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Table 6

ANOVA: Subjective Goal Difficulty

Independent Variables = Goal Specificity (GOAL)
Internalization (INT)
Compliance (COM)

SUM OF MEAN
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES DF SQUARE F
MAIN EFFECTS 38.354 3 12.785 1.148
GOAL 15.340 1 15.340 1.378
INT. 2.007 1 2.007 0.180
COM 21.007 1 21.007 1.887
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 1.688 3 0.563 0.051
GOAL INT 0.063 1 0.063 0.006
GOAL coM 1.563 1 1.563 0.140
INT COM 0.063 1 0.063 0.006
3-WAY INTERACTION 12.840 1 12.840 1.153
EXPLAINED 52.882 7 7.555 0.678
RESIDUAL 1514.278 136 11.134
TOTAL 1567.160 143 10.959

Note. No comparison reached significance at p < .05
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controlling for the effect of treatments. The correlation
of item 3 with item 8 was .46, p<.00l. The correlation of
item 3 with item 13 was .23, p<.0l. 1Items 8 and 13 were
also modestly correlated, r=.34, p<.001l. The moderate
degree of relationship between these items supports the
notion that they measure related, but conceptually
distinct constructs.

Item 8: "It was my intention to meet the goal
assigned by the experimenter," was designed to measure the
subjects' intentions concerning goal attainment. Oldham
(1975) suggested that this item measures a lower order
type of goal acceptance. A compliance effect was
predicted for this item, with subjects in reward
conditions showing a stronger intention to meet the goal.
A 2X2X2 analysis of variance yielded no significant main
effects or interactions (see Table 7). The mean of all
subjects combined was 1.83 (SD=1.27), indicating strong
agreement with the item. The correlation of item 8 with
production was -.19, p<.05. High performers tended to
agree with the item.

Goal specificity and internalization effects were
predicted for all three goal acceptance iteﬁs. Acceptance
was predicted to be higher in value relevance and
specified goal conditions. As indicated in Table 7, these

effects were not found for lower order goal acceptance.
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Table 7

ANOVA: Goal Acceptance - Intention to Complete

Independent Variables = Goal Specificity (GOAL)
Internalization (INT)
Compliance (COM) )

SUM OF MEAN
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES DF SQUARE F
MAIN EFFECTS 10.521 3 3.507 2.215
GOAL 5.840 1 5.840 3.690
INT 4.340 1 4.340 2.742
com 0.340 1 0.340  0.215
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 2.521 3 0.840 0.531
GOAL INT 0.174 1 0.17¢ 0.110
GOAL coM 2.007 1 2.007 1.268
INT coM 0.340 1 0.340 0.215
3-WAY INTERACTION 0.340 1 0.340 0.215
EXPLAINED 13.382 7 1.912 1.208
RESIDUAL 215.278 136 1.583
TOTAL - 228.660 143 1.599

S D — T -~ — — —  —_—— — — — —— — — — — — - — ) ) - — — — . T — T - —_ —— - — — — — > —— — - D DG A " D D —

Note. No comparison reached significance at p < .05
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Goal acceptance was also measured by item 3: "I
tried hard to meet the assigned goal." This item was
designed to measure subjects' perceptions of effort toward
the goal. Oldham (1975) suggested that this item measures
a higher order type of goal acceptance. A 2X2X2 analysis
of variance yielded a significant main effect (w?=.063)
for the goal specificity manipulation (see Table 8).
Subjects in specified goal conditions reported more
perceived effort toward the goal (M=1.44, SD=0.85) than
subjects in the non-specified goal conditions (M=2.07,
SD=1.40). There was also a small but significant
internalization effect (w?=.026, see Table 8).

Individuals in the high value relevance conditions
(M=1.54, SD=1.02) reported greater effort toward the goal
than those in the low value relevance conditions (M=1.97,
SD=1.32). The correlation between item 3 and production
was -.15, p<.05. This indicates that high production was
associated with agreement with the item.

Finally, goal acceptance was measured by a third
item. Item 13: "I thought of the goal assigned by the
experimenter as my own goal for the task,” was designed to
measure the subjects' feelings of goal ownership.
According to Oldham (1975) this item measures a higher
order type of goal acceptance. A 2X2X2 analysis of

variance yielded a small but significant interaction
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Table 8

ANOVA: Goal Acceptance - Perceived Effort Toward the Goal

Independent Variables = Goal Specificity (GOAL)
Internalization (INT)
Compliance (COM)

SUM OF MEAN
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES DF SQUARE F
MAIN EFFECTS 24,410 3 8.137 6.161%*
GOAL 14.063 1 14.063 10.648%**
INT 6.674 1 6.674 5.053*
coM 3.674 1 3.674 2.782
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 0.132 3 0.044 0.033.
GOAL INT 0.063 1 0.063 0.047
GOAL coM 0.007 1 0.007 0.005
INT coM 0.063 1 0.063 0.047
3-WAY INTERACTION 0.340 1 0.340 0.258
EXPLAINED 24.882 7 3.555 2.691*
RESIDUAL 179.611 136 1.321
TOTAL 204.493 143 1.430
* p < .05
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between goal specificity and compliance manipulations
(w?=.035, see Table 9). This interaction is represented
in Figure 1. 'In reward conditions, there was no
significant difference between specified goal (M=3.33,
SD=1.96) and non-specified goal groups (M=2.78, $D=1.61),
F(1,136)=1.65, ns. In no reward conditions, individuals
in specified goal groups (M=2.72, SD=1.78) expressed
stronger feelings of goal ownership than ‘those in
non-specified goal groups (M=3.69, SD=2.03),
F(1,136)=5.05, p<.05. No other main effects or
interactions reached statistical significance. The
correlation of this item with production was not
significant (r=-.03, ns).

The results for goal acceptance were mixed. The
findings and the hypotheses to which they are relevant are
summarized below.

Hypothesis 1. Goal acceptance, as measured by the
intentidn to complete item, should be greater in reward
conditions as compared to no reward conditions. This
hypothesis was not supported. Subjects in both reward and
no reward conditions expressed a strong intention to meet
the goal.

Hypothesis 2. Goal acceptance, as measured by all
three items, should be greater in value relevance

conditions as compared to low value relevance conditions.
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Table 9

ANOVA: Goal Acceptance - Goal Ownership

Independent Variables = Goal Specificity (GOAL)
: Internalization (INT)
Compliance (COM)

- — - — - — — — — D G D D S D S D . D O S = S W S N WD D WS D S D S D S S D D S D NS G EED S s N D D W S S S T G A S - - —

SUM OF MEAN
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES DF SQUARE F
MAIN EFFECTS 11.910 3 3.970 1.180
GOAL 1.563 1 1.563 0.464
INT 3.507 1 9.507 2.825
coM 0.840 1 0.840 0.250
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 32.021 3 10.674 3.171%*
GOAL - INT 6.674 1 6.674 1.983
GOAL COM 21.007 1 21.007 6.242*
INT COM 4.340 1 4.340 1.290
3-WAY INTERACTION 0.840 1 0.840 0.250
EXPLAINED 44.771 7 6.396 1.900
RESIDUAL 457.722 136 3.366
TOTAL 502.493 143 3.514
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The internalization manipulation had an effect on goal
acceptance, but only on one item: the item measuring
perceived effort toward the goal.

Hypothesis 3. Goal acceptance, as measured by all
three items, should be greater in specified goal
conditions as compared to non-specified goal conditions.
(a) Goal specificity did not have an effect on the item
measuring subjects intention to complete the goal.

(b) Acceptance, as measured by the effort toward the goal
item, did show a significant difference in the expected
direction. Subjects in specified goal conditions reported
perceptions of greater effort toward the goal than those
in non-specified goal conditions. (c) On the goal
ownership item, goal specificity interacted with the
compliance manipulation. This is represented in Figure 1
and described above.

Performance Variables

Assumptions. The analysis of production and errors

was conducted, in part, using the analysis of covariance
technique. This type of procedure was chosen to provide a
more powerful test of the hypotheses. Locke et al. (1981)
“point out: "If ability is not controlled, it becomes
error variance when testing for a motivational effect" (p.
146).

Three separate analyses were planned using
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production, errors, and error rate as dependent variables.
The covariafes were pretest production, pretest errors,
and pretest error rate, respectively. Goal specificity,
internalization, and compliance manipulations served as
independent variables.

The correlations of the dependent variables with
their respective covariates were as follows:

(a) production/pretest production, r=.56, p<.001,

(b) errors/pretest errors, r=.12, ns., (c) error
rate/pretest error rate, r=.21, p<.01 . It follows that
anélysis of covariance is appropriate only for the
production and error rate analyses. Since errors and
pretest errors are not correlated, using pretest errors as
a covariate would not lead to a more powerful test.
Analysis of covariance was used only for production and
error rate.

Elashoff (1969) discusses several assumptions that
must be met if analysis of covariance is to be a valid
technique. These assumptions are (a) the covariate is
statistically independent of treatment effects, (b) there
is homogeneity of regression; that is, the slope of the
regression of the criterion variable on the covariate 1is
the same for all treatment groups, and (c) the covariate
has a linear relationship with the dependent variable.

With regard to the covariate being independent of
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treatments, Elashoff (1969) recommends this assumption be
met by measurement of the covariate prior to treatment
administration and by random assignment of treatments to
groups. This assumption has been met for both analyses.
Covafiates were measured prior to treatments and groups
randomly assigned to treatments.

An F-test for homogeneity of regression was performed
corresponding to each analysis. The test for the
production analysis (F(7,128)=0.57, ns) proved
non-significant, as did that for error rate
(F(7,128)=1.92, ns). These tests indicate that in each
case where analysis of covariance is to be used, there are
no significant differences in the slope of the fegression
line across treatments.

Linearity was assessed by examining X-Y scatter plots
for each treatment group (Elashoff, 1969). 1In addition,
polynomial ;egression was employed to test for the
significance of quadratic and cubic terms. Scatter plots
of production data by pretest production appeared linear;
however, polynomial regression showed a slightly
significant effect for the addition of a quadratic term
(F(1,141)=4.76, p<.05). A test for the cubic term was not
significant (F(1,140)=2.31, ns). The linear term accounts
for approximately 32% of the variance. The quadratic term

adds about 2%. Although the quadratic term accounts for
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additional variance, the relationship between production
and pretest production is generally linear. Therefore,
analysis of covariance was conducted.

Scatter plots of error rate by pretest error rate
revealed truncated distributions. That is, many subjects
(70.1% of the total sample) made no errors in the pretest.
Linear relationships were however in evidence. Polynomial
regression revealed a significant increment in variance
for the quadratic term (F(1,141)=15.83, p<.00l1). The
cubic term did not add significant variance
(F(1,140)=0.10, ns). In this case, the linear term
accounted for approximately 5% of the wvariance. The
quadratic term accounted for an additional 10%. An
examination of the scatter plots showed that the
significance of the quadratic term was due to the
truncation of the distribution described above. Many
subjects did not make errors during the two minute
‘practice session.

Because of the evidence for quadratic trends in both
production and error rate analyses, it is suggested that
the results of the analyses of covariance be interpreted
with caution. Analyses of variance are also presented for
both production and error rate.

Production. Production was operationalized in this

study as the total number of responses made on the scan
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sheets during the 35 minute work period. Production data
were used as dependent variable in a 2X2X2 analysis of
covariance. The number of responses made during the two
minute practice trial was used as a covariate to control
for individual differences in ability on the experimental
task. Production was predicted to be greater for goal
specificity, value relevance, and reward groups.

The results of this analysis yielded a significant
main effect (w?=.029) for goal specificity (see Table 10).
Individuals in the specified goal conditions (M=1932.86,
SD=345.13) demonstrated higher production than individuals
in the non-specified goal conditions (M=1773.08,
SD=467.41). Means were also calculated adjusting for the
covariate. The adjusted means were 1930.32 and 1775.63
for the specified and non-specified goal conditions,
respectively. There were no significant main effects for
compliance or internalization. None of the interactions
reached significance. An analysis of variance, ignoring
pretest ability as a covariate, is reported in Table 11.
A similar pattern of results was found.

Hypothesis 4. Production should be higher in reward
conditions as compared to no reward conditions. This
hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 5. Production should be higher in value

relevance conditions as compared to low value relevance



Table 10

Analysis of Covariance: Production

Covariate = Pretest Performance

Independent Variables

= Goal Specificity (GOAL)
Internalization (INT)
Compliance (COM)

75

COVARIATE
MAIN EFFECTS
GOAL
INT
COoM
2-WAY INTERACTIONS

GOAL INT
GOAL COoM
INT coM

3-WAY INTERACTION
EXPLAINED
RESIDUAL

8035689.000
1051570.000
863187.438
130380.281
58376.195
258524.000
239906.063
8507.473
13044.290
5812.000
9351595.000
15982525.000
25334120.000

8035689.000
350523.344
863187.438
130380.281

58376.195
86174.664
239906.063
8507.473
13044.290
5812.000

1168949.375
118389.070
177161.672

67.875***
2.961*
7.291%*
1.101
0.493
0.728
2.026
0.072
0.110
0.049
9.874%**

- — - ——— — — — - —— ——— - -~ — — ——— - —— . — ——— — ———— — —— — — ——— - — - —— - - - —



Table 11

ANOVA: Production

Independent Variables = Goal Specificity (GOAL)
' Internalization (INT)

Compliance (COM)

76

SUM OF MEAN
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES DF SQUARE F
MAIN EFFECTS 924947.375 3 308315.781 1.728
GOAL 919041.750 1 919041.750 5.151*
INT 5903.361 1 §903.361 0.033
- CoM 2.250 1 2.250 0.000
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 40973.500 3 13657.833 0.077
GOAL INT 26.694 1 26.694 0.000
GOAL CoM 25653.361 1 25653.361 0.144
INT coM 15293.444 1 15293.444 0.08s
3-WAY INTERACTIONS 102827.125 1 1102827.125 0.576
EXPLAINED 1068748.000 7 152678.281 0.856
RESIDUAL 24265372.000 136 178421.859
TOTAL 25334120.000 143 177161.672

*p < .0S
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conditions. This hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 6. Production should be higher in
specified goal conditions as compared to non-specified
goal conditions. Support was found for this hypothesis.
As predicted, specified goals led to higher production
than non-specified goals.

Errors and Error Rate. The number of errors made by

subjects during the experimental trial were also analyzed.
An error was defined as a blank space or a response which
did not follow in the correct sequence from those
preceding it. A 2X2X2 analysis of variance was employed.
A significant main effect (w?=.028) was found for goal
specificity (see Table 12). The mean number of errors in
specified goal conditions was 15.69 (SD=13.20). The mean
of non-specified goal conditions was 11.18 (SD=10.26).
These results parallel those for production.
Subjects in specified goal conditions made significantly
more responses and errors as compared to subjects in
non-specified goal conditions. Further, the correlation
between production and errors was significant (r=.23,
p<.0l1). This pattern of results suggests that the
increased number of errors may have been a direct result
of higher production. The rate of error across conditions
may be identical. 1In order to test this hypothesis, a

variable was calculated to represent the number of errors



Table 12

ANQVA:

Errors

Independent Variables = Goal Specificity (GOAL)

Internalization (INT)
Compliance (COM)
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MAIN EFFECTS
GOAL
INT
CcoM
2-WAY INTERACTIONS

GOAL INT
- GOAL COoM
INT CcoM

3-WAY INTERACTIONS
EXPLAINED
RESIDUAL

TOTAL

815.632
733.507
68.063
14.063
222.854
101.674
29.340
91.840
45.563
1084.049

19491.395
20575.443

N O O O W - W

136
143

271.877
733.507
68.063
14.063
74.285
101.674
129.340
91.840
45.563
154.864
143.319
143.884

1.897
5.118%*
0.475
0.098
0.518
0.709
0.205
0.641
0.318
1.081

- — — ——— — — — —— — - — —— - — - - - —— - — — — — - — — — - — - — — — — —— — — —_ — - — — ——
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made per 1000 responses, or error rate. This variable was
calculated for each subject by dividing the number of
errors by the total number of responses. The quotient was
then multiplied by 1000. A 2X2X2 analysis of covariance
using error rate as the dependent variable and pretest
error rate as covariate yielded no significant main
effects or interactions (see Table 13). An analysis of
variance yielded similar results (Table 14). It seems
that the manipulations did not have an effect on the rate
of errors made in performance of the task. The difference
between specified and non-specified goal groups on raw
errors seems to be a function of the difference in
production, and not due to a higher rate of errors in
specified goal conditions.

Hypothesis 7. When a feward is not present, there
should be fewer errors in value relevance conditions as
compared to low value relevance conditions. In reward
conditions, no such difference is predicted. This
hypothesis did not receive support.

Goal Description

Subjects were asked to write, in their own words, a
description of their goal, purpose or objective in working
on the experimental task. These goal descriptions were
read by two judges who independently sorted them into one

of three categories: (a) non-production related,
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Table 13

Analysis of Covariance: Error Rate

Covariate = Pretest Error Rate
Independent variables = Goal Specificity (GOAL)

Internalization (INT)
Compliance (COM)

SUM OF MEAN
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES DF SQUARE - F
COVARIATE 254.448 1l 254.448 6.694*
MAIN EFFECTS 43.529 3 14.510 0.382
GOAL 41.236 1 41.236 1.085
INT 2.432 1 2.432  0.064
coM 0.002 1 0.002 0.000
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 140.977 3 46.992  1.236
GOAL INT 21.178 1 21.178  0.557
GOAL CoM 28.836 1 28.836 0.759
INT CoM 90.906 1 90.906 2.392
3-WAY INTERACTION 26.165 1 26.165 0.688
EXPLAINED 465.118 8 58.140 1.530
RESIDUAL 5131.259 135 38.009
TOTAL 5596.377 143 39.136

- - - D — —— D D O D D D = D W T — D S D - — —— — G W D D - A — — T U YD D D D N D T D > - WD D D D D —— — — — —  — —— — —

* p < .05



Independent Variables = Goal Specificity (GOAL)
Internalization (INT)
Compliance (COM)

Table 14

ANQOVA: Errog Rate

81

MAIN EFFECTS

GOAL

INT

coM ,
2-WAY INTERACTIONS

GOAL INT
GOAL COM
INT coMm

3-WAY INTERACTIONS
EXPﬁAINED
RESIDUAL

TOTAL

85.165
77.056
5.604
2.505
128.666
26.889
16.391
85.385
19.755
233.586
5362.792
§596.377

N OHF FOFEOF W H H oMW

136
143

28.388
77.056

5.604'

2.505
42.889
26.889
16.391
85.1385
19.755
33.369
39.432
39.136

0.720
1.954
0.142
0.064
1.088
0.682
0.416
2.165
0.501
0.846

Note. No comparison

reached significance at p < .05
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(b) production related but non-specific, and

(c) production related and specific. When the judges
sorted goal descriptions into categories, they were blind
as to which experimental condition each subject was
assigned. The judges agreed on classification of 92% of
the goél descriptions. Where there was disagreement, the
item was assigned to a category according to the consensus
of the judges. The sorting of goal descriptions resulted
in 41 responses assigned to the non-production related
category, 51 to production related/non-specific and 52 to
production related/specific. Forty of the 72 subjects in
specified goal conditions gave a production
related/specific goal compared to 12 of the 72
non-specified goal subjects.

A number of one-way analyses of variance were
performed using goal description as the independent
variable. The goal descriptions may be looked upon as
measures of individuals' personal goals.

There was a significant effect (w? =.054) when total
responses were used as a dependent variable (see Table
15). The means and standard deviations of non-production
related, production related/non-specific, and production
related/specific groups were 1724.02 (SD=450.73), 1818.22
(SD=463.31), and 1988.73 (SD=305.93), respectively. A

Scheffe test indicated a significant difference between
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Table 15

ANOVA: Production by Goal Classification

Independent Variable = Goal Classification

SUM OF MEAN
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES DF SQUARE F
EXPLAINED 1701729.489 2 850864.750 5.077*
RESIDUAL 23632405.000 141 167605.703
TOTAL 25334134.000 143
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the non-production related and production related/specific
groups (p<.0l1). No other comparisons reached
significance.

Similar analyses were performed using total errors
(Table 16) and error rate (Table 17) as dependent
variables. No significant effects were found.

These analyses were carried out to confirm that the
results for personal goals correspond to those using.
assigned goal as the independent variable. The results
generally confirmed those of other analyses.

Task Interest

The extent to which subjects found the experimental
task interesting was measured by items 4 and 9 on the
post-experimental questionnaire (see Appendix C). For the
purposes of analysis, the ratings on item 9 were reversed.
After this adjustment, higher scores on both items
indicate a higher degree of interest in the task. With
the scaling reversed on item 9, the correlation between
the two items was positive and significant (r=.42,
p<.001). The mean of the two items combined was 5.83,
indicating a perception of the task as slightly boring.

The additive combination of the two items was used as
a dependent variable in a 2X2X2 analysis of variance (see
Table 18). Task interest was predicted to be greater in

specified goal conditions. There was a significant main
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Table 16

ANOVA: Errors by Goal Classification

Independent Variable = Goal Classification

- — - — — ) - - - D - - — — - — - — — ———— — —— —— - — - - — —— — ——— — . = - T T . — - — — - - D - —— —— - -

SUM OF MEAN
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES 25: SQUARE E_
EXPLAINED 23.729 2 11.865 0.081
RESIDUAL 20551.706 141 145.757
TOTAL 20575.436 143

Note. The comparison did not reach significance at p < .05
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Table 17

. ANOVA: Error Rate by Goal Classification

Independent Variable = Goal Classification

D . D —— - ——— D b - . —— —— — D > D D d D D D T L D T LD L D LD D D D D Y D A A A D D D D D D S D D D D - -

SUM OF MEAN
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES DF SQUARE F
EXPLAINED 85.300 2 42.650 1.091
RESIDUAL 5511.077 141 39.086
TOTAL 5596.37 143

Note. The comparison did not reach significance at p.< .05
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Table 18

ANOVA: Task Interest

Independent Variables = Goal Specificity (GOAL)
Internalization (INT)
Compliance (COM)

| — o D Gy . S D W —— —— W T T S D W D " W —— — — — —— W - . D W W D il . W W R W - —— — — — . . — — —

SUM OF MEAN
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES DF SQUARE F
MAIN EFFECTS 63.465 3 21.155 2.701*
GOAL 45.563 1 45,563 5.817*
INT 5.063 1 5.063 0.646
CcoM 12.840 1 12.840 1.639
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 24.688 3 8.229 1.051
GOAL INT 18.063 1 18.063  2.306
GOAL com 5.063 1 5.063 0.646
INT CoM 1.563 1 1.563 0.199
3-WAY INTERACTION 15.340 1 15.340 1.959
EXPLAINED 103.493 7 14.785 1.888
RESIDUAL 1065.167 136 7.832
TOTAL ' 1168.660 143 8.172



88

effect for goal specificity (w?=.032): 1individuals in the
specified goal conditions (M=6.39, SD=2.71) rated the task
as more interesting than individuals in the non-specified
goal conditions (M=5.26, SD=2.91). No other main effects
or interactions reached significance. Task interest was
not significantly correlated with any of the three
measures of goal acceptance or with production.

Hypothesis 8a. Measures of intrinsic interest should
correlate with all measures of goal acceptance and with
production. No support was found for this hypothesis.

Hypothesis 8b. Task interest should be greater in
specified goal conditions as compared to non-specified
goal conditions. This hypothesis was supported. The task
was perceived as more interesting in specified goal

conditions.
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Discussion

Goal Acceptance

Lower order goal acceptance (inteqtion to complete)
was uniformly high and not affected by goal specificity,
internalization, or compliance manipulations. There was a
significant correlation between responses to this item and
production. These results suggest this lowest level of
acceptance may be the easiest to achieve in an assigned
goal setting situation. Subjects almost universally
indicated an intention to complete the assigned goal even
in conditions where there was no real reason to do so (low
value/no reward conditions). Such behavior is interesting
in that the assigned task was relatively long and rather
boring. This suggests that to have an effect on this
level of acceptance in a laboratory setting, active
efforts may be necessary to discourage goal acceptance,
similar to those in Erez and Zidon (1984).

Higher order goal acceptance, as measured by
perceived effort toward the goal, was affected by both the
specificity and internalization manipulations. Specific
goal and value relevance conditions showed greater
perceived effort. This item was correlated with
production. Since this item did respond to the
manipulations, effort toward the goal seems to be a more

sensitive indicator of higher levels of acceptance. This
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type of acceptance seems less easy to achieve.

The specificity effect is of particular interest
here. Subjects said, in effect, that they tried harder to
meet the goal when the goal they were assigned was
specific. The main effect of specificity for this
variable supports the hypothesis that changes in goal
acceptance may be at least one reason that specific goals
lead to higher production. This hypothesis has not been
tested before, and in this study a relatively strong
effect was found. The major objection to this conclusion
stems from the fact that goal acceptance was assessed
after task performance. Subjects' perceptions of effort
toward the goal may have changed in some way during the
course of the experiment. In answer to this objection, it
should be recalled that Oldham (1975) found no differences
on this type of item when perceived effort toward the goal
was measured before as opposed to after task performance.

Higher order goal acceptance as measured by the goal
ownership item showed an interaction with the goal
specificity and compliance manipulations (Figure 1). This
was the only acceptance item in the study not correlated
with production. Deci's (1975) theory of intrinsic
motivation may help provide an explanation for the
interaction. Individuals in reward conditions may have

perceived the reward as controlling. Those in no reward
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conditions were provided with competence information in
specified goal conditions but had very little competence
information in non-specified goal conditions. Assuming
these sets of perceptions were in place, the shifting
locus of causality would account for the observed
interaction. This explanation is;consistent with
Dossett's (l981)lnotion of internal and external
justification in his multilevel model of goal acceptance
and commitment.

It should be noted that this interaction was not
predicted and was not large in magnitude. Although firm
conclusions cannot be drawn, it is suggestive for future
research,

The results in general are very consistent with a
multilevel view of goal acceptance. The manipulations did
in fact differentially affect the three measures of goal
acceptance. These items, in turn, had different
relationships to performance. It seems that the three
items were measuring different constructs. This helps to
explain the inconsistent results found in the goal
acceptance literature. When goal acceptance has been
measured, all three types of items have been used. Based
on the results of this study, one would expect to find
such inconsistent results.

Another notable point concerning goal acceptance is
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the finding that both intention to complete and perceived
effort items were correlated with production. As
discussed in the literature review, the relationship
between goal acceptance and performance has been found
only a few times in the past. In all cases, including the
present one, the major distinction between studies with
positive versus negative results has been design
considerations that allow the goal acceptance effect to
emerge. In the present study, social influence was
introduced in order to increase the variance of goal
acceptance.

Task Performance

The only manipulation to have an effect on production
was the specificity manipulation. The compliance and
internalization manipulations showed no effect. It is not
surprising that the specificity effect emerged, as this
has been one of the most consistent findings in goal
setting literature (see Locke et al., 1981). The failure
of the other manipulations to reach significance may have
been due to the weakness of their manipulation. Measures
of value associated with the goal did not show a
significant effect for these manipulations, although
differences were in the predicted directions. At the same
time, manipulation checks assessing the subjects'

understanding of the manipulations showed significant
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effects in the predicted directions. This suggests the
possibility that the manipulations had the desired
effects, but were not great enough in strength. The one
dollar reward and the value relevance instructions did not
fully create the perception that goal attainment was
highly desirable. Although these manipulations were pilot
tested, that testing was an evaluation by subjects of a
hypothetical situation. It would have been beneficial if
the pilot testing had more closely approximated the actual
manipulations. The weakness of the manipulations may
explain not only the failure of expected production
relationships to materialize, but also relationships
predicted for goal acceptance and errors.

Raw errors were also found to be affected only by the
specificity manipulation. Further analysis showed,
however, that the error rate was not significantly
different for specified and non-specified goals. The
predicted reduction of errors in no reward/value relevance
conditions was not in evidence. One possible reason for
this finding was the problem in manipulation described
above. It is also possible that goal commitment does not
automatically lead to reduced errors. Consider a case
where speed and few errors are both goals but speed is the
only response being rewarded. It is possible that

internalization of the quality goal could lead to a
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reduction of errors in such a situation. The present
study does not correspond to this case. Subjects were
given a production goal (speed) but a quality goal was not
explicitly provided. 1In the present study, the internal
justification of the goal would not necessarily lead to
higher quality.

Task Interest

As predicted, subjects found the task more
interesting when a specific goal was set. This lends
support to Mossholder's (1980) finding that boring tasks
are made more interesting by specific goals. Mossholder's
finding that such goals decrease interest on stimulating
tasks was not investigated in this study.

The failure of task interest to correlate with
measures of acceptance and with production does not
support Oldham's (1975) hypothesis that task
characteristics influence higher level goal acceptance.
This is not a serious blow to his hypothesis. The
investigation of this notion was exploratory in this
study. A good test of the hypothesis would involve
manipulation of the characteristics of the task in order
to create conditions of greater or lesser interest.

Future Research

The success of the present research in finding

different patterns of results for the various measures of
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goal acceptance suggests that this course of research
could yield valuable results. It is clear that goal
acceptance is not a simple construct. It is a complex
phenomenon having multiple determinants and leading to
multiple results.

The most clear implication for future research has to
do with the measurement of goal acceptance. Researchers
need to pay close attention to the manner in which this
construct is measured and be sure that the measurement of
acceptance corresponds to the objectives of their
research. An item measuring goal ownership will yield
different results than an item measuring effort toward the
goal or intention to complete.

Another interesting approach that could be taken
would be a refinement in the measurement of goal
acceptance. While the present study used multiple items,
it is clear that these items were measuring different
constructs. It might prove very useful to develop larger
scales which allow the reliable measurement of the
different levels of goal acceptance. Such scales may be
of value in applied settings. It could be useful for
organizations to understand the type and intensity of goal
acceptance its members were experiencing toward
organizational and individual goals.

It is notable that many of the hypothesized
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relationships were present, even though the manipulations
were not as strong as desired. This suggests that future
research investigating social influence as a determinant
of acceptance may be fruitful. It may be advisable in
this research to include influence attempts at both
acceptance and at rejection. In the present study,
influence attempts were aimed at increasing goal
acceptance. It is possible that the demand
characteristics of the experimental situation create such
strong feelings of goal acceptance that further efforts to
increase acceptance are in vain. It might be useful to
include social influence that is directed at both
increasing acceptance, and directed at decreasing it.
Another useful approach would be to take this research
outside the laboratory into settings where acceptance
might more variable. Kelman's model seems very well

suited to such research.
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University of Coliege of Arts a‘ngs Sciences

Department of Psychology
Nebraska Omana, Nebraska 68182-0274
at Omaha (402) 554-2592

Investigator: Kim Kohlhepp
554=2776
Advisor: Wayne Harrison
5$54-2452

INFORMED CONSENT

You are ianvited %o participate in an experiment in which participants will
be asked to work for 35 minutes on a task which iavolves the completion of
computer scan sheets with a specific pattern of dots. If you decide to
participate, you will also complete a short questionnaire conceraning your
understanding of the experiment. Debriefing (or an explanation of the study)
will i{immediately follow the experimental session. Total time required for
completion of participation will not exceed one hour.

The purpose of this research is to investigate the nature of task
performance. Participation in this study will not benefit you in any
significant way. There are no discomforts or inconveniences in this experiment.
Participation is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will
not affect your present or future relationship with the University of Nebraska.
If you decide to participate, you are free to discoutinue participation at any
time.

Many ianstructors offer extra credit for participation in research. Should
you decide to participate in this experiment, you will receive a card indicating
the amount of time you spent as a volunteer. If you decide not to participate
in the experiment, you may receive extra credit by participation im other
experiments or through any other opportunities which your imstructor may have
made available.

Any informatcion obtained in connection with this study that could be
identified with you will remain confidential. If you have any questions
councerning the study, feel free to ask at any time. If questions occur to you
after the experimental session, please call the experimenter or advisor at the
numbers listed above.

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 CONSENT FORM TO KEEP.

Signature of Subject Date

Signature of Investigator

University of Nebraska at Omaha University of Nebraska—Lincoin University of Nebraska Medical Center
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Example of Experimental Task
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. . NAME = T WiSOLE
University cOURSE eaLL O,
o f INSTRUCTOR ~ TEST NO.
Nebraska BOOKLET NO. ___ DaTE

GENERAL PURPOSE ANSWER SHEET S "‘i”i‘“
| DIRECTIONS: Read each question completely. When @@@ @@ @@@@
you have decided on the correct answer to the question, REFER TO THIS EXAMPLE lo]oJolNlololR(olelolo;
blacken the appropriate space on this sheet with a BEFORE MARKING SHEET lolo]olRiolol Blelolelo;
NO. 2 PENCIL and completely filt the ares. (o]olol[olo] Blolololo;
"If you want to change an answer, erase your 'o]ololRole] R(o]ololo,

first mark COMPLETELY. Make no sway marks, they EXAMPLE 'oJolo] Biolo]l Mlolelolo,
may count against you. wrRoNGOQ O  WRoNGO QO [@EO| |00 |G
Read any directions on the examinstion copy for wrRoNnGO O R LU fele]l Mlololo] Rlolol Rlclelclo,
specific instructions that accompany each section of loJololj{olol miolololo,
the test. (oJololi{olo] Rlololclo,
100000 200000 #0030 61d0dde #ee000 meeOoe
200000 200000 200000 260080 n20e000 1Ee080
100000 2800000 6300000 860800 B0 OO0
100000 HOO000 #0000 w#de000 HOeO80 U000
500000 500000 #$00008 60000 BOEO00e 1158000
00000 508000 #0000 50000 ©HOeOe0 1ee000
100000 700800 #0ee00 HO0e00 HEEeoO 1OGe00
100000 8OOSO #0000 5800080 #BOBOOO 1BOEOO
100000 2000000 #86000 #0008 ©weeo00 WwdeOoe
0100000 OO0 wee0d0 160ded 2Eeo0dd 160080
HOEe00 100800 500ed0 ndeedd #ECe0d MdEedo
20E000 nO@000 20080 n0eddd 16e0e0 11208500
3000 HBOGOA0 n00d0e neddd udedoe medddd
HORO0O0 HAG00O0 %000e0 nEeddd ude0ed 118000
500000 HBOEOOO 500000 1BI0e00 BO0e00 1500800
508000 %0000 508000 %000 6Oe000 1Edeoed
700000 N3R00e 780000 1760008 uee00d moedde
BOOO000 BAROSO %0000 1BIGOSO #0000 166080
HEEOO0 BOREOO NEENO 100800 2ECe0O 1EEe0O
M®®O;5 mé‘ééé mééé‘é wé5556 1méé6;5 1m65556
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Appendix C

Questionnaire



Circle one number for each item using the following scale:
2

108

1 3 4 5 6 7
STRONGLY AGREE MILDLY NEUTRAL MILDLY DISAGREE STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
1. This type of research serves a useful purpose.

2 4 5 6 7
2. The experimenter set a specific goal for the task.

1 2 3 4 - 7
3. I tried hard to meet the assigned goal.

1 : 2 3 4 5 5 7
4. The task was boring and repetitive.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
S. The results of this research may find application in the real world.

1 2 ' 3 4 5 6 7
6. I found the goal set by the experimenter very difficult.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. The experimenter will reward those who meet the goal.

1 2 3 4 S 6 7
8. It was my intention to meet the goal assigned by the experimenter.

1 2 4 5 6 : 7
9. The task was intrinsically interesting.

1 2 4 6 7
10. Meeting the goal on the task would lead to results I find valuable.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. The goal set by the experimenter was very hard.

1 2 3 4 5 7
12. I had in mind a specific goal as I worked on the task.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. I thought of the goal assigned by the experimenter as my own

goal for the task.
1 2 3 4 S 6 7
14. The rewards the experimenter administers to individuals in
this study will depend on how well they do on the task.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

15,

1

There was a good reason for working toward the goal on the task.
2 5 6

4

7

On the back of this paper, please write in your own words your

goal, purpose or objective in working on this task.



