by
the supervisor.

The supervisor
listens to
suggestions.

The goal is
unfair.

The supervisor
set a reasonable
goal.

/3

The supervisor
does not know
how to handle
the employese.

The employee
does not respect
the supervisor.

The employee's
value is not
recognized by
the supervisor.

The supervisor
does not listen
to suggestions.

The goal is
fair.

The supervisor
set an
unreasonable goal.



12.
13.
14.
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DEMOGRAPHICS

What is your age?

What is your marital status:
Single Married Divorced . Widowed

Number of dependents

How many years have you worked?

How many years with your present company?
How many years at your present position?

Have you ever held a supervisory position?
If yes, for how long?

What company do you work for?

What is your present position?

How many hours a week do you work?
Blue-collar worker White-collar worker
Union membership? Member Nonmember

Are you planning a career with your present company?

Are you:
Black White Oriental Spanish Surname

American Indian
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ANOVA Tables
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Results for Effectiveness Summing Across Items 1 and 8

Table 1

Analysis of Variance
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o Significance ?
Source of Variation df F of F w
Main Effects 4 541.41 .001 .95
Goal Set Conditions (GS) 2 .50 .951 .00
Accept/Reject (A/R) 1 82.10 .001 .04
Success/Fail (S/F) 1 2083.42 .001 .91
2-Way Interactions 5 .78 .565 .00
GS x A/R 2 1.51 .225 .00
GS x S/F 2 .35 .710 .00
A/R x S/F 1 .18 .673 .00
3-Way Interactions 2 .93 .911 .00
GS x A/R x S/F 2 .93 .911 .00
Explained 11 197.25 .001
Residual 108
Total 119




Table 2

Analysis of Variance

Results for Goal Commitment Summing Across Items 2, 9, 12, 14, 15

o Significance 2
Source of Variation df F of F w
Main Effects 4 1188.71 .001 .79
Goal Set Conditions (GS) 2 564.17 .001 .19
Accept/Reject (A/R) 1 372.15 .001 .06
Success/Fail (S/F) 1 3254.35 .001 .54
Z-Way Interactions 5 205.02 .001 .17
GS x A/R 2 249.34 .001 .08
GS x S/F 2 156.53 .001 .05
A/R x S/F 1 213.34 .001 .04
’3-way Interactions 2 72.70 .001 .02
GS x A/R x S/F 2 72.70 .001 .02
Explained 11 538.67 .001
Residual 108

Total 119




Table 3

Analysis of Variance

Results for Ability Summing Across Items 4 and 21
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o Significance 2
Source of Variation df F of F w
Main Effects 4 301.17 .001 .63
Goal Set Conditions (GS) 2 52.89 .001 .05
Accept/Reject (A/R) 1 2.02 .158 .00
Success/Fail (S/F) 1 1096.89 .0C1 .58
2-Way Interactions 5 116.03 .001 .30
GS x A/R 2 6.23 .003 .01
GS x S/F 2 283.67 .001 .30
A/R x S/F 1 .37 .543 .00
3-Way Interactions 4.58 .012 .00
GS x A/R x S/F 2 4.58 .012 .00
Explained 11 163.07 .001
Residual 108
Total 119




Table 4

Analysis of Variance

Results for Goal Difficulty Summing Across Items 5, 11, 13
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Significance

Source of Variation df F of F w?
Main Effects 4 367.81 .001 .59
Goal Set Conditions (GS) 2 101.67 .001 .08
Accept/Reject (A/R) 1 179.67 .001 .07
Success/Fail (S/F) 1 1088.25 .001 .44
2-Way Interactions 5 140.03 .001 .28
GS x A/R 2 60.23 .001 .05
GS x S/F 2 126.77 .001 .10
A/R x S/F 1 326.15 .001 .13
3-Way Interactions 2 99.17 .001 .08
GS x A/R x S/F 2 99.17 .001 .08
Explained 11 215.43 .001

Residual 108

Total 119




Results for Effort Summing Across Items 6, 10, 16, 18

Table 5

Analysis of Variance
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o Significance 2
Source of Variation daf F of F w
Main Effects 4 519.87 .001 .81
Goal Set Conditions (GS) 2 66.91 .001 .04
Accept/Reject (A/R) 1 91.12 .001 .03
Success/Fail (S/F) 1 2254.52 .001 .74
2-Way Interactions 5 87.45 .001 .14
GS x A/R 2 13.82 .001 .01
GS x S/F 2 203.81 .001 .13
A/R x S/F 1 2.01 .160 .00
3-Way Interactions 2 18.69 .001 .dl
GS x A/R x S/F 2 18.69 .001 .01
Explained 11 268.56 .001
Residual 108
Total 119




	University of Nebraska at Omaha
	DigitalCommons@UNO
	5-1-1985

	An attributional analysis of goal setting, acceptance, and performance outcome on supervisor's evaluations
	Janet J. Car
	Recommended Citation


	tmp.1499799968.pdf.0THAo

