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Goal Setting, Evaluation Apprehension and Social Cues as

Determinants of Job Performance and Job Satisfaction
Sam E. ﬂhite. Terence R. Mitchell, Cecil H. Bell..Jr.
University of Hashington.,

A major portion of the recent research in~the area of motivation has

.. emphasized the;importance of settino goals and the;process by:which-the'goals
are set (Campbell & rritchard; 1976);H.Reviews of both.laboratory studies

_ (Locke, 1968) and fieid:research (Latham & Yukl,‘1975;‘$teersg&~Porter, 1974)
are fair]y"unamhiguops:. People‘usually worh harder.and perform better when task
goals are established than when task goals are ahsent.

The theoretical foundations for such an approach are provocative. Whereas
most theories of task performance are either based on a principie of need
- fulfillment (e.g., need hierarchy approaches) or some sort.of maximization
principle (e g., expectancy approaches) proponents of goal setting argue that
Just having a- goal and accepting it is sufficient for increased task performance.
Both the early theoretical work of Ryan (1970) and Locke s (1968) rigorous :
empirical development of the theory have emphasized the point that goals are the
most immediate and direct detenminant of task performance ard that other
situational factors such as monetary incentives and knowledge of results, affect
behavior only insofar as they affect the individual s goals. In short, goais.-
are viewed as the primary causal agent of task behavior.

The major purpose of the following research was to separate the effects of
establishing task goals from the effects of two other situational dimensions
that have been shown independently to influence task performance: evaluation
apprehension and social cues It would appear that in some goal setting studies
the results may be partially explained in terms of the degree of evaluation
apprehension induced hy establishing goals and the socialvcues provided by the
subject's coworkers about accomplishing the goals. Although these variables
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may be correlated wfth sétting goals, they can be treated as separate constructs
theoretically. g |

These alternative explanaiioﬁs for observed goal setting effects are fairly
straightforward. Both hypotheses are based on the early social facilitation
work (Allport, 1920, 1924; Zajonc, 1965) and the later interpretations of this
work by cOttfell (1968). This approach suggests that when people are working in
situatioh§ where other people are present they will produce more because of
(a) the apprehension geherated by the possible evaluation of their work by others
and (b) the sent expectations in the form of social cues about how they should
behave. _ . G _ :

: Much of the goai éétting wofk can be partia]iy interpreted in terms of

these alternative explanatibns. For example, in almost every case the experi-

menter (in ldboratory reseafch) or the supervisor (in field research) knows what : 3

goals have been set. He or she knows how well the person performs and is
therefore able to éﬁaiuate the persbn's job performance. F;kthefmore, the :
subjects generally know their performance will be evaluated by the experimenter.
Also, in many field.studies goals ére set for groups of péople rather than for
individuals (e.g., Latham & Yukl, 1975b; Zander & Newcomb, 1967). In situations
where group goals were set it is plausible that social cues and expectations
influenced performance rather than goals. One's peers can encoufage or discourage
one to work hard or to slack off in pursuit of an established goal. Péer pressure
has been shown to have a powérful effect on behavior (e.g., the classic studies
by Asch, 1951, of‘SchacHter, Ellertson. McBride, & Gregpny, 1951) and this
pressure may serve to increase task pefformance. Therefore, in thé‘following
study we attempted to measure the effeéts on task performanée of goal settiﬁg,

g .

evaluation apprehension and social cues, both independently and in combination}

In this nay.ie hoped to tease out the independent effects of goal settfhb on
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performance from other influences a& well as the relative importance of each
variable in explaining differences in performance levels.
A secondary purpose of the research was to examine the relationship

- 'between goal:sefting and job attituden.h The literature reviews by Steers and
_ Porter (1974) and Latham and Yuk) (1975a) both note the paucity of research in
this area. Some of the early ﬁorﬁ by Locke (e g., Bryan & Locke 1967; Locke &
Bryan, 1967) shows that goal setting is posit1ve1y related to one's interest in
-the task and sat‘sfactton with performance on the task. Latham and Kinne (1974)
reported thlt goal setting was related to lower absenteeism which they suggest
may have reflected an increase in Job satisfaction Umstot, Bell, and Mitchell
(1976) found that goal setting produced an interaction effect with job enrichment
on job satisfactien;v1nd1v1duals reported high satisfaction when both goals and
enrichment‘were present but low satisfaction when both were absent. Enrichment,
however, had a main effect on job satisfaction while goals did not. The

following research examines these relationships more fully.

Method

Subjects

One hundred twenty-four undergraduate business students served as subjects
in the research. Due to failure to follow instructions (N = 13), pfevioﬁs
interaction with confederates (N = 3), or a failure to correctly record produc-
tion data (N = 4) twenty subjec;s were omitted from the analyses. The remaining
104 participants were randomly assigned to the‘exper1menta1 conditions. The
ratio of males to females in all treatment conditions was 2:1 and the average
age was 23 years (the range was 20 to 38 years). The average age in the treat-

ment conditions varied from 22.4 to 23.9 years.
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Establishing the Organizational Setting
The students were contdcted in their classes and asked to volunteer for’

part-time work. 'Subjects were told that,they‘were being hired by the American

;Employment Council.(AEC) to organize survey. infbrmation for shipment to a

national headquarters in Washington D.C. " Also, they were toid that they would be
asked some queeticns about their work experience.

Every opportunity-to establish a realistic work environment was used to
our advantage. Application blanks, signs on the walls:and doors of the facili-
ties, and pa&rolﬁ:checks bearing the Council's name were used to identify the
operation wiah a-nationai survey project. Ali»output'wag placed in specially
marked contajners bearing a fictitious wa;hington D.C. address and questionnaires
and other material were fictitiously identified and preaented as a part of the
normal n0rk:routine. Each subject worked fbr two hours at a rate of $2.50/hour.
The Task |
.. + The employees were asked to sort a large number of index cards on a sorting
board (Pritchard & Curtis, 1973, used a similar task). Each card contained some
biographical information about a fictitfnus person who supposedly was a respon-
dent to an AEC survey. Each card contained pre-punched information about the
sex (male, female), race (caucasian, minority) and salary level (high, medium,
Tow) of the respondent as well as other employee data such as a coded job des-
cription. Any given card could be sorted into only one of 12 categories based on
the biographical information (sex x race x salary). The sorting board had 12
configurations:of long pegs on 1£; each configurat?on'representfng one of the
above combfnations. The taékeontrolled for nerformance quality sfnce each
card could fit on only one set of pegs. If the employee made a mistake by
either misreading the information on the card or misplacing it on the board, the
card would not f1t onto the spike arrangement until the error was corrected.

The individual's task was to fit as many of the cards correctly on the sorting
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board as possible during the work period. The task also required the employee-
subjects to bundle their sorted cards using a standardized procedure and to
place them in a box addressed for mailing.
Procedure

The experimental area consisted of three small ‘rooms and one large room
norma]ly used as offices on the compus of the university. When subjects arrived
they went into the large ‘instructional room where they filled out an empioyment
sheet and a consent form permitting us to use the information gathereo from them
for research purposes. This activity took about five minutes. Tne next 20
minutes involved a demonstration of the task by the Supervisor-experimenter and
the manipulation of the goal setting and evaluation apprehension variables (via

instructions). During this period the supervisor's comments were made ‘according

to a prescrib t so that, except for manipulations, his comments were

exactly the every condition. After this introductory phase, the subjects

were taken to separate working areas where they worked independently on the task.
Upon arriving at their work stations subjects were asked to sort some
cards remaining “rom the previous: work sessfon. (Actually these cards were
placed in: the work area by the supervisor and consisted of two caros from each
biographical category). This initial sorting activity allowed theISubJects.to ;
practice the task. After the subjects had finished sorting the 24 cards, they
were given an unsorted deck of 250'cords. 'EachAcard deck was randomly composed
of the 12 combinations of employee information. When the first deck was returned
to the mailing box, the subject was given another deck of unsorted cards. These
work procedures were followed for approximately 85 minutes. The iast 10 minutes

of the two hour sessions were spent fil1l1ing out a questionnaire.
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Manipulating the Independent Variables

Goal setting and evaluation apprehension were manipulited during the demonstra-
tion and instructions phase of the experiment. When a goals assigned condition
was being run, the following 1n!é;tion was included immediately gfter demon-
strating the task: & ety ‘

"I would Tike you to set a production goal for your efforts on this

Jjob. I would 1ike you to set a goal of 750 cards per hour for your

work. I think you can achieve this goal because the work is easy."
If a no goals assigned condition was being run this statement was omitted.

Pilot study results indicated this goal level would be reasonable and
moderately difficult to attain. One-half of the bilot subjects achiéved this
level of productivity. oot o

When a high evaluation apprehension conditioﬁ:was béing run, the fbllowing
iquction was included in the task instructions immediately after‘the goal
setting statement:

“Since I am interested in how well you do on this task, I would

like to have you identify your output by putting your initials on

each deck of cards you sort. Later, I will carefully evaluate your

proficiency at doing this task by comparing your level of output

with that of others who work on this project."
In the low evaluation apprehension condition, no initials were written on the
card decks and there was no mention of evaluation made by the experimenter. In
both of the evaluation épprehension conditions, the subject's bundled cards were
mixed with other people's cards (in a large box in thé 1nstruction$l room) sd
that it was difficult to distinguish one person's output from another berson's
during the work sessions. In addition, the experiménter left the work areas
once the subjects had begun the card sorting activities.

Three types of social cues were used:zkposit1ve, neutral, and negative.
The positive and negafive cue conditions were estabiishéd verbally and behav-

jorally by confederates during the work period. A script was prepared for the

ke bkt 5 i L s S
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verbal cues to make sure that they were constant across experimental sessions.
Also, the six confederates who participated in the study.played these roles an
apptoximately equal number of times in each of the lé treatment conditions.

A positive role consisted of issuing positive comments about the task, the
information on the cards, and the work envinonmentA(ezg 4 like this job" and

7 L m working pretty fast now“) and sortinn three decks of cards (750 cards) per

hour. A negative role consisted of issuing negative comments (e.g., "I don't

like this job" and "I'm not working very fast now") and sorting one deck of cards
per,nour. The neutrai social cue condition paired two naive subjects together
The cues in this condition consisted of the natural unrehearsed responses of the
subjects to the experimental. task, the experimental environment, and to each
other. Subjects in the neutral social cues condition senved as a control group
against which the positive and negative conditions could be compared.

Some additional comments about the use of confederates may be in order.
First, they practiced their roles a number of times before the experiment began.
Second, in the actual study they were treated like every other experimental
subject. They filled out all‘tne forms and questionnaires and uere subject to

the same work procedures as the other participants. Third, while the confeder-

ates were obviously aware of differences in the instructions with respect to

goals and evaluation, they were not briefed about the experimental hypotheses.

AFina]ly, the confederates did not know which social cue role to play until they

entered the instructional room to begin the experiment aiong with the other
subjects. The supervisor placed an unobtrusive ﬁ.(for positiue) or N (for
negative) on a calendar hanging on the wall of tne room and the'confederates
acted accordingly. o
Measures 4 :

Data were collected on four maior ciasses~of variables: (a) manipulation

checks, (b) productivity, (c) job satisfaction, and (d) other job attitudes The
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manfpulation checks consisted of questionnaire items administered at the end of
the work session. To assess the effectiveness of the goal setting manipulation
each employee was asked: to respond to the following two questions on a 7-point
scale ranging from (7) agree strongly to (1) disagree strongly: (a) "Individual
performance goals were set on this job." (b) "I had production goals to meet on
this job."

Similar scales were used to assess the effectiveness of the social cues
manipulation. Subjects indicated their amount of agreement to the following
statements: (a) "I feel that others di& not do their best on this job."

(b) "I feel that others were bored on this job."

Using a similar 7-point scale, a fifth item measured evaluatiaon aporehen-
sion: "My performance was measured and compared with the performance »f others
on this job." The manipulation check items were intermixed with other job
attitude items that are described below.

Productivity was operationalized by measuring the subjects' output during
the work period. Each time a subject returned to the instructional area with a
sorted deck of cards, a research assistant would secretly record the starting and
ending time on a work sheet. When the work session was completed, after the
subjects left, the cards sorted in the last card deck worked on were counted and
this amount and the ending times were recorded on the work sheet. This procedure
provided a means for establishing three measures of productivity.

The major productivity measure was the number of cards sorted per minute
(total cards sorted/total minutes worked). Hcwever, since some subjects worked
longer than others because they asked fewer questions in the instruction period,
a second productivity measure was computed. This second measure estimated the
subjects' total output in the first 84 minutes worked. This measure eliminated

the possible contaminating effects of fatigue on productivity. Eight-four
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minutes was chosen as a standard work period because it was the average and
median time worked by all subjects in the experiment. If the subject worked less
than 84 minutes a projected estimate was computed based upon the rate for the
last deck being sorted. For example, assume that a subject completed three decks
of cards (750 cards) in 80 minutes and worked on another deck of 250 cards for
two more minutes. At 82 minutes the subject is stopped_and the experimenter
notes that 16 more cards were sorted. For this last card deck we note that the
subject was producing at 8 cards per minute on the average. An estimate of four
minutes would be 32 cards and this amount would be added to the 80 minute total
to giVe an estimate of cards sorted for 84 minutes. In this case, the subject
would have sorted 782 (750 + 32) cards in 84 minutes. If the subject worked
more than 84 minutes, we would figure out the rate for the last deck worked on
and subtract the appropria;e number from the ibtailcafds sorted to obtain a
rate for 84 minutes. A third measure of productivity.qu the number of cards
sorted in the last 15 minutes worked. Thiélmeasﬁ;e é]iminated the possible
contaminating effects of differences in tﬂé-iearnihg rate on productivity. It
was an estimate computed in a similar fashion to fhe rate in 84 minutes measure.

Job satisfaction was assessed by a bost-session questionnaire consisting of
two primary measures: (a) the work scale of the Job Descriptive Index (Sﬁith,
Kendall & Hulin, 1969) and (b) the general satisfaction scale of the Job
Diagnostic Survey (Hackman & Oldham, 1975).

Responses to the following statements were used to establish the subjects'
feelings of job pressure, boredom, and performance satisfaction on the job:
(a) "I felt pressured on this job;" (b) "AIl in all, I think this job is boring;"
and (c) "A11 in all, I am satisfied with my performance on this job." Subjects
responded to these statements on a 7-point scale ranging from disagree strongly

(1) to agree strongly (7) in the post-session questionnaire. These items were

intermixed with the other questionnaire items.
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In summary, 104 subjects were randomly assigngd to one of 12 experimental
conditions in @ 2 x 2 x 3 factorial design in which the particular conditions
were randomly determined over a 12 day period. Two levels of goal setting, two
levels of evaluation apprehension, and three types of social cues were manipu-
lated in the fesearch design. The dependent measures consisted of manipulation
checks for each irndependent variable, three measures of productivity, two job

satisfaction measures and three measures of other attitudes about the job.

Results

Manipulation Checks

An analysis of variance was performed on the 1tems designed to check the
effectiveness of the manipulations. The dependent Variables for this analysis
were three scores generated from the post-task questionnaire. The goal setting
index was the sum of the two qhestionnaire items measuring gbal setting. The

social cues index was the sum of the two qu-stionnaire items on this topic. The

evaluation apprehension score was the item designed to measure perceptions of

performance evaluation. ! li
There were no two-way or three-way interactions so only the main effects i

will be reported. Regarding the goal setting manipulation, the mean of the :

goal assignment index was 9.62 for the group with goals assigned and 6.52 for

the group with no goals assigned. This difference is significant (F = 32.58,

p < .001). Mo other main effect approached significance on this measure.

Regérding the evaluation apprehension manipulation, the mean of the evaluation

apprehension item was 4.73 for the group that thought they would be ‘evaluated

and 3.13 for the group that thought they would not be evaluated. This difference

is also significant (F = 26.33, p < .001) and no other main effect approached

significance. Regarding the social cues manipulation, the mean of the social

cues index was 7.66 for the positive cue cundition, 7.71 for the neutral cordi-
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tion and 3.94 for the negative cue condition. The social cues main effect was
significant (F = 59.20, p < .001) and no other main effect approached signifi-

cance on this measure. Thus, the data provide convincing evidence that the

etk i st v

manipulations were effective and because there were no significant interactions

or confounding main effects we can feel confident that the manipulations had

RS e el s o

independent effects on the employees. The manipulation checks results suggest

that the three independent variables are at least somewhat conceptuaily and

AV A AT

empirically distinct variables.
Productivity

Three-way analyses of variance were carried out on the productivity

.

s

measures with two conditions of goal setting, two conditions of evaluation

B BTG Y SO

1 apprehension, and three conditions of social cues serving as independent
’ variables. Table 1 presents a summary of these results. Again, only main

effects are presented due to the absence of any interaction effects.

— e ——— i — — — — — ——— — — —

—— — — i — — — — — — —— — — — —

The results are consistent across all three performance measures. Goal

f; f setting had a significant effect on cards per minute, total output in 84 minutes,

24 ! and output in the last 15 minutes worked. The means were 10.59 to 9.98, 884.96

:
;
'
b

to 840.40, and 166.58 to 154.00 for the goals assigned and no goals assigned
groups respectively.

Evaluation apprehension also had a significant effect on all three pro-
ductivity measures. For cards per minute the mean for the evaluated group was
10.81 and 9.75 for the no evaluation group. For total output in 84 minutes the
means were 908.63 and 816.73 and for the output in the last 15 minutes worked
the means were 170.10 and 150.46. Both goal setting and evaluation apprehensibn

clearly increased productivity on the job.




A Summary of Results of Three-Way Analysis of Variance on
Three Productivity Measures®

% Variance Probability

Dependent Variable - . F df - Explained of F
Cards Per Minute - _
Goal Condition it BT 4.808N0 (s o7 1378 .029
Level of Evaluation Apprehension 12.104 By 10.9 .001
Type of Social Cues : 1.738 2" 361 Y80
Total Output in 84 Minutes . : : e
Goal Condition o386 1 2.6 .050
Level of Evaluation Apprehension 13.134 1 =0 11.6 .001
Type of Social Cues : 1.582° 2 » 3.3 .209
Output in Last 15 Minutes Worked
Goal Condition 4.550 1 3.2 .033
Level of Evaluation Apprehension  9.034 1 7.8 .004
Type of Social Cues | 2.431 . 2 5.8 .092

3The correlation between the productivity variables is as follows: .99 for
cards per minute and total output in 84 minutes, .83 for cards per minute and

output in the last 15 minutes worked, and ,29 for total output in 84 minutes and

the last 15 minutes worked.




T TRe s ol o b o Lt e
R Rt Lo 01 oo s Fi st WO so bl R A S L ST e

-12-

The results fbr'sociél cges.showed_no main effect on productivity. For
all three pefformance measures the meah for the positive social cues group was
higher than the mean for the neutral group which was in turn higher than the
mean for the negative cues §foup. but none of these differences was significant
in the three-way analyses of variance.

However, since the positive and negative cue conditions used confederates

and the neutral condition did not, we felt thatAgworadditional tests were appro
priate. .First, we wanted to see whether the neutral.cues condition was more
like the positive cues condition or the negative cues condition. Table 2
presents these data. From an inspection.of the means, one can see that the
neutral cues condition was very similar to the positive cues condition in terms

of level of performance.

————— — — — —— - — — —— — —

The second step was to use t-tests to determine wﬁéfher any of these means
were significantly different ffom one another. A summary of these results is
also available in Table 2. For all three productivity measures the positive
socfal cues condition results in significantly greater output than the negative
social cues condition. So, while the overall analysis of variance failed to
show an effect of social cues on productivity, a more in depth analysis suggests
that the positive and negative social cues resulted in different levels of
performance. Apparently the variance of the performance scores within the
experimentally uncontrolled neutral cues condition caused the analysis of
variance with three levels of social cues to be non-significant.

Job Satisfaction

The results of an analysis of variance on job satisfaction data do not

require a table. There were no significant main effects or interaction effects




Table 2

Summary of ;5tests Applieg‘;o Mean Prquctivity

f ~ Measures for each Type of Social Cues Group

£

TR R T

; f Dependent Variable : Group® _ Mean t-tests  p Value
- Cards Per Minute 1 10.57 ‘
! 2 0.2 1>3  t=204 .023
3. 988
Total Output in 84 Minutes- 1 887.20
2 §78.18 TOigiRng 2aug QUTHTT ook
3 828.97
Output in Last 15 Minutes 1 166.68
Worked 4 ,
2 164.50 1>3. t=2.27 012
‘3 149.78

3 egend: (1) positive cués,group; (2) neutral cues group; (3) negative

cues group.
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for the three independent variables on either the JDI or JDS scales. The social

cues conditions were analyzed in a fashion similar to that done with the pro-
ductivity measures, but the t-tests showed no significant differences or patterns
among the mean job sétisfactibn scores. Apparently, neither goal ‘setting,
evaluation apprehension, nor social cuéé had ény direct imﬁact on overall job
satisfaction in this particular setting.

Other Job Attitudés’

. The three other attitude measures reflected the subject's perceptions of
job pressure, boredom, and perfbrﬁance satisfaction. Analyses of variance on
these dependent variables produced the main effects shown in Table 3. For both
the feelings of boredom and job pressure there was a main effect due to type of
social cues. In general, people in the positive social cues condition were less
bored and felt more pressure than employees in the neutral or negative cues
conditions. The mean boredom score was 5.66 1n'fhe positive condition, 5.97 in
the neutral condition, and 6.57 in the negative condition. The.-mean pressure
score was 3.43 in the positive condition, 3.09 in tﬁe neutral condition, and
2.34 in the negative condition. g

Goal setting also had a main effect on peréeptions of job pressure. The
mean for the goals assigned group was‘3.61 and for the no goals assigned group

was 2.60. People felt more pressure when goals were assigned.

A ——————— — — ——— — — — — — —

A two-way interaction effect between goal setting and social cues on per-
ceptions of job pressure was also significant (F = 7.75, p < .05). This result
suggests that goal setting combined with positive social cues places the greatest

amount of pressure on the employee. However, when no goals are assigned or when
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- Table 3

A ‘Sunmary of Results of Three-Way Analysis of Variance
On Resbonsés'to'Selected Aspects of the Job

% Variance

Probability

Dependent Variable F Explained - " of F
Feelings of Job Pressure 54
Goal Condition 6273 4.4 013
Level of Evaluation Apprehension 2.624 2.6 - 105
Type of Social Cues 4.439 7.3 .014
Feelings of Boredom -
‘Goal Condition ~.086 0.9 .999
Level of Evaluation Apprehension .018 0.1 .999
Type of Social Cues '3.878 7.3 .023
Feelings of Performance Satisfaction
Goal Condition 4.062 4.0 .044
Level of Evaluation Apprehension .274 0.9 .999
Type of Social Ques 3.6 .163

1.837
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negative cues are present, the pressure to perform well on the job is substan-
tially decreased.

The only other main effect or interaction effect was a main effect of goal
setting on satisfaction with one's performance. The mean per?ormance satis-
faction in the goals assigned condition was 5.73 and in the no goals assigned
condition the mean was 5.23. Since more people reached the goal in the assigned
condition, one may infer that these results replicate Locke's finding that attain-
ment of gba]s increases the satisfaction one has with one's performance on the
Jjob. :

One: further issue about the data should be discussed. then we compare the
percentage of variance accounted for by each independent variable on all of the
dependent variables (found in Tables 1 & 3) we find that evaluation apprehension
had the: greatest impact on productivity but very little impact on any of the
Job sétiSfaction_or other attitude measures. ' Goal setting and social cues, on
the other hand, had a lesser (and almost equal) effect on performance, but a
greater effect than evaluation apprehension on the job attitude measures. While
goal setting does indeed have a significant impact on performance this effect
may not be as strong as the impact of evaluation apprehension. This is an in-
ference that needs to be pursued further but it implies that the manager has
several additional alternatives to goal setting that might be expected to lead

to increased performance.‘

Discussion and Conclusions

The primary purpose of the study was to compare the effects of goal setting
with two plausible alternative explanations for task performance, evaluation
apprehension and social cues. In terms of productivity data, all three of the

variables appear to have a significant contribution. Setting goals, evaluating
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performance and inducing ‘social cuesAto work hard all impact positively on task
performance.

The theoretical implications of the present results are that goal setting
does have an independent motivating effect on task performance as shown in
previous reseérch. The groups wiih assigned goals performed better than the
groups without goals assigned. These results may be interpreted as highly
supportive of Locke's general contention that goals are a cause of increased
motivation and productivity. However, the results 11so indicate that two other
factors contribute independently and substantially to increased performance.
Individuals also produce more when they know that their performance will be
evaluated and that their coworkers are working hard on the task.

While it is relatively easy to argue from these data that goal setting has
an independent effect on performance the reverse may not be true. That is,
evaluation apprehension and soéial'cués may also lead to covert goal setting.
So while goal setting in this study is not confounded by evaluation apprehension
or social cues, these latter two factors may be confounded by goal setting.
Further research will have to pursue this interpretation. At this point we cen
only conclude that goal setting seems to have a distinct and separate effect on
task performance. :

The practical implications of these findings are several. Keeping in mind
the limitations that the employees were students and that they only worked for
twb hours we can conclude that assigning hard specific goals and clearly
acknowledging that the employee's performance will be evaluated against this
standard should increase performance on routine clerical tasks. Although goal
acceptance was not measured..the results suggest that it is not necessary to
have employees participate 1ﬁ setting goals in order to gain acceptance of the

goals or to realize increased productivity. It may also be inferred from these

bk




=16~

results that the mere establishment of specific difficult goals may be necessary

but not sufficient to increase performance maximally; the employee must also

perceive that the manager will evaluate his or her job performance. Vhen these

1 1 two factors are combined with positive social cues high productivity should be
the result.

o R R TE

Rl

A secondary purpose of the study was to investigate the relationship between
the three independent variables and job satisfaction and other attitudes about

w0l 4 AN AT AR

the job. While there were no direct effects of goal setting, evaluation appre-
hension, or social cues on overall job satisfaction, there were some effects on
the measures of job pressure, boredom, and performance satisfaction. As one
would expect, goal setting increasedﬁpe}ceived Jjob pressure and satisfaction
with one's performance on the job. Positive social cues increased perceived
job pressure but decreased boredom‘%heﬁ compared to neutral and negative social
cues. It appears from our research results that a;signing goals, evaluating

- performance, and inducing social cues to perform well among peers leads to a

more highly productive, less bored, and more highly satisfied work force.
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