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(ABSTRACT) 

The Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) expectancy-based model of 

goal commitment is revised to reflect current critiques 

in the literature. The model contains elements suggested 

by Eden (1988) which are designed to better integrate goal 

and expectancy theory. This revised model is used to ex- 

amine the determinants of goal commitment in an 

incentive-paid workforce. Support was found for the 

antecedent relationship of trait expectancy and goal level 

to state expectancy. No support was found for the caus- 

ality of any of the antecedent relationships to goal com- 

mitment at the individual level of analysis. The data 

were examined to determine if there were team effects 

present. Teams did affect the magnitude of some attitudinal 

measures and all but one of the correlations of concern 

to the hypotheses presented here. When the teams are con- 

sidered as wholes, all but one of the research hypotheses 

are supported, although no determinations of causality can



be made. The results are discussed, as are the limitations 

of the study and directions for future research. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

OVERVIEW 

Goal commitment has been extensively studied as a 

critical antecedent to performance (Pinder, 1984) and re- 

search has consistently shown that those who are highly 

committed to difficult goals will perform better than those 

who are less committed (Tubbs, 1986; Mento, Steel and 

Karren, 1987). Further, the issues of goal setting and goal 

commitment are particularly relevant to the practice of 

management, since so many employees are managed with 

goal-setting techniques (Pritchard, Jones, Roth, Stuebing 

and Ekeberg, 1988). 

Goal theory (Locke, 1968) postulates two simple axioms 

that explain what motivates people and leads to their level 

of goal commitment and performance: (1) Hard goals will 

motivate higher goal commitment and performance than easier 

ones, and; (2) Specific goals motivate higher goal com- 

mitment and better performance than do non-specific goals. 

Several researchers have also added elements of ex- 

pectancy theory to the basic goal axioms to explain the 
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role of incentives and goal valence in peoples' goal com- 

mitment (Hollenbeck and Klein, 1987; Locke, Latham and 

Erez, 1988; Klein, 1991). As in expectancy theory 

(Atkinson, 1954 and Vroom, 1964) these researchers propose 

that a person makes a set of evaluations of probabilities 

of success coupled with reward value that, together with 

goal level, form the subject's level of goal commitment. 

PURPOSE 

A substantial body of literature has addressed the 

examination of the relationship between goals and goal 

commitment and performance, and a growing (although lim- 

ited) body has examined goal commitment models that contain 

at least some element of expectancy theory. Both goal 

theory and expectancy theory have independently been shown 

to be predictive of goal commitment and performance. Ac- 

cordingly, models of goal commitment (and hence perform- 

ance) that use elements of both goal and expectancy theory 

have been specifically proposed by both Hollenbeck and 

Klein (1987) and Locke, Latham and Erez (1988). 

The present study uses a revised form of the goal/ 

expectancy model proposed by Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) 
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to examine the determinants of goal commitment in a field 

study among an incentive-paid workforce. The Hollenbeck 

and Klein (1987) model has been revised to include elements 

suggested by Garland (1984) and Eden (1988), to overcome 

problems inherent in the Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) model. 

The decision to use an incentive-paid workforce to 

test the model is based largely on two factors: (1) 

Incentive-paid workers are often goal managed (Pritchard, 

et al, 1988); and, (2) these workers have large and 

significant incentives associated with their goals, hence 

their decisions about their commitment to achieve per- 

formance goals will have an effect on their livelihood. 

As will be discussed in Chapter 2, cognizance of goal 

levels and the relationship of performance to reward are 

important elements of the model to be tested. Incentive- 

paid workers (workers with performance goals) provide the 

most appropriate test of the proposed model. 

SIGNIFICANCE 

This research has both practical and theoretical 

Significance. From a practical standpoint, the study ex- 

amines the antecedents of goal commitment in a goal-managed 
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context and provides important information about how goal 

commitment decisions occur in an actual workforce. The 

study also provides information about the role of goal 

levels and other organizational factors that can affect 

the individual employee's level of goal commitment (which 

in turn is believed to affect performance). A more robust 

understanding of the role that these factors play in em- 

ployee goal commitment will enable managers to better plan 

their interventions in a goal-managed environment. 

From a theoretical perspective, this study uses a 

model of goal commitment consistent with recent literature 

to examine the determinants of goal commitment in a field 

setting. As both Mento, Steel and Karren (1987) and Tubbs 

(1986) note, the majority of all goal research has taken 

place in lab settings. A field study of this type provides 

information about the importance of various antecedents 

of goal commitment that have heretofore been primarily 

examined in lab environments, and permits a test of a 

revised goal commitment model. 
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APPROACH 

The study uses a single administration survey meth- 

odology. Employees in three sewing plants were asked to 

respond to several items that measure attitudes that the 

model asserts determine goal commitment. Company data 

are used to determine the actual goal levels about which 

the employees are responding. 

The survey was pilot-tested at a site similar to those 

used in the study. Path analysis, multiple regression, and 

within and between analysis are used to examine the vi- 

ability of the model. 

SUMMARY 

In summary, the purpose of this research is twofold: 

to describe a goal/ expectancy model of goal commitment 

that is consistent with the current literature and to use 

the model to examine the determinants of goal commitment 

in a field study among incentive-paid employees. 

This first chapter has defined the focus of this study 

and has shown how the study contributes to our under- 

standing of worker motivation. It has also shown that 
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testing the model in an incentive-paid (and goal-managed) 

workforce not only provides a propitious test, but also 

substantially enlarges our understanding of worker moti- 

vation by applying the model to an actual workforce. 

Chapter 2 reviews and discusses the relevant litera- 

ture and details the goal/ expectancy model of goal com- 

mitment used in the study. Following the literature review 

and a description of the model, the research hypotheses 

for this study are presented. 

Chapter 3 presents the methodology used to test the 

model. This chapter describes the research setting, the 

variable measures used, and the statistical procedures used 

to test the hypotheses. Chapter 4 presents demographic 

information about the participants and the empirical re- 

sults of the study, and Chapter 5 presents a discussion 

of the results, the implications of this study for future 

research, and the limitations of the study. The Appendix 

includes a reproduction of the survey instrument used to 

collect the data. 

Chapter 1: Introduction 6



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

OVERVIEW 

This chapter is written in 2 parts: Part 1 reviews 

the central literature in which models of goal commitment 

are developed and the literature addressing the problems 

extant in current goal/ expectancy models of goal commit- 

ment. Working from this literature, a revised version of 

the Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) model of goal commitment 

is presented; Part 2 details the research hypotheses of 

the proposed research and the rationale for making these 

hypotheses. 

PART ; GOAL THEORY AND GOAL COMMITMENT MODELS 

Goal theory is a cognitive theory of performance in- 

troduced by Locke (1968), who posits the two basic axioms 

of goal theory: difficult goals (if accepted) lead to 

greater performance than do easy goals and specific goals 
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lead to higher performance than do general goals.! The 

fundamental concepts of goal setting theory are further 

articulated by Locke, Shaw, Saari and Latham (1981), who 

re-define the basic axioms as being "clarity, (the degree 

of quantitative precision with which the aim is specified) 

and difficulty (the degree of proficiency or level of 

performance sought)" (page 126). Pinder (1981) restates 

the fundamental axioms of goal theory somewhat differently: 

(1) that goals and the intentions to achieve those goals 

are the bases of action; (2) that because of the first 

axiom, higher or more difficult goals will be more moti- 

vating; (3) that specific goals are more motivating than 

vague goals; and (4) that incentives have no effect on 

behavior unless they are used to enhance goal commitment 

or to cause the subject to set higher goals (e.g., in- 

centives will only be effective if they are contingent on 

goal performance and/or level of goal performance). 

  

i Mento, et al (1987) trace the antecedents of goal 
theory back to the turn of century and the Wurzberg 
school, where research was concerned with task and 
intention. They also note that goal setting theory is 
also dependent on Ryan (1970) who develops the theory 
that intentions are the immediate psychological pre- 
cursor to action. 
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The relationship between goal level and performance 

has been repeatedly documented (Latham and Steele, 1983; 

Locke, et al ,1981; Mento, et al, 1987; Wood, Mento and 

Locke, 1987; and Tubbs, 1986). Locke et al (1981) re-~ 

viewed the literature (although not using meta-analytic 

methodology) and reached conclusions similar to those 

reached later by both Tubbs (1986) and Mento et al (1987) 

(both of whom used meta-analytic methodology). Mento et 

al (1987) and Tubbs (1986) performed meta-analysis of em- 

pirical examinations of the relationship between goal and 

performance. Their reviews contained both field and labo- 

ratory studies and represent the best examinations on the 

overall empirical success of goal theory to date. Both 

found a significant positive relationship between goal 

difficulty and performance. Support was also demonstrated 

for the second goal axiom; goal specificity was found to 

be positively related to performance. Brady and Lee (1989), 

working in the expectancy paradigm, found that subjects 

had irrational preferences for known vs unknown tasks, 

which underscores the importance of subjects’ preference 

for specific tasks (e.g., tasks that they clearly under- 

stand). Supporting this, Wood, Mento and Locke (1987) 

had found that goal effects were smaller for more complex 
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tasks (i.e., the number of considerations and unknowns are 

increased and hence the task is less "specific"). 

These reviews of the goal literature have consistently 

demonstrated the relationship between performance and the 

fundamental axioms as detailed in Locke (1968). 

How goals affect performance 

The examination of the cognitive process through which 

challenging and/ or specific goals actually motivate per-~ 

formance is a primary interest of goal researchers. It is 

important too to note that because the processes of in- 

terest are cognitive in nature, one can only observe and 

measure behaviors and perceptions associated with the 

cognitive processes. Thus, although goal theory proposes 

a set of cognitive processes by which a subject's actions 

are directed, goal studies can only infer from action and 

reported perceptions that the processes operate in the 

manner hypothesized. Locke et al (1981) define four 

mechanisms through which goals affect performance: direc- 

tion, persistence, mobilization of effort and strategy 

development. Locke et al (1981) note that the fundamen- 

tal effect of goals is to direct the subject's action and 
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attention, and to determine the level of that action and 

attention over time. Tubbs and Ekeberg (1991) restate these 

hypotheses such that the subject develops an action plan, 

which consists of persistence, direction and effort 

mobilization. Individuals’ development of strategies 

(Earley, Connolly, and Ekegren, 1989) or action plans 

(Tubbs and Ekeberg, 1991) is described as a process moti- 

vated by the goal, which functions largely to help make 

the goal obtainable. Action plans may include support 

strategies designed to assure completion of a fixed goal, 

or enabling strategies, designed to make the goal itself 

Simpler, more attainable or more acceptable. 

Earley, Wojnaroski and Prest (1987) simplify the Locke 

et al (1981) set of effects, noting that the direction 

and persistence mechanisms are essentially motivational and 

refer to them both as "direct effects". Direct effects set 

the level and persistence of effort that an individual will 

devote to a task. Early et al (1987) categorize the 

mobilization of effort and strategy development as "indi- 

rect effects," that function through a largely cognitive 

process through which the individual plans for the utili- 

zation of goal-achieving resources. In an examination of 

the effect of goal specificity on performance, Earley et 
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al (1987) found that there are increases in both direct 

and indirect activity associated with more specific goals 

(supporting the second Locke (1968) axiom). 

Both of these studies review substantial literature 

that underscores the Locke et al (1981) proposition that 

goals operate to enhance performance through two mech- 

anisms; direct effects (motivation) and indirect effects 

(planning and strategy). 

Finally, Tubbs and Ekeberg (1991) describe the mech- 

anism through which goals operate to affect performance 

as a three effect system. The first and most direct effect 

of the goal is on the consideration of valences (from the 

level of reward associated with the goal), expectancies 

(probability of achieving the goal) and hence, motivational 

force. Following these determinations, goals then operate 

as described above to form the intentions for action (the 

action plan) and to stabilize intentions over time. 

Goal Acceptance and Goal Commitment 

As noted in the Locke (1968) basic axiom, hard goals 

if accepted will motivate higher performance than will easy 
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goals. Goal acceptance is thus critical for the goal 

level to have an impact on performance. 

Erez and Kanfer (1983) address the underlying theory 

of goal acceptance, and its role in creating the goal- 

performance linkage. Erez and Kanfer (1983) postulate 

that the process of goal acceptance follows a basic utility 

function, similar to that proposed by Vroom (1964) for 

expectancy theory: 

The utility of accepting a goal can be understood 
in the same way [as a job action in expectancy 
theory]. The expected value of accepting a goal is 
a function of the expectancy that attainment of that 
goal will lead to outcomes that are valuable to the 

decision maker.(page 455) 

Erez and Kanfer (1983) reach the conclusion that goal ac- 

ceptance relies substantially on a subject's favorable 

evaluation of the outcome of goal completion. Thus, a fa- 

vorably valued reward for goal attainment is critical to 

goal acceptance. Erez and Kanfer (1983) also note that 

participative goal setting processes increase the level 

of goal acceptance over goals that are set external to 

the subject. They do not posit that a subjective proba- 

bility is made before the commitment of effort, as ex- 

pectancy theory would postulate. Rather, they aver that 

the subject will make evaluations about the value of reward 

for goal attainment and will weigh that value against their 
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valuation of work and inputs that they will have to ex- 

change to achieve the goal and complete the reward. 

Riedel, Nebeker and Cooper (1988) propose a similar 

application of an expectancy-valuation foundation for goal 

choice and subsequent goal commitment. In their framework, 

evaluations are made about effort required for success at 

various goal levels, with the subject then choosing and 

committing to a goal that meets the appropriate value ex- 

change. While the Riedel et al (1988) model is very well 

specified and is empirically demonstrable, it is dependent 

on _a condition of subject goal choice, and is thus not 

generalizable to situations or theory that include goals 

but not goal choice. 

Kernan and Lord (1988) further explored the effects 

of expectancy and valence on subjects’ goal commitment and 

performance in a goal setting environment. Their research 

showed that, in at least some of their experimental ma- 

nipulations, valence and an expectancy of success in goal 

accomplishment had a positive impact on goal acceptance 

and commitment. 

Erez and Kanfer (1983) also conclude that there are 

structural aspects of the goal-setting process that can 

affect goal acceptance. These processes all contain some 
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element of participation in the goal setting process. Eden 

and Kanfer (1983) demonstrate the positive effects of 

participation on acceptance directly, as do Kernan and Lord 

(1988), Earley and Kanfer (1985), Earley, Erez and Hulin 

(1985), Earley (1985), Latham, Mitchell and Dossett (1978). 

Erez and Kanfer (1983) and Earley (1985) note that the 

mechanism through which participation increases goal ac- 

ceptance is by increasing the specificity of the goal (the 

second axiom) which may then give the subject a better 

understanding of the amount of effort that will be required 

in reaching the goal. Further, participation in goal set- 

ting allows the subject to choose (or assist in the as- 

signment of) goal levels that are more acceptable, although 

still challenging. By allowing some participation in goal 

level setting, goals that the subject will find unaccept- 

able will not be assigned, in favor of goals that will 

be accepted. 

Erez and Arad (1986) note that in addition to the 

above factors, factors related to group participation in 

goal setting (group consensus, commitment to public deci- 

sions, and involvement) may also serve to increase the 

acceptance of goals. This is further supported by Mitchell 

and Silver (1990) who find that group goals are more mo- 
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tivating than individual goals alone for group performance, 

particularly when task interdependence is high. They at- 

tribute these effects to the broadened sense of responsi- 

bility that each individual feels as a result of the 

interdependence of group members. 

Although the discussion of structures that modify goal 

acceptance are critical to the understanding of specific 

applications of goal theory, they must (except for the 

effects of incentives and rewards) be very carefully put 

into the category of boundary conditions. These structures 

are not present in all goal-performance situations and so 

represent special sets of rules that must be considered 

when and if they are present. 

Goal commitment and the intention to perform 

Regardless of the existence or non-existence of ac- 

ceptance- facilitating organizational processes, goal ac- 

ceptance (once achieved) is the final step before the 

formation of the subject's intention to perform. Goal ac- 

ceptance is a necessary condition of the broader pre- 

intention condition of goal commitment (Locke, Latham and 

Erez, 1988). According to Locke et al (1988), goal ac- 
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ceptance is a condition of goal commitment that must exist 

when goals are externally set. They are not specific 

where acceptance would fit into the the model of goal 

commitment; however, their discussion suggests that the 

distinction between goal acceptance and goal commitment 

is that acceptance is the initial agreement with a goal 

while goal commitment is the level of the individual's 

reluctance to vary (or accept variance in) the goal once 

set. This distinction makes studies that verify the im- 

portance of participation in goal setting or goal choice 

somewhat peripheral, in the sense that all that they are 

really describing is a process that only tangentially af- 

fects performance level. To restate this; accepting the 

Locke et al (1988) proposal that it is the level of com- 

mitment to a goal and not the mere acceptance of the goal 

that is instrumental to the level of performance, then 

acceptance of the goal is important to performance only 

so far as it allows (accepts) or disallows the goal mo- 

tivating process to proceed. 

Hollenbeck, Klein, O'Leary and Wright (1989) clarify 

the position. They note: 

Commitment to difficult goals should be distinguished 
from goal acceptance, which merely refers to the 
initial use of a goal assigned by another 
person..... Acceptance does not necessarily imply that 
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the person is psychologically bound to the goal (page 
951). 

Locke et al (1988) remonstrate the literature for using 

poor articulations of the goal commitment construct in many 

studies. They note that it is imperative that goal com- 

mitment be considered in a form that permits a wide and 

incremental range of levels of commitment. When sufficient 

variability is used in a study, Locke et al (1988) note 

that goal commitment becomes significantly associated with 

performance. They also note that models that include ex- 

pectancy predictions are substantially better served when 

commitment is a variable construct. Subjective probabili- 

ties and valences can then set varying levels of goal 

commitment, instead of trying to force the expectancy 

framework into a theoretical structure that can yield only 

dichotomous conditions. Hollenbeck, Williams and Klein 

(1989) substantiate the importance of goal commitment as 

the last cognitive step in the goal-performance process, 

positing that it is goal commitment that finally drives 

the behaviors that will lead to performance. 
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The Goal Commitment Model 

Locke et al (1988) and Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) 

represent recent and comprehensive discussions of the state 

of goal theory. These two works summarize the existing 

literature and present very comprehensive models of goal 

commitment. Figure 1 shows a diagram of the processes 

associated with goal commitment; the structure of this 

diagram is taken from Locke et al (1988), and contains 

all of the elements of that model, along with additional 

elements from Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) and Locke (1968). 

The diagram based on the Locke et al (1988) model is a 

useful heuristic for classifying the factors that affect 

the cognitive processing antecedent to goal commitment, 

because it classifies the factors according to the nature 

of the factors themselves, rather than simply showing them 

in relation to other parts of a specific model. In this 

respect, the Locke et al (1988) model is differentiated 

from the Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) model, in that it 

is more a theoretical heuristic for the exposition of a 

theory of goal commitment and less a model designed to 

examine determinants of goal commitment. 
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Figure 1. Locke et at (1988) Model 
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Central to the Locke et al (1988) model is that de- 

cisions about goal commitment are made in a cognitive 

process affected by three different types of factors: (1) 

External Factors- those factors that exist in the envi- 

ronment in which the subject considers the goal or goals 

to be accepted and committed to; (2) Interactive Factors- 

factors that exist external to the subject, but with which 

the subject must interact; and, (3) Internal Factors- the 

set of decision factors that operate solely within the mind 

of the subject. 

External factors include: Authority (at what level 

or by whom were the goals set); Peer group influence (what 

are the peer group norms, how effective is any conformance 

pressure); External rewards and incentives (higher incen- 

tives will add acceptance and commitment to more difficult 

goals); Specificity, or the clarity of the goal (Locke, 

1968); and, Goal Publicness (the extent to which important 

others are aware of the goal). Hollenbeck et al (1989) 

note that people tend to avoid altering their acknowledged 

course of action; doing so makes them appear inconsistent, 

therefore more public goals lead to higher goal commitment 

than do less public goals. 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 21



There are two interactive factors: Participation (does 

the subject have an influence on goal level and/or a say 

in the discussion that will lead to the level being set?); 

and Volition, or the idea that goals undertaken with free 

will are more psychologically binding and will cause the 

subject to act with greater consistency (Hollenbeck et al 

(1989) postulate that a self-set goal will engender more 

commitment than one externally set; thus the volitive state 

creates greater commitment). 

Lastly, there are four variables included in these 

models that are classified as internal factors. The 

first internal factor is subject Expectancy or Self- 

Efficacy; Locke et al (1988) note that expectancies of 

success will determine the subject's commitment level such 

that goals with lower expectancies of success will have 

lower commitment levels (self-efficacy is considered to 

be co-cedent to expectancy; those with higher self-efficacy 

will also have higher expectancies of goal success). The 

second set of factors consists of Internal Rewards (rewards 

that the subjects provide to themselves, e.g., "wow, I did 

really well!"). Factor three, Need for Achievement is ap- 

plied by Hollenbeck and Klein (1987). Hollenbeck et al 

(1989) demonstrate that individuals with a higher need for 
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achievement wiil demonstrate greater commitment to chal- 

lenging goals. Note as well that Atkinson (1957) and 

Hamilton (1974) found similar effects for subjective 

probability preferences. The final internal factor is Locus 

of Control, which comes from Hollenbeck and Klein (1987). 

Hollenbeck et al (1989), demonstrate that individuals with 

an internal locus of control will have higher commitment, 

and that highest commitment is found for subjects with a 

high need for achievement coupled with an internal locus 

of control. Also note that Szilagyi and Sims (1975), 

writing about subjective probability, found that those with 

an internal locus of control preferred lower subjective 

probabilities (tougher goals). 

All of these factors, when present, affect the cog- 

nitive processes associated with goal setting and the 

factors that lead to the subject's level of goal commit- 

ment. In the Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) model (Figure 2) 

the dotted arrow from the cognitive processing box to goal 

content and back (not in the Locke et al (1988) model) 

represents the goal level effect on the subject's cognitive 

process and the effect on goal content (goal level) that 

will be present when participative goal setting or goal 

choice are available to the subject; when these 
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participative factors are present, goal content is an 

outcome of cognitive processing as much as is goal com- 

mitment (c.f., Riedel et al (1988)). 

From the above review of the primary goal commitment 

models, it is apparent that the determinants of goal com- 

mitment may be best examined using a model that contains 

elements taken from expectancy theory. Locke et al (1988) 

are explicit in their inclusion of expectancy decisions, 

as are Hollenbeck and Klein (1987). 

Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) also develop an expectancy 

based model of goal commitment, which, as noted earlier, 

is a much more "testable" model than the theoretical 

heuristic proposed by Locke et al (1988). Shown in Figure 

z, this model posits that expectancy considerations take 

place in the determination (choice) of goal commitment. 

Valence (attractiveness of goal attainment) works with the 

expectancy (subjective probability) of goal attainment to 

determine the level of commitment to a given goal level.? 

  

2 Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) propose that the inter- 
action between valence and expectancy leads to an in- 
Gdividual's goal commitment. The model that is 
developed in this research more closely follows those 
proposed by Eden (1988) and Earley and Lituchy (1991), 
which did not include the interaction. 
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The level of the goal and the level of commitment to that 

goal then function together to determine performance. Note 

too that the factors that were classified as external and 

internal in the model in Figure 1 have now been classified 

as situational and personal respectively, and have been 

sub-categorized as influencing either the expectancy or 

the valence decisions. The interactive factors do not re- 

ceive a separate category; volition is categorized as 

situational and competition and participation are not in- 

cluded. The Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) model is evocative 

of the postulates of Erez and Kanfer (1983) that goal 

acceptance® is the result of a utility function described 

by expectancy theory. Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) do not 

discuss why participation was not included as a situational 

variable leading into the expectancy portion of their model 

(nor for that matter, into goal level or commitment). 

Alternatively, one might conclude that participatory proc- 

esses so alter the fundamental goal model that a model 

including participation would have to be considered sepa- 

rately. 

  

3 Goal acceptance is considered to be a pre-commitment 
condition (Locke et al, 1988; Hollenbeck et al, 1989). 
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Problems in the Goal/ Expectancy Linkage 

The review of the goal commitment models above dem- 

onstrates that several goal theory researchers have used 

elements of expectancy theory to explain the motivating 

process of goal setting, particularly in an environment 

where incentives are used. The models of goal commitment 

in Figures 1 and 2 show that expectancy considerations (and 

self-efficacy considerations as well) are a part of the 

models proposed by Locke et al (1988) and by Hollenbeck 

and Klein (1987). 

The Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) goal commitment model 

is in most respects an excellent iteration of an expectancy 

model of goal commitment; it clearly describes the goal 

commitment processes within an expectancy framework and 

does so in way that can be tested. The only potential flaw 

in the model is the paradox noted by Garland (1984) and 

Eden (1988); that the expectancy for hard goals is lower 

than that for easy goals, which then creates the contra- 

diction of low expectancies being associated with higher 

performances or lower goals being associated with higher 

performances. In brief, the contradiction between goal 

theory and expectancy theory is of the following nature: 
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Goal theory posits that more difficult goals lead to higher 

goal commitment and better performance; expectancy theory 

posits that subjects’ motivation (and goal commitment) is 

a multiplicative function of their assessment of the 

probability of success and the value for reward (e.g., when 

the value for reward is increased and/or the probability 

of success is increased, then the level of motivation, 

which is a product of these two values, is increased as 

well). The paradox is that workers will perceive that a 

high goal will have a lower probability of success than 

a low goal; thus (under traditional expectancy theory 

measurement) for a subject faced with a fixed level of 

reward, the low goal (with the higher probability of suc- 

cess) will create higher goal commitment than the high 

goal. This, of course, contradicts goal theory, which 

posits that the high goal will create higher goal commit- 

ment than the low goal. The question that arises is 

straightforward: is the Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) hybrid 

model sufficiently free from the problems of the goal/ 

expectancy paradox, and if not, what must be done to re- 

vise it so that it is? 

Garland (1984) notes, with regard to effectively 

reconciling expectancy and goal theory that: 
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Because subjective probability of success is a neg- 
ative, linear function of goal difficulty...[cites] 
...-it is difficult to integrate the expectancy and 
goal-setting literatures. Although several authors 
have addressed this issue, the literature provides, 
at best, a confusing array of seemingly inconsistent 
data and speculation (page 79). 

From this starting point, Garland describes two fundamental 

sets of problems with goal and expectancy research: (1) 

that expectancy to performance correlations are usually 

measured across goal groups (i.e., at a given goal level, 

subjects' expectancy predictions would be associated with 

performance) and (2) that much of the goal literature re- 

lies on simple tasks, of short duration, with immediate 

feedback and no external reward nor monetary incentive 

associated with goal accomplishment. Garland's research 

supports the assertion that goal and expectancy do work 

together, but that the literature has failed to examine 

the appropriate way to combine their effects. Garland's 

solution is to recognize the effects of goal level on 

performance, and to then analyze what leads to expectancy 

formations at a given goal level. 

Eden (1988) revisits this issue, noting as had Garland 

(1984), that expectancy is functional when all else (goal) 

is held equal. Eden's contribution to the combination of 

goal and expectancy theory is a different way of concep- 
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tualizing the expectancy measurement. Eden suggests that 

the paradox between goal and expectancy predictions is 

really only a function of the way that subjective proba- 

bility is measured. Eden posits that subjects with higher 

goals expect to produce more (in an absolute sense) than 

subjects with lower goals, even though they would rate 

their probability of success lower. Eden avers that in- 

vestigation into expectancy theory effects has been need- 

lessly restricted by the measurement of expectancy as 

subjective probability rather than as a prediction of a 

level of performance. Eden then proposes an alternative 

model of performance that uses this modified relationship 

between goal and expectancy. Although Eden's model is not 

fully integrated with goal theory (there is no goal com- 

mitment nor any of the antecedent conditions diagrammed 

in any of the models) it does provide an important re- 

conceptualization of at least part of the goal/ expectancy 

relationship. 

Eden replaces subjective probability with a measure 

of "state expectancy," which is the expectancy associated 

with a particular goal level under consideration by the 

subject. State expectancy is proposed to be a perceptual 

measure of an absolute level of how the subject will do, 
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or alternatively, a perceptual measure of how the subject 

will do relative to a cohort group. This level is set 

relative to the goal level: subjects with higher goal 

levels would be expected to have an expectation of higher 

performance relative to those with lower goal levels. 

Further, among subjects with the same goal level, those 

that expect higher performance will do better than those 

that expect lower performance. From this, one is able to 

measure an expectancy that is consistent with both ex- 

pectancy and goal predictions: i.e., those with higher 

goals will have higher expectancies of performance and 

those with higher goals and higher expectancies will also 

perform better. 

Eden (1988) also proposes that state expectancy level 

is a function not only of the goal level, but of a general 

"trait expectancy," which is essentially a measure of 

generalized self-efficacy. Bandura and Cervone (1983) 

postulate that motivation toward goal is influenced by 

perceptions of self-efficacy, in that previous performance 

develops within the subject an evaluation of potential 

performance effectiveness, which then in turn predicts the 

subject's performance against goal. The Bandura and 

Cervone self-efficacy measure is a set of probability as- 
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sessments about completing various levels of a task. Eden 

postulates an antecedent, generalized self-efficacy that 

provides the basis upon which the task-specific self- 

efficacy of Bandura and Cervone (which is measured against 

levels of a known task) is based. Eden (1988) notes 

that general self-efficacy scales have been developed by 

several researchers (including Sherer, et al (1982)) and 

distinguishes between this general perception of self- 

efficacy and self-efficacy associated with a particular 

state: 

We should also distinguish between trait expectancy 
(i.e., beliefs about self-competence in achievement 
situations in general) and state expectancy (i.e., 
beliefs about future achievement in specific, 
ability-related situations....Trait expectancy is a 
cognition about self-competence; state expectancy is 
a cognition about specific performance.(page 642) 

General self-efficacy or trait expectancy is a measure of 

subjects’ cognitions about their general self-competence, 

as measured by Sherer, et al (1982) and state expectancy 

would then be an evaluation of how well they will do in 

the present performance context, measured using a tradi- 

tional task-specific self-efficacy format. 

As has been noted, the inclusion of self-efficacy into 

the antecedents of goal commitment (or performance in a 

goal-setting model without commitment) has a body of sup- 
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port beyond Eden (1988). Locke et al (1988) and Locke 

and Latham (1990) include self-efficacy as a supporting 

factor of expectancy. Locke, Motowidlo and Bobko (1986) 

developed a model integrating goal, expectancy and self- 

efficacy theory. Unlike Eden (1988), their model lacks the 

restatement of expectancy which operationally reconciles 

the two theories. Locke et al (1986) posit self-efficacy 

as a replacement for the "how well will you do?", which 

is a question instrumentally dependent on the task and goal 

under the subject's consideration. By using self-efficacy 

as a substitute, Locke et al (1988) replace the traditional 

expectancy question with "how well can you do?" which is 

non-specific to the current goal level. Hence, although 

Locke et al (1986) do align high goals with a high sub- 

stitute expectancy measure, they fail to retain in the 

measure the instrumental linkage between the subject's goal 

and the subject's assessment of his or her likelihood of 

a given level of performance. Their model is finally a 

self-efficacy/ goal model with a valence component and not 

a goal/ expectancy model. This is also true of the Locke 

and Latham (1990) model, which in most respects is an 
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elaboration of the Locke et al (1986) model.* The assertion 

by Locke et al (1986) and Locke and Latham (1990) of the 

importance of the role of self-efficacy beliefs in the 

determination of expectancy decisions that are made in 

deference to goal level do lend important support to Eden's 

(1988) call for a trait expectancy antecedent to state 

expectancy. Eden is further supported in this by calls for 

inclusion of self-efficacy into the goal setting process 

by Gist (1987) and Locke, Frederick, Lee and Bobko (1984). 

Both cite substantial research linking self-efficacy to 

the goal setting process, and Locke et al (1984) and 

Earley and Lituchy (1991) demonstrate the effects exper- 

imentally as well. Both Gist (1987) and Locke et al (1984) 

note the deficiencies in existing measures of expectancy. 

  

4 Gist and Mitchell (1991) note that there are a number 
of distinctions in the conceptualization and the 
measurement of self-efficacy and expectancy. They fur- 
ther note that self-efficacy is a much broader concept 
that is generative in nature; expectancy is task, goal, 

or performance episode specific. Although their dis- 
cussion leads to the conclusion (as did Locke et al, 
1986) that self-efficacy contains all that expectancy 
is and more, they too fail to distinguish that aspect 
of expectancy theory which is unique from self- 
efficacy; the decision about how the subject expects 
to do in the performance episode directly at hand. A 
subject with wonderfully high self-efficacy may not, 
for whatever reason, intend to apply full effort to 
the goal at hand. Eden's (1988) state expectancy re- 
tains that unique element. 
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Although Eden (1988) overcomes the central problem 

in goal/ expectancy reconciliation, he does not develop a 

full model of goal commitment. The Eden (1988) model posits 

trait expectancy, state expectancy and goal level as the 

sole antecedents of performance. A full expectancy model 

would require valence considerations. A full goal commit- 

ment model requires goal commitment as the final arbiter 

of the intention to perform. Eden (1988) makes an enormous 

contribution to the hybridization of goal and expectancy 

theory, although not actually producing a model of goal 

commitment. 

One other issue raised in the goal/ self-efficacy 

literature is the role of assigned versus personal goals. 

Locke et al (1986) and Locke and Latham (1990) both ex- 

plicitly assert that it is personal goal level that sub- 

jects consider when forming self-efficacy perceptions, (or 

in Eden (1988) terms, state expectancy perceptions). Eden 

(1988) is less clear, although Earley and Lituchy (1991) 

assert that Eden (1988) is referring to personal goals in 

his model as well. Earley and Lituchy (1991) tested the 

Eden (1988) and Locke and Latham (1990) models in exper- 

imental settings, finding that assigned goal level has a 

Significant impact on personal goals and hence on state 
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expectancy. The question that arises from this is whether 

to examine assigned goal level as an antecedent of state 

expectancy decisions or to examine personal goal level as 

antecedent to state expectancy decisions. Since an ac- 

tual work environment that is goal-managed has outcomes 

associated with assigned goals that may or may not reflect 

any volition on the part of the subject, the subject must 

psychologically react to the assigned goals; any personal 

goal assessment takes place within the assigned goal con- 

text. This is not to say that there are not personal goals 

that are intermediate between assigned goal level and state 

expectancy determinations, only that the assigned goal is 

of overriding importance. For the purposes of this study, 

assigned goal, measured independently of the subject, will 

be used as the goal level proposed to affect state ex- 

pectancy. Given the high correspondence found between 

personal goal and assigned goal by Earley and Lituchy 

(1991), and given that measuring assigned goal allows for 

independent measurement in the context of this field 

project, there would seem to be little reason to consider 

the alternative. 

At this juncture, it is propitious to return to the 

Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) goal/ expectancy model and 
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determine whether it can be effectively revised. The 

primary problem with the model that Hollenbeck and Klein 

(1987) propose is that the goal/ expectancy paradox will 

appear if the construct of expectancy is not re-specified 

according to the Eden (1988) proposal. If left unadjusted, 

this would be a serious flaw; however, the framework can 

be kept intact and the problematic section can be cor- 

rected. 

Figure 3 presents the model to be used to examine 

the determinants of goal commitment in this study. Per Eden 

(1988) expectancy has been reconceptualized as state ex- 

pectancy, the attractiveness of goal attainment is now 

reconceptualized as "attractiveness of performance" in 

keeping with the state expectancy "doing well" construct. 

Goal level and trait expectancy are functioning to create 

a level of state expectancy, consistent with Eden (1988) 

and Locke, Latham and Erez (1988). The subject's level of 

goal commitment is then an immediate function of state 

expectancy and attractiveness of performance. 

The model retains the expectancy/ goal framework of 

Hollenbeck and Klein (1987), but adapts the constructs of 

its components to best fit current literature. 
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In this model, the subject is confronted initially 

with a goal. The subject then evaluates that goal in terms 

of how rewarding it would be to accomplish the goal 

(monetary incentives, internal rewards, etc.) and how 

likely the subject would be to achieve the goal. The 

subject assesses the likelihood of achieving the goal based 

on his or her assessment of his or her ability to perform 

(trait expectancy) in relation to the level of the goal. 

This evaluation leads to the subject's state expectancy 

(the subject's belief in his or her ability to perform 

in the present context). Finally, the subject weighs the 

probability of achieving the goal and the attractiveness 

of achieving the goal and makes a determination to act 

(goal commitment). 

Subjects’ goal commitment varies because of different 

levels of attractiveness of performance, goal level, state 

expectancy and trait expectancy. Subjects who report less 

attractiveness of performance will be less committed to a 

goal than would a subject with a greater value for per- 

formance (when goal and state expectancy are held equal). 

Likewise, when other factors are held equal, subject's with 

lower state expectancy will have lower goal commitment than 

subjects with higher state expectancy. As in expectancy 
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theory, subject goal commitment is a multiplicative func- 

tion of their levels of attractiveness of performance and 

their state expectancy. 

Trait expectancy and goal level are antecedents to 

the state expectancy formation. The subject bases his or 

her assessment of the likelihood of doing well in the 

present context based on the magnitude of the task (goal 

level) and the subject's general belief in his or her 

ability to perform well. State expectancy will be higher 

when either the goal level is higher or trait expectancy 

is higher (when the other factor is held constant). The 

effect of goal level on state expectancy is a basic goal 

theory effect; a higher goal results in higher goal com- 

mitment (state expectancy is a mediating variable). The 

effect of trait expectancy proceeds from expectancy for- 

mulations; subjects that have done well in the past tend 

to have higher probabilities (state expectancies) of doing 

well in the future, leading to increased motivation (goal 

commitment). 
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PART 2: RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

Hollenbeck and Klein (1987), Locke et al (1988) and 

Locke et al (1986) each propose that the subject's valence 

for the reward for goal attainment affects the subject's 

goal commitment. Subject's with a higher valence for the 

reward offered for a given goal will be more committed 

than will subjects with a lower valence for the same re- 

ward. This is consistent with predictions that would be 

derived from expectancy theory as well. As Hollenbeck and 

Klein (1987) note, the idea of simple valence for reward 

does not entirely capture elements of attraction associated 

with goal attainment that are not explicitly part of the 

incentive (i.e., non-pecuniary rewards such as satisfac- 

tion, peer group approval, etc.). They propose a more in- 

clusive construct of “attractiveness of goal attainment", 

which would embrace both valence for reward and the 

attractiveness of other factors associated with goal at- 

tainment. In the proposed model, as noted earlier, 

"attractiveness of goal attainment" has been changed to 

"attractiveness of performance" to better reflect the 

"doing well" measure of state expectancy. This associ- 
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ation between attractiveness of performance and goal com- 

mitment leads to the following research hypothesis: 

Hl Attractiveness of performance will be positively asso- 
ciated with goal commitment. 

Eden (1988) proposes that trait expectancy is an antecedent 

condition that, together with goal level, provides the 

basis for the formation of the subject's state expectancy. 

The subject has a baseline sense of general self-efficacy 

(trait expectancy) which determines how well the subject 

perceives that he or she will perform within a given 

goal-level context. Thus, a subject with a higher trait 

expectancy can be expected to report a higher state ex- 

pectancy for a given goal level than would a subject with 

a lower trait expectancy. This association yields the 

following hypothesis: 

H2 Trait expectancy is hypothesized to be positively as- 
sociated with state expectancy. 

The relationship between goal level and state expectancy 

is asserted primarily by Eden (1988), Locke et al (1986) 

and Locke and Latham (1990). They propose an inter- 

relationship between personal goal and state expectancy 
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and leave relatively unclear the relationship between 

personal goal and assigned goal. Since many of the studies 

conducted using goal/ self-efficacy models are conducted 

in lab settings, subject goal selection can be made a 

component of the study. Even when goals are "set" for the 

subjects, the outcomes associated with failure or success 

are often small, which increases the importance of the 

personal goal and minimizes the importance of the assigned 

goal. Wright (1989) notes that the size of the incentive 

may have a substantial effect on the outcomes of perform- 

ance in goal studies involving incentives; thus, in a field 

study where goal performance may mean thousands of dollars 

or even employment status, it is not unrealistic to assume 

that the assigned goals, which are instrumental to so many 

outcomes that the subjects value, will have powerful ef- 

fects on subjects' perceptions. For these reasons, it is 

proposed that assigned goal level will be positively as- 

sociated with state expectancy, such that at equal levels 

of trait expectancy, subjects with higher assigned goal 

levels will report higher state expectancy. The subjects 

in this study have both an assigned minimum goal (com- 

pletion of which guarantees base rate pay) and a team 

goal, which the subjects set participatively. As Eden and 
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Kanfer (1983) and Kernan and Lord (1988) note, partic- 

ipation in the goal setting process leads to higher goal 

commitment. Thus, both sets of goal levels should have a 

positive effect on state expectancy. Expression in hy- 

pothesis form yields the following: 

H3 Goal level will be positively associated with state 
expectancy. 

Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) proposed that expectancy of 

goal attainment is positively related to goal commitment. 

In the revised model, the subject's state expectancy is 

proposed to be positively related to goal commitment. Thus, 

state expectancy (formed from the antecedent trait ex- 

pectancy and goal level) functions with attractiveness of 

performance to actually form the subject's goal commitment. 

Subjects high in state expectancy will have higher goal 

commitment than will subjects with lower state expectancy 

at a given level of attractiveness of performance and 

volition. In the consideration of state expectancy and 

attractiveness of performance, the model most closely re- 

sembles the traditional expectancy framework. The proposed 

relationship between state expectancy and goal commitment 

yields the following hypothesis: 
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H4 State expectancy is hypothesized to be positively as- 
sociated with goal commitment. 

The study site utilizes modular production operations 

("team sewing"), and because of this, it is anticipated 

that there may be group effects on some individual per- 

ceptions. Therefore, two exploratory hypotheses are devel- 

oped here to examine what effects, if any, groups will 

have on the preceding hypotheses. 

Research has repeatedly demonstrated that members of 

groups with both individual and group goals perform sub- 

stantially better than individual subjects. Bettenhausen 

(1991) notes that both Gowen (1986) and Mitchell and Silver 

(1990) find that substantial performance gains are realized 

when group goals are present, particularly when group goal 

and the goals of the group's individual members converge. 

Bettenhausen also notes that Klein and Mulvey (1990) find 

that group cohesion, group norms and group goal are all 

positively associated with group goal commitment and per- 

formance. Finally, Lichtman and Lane (1983) find that group 

member feedback on the relative difficulty of the goal is 

associated with performance differences. 
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Given the variables of interest in this research, it 

is not expected that groups will have an effect on the 

relationship between trait expectancy and state expectancy, 

on the relationship between attractiveness of performance 

and goal commitment, between goal level and state expect- 

ancy, nor on the relationship between state expectancy and 

goal commitment. This is not to say that group membership 

does not independently affect the levels of these vari- 

ables; trait expectancy in particular is probably affected 

by group expectations. One factor that helps determine 

trait expectancy might be the relative success of the 

subject's group; the subject is in a group that has done 

well in the past and thus the subject's confidence in his 

or her ability to do well in the future is reinforced. 

However, another subject might report an equally high trait 

expectancy, but may base that expectancy on experiences 

with some other group, such as friends or family, or 

perhaps a previous work group. Both of these subjects 

should report higher state expectancies (at a given goal 

level) than would subjects with lower trait expectancies. 

Thus, the expected positive relationship between trait 

expectancy and state expectancy for the individual subject 

should not be affected by group membership. None of the 
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relationships hypothesized above should be affected by 

group membership; these relationships exist independently 

of the source of the magnitude of individual variables. 

Further, both Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) and Locke and 

Latham (1988) acknowledge that peer group influences the 

psychological environment of the subject, and both hy- 

pothesize that the influence of peer group norms is 

antecedent to the cognitive processes of this individual 

model. Thus, although peer group may influence the magni- 

tude or the calibration of the range of measures that the 

subject reports, it still may not influence the relation- 

ships among those measures. The model will be supported 

if the relationships described in the hypotheses are not 

affected by group membership, even if the magnitude of 

individual measures are affected by group membership. 

Subjects have many factors in their lives that influence 

their perceptions, and their work group is a potentially 

powerful one. However, if there is no systematic effect 

on relationships (correlations) between measures attribut- 

able to groups, then group effects on measure magnitude 

remain one of a number of antecedent factors to the model. 

Following this reasoning the following hypotheses are de- 

rived: 
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H5a (Exploratory) There will be group effects on the mag- 
nitude of the measures used in this study. 

H5b (Exploratory) There will be group effects on the re- 
lationships between variables described in Hypothesis 1 
through Hypothesis 4. 

SUMMARY 

The review of goal theory and goal commitment literature 

demonstrates that there is considerable impetus to build 

a goal commitment model that uses an expectancy framework. 

The literature that was reviewed suggests that numerous 

suggestions have been made to use expectancy theory within 

the goal paradigm, although none effectively avoided the 

paradox that Garland (1984) and Eden (1988) worked to re- 

solve. A goal/ expectancy model of goal commitment 

(Hollenbeck and Klein, 1987) was reviewed and critiqued, 

and was revised according to the literature. This revision 

yielded a working model of goal commitment from which hy- 

potheses for the research were detailed. 

The next chapter will outline the methodology of the 

study, including a description of the subjects and analy- 

sis. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

OVERVIEW 

The preceding chapter detailed a general model of goal 

commitment and a series of hypotheses were developed to 

examine the determinants of goal commitment. This chap- 

ter will detail the research site, research methodology, 

research instrument, the measures used in the study, and 

the analysis used in the study. 

RESEARCH SITE 

This research is conducted among the workforce of a 

large apparel manufacturing company. The company has made 

all of its team sewing facilities available for the study, 

allowing the possibility of collecting data from up to 

three-thousand workers. Three plants were selected for 

the present research, yielding a sample of about 1300 el- 

igible workers. 

The sewing workers in this company work in facilities 

that range in size from about 350 employees to about 750 
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employees. Employees work in "teams" of between seven and 

thirteen workers (depending on product), with each worker 

performing specialized activities in support of the team's 

production. Although the company officially stresses the 

importance of teamwork, team identity and uses group-based 

incentive payout, the teams are not self-managing. One 

company official referred to the team concept as "modular 

sewing" which is probably a more accurate description of 

the current status of the workgroups. The team system came 

on line over the course of the past three years; some 

plants (not used in this study) are still in the process 

of making the conversion from an individual piecework 

system to team sewing. 

The team sewing concept was introduced into factories 

in order to reduce production costs. The modular concept 

has reduced in-process inventory and production time, and 

has substantially improved product quality. Employees ini- 

tially resisted the team structure, partially because it 

changed what had been an individual work environment into 

an environment that required inter-dependence with other 

workers. Many employees were (and many still are) of the 

opinion that their wages would be diminished by the team 

structure. 
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When teams were initially formed, many employees 

formed teams with friends and family members (although they 

were cautioned not to do so). Many employees experienced 

problems with these teams and when teams were allowed to 

reform, employees formed teams based more upon work skills 

and work "attitude." At the time of the survey, all teams 

had been reformed at least once. When employees leave 

teams, other employees may bid to become members of that 

team. The team retains the right to decide who may join 

them. Management reports that new employees will quit if 

their only opportunity is to join the "bad" teams, which 

is an indicator of how much importance employees attach 

to being members of successful teams. 

As noted earlier, teams consist of between seven and 

thirteen sewers (depending on product) working in close 

proximity to each other. Team members have specific sew- 

ing responsibilities; each is responsible for sewing a 

specific portion of the garment that the team is producing. 

Team members that have produced enough of their work to 

keep other team members supplied may get supplies for the 

team or use cross-training skills to assist in production 

bottlenecks within their team. Teams are also trained in 
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quality control skills, communication and problem-solving 

skills. 

Employees have three types of goals against which they 

are evaluated; quality goals, attendance goals, and per- 

formance goals. All performance is measured at the team 

level and all but one of the goals are assigned. Teams 

set one goal themselves, a goal for production beyond the 

minimum goal set by the company. This is an unofficial 

goal, but it is set as a calibration point by the teams 

and they perform against this goal. To the team members, 

the group goal represents the performance necessary to 

achieve their desired hourly wage rate.® Constant per- 

formance feedback is available to teams so that they may 

monitor their productivity. Rewards for performance are 

tied to production; production of the base goal (100%) 

results in payment to all team members of the base salary; 

  

5 Pay at the sewing factories is based on a modified 
piece rate system, where a minimum performance standard 
has been set. Performance at this minimum standard 
is referred to as "100%;" production over this amount 
is referred to by the percentage that the production 
is over standard (e.g., 110%, 130%, etc.). The percent 
terminology is pervasive; employees refer to their own 
sewing capability and the capability of others in 
percentage terms. Thus, when performance issues are 

raised in the survey, the most natural terminology is 
the percent system. 
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superior production results in additional payments. Em- 

ployees are also permitted (in some facilities) to leave 

early when they have completed their base goal; thus em- 

ployees can continue to produce and make extra money after 

the completion of the base goal, or take additional time- 

off. 

The administrative structure, team environment and 

compensation system are the same for all three facilities. 

All that differs is that one of the facilities produces 

sweatpants and has teams one-half the size of the teams 

at the other two facilities. At the facilities with the 

larger teams, the structure of the work is no different, 

but each team has two lines of production within it. Since 

the work is almost identical and the management structures 

and systems are the same across plants, the data from all 

three plants are considered together. This also permits a 

sufficiently large number of teams to enable meaningful 

examination of team effects. Calibrations for between-plant 

differences are discussed in Chapter 4. 
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

A survey instrument was developed to determine subject 

responses to the variables associated with the hypotheses 

developed in the last chapter. To develop the survey, 

meetings and focus groups were held with plant managers 

and employees to further determine the work context of the 

subjects in the study. By investigating the operations 

thoroughly, items are tailored to best reflect the work 

experience of the subjects. A preliminary instrument was 

designed and passed to top management for review. Following 

this, a pilot test was performed at a location which was 

not used in the actual study. After an examination of 

the results of the pilot test, the instrument was adjusted 

where necessary and prepared for the actual survey. Only 

one administration of the survey was required to collect 

the data relevant to the model. 

The survey was administered on site, and special ef- 

forts were made to assure subjects that the project was 

in fact university research. This should help avoid re- 

spondent mistrust that could result in spurious survey 

responses. As was noted in Chapter 2, team goal levels 

were taken from company records. This required that sub- 
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jects indicate their team affiliation on the survey in- 

strument. It is hoped that the relative anonymity of the 

team affiliation coupled with the presence of university 

researchers obviated any fears among the subjects that 

would cause them to respond less than candidly. 

SURVEY ADMINISTRATION 

The survey was administered at three sewing plants 

by teams of two to five survey administrators from Virginia 

Tech. Several teams at a time were brought to a conference 

room during working hours to complete the survey instru- 

ment; the number of teams surveyed at one time varied 

between plants (because of differences in team size). 

Survey administrators were in the room with the subjects 

at all times to answer questions and to keep subjects from 

talking to each other. Subjects were orally instructed to 

read all instructions carefully, to consider each item 

individually, and to complete the survey without talking 

to other employees. Subjects were also assured that their 

responses would be kept confidential. The actual survey 

instrument is reproduced in Appendix A ( note: there are 

several items on the survey that are not used in this 

Chapter 3: Methodology 55



study; they are included here only to show the survey 

instrument intact). Sections containing items related to 

this study are marked. 

MEASURES 

Wherever possible, the measures for this research were 

adapted from existing studies. By using previously vali- 

dated measures, it is hoped that errors in construct va- 

lidity can be avoided. The study requires four attitudinal 

measures and the external measure of goal level. Demo- 

graphic data were also collected to provide a better de- 

scription of the people who participated in the study. 

Although all of the measures used in this study have 

been previously validated, it is important that their re- 

liability be examined within the present sample where ap- 

propriate. Two measures used in the study require 

examination of their internal reliability: goal commitment 

and and trait expectancy. The other measures used to ex- 

amine the hypotheses are variations of magnitude scales 

that are additive in nature and do not have interpretable 

internal reliabilities. These sets of scales, which include 

the state expectancy scales and the attractiveness of 
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performance scales, will be discussed in terms of between 

scale relationships. 

Goal Commitment 

Goal commitment, the dependent variable in the model, 

was measured using a scale developed and tested by 

Hollenbeck, Klein, O'Leary and Wright (1989). They propose 

a seven item scale that has demonstrated convergent va- 

lidity with force to attain goal, self-set goal--assigned 

goal discrepancy, and subsequent goal change. The scale 

(as measured by Hollenbeck, et al (1989)) has a coefficient 

alpha = .71. 

Subjects were given directions to consider their team 

production goal and then respond to the following state- 

ments according to how they apply to it. Subject re- 

sponses are on a six point Likert type scale, ranging from 

strongly disagree to strongly agree. 

1. It's hard for me to take this goal seriously. 

2. It's unrealistic for me to expect to reach this goal. 

3. It is quite likely that this goal may need to be re- 
vised, depending on how things go. 

4. Quite frankly, I don't care if I achieve this goal 
or not. 
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5. I am strongly committed to this goal. 

6. I think that this goal is a good one to shoot for. 

7. %It wouldn't take much to make me change this goal. 

These items were adapted in the questionnaire (see Appendix 

A) to fit the goal type and team environment. For this 

data, the goal commitment scale had a coefficient alpha 

of .710, which is precisely what Hollenbeck et al (1989) 

reported. 

Trait Expectancy 

Trait expectancy was measured with a twelve item scale 

of general self-efficacy developed by Sherer et al (1982). 

The use of a generalized self-efficacy scale is recommended 

for the measurement of trait expectancy by Eden (1988); 

the Sherer et al (1982) scale was used by Earley and 

Lituchy (1991) in their test of the Eden (1988) model. 

Sherer et al (1982) originally proposed a seventeen item 

scale; however, six of the items have a factor loading 

less than .5 and are dropped from the items used in this 

study. Subject responses were on a six point Likert type 

scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 
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1. If I can't do a job the first time, I keep trying 
until I can. 

2. When I set important goals for myself, I rarely achieve 
them. (r) 

3. I give up on things before completing them. (r) 

4. When I have something unpleasant to do, I stick to 
it until I finish it. 

5. When I decide to do something, I go right to work on 
it. 

6. When trying to learn something new, I soon give up 
if I am not initially successful. (r) 

7. When unexpected problems occur, I don't handle them 
well. (r) 

8. I avoid trying to learn new things when they look too 
Gifficult for me. (r) 

9. Failure just makes me try harder. 

10. I feel insecure about my ability to do things. (r) 

11. I give up easily. (r) 

12. I do not seem capable of dealing with most problems 
that come up in life. (r) 

For the data presented here, the trait expectancy scale 

had a coefficient alpha of .791 (Sherer et al (1982) re- 

ported a coefficient alpha of .89). 
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Attractiveness of Performance 

Attractiveness of Performance was measured following 

a protocol proposed by Garland (1985) who notes that: 

Performance valence is defined as a composite of the 
satisfactions an individual anticipates will be 
gained by producing at each of several different 
performance levels over a range of performances that 
might be considered. (Page 349-350) 

Garland (1985) also notes that Vroom (1964) describes va- 

lence as anticipated satisfaction with the outcomes of 

performance. In models of the type described here or in 

Garland (1985), valence for performance outcomes are 

subsumed by valence (or attractiveness) of performance at 

various levels. Thus, rather than examine the satisfaction 

that a performance outcome (such as pay) can be anticipated 

to have, Garland (1985) proposes that the anticipated 

satisfaction with levels of performance be measured. The 

same technique was used by Earley and Lituchy (1991) in 

their examination of the Garland (1985) model and the Locke 

et al (1990) model. Items for this scale involve asking 

the subject to report on a Likert-type scale their antic- 

ipated satisfaction level for low performance, average 

performance, and high performance against their production 

goal. In the present study, satisfaction with performance 
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against team production goal will be measured with ten 

items assessing satisfaction with a range of potential 

performance levels. Items for this scale were developed 

after meeting with company officials and employees so that 

they best address the performance context. The items for 

this scale are as follows, with separate scales for team 

performance and individual performance. Subjects respond 

on a six point Likert type scale, ranging from very sat- 

isfied to very dissatisfied. 

1. How satisfied would you be if your team sewed 100% 
for the week? 

2. How satisfied would you be if your team sewed 105% 
for the week? 

3. How satisfied would you be if your team sewed 110% 
for the week? 

Two different sets of items, one measuring attrac- 

tiveness of personal performance, the other measuring 

attractiveness of team performance, were included in the 

study. Attractiveness of personal performance represents 

the employees' satisfaction level with their own individual 

performance in helping their team succeed; Attractiveness 

of team performance represents the employees' satisfaction 

with the level of their teams' performance. 
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The two measures of attractiveness of performance 

{attractiveness of team performance and attractiveness of 

personal performance) have a correlation of r=.656 (see 

Table 3). These measures are quite distinct in wording 

(both within the items and the directions preceding the 

items) and physically separated in the survey instrument; 

thus, the high correlation between these scales is a good 

indication that they are in fact measuring a similar con- 

struct. Further, the variance inflation factor for each 

of these measure is well below the threshold that would 

suggest collinearity. 

State Expectancy 

Both Garland (1985) and Eden (1988) expressed concern 

over the way that state expectancy is normally measured 

and Eden (1988) suggests several different ways that state 

expectancy might be measured. Following Eden's suggestion, 

three different measures of state expectancy were collected 

for this research. 

The first two measures are those used by Locke et 

al (1984) and Earley and Lituchy (1991). They derive from 

a traditional specific self-efficacy measure (specific to 
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the task group under investigation). The scale consists 

of a "magnitude component" and a "strength" component. 

The magnitude component is a summation of affirmative re- 

sponses to a series of statements of "I can complete X 

units" that have ascending values of X. The range of 

values includes as a midpoint the performance average of 

study participants. Subjects are also asked to evaluate 

the probability of completing each of these levels of 

performance. The average of these probabilities constitute 

the "strength" component of the state expectancy scale. 

The two subsets of the scale comprise two different meas- 

ures of state expectancy; magnitude (how much the subject 

anticipates accomplishing) and strength (the subjects con- 

fidence in producing at high magnitude). The specific 

items for this scale were developed after consultation with 

company officials and employees to best address the work 

context. The items follow the following format (with 

items ranging from low to very high performance): 
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1. I will REGULARLY sew at 100%. 

I Can I Cannot 

How certain are you of this answer? 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

Not Completely 

Certain Certain 

A second state expectancy measure is derived from Eden 

(1988) who proposes a measure that asks subjects to eval- 

uate their quantile of performance relative to others at- 

tempting the same task. 

The quantile operationalization measures state ex- 
pectancy in terms of a subjective, social comparison; 
the frame of reference is the individual's achieve- 
ment relative to his or her peers, not relative to 

his or her past success. Therefore, the quantile 

measure should be relatively impervious to task 
difficulty and fairly constant across goal difficulty 
levels.(Eden, 1988; page 648) 

Subjects are asked to select a quintile of performance 

after the following statement: 
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1. If you compare yourself to other sewing workers in the 

plant, how do your think that you will perform? (Pick 

one of the following) 

a Better than 9 out of 10 co-workers. 

b. Better than 7 out of 10 co-workers. 

c. Better than 5 out of 10 co-workers. 

d. Better than 3 out of 10 co-workers. 

e. 9 out of 10 of my co-workers will perform better 

than me. 

The correlations between the three state expectancy 

measures; magnitude, quantile and strength are shown (along 

with the correlations of the other variables) in Table 3. 

Magnitude and strength (which derive from a dependent item 

structure) are highly correlated at r=.953. The subject's 

anticipated quantile of performance is also significantly 

related to both magnitude (r=.224) and strength (r=.328). 

The high correlation between magnitude and strength may 

Chapter 3: Methodology 65



largely be a function of the interdependence of the two 

items in the instrument construction. Further, an exam- 

ination of the means and standard deviations of these two 

variables suggests that they are virtually identical, in- 

dicating that each time a subject indicated the ability 

to perform at a given level, the subject (with rare ex- 

ception) indicated a "100%" confidence that he or she could 

perform at that level. There are two possible explanations 

for this effect: (1) That the subjects did not understand 

how to properly execute the items; or, (2) that the sub- 

jects had a substantial certitude of their performance 

capability. During de-briefing following the pilot admin- 

istration of the survey, respondents indicated that they 

understood how to respond to the item. They also indicated 

that they truly felt confident that their projections of 

their ability level were completely accurate. Given that 

the subjects are fully aware of their performance speed 

(they have hourly, daily and weekly feedback) it is not 

surprising that subjects estimate performance levels with 

absolute certainty. Finally, the variance inflation factors 

for magnitude and strength were sufficiently high (11.1 

and 11.8 respectively) to warrant regarding the measures 

as collinear. 

Chapter 3: Methodology 66



There is also evidence that some subjects did not 

understand how to respond to the items used to assess 

magnitude and strength. An examination of frequency tables 

of the raw data showed that several subjects reported that 

they could not sew at the 100% rate. It is improbable that 

any employee would not sew at the 100% rate, given that 

operators that do not perform up to that rate are dis- 

missed. Employees are fully aware that the 100% rate is 

required; one must assume, therefore, that any employee 

reporting an inability to perform at 100% did not under- 

stand how to respond to the items. 89 observations were 

dropped, either because no answer had been given to the 

Magnitude and strength items or because answers indicated 

that the subject did not understand how to respond. There 

is more confusion in the responses to the strength compo- 

nent of the expectancy items. Respondents that indicated 

that they could perform at a given level often indicated 

a zero probability that they could successfully perform 

at the indicated level. A number of the subjects gave 

responses that were improbable. Given the demonstration 

of collinearity and given that the magnitude measure seems 

to have created the least confusion, only the magnitude 

measure will be retained for analysis. 
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ANALYSIS 

The basic analysis for the study consists of path 

analysis to determine the viability of the causal model 

and examinations of regressions and correlations as nec- 

essary to examine specific hypotheses. 

Path analysis allows for the examination of the causal 

ordering of the model, and has been used in previous re- 

search in goal theory (Earley and Lituchy, 1991). Path 

analysis requires that certain assumptions about the data 

to be analyzed are met. Specifically, path analysis re- 

quires that measurement be accurate and that the effects 

detailed in a model be one-way. The previously validated 

measures used in this research are as accurate as possible 

and the model specified here is recursive. Since the data 

meet these criteria, the use of path analysis is an ap- 

propriate method to examine whether the model fits the 

sample data. 

Path analysis is based on a series of regressions 

which describe the causal relationships among measures in 

a proposed model. Traditional path analysis contained a 

number of assumptions that restricted the applicability 

of the analytic technique. However, the development of 
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computer programs capable of solving structural equation 

models has made path analysis a more useful technique. The 

program used to analyze the data here, called GEMINI, is 

specifically designed to analyze covariance structure 

equations for recursive models. The program permits anal- 

ysis similar to that performed using LISREL VII or CALIS, 

and it is substantially simpler to understand. Addi- 

tionally, GEMINI generates significance information on in- 

direct effects, which is critical to the interpretation 

of the path analysis. 

There are two principal effects of interest in path 

analysis; direct effects and indirect effects. Direct ef- 

fects represent the effects of one measure of the model 

on another measure. Indirect effects are effects that a 

measure has on another measure through its action on an 

intermediate measure. In an examination of a path analy- 

sis, one is concerned with both types of effects. Both 

types of effects are examined for statistical significance 

and effect size. The presence of significant indirect ef- 

fects indicate that components of the model perform a me- 

diating role ina relationship between two other variables. 

When no indirect effects are present, then the relation- 

ships proposed in the model are independent of each other. 
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As was noted in the discussion of Hypothesis 5, it 

is imperative to verify the independence of the hypothe- 

sized effects from possible group influences. To accomplish 

this, the effects were examined using Within and Between 

Analysis (WABA) (Dansereau, Alutto and Yammarino, 1984). 

WABA allows the investigation of both whether a measure's 

magnitude is associated with group membership and whether 

an hypothesized correlation is predominantly at the indi- 

vidual or group level. 

Although a complete discussion of WABA is well beyond 

the scope of this document, a brief outline of what WABA 

entails may helpful. WABA consists of two separate ana- 

lyses, WABA I and WABA II. WABA I is an examination of 

whether the variance in individual measures occurs pre- 

dominantly within groups or between groups or is randomly 

distributed throughout the sample (the equivocal condi- 

tion). If a significant amount of variation in an indi- 

vidual variable occurs within groups, then there is a group 

effect on that variable. This would mean that there is a 

normal distribution of a measure within each workgroup, 

and that the range of this distribution differs between 

groups. If a significant amount of the variance in a 

measure is found between groups, then a group effect is 
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also present. In this case, the primary differences in a 

measure's variance is between work groups; each group re- 

ports scores internally similar and different from other 

groups. A normal distribution is achievable only by ag- 

gregating all groups. In the equivocal condition, the 

measures are simply normally distributed throughout the 

sample. WABA I was used to test Hypothesis 5a; signif- 

icant within or between group effects would indicate that 

there are group effects on measures; the equivocal condi- 

tion would indicate that there are no group effects on 

the measures. WABA II allows the examination of corre- 

lations between measures, and determines whether a corre- 

lation is significantly greater between groups, within 

groups, or equivocal (no group effects). If a signif- 

icantly greater correlation is found within groups, then 

a group effect is present and the effects associated with 

the correlation are the result of conditions inherent to 

each group independently. Within group effects indicate 

that there is a distribution of both measures within the 

group, and that the measures are correlated. Further, it 

means that the correlation between the measures exists 

predominantly when the two measures are examined on a 

"group by group" basis. If between-group correlations 
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are significantly greater, then the effect associated with 

the correlation is again assumed to demonstrate group ef- 

fects, but this time is the result of measures correlated 

between groups. In this case, the distribution of both 

measures within an individual group would be limited while 

remaining related. The comparison of the full distribution 

of the measures is only possible by examining the re- 

lationship among the measures combined for all groups. 

To illustrate the interpretation of WABA II results, 

consider two variables, A and B, and imagine that data 

is available for several groups of workers. WABA I has 

indicated that that A and B each vary within groups, 

meaning that workers report low, medium and high A and 

B. WABA II within-groups effects would indicate that 

that those that reported low A reported low B, medium A 

medium B, and high A high B. If correlations for the two 

measures were examined for all subjects combined, they 

would be lower than when examined within groups. This would 

be because the measures distributed within each group are 

affected by calibrations of the measure at the group level. 

One group might report a range of 1 to 5 for measure A 

and 3 to 7 for measure B; another group might report 

ranges of 3 to 6 for A and 1 to 4 for B. Within these 
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groups, the two measures might be highly correlated; taken 

in aggregate, they lose significance. A between-groups 

effect would indicate that members of one group report high 

A and high B, another group medium A and medium B, and 

yet a third group low A and low B. Group effects continue 

to exist because the association of highs, mediums and lows 

are all taking place at the group level; however, corre- 

lations are most significant when the measures are compared 

in aggregate. Finally, the equivocal condition would in- 

dicate that the measures are distributed throughout the 

sample without group effects, and that the correlations 

appear strongest examined in the aggregate. 

To examine the effect of groups as per Hypothesis 5b, 

the following would apply: In the equivocal condition, 

groups do not have an effect on the relationships of 

measures used in the individual model; if the distribution 

of measures is not influenced by groups, nor the re- 

lationships among those measures, then an individual model 

may be assumed. If a within-group effect is discovered, 

it will mean that the individual model is functional, but 

that its relationships are best examined within the context 

of individual work groups. A between-group effect would 

indicate that the group tends to dominate the cognitions 
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of its individual members (at least those measured here) 

and that a group-based model should be examined. 
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

OVERVIEW 

Chapter 3 described the methodology used to test the 

hypotheses detailed after the literature review in Chapter 

2. This chapter will present the demographic character- 

istics of the sample and will present the results of the 

analysis described in Chapter 3. The analysis will be 

presented in two parts. The first part will report the 

analysis of the primary hypotheses (1-4) and an examination 

of the viability of the model using path analysis. The 

second part will report the results of the WABA analysis 

used to determine if group effects are present in the 

data, which tests hypotheses 5a and 5b. 

DEMOGRAPHICS AND SURVEY RESPONSE 

One thousand, two hundred and twenty-seven sewing 

workers completed the survey, which represents all of the 

eligible workers at the plants on the days that the survey 

was administered. Mid-week days were chosen to administer 
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the survey because plant managers indicated that these were 

the days that had the lowest absenteeism. There were no 

abnormal absence patterns reported that might have influ- 

enced sample characteristics. One hundred and thirty-two 

subjects were dropped from the analysis because they were 

not part of a sewing team or because they functioned as 

inspectors, dropping the number of usable responses to a 

maximum of 1095. The remaining subjects were all members 

of sewing teams that produced either sweatshirts, 

sweatpants, or tee-shirts. 

Table 1 shows the number of responses available for 

each demographic variable, as well as its mean and standard 

deviation. The subjects were 97% female, at an average age 

of 33 years old. Subjects had an average of 5 years ex- 

perience as sewing machine operators, and an average of 2 

years experience in team sewing. Subjects were predomi- 

nantly European-Americans (55.6%) and African-Americans 

(36.6%), with far lower representations of Asian-Americans 

(2.0%), Native-Americans (2.0%) and Latin-Americans (0.9%). 

A majority of respondents had completed high-school 

(64.8%), and some had attended college (15.1%) or had a 

college degree (2.2%). Only 15.8% of the subjects had not 

completed high-school. 
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Table 1. Demographic Information for Study Respondents 

  

  

  

Variable N Mean Std. Deviation 

Yrs. in Team Sewing 1051 2.15 1.56 

Tenure w/ Company 1064 5.11 3.91 

Married (yes=1) 10390 59 .49 

Dependents 1059 1.44 2.06 

Age 1059 33.31 9.27 

Gender (Female=1) 1090 .98 .17 

Education 
Less than High School 14.8% 

High School Degree 60.5% 
Some College 20.6% 

College Degree 3.0% 

Race 
Asian-American 1.7% 

African-American 25.4% 
Native American 2.9% 
Latin-American 0.2% 

European-American 67.4% 
Other 1.2% 

As was noted in Chapter 3, the data for all three 

plants are considered together. Because of this, it is 

imperative that any structural differences between facili- 

ties be identified and steps taken to account for the 
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effects of these structural differences on the analysis. 

Four of the measures of interest in this study, attrac- 

tiveness of team performance, attractiveness of personal 

performance, goal level, and magnitude, are dependent on 

production expectations that are plant specific. Pro- 

duction rates and performance requirements may have dif- 

ferent calibrations at different facilities, such that a 

worker of average ability at one facility may average a 

higher rate than an average worker at another facility. 

Each of these four measures are expressed in terms of 

percentage of base production, and therefore may be subject 

to differences in calibrations between plants. To avoid 

effects on the analysis, all have been standardized 

within-plant to a common mean of 100. Through standardiz- 

ing, a continuous scale is retained, but the effects of 

calibration differences are removed. The other psychometric 

scales, although sometimes differing among subpopulations, 

are assumed, for this analysis, to be independent of 

structural effects. 
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PRIMARY ANALYSIS OF THE MODEL CHYPOTHESES 1-4) 

This section presents a test of the modified goal 

commitment model described in Chapter 2 and diagrammed in 

Figure 3. The model identified a dependent variable, goal 

commitment, and four independent variables in a specific 

causal pattern and broken into separate hypotheses, H1 to 

H4. Following the identification of the viability of the 

model, the results will be restated in relation to each 

hypothesis. The descriptive statistics, correlations, and 

regression results used in this discussion are presented 

in Tables 2, 3, and 4, respectively. Table 2 presents the 

means and standard deviations of the measures used in the 

study. Table 3 presents the Pearson's correlations among 

the measures used in the study, and Table 4 presents the 

results of the regression analysis. 

Described in the terms of path analysis, the model 

consists of three exogenous variables (trait expectancy, 

goal level, and attractiveness of performance) and two 

endogenous variables (goal commitment and state expect- 

ancy). Goal commitment is shown in Figure 3 to be a 

function of the exogenous variable attractiveness of per- 

formance and the endogenous variable, state expectancy, 
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which is in turn a function of the exogenous variables 

trait expectancy and goal level. 

As noted earlier, two measures were collected for 

state expectancy (magnitude and quantile) and for attrac~ 

tiveness of performance (attractiveness of team performance 

and attractiveness of personal performance). To use these 

multiple measures in the most efficient manner, path 

analysis was performed using a form of structural equations 

analysis (GEMINI) which permitted the use of all measures 

in a single analysis, and which provides information about 

indirect effects and their significance. A diagram of the 

model as analyzed is presented in Figure 4. Trait ex- 

pectancy and goal level are shown causally linked to state 

expectancy (i.e., to the measures magnitude and quantile). 

Likewise, goal commitment is shown linked to attractiveness 

of performance (i.e., to the measures attractiveness of 

team performance and attractiveness of personal perform- 

ance). Goal Commitment is now presented as a function of 

attractiveness of performance-team and attractiveness of 

performance-personal (attractiveness of performance) and 

state expectancy-magnitude and state expectancy-quantile 

(state expectancy). 
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Figure 4. Revised Model: Measures used in Analysis 
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A summary of the regression results is presented in 

Table 4. The analysis is an OLS regression using goal 

commitment as the dependent measure and state expectancy- 

magnitude, state expectancy-quantile, attractiveness of 

performance-team, attractiveness of performance-personal, 

trait expectancy and goal level as independent measures. 

The table presents (from left to right) the independent 

measure, its estimate, the T value of the estimate, the 

Type III sum of the squares, and the F value of the Type 

III sum of the squares. In the regression, trait expect- 

ancy presents a significant estimate in the regression 

(.160), along with goal level (.002) and state 

expectancy-quantile (-.033). No other measures are sig- 

nificant in the regression. 

Figure 5 presents the path co-efficients from the path 

analysis of the data. The analysis of the data indicates 

only partial support for the model. Neither model has 

Significant paths between any of the state expectancy 

measures and goal commitment. Further, neither of the 

measures of attractiveness of performance has a significant 

path to goal commitment. However, significant paths do 

exist between goal level and trait expectancy and each of 

the measures of state expectancy. This analysis thus 
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supports the portion of the model that describes the for- 

mation of state expectancy perceptions and fails to support 

the antecedent relationship of state expectancy and 

attractiveness of performance to goal commitment. 

At this juncture, the findings will be reported ac- 

cording to the hypotheses detailed in Chapter 2. 

Hl Attractiveness of performance will be positively asso- 
Ciated with goal commitment. 

This hypothesis is weakly supported. Both measures of 

attractiveness of performance (attractiveness of team per- 

formance and attractiveness of personal performance) were 

Significantly correlated with goal commitment. However, the 

effect size is extremely small, (r=.101, p<.0Ol1 for 

attractiveness of personal performance and r=.103, p<.0Ol 

for attractiveness of team performance) indicating only a 

Minor inter-relationship between the attractiveness meas- 

ures and goal commitment. Further, there was no signif- 

icant path co-efficient between goal commitment and either 

of the measures of attractiveness of performance. These 

results do indicate, however, that a subject's goal com- 

mitment is related to the subjects’ decisions about 
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attractiveness of performance, although there is no support 

for a causal relationship. 

HZ Trait expectancy is hypothesized to be positively as- 
sociated with state expectancy. 

This hypothesis is supported. Trait expectancy is posi- 

tively correlated with magnitude (r=.184, p < .01) and 

quantile (r=.190, p < .01). This indicates that the sub- 

jects' perceptions of their general self-efficacy are 

correlated with the formations of their state expectancy. 

H3 Goal level will be positively associated with state 
expectancy. 

This hypothesis is partially supported. Goal level is 

significantly correlated with state expectancy-quantile 

(r=.186, p < .01) and with state expectancy-magnitude 

(r=.256, p < .01). This indicates that subjects’ goal 

level has some relationship with their assessment of how 

well they will do relative to others and with how well 

they will do in an absolute sense. 

H4 State expectancy is hypothesized to be positively as- 
sociated with goal commitment. 
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This hypothesis is not supported. Neither measure of state 

expectancy is significantly correlated with the measure 

of goal commitment nor is there a significant path between 

either of the state expectancy measures and goal commit- 

ment. The regression results indicate, however, that a 

small (-.03) significant contribution to explained variance 

is made by state expectancy-quantile. 

The analysis of the data indicate only partial support 

for the model; trait expectancy and goal level are both 

antecedent to state expectancy-quantile, and state 

expectancy-magnitude. No support is found for the causal 

antecedents of goal commitment (even though there are 

Significant correlations between the attractiveness of 

performance measures and goal commitment). An examination 

of the correlation analysis indicates that although not 

specified in the model, trait expectancy has a large and 

Significant correlation with goal level (r=.306, p < .05, 

see Table 3). An examination of the regression results in 

Table 4 also demonstrate that trait expectancy explains a 

Significant proportion of the variance in goal commitment. 

Finally, a post hoc path analysis indicates that: (1) 

trait expectancy has a large and significant path to goal 

commitment (.226) and that there are no indirect effects 
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associated with the relationship between trait expectancy 

and goal commitment (e.g., trait expectancy has only a 

direct effect on goal commitment, and does not operate 

through another measure, such as quantile or magnitude). 

EXAMINATION OF TEAM EFFECTS CH5A AND _ H5B) 

As has been noted in Chapters 2 and 3, the subjects 

that participated in this study are divided into teams or 

production modules. To test for significant differences 

in the proposed relationships among the measures of in- 

terest, a within and between analysis (WABA) was performed 

on the data. The results of this analysis are presented 

in Table 5. 

WABA generates a within-cell (within team) correlation 

and a between-cell (between team) correlation, as well as 

an overall correlation. All three are indicated in the 

table. To determine if the within-cell correlation is 

Significantly greater than the between-cell correlation (or 

vice-versa), a Z statistic is also computed for each set 

of correlations. If the 4 statistic is greater than 1.645, 

then one would interpret it to mean that the between-cell 

correlation is significantly greater than the within-cell 
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correlation, and that the appropriate level of analysis 

is between whole teams. If the 4@ statistic is less than 

-~1.645, then that would be interpreted to mean that the 

within-cell correlation is significantly greater than the 

between-cell, and that the appropriate level of analysis 

is the team itself. If the Z statistic is not significant 

(e.g., not greater than 1.645 nor less than -1.645) then 

the overall correlation determines the existence of ef- 

fects. If it is significant, then the entire work site 

(individual level) is the appropriate level of analysis 

and teams have no significant effect on the relationships 

between the measures. If there is no significant overall 

correlation and no significant Z statistic, then there is 

no expected relationship between the measures. Thus, Hy- 

pothesis 5(b) is supported if there are Z statistics 

greater than 1.645. Table 5 also shows the results of a 

GLM/ANOVA between teams to determine if there are signif- 

icant differences in the magnitude of the measures between 

the teams. The F statistic for this analysis is listed 

next to each measure. 

The exploratory hypothesis consisted of two parts, 

HS5a and H5b. Each of these hypotheses is discussed below. 
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H5a There will be group effects on the magnitude of the 
measures used in this study. 

This hypothesis is partially supported. As indicated by 

the F statistic shown in Table 5, there are significant 

between-team differences in goal level, state expectancy- 

quantile, state expectancy-magnitude, attractiveness of 

performance-team, attractiveness of performance-personal, 

and goal commitment. No between-team differences were 

found for trait expectancy. These results indicate dif- 

ferences between teams on the magnitude of several meas- 

ures. 

5b There will be group effects on the relationships be- 
tween variables proposed in Hl through H4. 

This hypothesis is partially supported as well. An 

examination of Table 5 indicates that several correlations 

are primarily the result of between cell effects. For the 

sake of clarity, the between-team correlations will be 

discussed in relation to each of the primary hypotheses. 

Hl Attractiveness of performance will be positively asso- 
ciated with goal commitment. 
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This hypothesis is supported. Both measures of attrac- 

tiveness of performance (attractiveness of team performance 

and attractiveness of personal performance) were signif- 

icantly correlated with goal commitment at the between-team 

level with correlations of r(b)=.280 and r(b)=.303 re- 

spectively. This indicates that teams whose members have 

higher goal commitment also have members that value higher 

performance. 

H2Z Trait expectancy is hypothesized to be positively as- 
sociated with state expectancy. 

The support found at the individual level for this hy- 

pothesis is not changed by the WABA analysis. No signif- 

icant between-team effects were found for the relationships 

between these measures. The correlations at the individual 

level of analysis represent their predominant inter- 

relationships. 

H3 Goal level will be positively associated with state 
expectancy. 

This hypothesis is supported at the between-team level. 

Goal level is correlated with quantile (r(b)=.435) and with 

magnitude (r(b)=.478). This indicates that on a team by 
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team basis, subjects' goal level has a significant re- 

lationship with their assessment of how well they will do 

relative to others and on how well they will do in an 

absolute sense. 

H&4 State expectancy is hypothesized to be positively as- 
sociated with goal commitment. 

This hypothesis is supported by the WABA analysis. Both 

magnitude and quantile are significantly correlated with 

the measure of goal commitment (r(b)=.187 and r(b)=.184, 

respectively). This indicates that teams whose members have 

higher expectations of their own performance will also have 

members whose commitment to their performance goals is 

higher. 

The preponderance of significant between effects in- 

dicates that the effects predicted by the Hl through H4 

are found predominantly at the team level, and that the 

lack of support for the model may largely be a function 

of confounding team effects. 

Chapter 4: Results 95



SUMMARY 

Only partial support was found for the relationships pro- 

posed by the model at the individual level of analysis. 

Trait expectancy and goal level were found to be 

antecedents of state expectancy (for one measure) and 

significant correlations were found between the attrac- 

tiveness of performance measures and goal commitment. No 

support was apparent in the path analysis for the causal 

antecedents of goal commitment. Post hoc analysis indicated 

that trait expectancy is a significant and powerful pre- 

dictor of goal commitment, although this relationship is 

not proposed in the model nor in the literature that 

supports the model. Finally, WABA indicated that there are 

Significant team effects present in all of the hypothesized 

relationships but Hypothesis 2. 

This chapter has presented the results of the analysis 

detailed in Chapter 3 and has tested the hypotheses dis- 

cussed in Chapter 2. The next chapter will present a 

discussion of the results of the analysis and draw con- 

clusions, will discuss the practical and theoretical im- 

plications of the research, will discuss the limitations 
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of the present research and will discuss directions for 

additional research that are suggested by this study. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

OVERVIEW 

the 

are: 

1. 

Chapter 4 presented the results of the analysis of 

data described in Chapter 3. In summary, the results 

The model was only partially supported by individual- 
level analysis: there were small significant corre- 
lations between goal commitment and attractiveness of 
performance. Path analysis indicated support for 
causality of trait expectancy and goal level on state 
expectancy. No support was found in the path analysis 
for any causal effects on goal commitment (with regard 
to the original model). 

An examination of the correlations and regression re- 
sults, coupled with a post hoc path analysis, indicates 
that trait expectancy is a powerful and independent 
predictor of goal commitment. 

WABA analysis indicated that there were significant 
team effects for all but one of the relationships in 
the model (trait expectancy x state expectancy). The 
overall preponderance of team effects indicates that 
analysis at the individual level is confounded by the 
presence of team effects. 

This chapter will examine these findings and will 

raise critical issues for future research. The first sec- 

tion of this chapter will consist of a discussion of the 

results of the analysis and of the conclusions drawn from 
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these results. This section will also include a discussion 

of the practical and theoretical implications of the study. 

The second section will entail a discussion of the limi- 

tations of the study. The final section will present a 

set of recommendations for future research. 

A review of the analysis in the preceding chapter 

yields several conclusions and raises several points of 

discussion. 

INTEGRITY OF THE MODEL 

The model developed in Chapter 2 (presented in Figure 

3) is only partially supported by an individual-level 

analysis of the data. Trait expectancy and goal level were 

found to be antecedent to the formation of state expectancy 

perceptions (as predicted by both Eden (1988) and Earley 

and Lituchy (1991)) and attractiveness of performance was 

found to have a small but significant relationship with 

goal commitment. Both state expectancy and attractiveness 

of performance were found to have no significant causal 

linkages with goal commitment at the individual level of 

analysis. Finally, a post hoc analysis showed that trait 

expectancy is a significant predictor of goal commitment. 
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The results of the WABA analysis lead to a different 

interpretation of the robustness of the hypotheses derived 

from the model tested here. The results of the WABA 

analysis indicate that there are significant relationships 

among the measures, but that the relationships are only 

revealed in a between-team analysis. 

There are also between-team effects on the magnitude 

of all of the attitudinal measures except trait expectancy. 

Team differences in goal level are to be expected; teams 

set their goal levels, hence they are almost different by 

definition. But between team differences in attractiveness 

of performance and state expectancy indicate that the team 

has a substantial impact on certain aspects of the indi- 

vidual's work-related attitudes. Further, the teams' effect 

on the strength of relationships between measures indicates 

that not only are attitudinal calibrations of team members 

affected by their team membership, but that the relation- 

ships between team members' attitudes are also affected 

by team membership. Thus, teams have the effect of setting 

not only the level of an individual's response on a cer- 

tain attitudinal measure, but of causing all of the indi- 

vidual's responses to correspond to each other at a 

team-specific level. Finally, although teams have a pro- 
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found impact on the level and variance of their members' 

responses, when teams are examined as wholes (as in WABA), 

hypothesized inter-relationships among attitudes become 

apparent. Thus, the team influence does not thwart the 

relationships hypothesized in Chapter 2. It is simply that 

it is the team as a whole that determines attitudes and 

inter-relationships among attitudes. 

The team effect on the measures reported here supports 

the inclusion of peer group influences in the Locke et 

al (1988) model. The analysis indicates that the individual 

calibrates his or her expectations of performance attrac- 

tiveness, performance expectations, and goal commitment 

based on the local expectations of their team. Further, 

the processes leading to the team members' formation of 

team-affected attitudes appear to reflect the cognitive 

model proposed for individuals. Although causality cannot 

be inferred from a WABA analysis, the strength of the 

between-team effects indicates that the model proposed in 

Chapter 2 is fundamentally robust. 

The demonstration of the existence of between-team 

effects also helps to explain the relatively small amount 

of variance in goal commitment explained by the model 

(R-square=.04, p<.Ol1 ). The variance explained in the 
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individual-level regression would be seriously attenuated 

by between-team effects. An examination of the between-team 

correlations in Table 5 show that the inter-relationships 

between goal commitment and the other measures are sub- 

stantially larger than the correlations seen at the indi- 

vidual level, indicating that significantly more variance 

in goal commitment can be explained at the whole team 

level of analysis. 

It is also interesting to note that the team has no 

significant influence on the individual's general self- 

efficacy (trait expectancy) perceptions. The team seems 

able only to calibrate those individual attitudes associ- 

ated with the immediate work environment, and does not 

appear (at least for self-efficacy) to influence the in- 

dividual's more general perceptions. 

RE“SPECIFYING THE MODEL 

The post-hoc analysis showed that trait expectancy 

was by far the most powerful antecedent of goal commitment 

at the individual level of analysis, and that the rest 

of the hypothesized antecedents of goal commitment were 

correlated with goal commitment when teams were considered 
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as wholes. The model of goal commitment that one would 

deduce from the analysis of these data is somewhat dif- 

ferent from the model derived from the goal commitment 

literature in Chapter 2. 

The major difference between the individual-level ef- 

fects detailed in Hl through H4 and the effects found in 

both the individual and WABA analysis presented in Chapter 

4 is that the predicted effects take place between teams. 

The results of the WABA analysis indicate that individuals 

do possess certain correlated attitudes, and that indi- 

viduals within a team will have similar sets of responses 

to attitudinal measures. This suggests that the cognitive 

processes that take place within the mind of an individual 

team member may be affected by their perceptions of the 

attitudes of other team members. Thus, the team collec- 

tively (although probably not explicitly) may make a de- 

termination about how jit feels, and team members then 

reflect that perception in their individual responses. 

Although a team is not capable of a cognitive decision, 

the interactive environment of the team allows the cogni- 

tions of its members to influence each other until all 

of the team members’ attitudes begin to reflect a common 

understanding. Further, the inter-attitudinal relationships 
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proposed in Hl through H4 continue to be apparent, because 

the cognitive processes described in the model continue 

to exist, albeit in a collective system. 

An alternative to team members developing similar 

attitudes within the team environment is the possibility 

that teams select members that already have somewhat sim-~ 

ilar attitudes, and that those attitudes are then coalesced 

into the "team" attitude. Further, individual employees 

may seek to associate themselves with others that have 

Similar attitudes, and, as teams begin to form, individuals 

are attracted to teams with which they believe that they 

have a fit. The teams whose members were studied here 

were formed by voluntary association over a year before. 

It is possible that some of the similarity of attitudes 

within the teams reflects this element of selection, or 

that the similarity of attitudes reflects both the powerful 

pressures of group expectations coupled with inherent team 

member similarity as the result of the membership selection 

processes. 

The relatively low variance explained by the re-~ 

gression analysis also raises some question about the basic 

structure of the model. A large body of research has 

demonstrated linkages between goal commitment and perform- 
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ance (predominantly in the lab), and Earley and Lituchy 

(1991) demonstrated that models similar to the one tested 

here are related to performance in the lab. Further, the 

literature reviewed in Chapter 2 demonstrated support for 

the goal commitment model shown here, where a model similar 

to those tested by Earley and Lituchy (1991) is used to 

predict goal commitment as an intention to perform. Is it 

possible that goal commitment, at least as measured here, 

is either not a relevant measure in the field or occupies 

a different position in a field performance model? 

Contrary to Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) and Locke et 

al (1988), neither Eden (1988), Garland (1984, 1985), nor 

Early and Lituchy (1991) proposed models that positioned 

goal commitment as an intermediate variable between state 

expectancy, attractiveness of performance, and performance, 

so the present findings do not necessarily contradict any 

of their work. However, given the substantial body of ev- 

idence that indicates a relationship between goal commit- 

ment and performance, and given the strong evidence 

provided by both Locke et al (1988) and Hollenbeck and 

Klein (1987) that goal commitment should be included in a 

performance model, one would have expected a higher amount 

of the variance in goal commitment to have been explained 
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in spite of the substantial team effects. The model that 

was proposed in Chapter 2 was designed to predict the 

intention to perform; the relatively small amount of var- 

ijance explained by the model may indicate that goal com- 

mitment (at least as measured) does not represent the 

intention to perform in the present setting. 

Locke and Latham (1990) note that goal commitment in 

the field environment may be a much more elusive construct 

than it is in the lab (although they focus on the goal 

commitment of managers). Employees in the field environment 

have substantially greater outcomes associated with their 

actions than do subjects in the lab. As such, their sense 

of the inflexibility of their goals may have relatively 

little influence on their performance. They are required 

to perform as they have performed in the past. Given this, 

perhaps one should examine what role goal commitment plays 

in a goal/ expectancy model of performance that will 

withstand field examination. 

Goal commitment (as measured) may indeed retain a 

relationship with performance, but it is questionable 

whether or not (given the results of the present analysis) 

it should really be considered a measure of immediate in- 

tention, and not more a measure of goal acceptability. 
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It is important to consider the work environment in 

which this study has been conducted. The sewing workers 

have an average of five years of sewing experience and 

are performing.a set of tasks that are reasonably pre- 

dictable and where there is an experiential understanding 

of the types of problems that may arise and how to cope 

with them. One might assume that these workers have very 

little question about how well they can do; they have 

repeatedly demonstrated precisely what they are capable 

of doing in this environment. Thus, while their assessment 

of how well they will do may have some relationship with 

performance, it may have little to do with their reported 

goal commitment. In an environment such as this, goal 

commitment may reflect less the intention to perform as 

much as it reflects an assessment of the value of con- 

tinuing to perform, As such, goal commitment (as meas- 

ured) may be a much better meter of how much the employee 

believes that he or she should continue to perform at 

their current level. This is an evaluative consideration 

of goal commitment, not as an expression of intention to 

perform, but as an evaluation of the goal. An examination 

of the items in the Hollenbeck et al (1989) goal commit- 

ment measure does not preclude this possibility. The items 
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are essentially evaluative in nature and do not specif- 

ically ask about intention to perform. They ask the subject 

to essentially evaluate their performance goal and their 

feelings about the goal. In the lab, this measure (and 

the evaluative construct that it gauges) successfully 

proxied the subject's intention to perform. It is possi- 

ble that in the current environment, the measure (and it's 

underlying construct) may be a less successful proxy of 

intention. Intentions are always difficult to measure, and 

as Locke and Latham (1990) note, goal commitment has been 

particularly elusive in field research. Employees in 

this sample are functioning against goals that may have 

been set months ago; they know whether their goals are 

realistic and whether completing the goal is satisfying 

to them. In an environment such as this, where the goal 

has been repeatedly tested, goal commitment as an intention 

to direct effort, planning and resources may no longer be 

germane. Employees are resigned to this goal, some 

thinking that it is too low, some thinking that it is too 

high, some probably thinking that it is just right. But 

all of these employees, regardless of their opinion about 

the goal, have done what is necessary to perform at an 

acceptable level. Thus, employees’ responses to the goal 
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commitment items may be less an expression of intent than 

an assessment of goal acceptability. 

The strong relationship between trait expectancy and 

goal commitment provides a possible clue to the meaning 

of the goal commitment measure with these employees. Those 

with higher trait expectancy had higher goal commitment, 

indicating that those with a higher sense of self-efficacy 

also found their teams' goals more acceptable. Employees 

that believe more strongly in their own self-efficacy may 

also be more likely to believe that they are capable of 

continuing to meet a goal, particularly if that goal is 

a challenging one. Supervisors report that teams tend to 

set goals that are challenging, and which provide employees 

a desired level of pay. Individuals with higher self- 

efficacy may be responding to this challenge with a more 

pronounced sense that the challenging goal is a good one. 

If it could be demonstrated that those with greater 

dissonance between their personal goals and their teams' 

goals were reporting lower goal commitment (using the 

present measure), and that those with higher self-efficacy 

were experiencing less dissonance with challenging goals, 

one could infer that the goal commitment measure used here 

is probably measuring something more akin to goal accept- 
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ability than goal commitment as an intention to perform. 

If this were the case, then the goal commitment measured 

here would occupy an antecedent role to performance similar 

to state expectancy or attractiveness of performance. 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY 

Had the results of this study occurred in isolation, 

one would naturally be concerned that they are sui _gqeneris. 

However, the results of this research reflect the results 

of Earley and Lituchy (1991) in their lab studies, although 

the effects are apparent at a team (rather than individual) 

level. All of the measures that the present analysis found 

to be related to goal commitment at the between-team level 

were found to be related to performance at the individual 

level by Earley and Lituchy (1991). Thus, the model de- 

scribed in Chapter 2 now has shown itself to be robust 

both in the lab and in the field. 

The strong relationship found between trait expectancy 

and goal commitment is very similar to the relationship 

between trait expectancy and performance found by Scott 

and Townsend (1992). They found, in a field study using 

a similar Eden (1988) model formulation, that trait ex- 
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pectancy and goal level were the only significant 

antecedents to performance. In their study, however, the 

intermediate role of state expectancy was not significantly 

supported, although they note that their operationalization 

of the state expectancy measure was problematic. The sim- 

ilarity of the results of this study to Scott and Townsend 

(1992) is also interesting because the two samples' occu- 

pations differ, as do the measures used in the two 

studies. 

The convergence of results between Scott and Townsend 

(1992) and the current study indicates that the role of 

trait expectancy is very important to employee performance. 

A substantial body of research has been devoted to exam- 

ining the role of specific self-efficacy to performance, 

but little has been done using a general self-efficacy 

measure. 

The demonstration of a performance model that func- 

tions in a field setting can have important practical im- 

plications. This model, in particular, can be useful for 

managers in that it describes a system that incorporates 

both goals and incentives (e.g., attractiveness of per- 

formance) into a model of worker motivation. This re- 

search underscores the critical importance of managing 
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employees with a functional system of both goals and in- 

centives, as both have an influence on the employees’ mo- 

tivation to perform. Further, the results emphasize the 

powerful influence that teams have on the motivation of 

individual workers. When working in a team-based environ- 

ment, managers must influence the motivation of the entire 

team and not just one or two individual members. 

There are also managerial implications associated with 

the importance of trait expectancy. As Eden (1988) noted, 

trait expectancy is largely a function of past success. 

Managers that wish to exploit the motivational potential 

of trait expectancy can begin to "manage for success", in 

the sense that they can create opportunities for employees 

to gain confidence-building skills and to experience suc- 

cessful work activities. Managers can provide employees 

with necessary training and resources, along with direc- 

tion, and create an environment where the employee can 

successfully achieve desired objectives. By enhancing the 

employee's trait expectancy through success experiences, 

the manager creates an employee who is more likely to 

perform better and (as the current analysis indicates) is 

more likely to accept challenging goals. 

Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions 112



The research implications of this study are fairly 

straight forward. Although there are certainly limitations 

to this research (they are discussed separately below), 

this project has in most respects used the best available 

measures to test broadly accepted theory. What differs 

between this study and so many of its predecessors is that 

this is a field study using theory and measures that were 

developed and successfully tested in the lab. The suc- 

cessful demonstration of a motivation model in the field 

adds important support to the efforts of researchers that 

have developed similar models in the lab. The demonstration 

of the viability of the present model is noteworthy too 

because it represents a synthesis of a number of models 

currently extant. As such, this research should provide 

the basis for additional exploration of similarly consti- 

tuted models both in the field and in the lab. 

This research also underscores the importance of team 

effects on individual perceptions in the work environment. 

In this sample, the individuals' perceptions have appar- 

ently been subsumed by their teams' perceptions. Addi- 

tionally, it appears that inter-attitudinal effects that 

are expected to be the result of individual cognitive 

processes will be manifest by the team as a whole. These 
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findings support the motivational literature that suggests 

that teams develop a collective identity and collective 

motivation. 

Finally, this research is one of a very few studies 

that have sought to test a theoretically-based model of 

goal commitment in a field setting. As such, it extends 

our understanding of the applicability of a lab-developed 

theory to a sample of real workers and raises questions 

about the changes that may need to be made to goal/ ex- 

pectancy theory in order to remain robust in the field 

environment. 

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

There are often limitations associated with field 

research. Preeminent among these limitations is the se- 

riousness with which the subject approaches the study. 

Although every effort is made to create a serious mood 

in the survey administration room, there are inevitable 

disruptions. Further, participation is mandatory; although 

on its face this helps avoid problems of response bias, 

non-involved subjects may not be as veracious in their 

responses as would be hoped. Finally, supervisors report 
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that there are literacy problems among a number of em- 

ployees. Their random responses may contribute to some 

attenuation of variance. 

One must be concerned as well about the quality of 

the measures used in the study. Most of the measures used 

here are predominantly derived from lab research and have 

not been validated in the the field setting. This is an 

almost inevitable problem when moving research from lab 

to field, and one must ultimately rely on the quality and 

generalizability of the research that engendered these 

measures. 

An additional limitation of this study is the ina- 

bility of the WABA analysis to confirm causality. Ideally, 

it would be interesting to examine these data and determine 

if the relationships among variables are not only signif- 

icant, but if they have a specific causal order. Although 

there are techniques that may be applied to this problem, 

their examination and implementation is beyond the scope 

of the present study. 

One final limitation of this study is that the sub- 

jects are almost entirely female (98%). Although there is 

no biological basis for questioning the generalizability 

of these results to a heterogeneous population, the fact 
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that men and women experience different socialization 

patterns may make the findings reported here somewhat 

specific to female working populations. A post hoc ANOVA 

indicates that there are no significant differences between 

the very few men in this sample and the women on any 

attitudinal measures, but this does not assure 

generalizability. 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

This model needs to be re-examined using performance 

data. Such a re-examination will permit the confirmation 

eof the role of goal commitment as the intention to per- 

form, as well as an examination of the role of trait ex- 

pectancy, goal level, state expectancy and valence on 

performance. Given the success that the goal/ expectancy 

models have enjoyed in the lab (Earley and Lituchy, 1991), 

the continuing development of a field-sustainable model 

would contribute substantially both to our understanding 

of the motivation of real workers and to the practitioners’ 

ability to manage. A workable goal/ expectancy model can 

be built on, providing the basis for a unified theory of 

motivation. From such a foundation, researchers can begin 
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to re-examine the role of incentives and compensation 

levels, of goals and managerial expectations, and the role 

that satisfaction with performance plays in employee mo- 

tivation. 

The results of this analysis also call for an extended 

examination of the relationship between individual cogni- 

tions and the formation of team influenced attitudes in 

real work environments. At a basic level, researchers need 

to focus on how the collectivization of individual cogni- 

tions takes place among teams of subjects in the field 

and how these processes influence team productivity and 

individual motivation. 

It is also apparent from this research that, in spite 

of management's desire to create modular sewing structures 

and not "teams" per se, employee work groups have very 

clearly formed into cohesive teams. Given this, it would 

be useful to examine the causes and processes of team 

formation and to determine if the imposition of a team 

structure will necessarily create a "team." Further, it 

would be useful to determine if team-directed structure 

is enough to create a team environment, or if the process 

of team development can be enhanced through additional 

managerial intervention (e.g., team-building activity). 
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Team Effectiveness 

Survey 

  

Research Conducted by 
Virginia Tech 

This survey has been designed to examine the factors that lead to 
team effectiveness. Please read all directions and consider your 
answers carefully. All individual answers will be kept completely 
confidential. Thank you for participating. 
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Confidential Virginia Tech Team-Sewing Survey 

  

  

  

Directions: Please read the following Items and think about how 
well they describe the way you fee! about yourself. Piease mark 
with an 'X' the extent to which you agree or disagree with the 
following statements   
  

4. If t can’t do a Job the first time, | keep trying until | can. 

  

slightly strongly | disagree slightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree 

2. When! set Important goais for myself, | rarely achieve them. 

  

slightly strongly | disagree slightiy 
agree Gisagree disagree 

agree strongly 
agree 

3.  —t often give up on things before completing them. 

  

slightly 
oisagree agree 

agree strongly 

agree   
slightly | strongly Cisagree 

disagree 

4. When | have something unpleasant to do, | stick to it until { fin- 
ish it. 

strongly disagree slightly 
disagree oisagree 

  

strongly 

agree 
slightly agree 
agree 

5. When | decide to do something, ! go right to work on it. 

  

strongly | disagree slightly siightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree 

6. When trying to learn something new, ! soon give up if | am not 
initially successful. 

strongly | disagree slightly slightly 
disagree disagree agree 

  

agree strongly 

agree 

7. When unexpected problems occur, | don’t handle them well. 

  

strongly | disagree slightly slightly egree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree 

6. {avoid trying to learn new things when they took too difficult. 

  

strongly | disagree slightly slightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree 

9. Failure just makes me try harder. 

  

  

  

strongly [| disagree slightly slightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree egree agree 

10. / feel insecure about my abllity to do things. 

strongly disagree slightly slightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree 
  

41. {give up easily. 

  

slightly strongly | disagree 
agree 

slightly 
msagree disagree 

egree strongly 
egree 

12. 1 do not feel capable of dealing with most problems that come 
Up In fife. 

Strongly | disagree slightly slightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree 
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The following are questions about how you fee! about the speed 

at which you personally work. Please consider how satisfying 
sewing at the levels described below would be to you. REMEM- 
BER: THIS SERIES OF QUESTIONS IS ABOUT YOUR PER- 
SONAL SEWING SPEED, NOT YOUR TEAM'S PERFORMANCE   
  
  

How satisfied would you be if you sewed at 100% speed for the 

  

week? 

extremely very somewhat | moderately very extremely 
dissalistied| dissatisfied dissatisfied] satisfied | satished | satisfied 
  

2. How satisfied would you be if you sewed at 105% speed for the 

  

week? 

extremely very somewhat | moderately very extremely 
dissatislied|dissatistiedjdissatrstied| satisted satished | satisted 
  

3. How satisfied would you be if you sewed at 110% speed tor the 
week? 

| extremely | very Jaererenety ese 

L.. lL. 
P) t a 
l 

  

very 
Selistied 

extremely 
satished   stieg 

4, How satisfied would you be If you sewed al 115% speed for the 
week? 

extremely very 
cissatistied|drssatisfie 

  

somewhat | moderately very extremely 
dissatistied| satished | satisfied | satisfied 

5. How satisfied would you be if you sewed at 120% speed for the 

  

week? 

| extremely very | somewhat | moderate! very extremely 
dissatisti satisliedjdissatistied satistied | satistied | satisted   

  

6. How satisfied woutd you be if you sewed at 125% speed for the 
week? 

  

very | extremely | very | somewhat | moaerately 
|oi tist io! tisti i?! satisfied tisti Satisfied 

extremely | 

| satished 

7. How Satisfied would you be if you sewed at 130% speed for the 

week? 

  

very | extremely | 

satistied | setistied 

| extremely | very | somewhat moderately 
|dissatistiedloissatislied|dissatistied) satisfied 

8. How satisfied would you be if you sewed at 135% speed for the 

  

  

week? 

} extremely | very ] somewhat | mosey very [reer | 

{a t hdissatisi qc lish 1 satished | satisfied | satished 
  

9. How satisfied would you be if you sewed at 140% speed for the 
week? 

extremely very somewhat | moderatel: very extremely 

dissatisfiedidissatisliedidissatisfied| satistied | satisfied | satished 

10. How satisfied would you be if you sewed faster than 140% for 

  

  

  

the week? 

| extremely | very | somewhat | moderately very extremely 

[dissatisfied} di istiedjdissatist |] satisted | satistied | satisfied 
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Svections: Please indicate, with an "X’ whether you CAN or 
TANNOT persona Sew at the aversgs ‘evel specified for THE 
EXT SIX MONTHS. Then write in the apace lo the right how 

en you are of your answer, using 0 fo 100 poinis, with 100 
dei-g the most certain.     

10. 

"1, 

Can Cennet Mow Certan 
10 - $00) 

REGULARLY sew at 100%. 
  

REGULARLY sew at 105%. 

ALGULARLY sew af 118%. 

REGULARLY sow af 118%. 

REGULARLY sow at 120%. 

REGULARLY sew at 123%, 

REGULARLY sew at 120%. 

REGULAALY sew af 195%. 

REGULARLY sew af 140%, 

REGULARLY sew OVER 140%. 

if you compare yourset to ether sewing workers m the pisnt, 
how do you trunk that you will perform? (pick the one item that 
Best Cescribes you) 

I 
TT
T 

  

  

Setter than 8 out of 10 of the other workers. 
Better than 7 out of 10 of the otner workers. 

Better than § out of 10 of the other workers. 
Better than 3 ev of 10 of the other workers, 
@ out of 10 of te cther workers will perform better 

than me. 

  

  

Olrections: We want te find out how you feel abo 

ine @xtent to which you egres or cteegree with 
statements. 

ton goals that you work toward, Piease mar! ‘s wn oer 
the following 

    

4. 
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Appendix A. Survey Instrument 

\ thank that my team's production Qos fs © good ene to shoot 

  

sironeie | Hsegree | auaey ahg amir | ogres {" sirenaty i 
Hsagree chaagres 

ft's Nard for me to lake my team's production goal er 

j sronets | eeagree | alrgntly slightly mee | ogres [ soe 
Gsagree: @sagree 

tam strongly committed to my tasmn’s production goal, 

  

  

saagee | en" | cusps | “ate | P| Sore’ | 
‘The tsem’s praduction gos! is unreatiste for me. 
  

ER ee ee) 
? Selheve thet the teem's production gel mey need fe be 
ghenged. 

sraproe |" | ates | oper | "| “epee” | 
  

6 = tgon't care if! personally perform wel! enough to help the team 
echieve its production geal. 

{ strongly } essgree | “oun sirgatty | agree | atreseiy 
disagree wsagree | agree agree 

7. = ® wouldn't take much to make me not cere at all stow my 

  

  

team’s production goa). 

{ strove’, | sueree | ahegntty wan | oaree Teer | 
Giaagree iegree ogres 
  

  

The following are slatemenis sbout how you feel sbout money. 
Please indicate how you feel By putting marking the response 
that most closely matches your own,       

4. ‘The more money { earn, the setter { fee! shout myself. 

{ airevets joer | ahemty | wen | eeres | overs | 
Osagres Heagree | gree antes 

2. T think people respect me more # | ea7n more then most other 
people. 

[ aroerce S| citer | Seeee | PT | Store” | Gaegree | caree sores 

3. seems that most of the money that | earn is spent on bills and 

facessities before | get x. 

waniy j agree | strongly | 
agree 

sronsy | esearee atigntty 

4, How | teel about myseif ia grastty influenced by how much i 

  

  

  

Geegree Cieegree 

earn. 

  

etrengiy | eoeeree | slightly { wey agree | eee | 
Geegres Haegree ogree 

5. | Hke earning more money decause & helps me gain respect 
from otmers. 

] siveon'y | dasgeee fe ingly | sen | onres | sven | 
agree Gisegree onree 

6. ‘Tha pay | earn te stsolutely essentis! for my housencia, 

J store y | sesaree | aumir stig ntty I eqree | erent | 
daogree hsegres |] agree ogres 

7%. wren (ny Sarnings ere fow for the week | fee! éssppointed in 
myse' 

  

  

  

srrostty | oustree | olighity anty | suaniy | ogres | strengiy 
heagiee ogree 

eae ae ae   

[secre | °*P"* | cates | Seve Le] Ssoee” | 

earning money how. 

cree | | a’ | [Scopes | Om | cere | 
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1. 

13. 

14, 

For some reason | seem to get slong Detter with friends when | 
have earned more that week, 

  

  

  

strongly | sisagree | sightiy shgntly egree strongly 
C-eagree Gsagree agiee agree 

Much of what | earn is spent on activities with friends. 

strongly | e:sagree | slightly sligntty ogres strongly 
@segree @ssegree agree ogres 
  

The pay | earn makes me fee! more secure about things. 

strongly | aisagree | slightly strongly 
Osegree Wsagree ogree 

The more | earn the more fun | can have with my friends after 
work, 

  

shah | ogres 

  

wHsagree 
| strongly | essere | alignity aiegntly | oeree atrong!y | 

ooree Gsagree ogres 

{ worry less about life when | am earning money. 

{ | C/segree | alghity 
  

nee agree 
wreegree disagree 

strongly 
agree 

  

  

Olrections: We went to find out how you feel about the 
ahce goals that you work toward. Piease indicate the extent to 

which you agree or disagree with the following statements.     

Mt wouldn't take much to make me sdenden my team’s attend- 
ance goal. 

strengty | eieogree | atightly anty ogres 
@sagree Gisagree 

  

atrongty 

agree 

| am strongly commitied to achieving the attendance goal. 

| sirnay | Csagree | uae aligntiy | etigntty | agree | atrengiy | 
wsaegree ogree agree 

I think that the attendance goe! 1s 8 good one to try for. 

  

  

! atrongty | e:sagree |? atignty ehgmiy | ogree | strongly 
disagree aisegres egree ogree 

it's hard for me to take the attendance goal seriously. 

sogree | sighty 
haegree 

it's unrasiistic for me to expect to meet the ettendance gos!. 

  

| strongly aligntty | ogres | strengty 
wsegree ogres ogres 

  

strongly | seeeree | slightly | sugnty | saree svoraty | 
ogres | Hesagree Gsagres 

is Quite birely thel the ettendance gos! may need to be re- 

vised. 
  

essere | iam 7 | wenn aightty | oe } errengty 
aseqres 

Quite frenkiy, | don't cere 1 achieve the stiendance goal or 
not. 

‘oe | W™ | em | 

| wssgree 

  

strong'y Gsegree | alignely 
Weegree ceegree 

Appendix A. Survey Instrument 

  

  

Tre following are statements et.24% Now you feel sboul working 
on your team, Plesse mark w:t'. an *X' the box that most close'y 
maiches your own feelings.     

t. 

10, 

4. 

42. 

1am willing to put In @ great deal of effort beyond that normaly 
expected in order for the team to be successful, 

strongly | asagree | slighty 
degree Sisagree 

  

shaniy | ogres | “ue srongiy 

{ talk up (brag about) this tesm to my friends as 9 great team to 
work on, 

strongly | Pisegree 
eaagree 

  

slighty “a emiy ogree strong'y 
#Hsegree agree 

t feel very tite loya'ty to this teem. 

strongly ssoaree | 8 alghtly | sehr agree | strongy 
wsegree Cisegres ogres 

  

| would accept aimost any type of job assignment in orcer to 
keep working with this team. 

strongiy asearee | slighty 
heegres siaagree 

  

sigmtiy | ogres | wore | 
onres ogres 

( Gnd that my veives end the team's veives are vary siruiar, 

strongly wheegree | shgmty shgtty | ogres 
Geogree @sagree ogres 

1 am proud to tel! others that | em pert of thus team. 

  

strongly 
egres 

  

strongly | Gaegree | signtiy ongnly ogres strongly 
Gsegree wisagree agree 

( could just es well be working for 8 cifferent tea a3 lon 5 083 
the work was similar. 

sirengly | sisegres | 3 slightly oan | ogres | strongly 
seagree isegree 

This team restly inspires the very best in me in 100 way of job 
performance. 

rengly | wisegree sty 
Gsegree 

  

ehenty ogres etrongiy 
: agree | saente std 

tt wouid teke very ittie change in my presert circumstances to 
couse me to leave this team. 
  

atrongiy | Ssagree | ier atigmtly my | 9 sigrely aj¢08 strongty 
agree eoree 

{ am extremely gied that | chose this team to wor. «th over 
others that | was considering working with when | jo:-6d. 

iE sronely | @esere | siany | warty | cave | owarsiy | 
e ooree onree 

There’s not too much to be gamed by sucking with (“'s teem 
indefinnely 

  

  

Sronaty | eiscwree | iancn, | eneniy | onree | srengiy | 
Otten, | find 4 afhcull to sgree with this taem's policies on in 
portent matters relating to its members. 

stv | enonree | sugary | shonty | agree | sreneir | 
  

| aeons 
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413. (really care about the fate of tus team. 

strongty | Grsegree | siegatiy algMly agree strong!y 
Gsagree @segree egree ogree 

14. Decicing to work on this team was 8 cefinite mistake on my 

  

  

part. 

ttrengiy | desagree | aiightiy shghtiy agree sireagly 
sagree Gsegree ogres ogree 
  

°$. For me this ts the best ati possible teama with wich to work, 

{ srongly | csagree | aigmty | stightty 
aeegree | agree Haagree 

Olrections: We went to find out how you fee! stout the qustity 
Qoats that you work foward. Piesse indicate the extent to wn.ch 
You sgree or disagree with the following statements, 

  

ores | otreng'y 
ogres 

  

      

1 W's hard for me to take the team's quanity goa! seriously, 

strengly | Gsagree { eigtty | aiguiy oeree | strongiy 
@segres ssagree | eres agree 

2 t's urhkely that | will do good enough quality work to heip tne 
team reach ils quality goal. 

strongly | disagree | atigntiy | shgntiy ogres atrongiy 
wheegres Geagree | agree oqree 

3. tam strongly commutted to my team’s quatity goal. 

=] agree 

4 =H 8 quite Hikely thet the team’s quality gos! may need to be 
changes, depencing on how things go. 

| atrongty | gisegree alightly | agree | strongty 
Osaqree ogres onree 

  

  

  

strongly | haegree 
wrsgree | 

Bightiy | siigntly agree 
asgres | agree 

  

shghtty 
wrsagree 

3. = wouidn® teve much to make me sdendon my team's quality 
qoal. 

| serge | Haaqree | engnty | aingniy | agree | strongiy 
avagrer | disagree | agree onree 

$ Quite frankly, t don’ care It my own quehty is good enough to 
fheip the team reach ts quality goal or net. 

| rover esegree | shgney | shgntty | onree | strongly 
Hsagree cesgree | ogres apres 

* . 4 think that my team’s quality gos! is @ good one to try for. 

siope | | cates | tre |_| oe” | 

  

  

  

Appendix A. Survey Instrument 

  

The lollowing sre questions about how you feel about the level 
of your team's performance. REMEMBER, THESE G ‘ESTIONS 
ARE ABOUT YOUR TEAM'S PERFORWVANCE. Think c:9u" how 
Satrstying it Is for you when your TEAM meets inese pe: form 
ence levels, end then mark the box that matches your feeings.       

1. Cow setisiied would you de if your team sewed 100% for tne 
week? 

very | extremely 
Sotished | eatisted 

estremely very somewhat | moder at 

ateus Hrasatished dageteah seushed 

2. Hew satished would you oe 4 your team sewed 105% for the 

  

  

week? 

estreme'y very somewhat | moderate, very eatremeiy 
SPesatiehed moeratishedieseat: sh senatied | satisied | satiated 
  

a How satisfied would you be f your teem sewed 110% for the 
week? 

eatremety very Somewhat | moder at: very entremety 

eseopahed@esatafiedacseatsted seated 1 setshed | setusied 

4. How satished would you be if your team sewed 115% for the 
week? 

extremety very semewhat| moderataty| very extremety 
Sssat shedidssatsthon@asatesh setsted | satisfied | setushed 

satished would you be if your teem sewed 120% for the How 
week? 

omremely very somewhat | mewerste!: very extremely 
Casal sheds ssatehedie:ssatiat setished [ satished | eatished 

6. How satisfied would you be If your tasm sewed 125% for the 
week? 

entremely very somewhat | moder sic; very estreme'y 

ssatehedessalstedessetished setehed | setisted | sensed 

7. tow satished would you te Hf your team sewed 130% for the 
week? 

exiremety very somewhat | moderate! worry e@uremely 

ovatishediessensheRessatshed, setisheg | setished | satisthed 

8. How satshed would you Se if your teem sewed 135% for tine 
week? 

eatremely very somenhat | meverate!, wary eatremely 
FSates seasatated dissat-sl satished | satished | setahed 

6 How satshed would you be If your teem sewed 140% for the 
week? 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

jemremety very 
sasotiahed de 

Camo hat | mederete!: very extremely 
tesetal: setished | setvehed | satiated 

10. How setisfed would you Be your teem enceeded 140% for the 
week? 

foasoctedenioe saat shed de seatsf 

  

sermew hat | moderate: very =| eatremely 
esses setisted | sabshed | setshee 

$
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People’s abiiities to communicate vary 8 fot. Sometimes a per- 
son !s Detter able to communicate In one situation than in an- 

other. Please indicate how competent you believe you are te 
communicate in each of the situations described below. indicate 
in the space provided at the left of each Hem your estimate of 
your compelence, using numbers fom 0 te 100 (100 being the 
highest performance).       

How comfortable are you? 

(0 - 100) 

= Present a telk to a group of strangers. 
  

2. Talk with en acquaintance. 4. 

Taik in a isrge meeting of friends. 

Tatk in 8 amel group of strangers. 

Talk with & friend, 

Talk in @ large meeting of acquaintances, 

Toik with a stranger. 

Presert a talk to 6 group of friends. 

o
e
 

~~ 
o
m
 

pe 
pw 

Taik in 8 smail group of ecquatrtances. 

10, Taik ine targe meeting of strangers. 

11. Teik in 8 sma group of friends. 

42. Present o tetk to @ group of ecquaintences. 

  

Think about your team and how you fee! sbout it. Then, for each 
of the following statements put an “X” in the ONE statement that 
est cescribes how you feel.       

1. Mow would you Gascribe tne production fevel ef your team? 
CHECK ONE: 

(1) te production ts very high 

—— (2) ts fairly high 

—_ (3) & ts Nefther high ner low 

—__ (4) t #8 fairly tow 

S) & ts very low __. 

  

2 ftow good would you say ts the quality of the products 
produced by the people on your team? CHECK ONE: 

__ (1) Their products or services are of excelent 2. 
Qquaiity . 

——__ (2) Good queity 

——— 3) Fair queitty 

4) Their quelity #6 not too good 

____ (8) Their quettty ts poor 

Appendix A. Survey Instrument 

Oo the people on your team seem to get maximum ovipet from 
{he resources (people, equipment, etc.) they have availabie? 
That ts, Now efficrently do ycur teammates do the’ wort’ 
CHECK ONE: 

(1) Yney 60 not work effc'enily at 8! 

=~ (2) Mot too efficient 

__ (3) Fairty efficient 

——— (4) They ave very etncient 
———. {5} They ore extremely efficient 

  

tow good § job is done by the people on your team Ir, anirc- 
ipating problems that may come up in the future and keep them 
from happening or from becoming problems? CHECK ONE 

(1) They do an exceitent jod in ar ticipating 

problems 
———— (2) They do a very good job 

— @) A teir job 

(4) Mot too good a job 

______ (8) They do 8 poor job in articipai-ng probiems 

  

From time to ume new ways and new equ:p Tent are found with 
which to do the work. How good @ job Oo the peopie on your 
team 6o at keeping up with the changes “st could affect the 
way they do their work? CHECK ONE: 

They do & poor jod of } eesi" 9 Up fo date 

——. (2) Not too good @ job 

ee (9) A tale job 

———. (4) They 60 @ good job 

They do en excellent jod of keeping up to ozie 

—— (1) 

—— (5) 

When changes ere made tin the routines or equipment, how 
Quickly do the people on your team accept and adjus! tc these 
enanges? CHECK ONE: 

Most adjust to changes Immedatety 
They edjust very rapidity, Dut not tmmesistei, 

— 1) 
—— (4) 

—
 Fairty rapily 

Rather siowty 

—_—— 

—— {4} 

—_. (&) Most people sccept and adj.8t to cna-ce 
slowly 

What propervon of he people on your team read:..y sc:esi 459 
adjust to thees changes? CHECK ONE: 

Considerebiy tess than half of the peop-e 
accept and adjust to these changes reas:': 

Slightly less than half do 

‘Tne mayorty 60 ° 

Considerably more than bait do 

ae (1) 

—— @) 

—— 4) 

—“) 

Practically everyone accepts and adjusts ic 
qhese changes rescily 
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12. 

33. 

When emergencies occur, they ¢8us8 work overicads for many 
ecole. Some handie these emergencies beiter tnan others. 
How good @ job do the people on your team do st handing 
“Ses situasons? CHECK ONE: , 

——— (1) They do # poor job of hardiing emergency 
Situations 
They do not do very wall —— (2) 

3} They do a fair job — 

~_—_ (4) Thay do 8 good job 

(S} Trey do an exceitent job of handing these 
Situation changes 

Oo su fee! that you ere really a pert of your team? 

Really a pert of my team. 

inctuded In most ways. 
Don’t tee! that | resily belong, 

if you had #@ chance to do the same kind of work for the seme 

aay =r another team, how would you feel about moving? 

Would want very much to move. 

Would rather move then stay. 

‘Would make no difference. 

Would rather stay where | em. 

Would want very much to stay. T
T
 

Compared te other teams, how does yours get siong together? 

— = Setter than most. 
About the same as most. 
Not ss wetl as most. 

Compared to otner teams, now do your teammates stick to- 

Better nan most. 

Abou the same as most. 

Not #3 well a3 most. Il
 

3 g 

Compared to other teams, how do your teammates help each 

other on the fod? 

Getter than most. 

About the seme es most. 

Net a3 well as most. 

  

  

Piesse consider each Of the following statements and put en “XxX” 
tn the in the spece that best Gescribes how much you agres or 
disagree with each statement.     

Appendix A. Survey Instrument 

The other teem members consider what | heve to sey when we 
set our goais. 

zoe [| oe | ee | Te] 
1 am often not stowed to perticipete in my team's diecussion 
avout goals. 

[ sasgme |" | cto | ‘tee | | “tere” | 

  

  

3. My team encourages me to participate in setting our gosis. 
  

slightiy 
Hsegree 

sirengly | Weaegree 
sisegree 

algntty egree strongty 
ogree | | ogres 

My opinions about goa! level are Important to my teams ceci- 
sions about what our goals will be. 
  

slightly shghtty agree | sirongiy 
Gsogree | sores | ogres 

| strongly | dengree 
@sagree 

My tesmmates seidom silow me much say in our gosi-setting. 
  

[ scores | et | cases | ‘ogee | "| “oon? 
People on my team me 00 perticipate in our di encourage 
cussions about our team’s goals. 
  

  

| grow | esogree | ssigntty | angntiy } agree { strongly 
Gsegree disagree agree agree 

  

  

Please consider each of the following statements and whether 
applies to . Circle a T (for true) or F (for faise) for each 
statement. There are no “ngnt’ or “wrong” enswers. We just 

‘Want Io find out more about what people on teams are ke.     

| am Quite independent of the people | know. 7, 

t find thet | can think Setter when ( have the advice of 
others. 

  

  

{go out of my way to prevent anyone from getting 
the best of me.   

( seldom put ot extre effort to make Wiends. 

# Cetight in feeting unatieched. 

When | bump into @ piece of furniture, | dont uauelly 
qet angry. 

| don’t really Neve fun af large parties. a 

People should be More iVvElVEd IN TOIT WOFK nnccmenicne T 

Famity ebligetions make me feel important. 7 

  

  

  

    

10, ( thunk that certain people deserve to be “put in their 
  

11, Lwould net be very good af 9 job which required me 
t> meet people all day. 7 

  

12. t seldom set stenderds which are difficult for me 
fo reach. 
  

13. People who try to reguiste my conduct with nies ere 
@ botner. 

14. (eetdom feel tice hitting enyone. 

$8. enjoy eitheut work. 

  

  

  

6. When | 900 semsone | know from « distance, | dont 

47, UL would feel test and around the world tonely roeming 

Ww, 

%. When | am trritated, | tet & de known. 

20, 

  
QO Out of my way to tay Nello. 

’   

1 have rarety done etre studying in connection with 
ny work. 7   

sme F 

Sometimes | heve to make 8 resi effort to be socists. . T 

  

i)
 

i
 
i
 

| 
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_ JoRen set gosts thet ere very difficull to reech. 

( cou'd jive sfone and enjoy ft. eonereeneeess sresteeneenecess T 

{wilt not be satished until 1 am the best in my 
Bele of work. 

  

  

treruiy get angry elther at myse'f or at other pecpie. ... T 

t dor. spend much of my time talking with people | 
see every day. 

‘respect rules beceuse they guide me. 

) try to work just herd enough to get by. 

Stup.city makes me angry. 

Often | would rather be gions than with a group of 
Wiengs. 

I would not mind living in 8 very lonely place. 

| would never steri 8 fight with strybody. 

J would work just as herd whether or not } hed to 
earn e tiving. 

(try to be in the company of friends 8 much ss 
possibile. 

  

sanceee T 

  

mwcoees T 

T 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Adventures where | em on my own ere & little 
Wightening to me. , 

(60 not fet my work get in the way of what | 
reaily wart to do. 7 

{ have been known to fly into 8 rage If things didn’! go 
83 ( had planned, 

(trust my fiends completely. 

t would tke to Be elone and my own boss. 

f someone does something | don’t like, | seldom sey 
anything. 7 

My gost ts to do at leest 2 Mile bil more than anyone 
elise hes done before. 

My friendships ere many. 

Sometimes | have to meke & real effort to be sociable. . 

tn my work | seidom Go more then Is necessary. 

t often meke people engry by teesing them. 

4 epend @ lot of ime visiting friends. 

  

  

T 

T 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

7 

T 

T 

7 

7 

7 

Tt   

( would Hie to heve a job In which | didn’t heve to 
arawer to snyone. 

J avoid erticizing ethers uncer any circumstences. ... T 

Pacpte seldom think of me as a herd Work ana. T 

{ truty enjoy myselt ot seciel RUNCHONS, a—————~ T 

| wauslty try t share my prebieme with someone who 
ean help me. 

  

T   

As 0 child | werked 8 tong time for some of he Hings 
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| earned. T 

Sometimes | fee! Hke smashing things ...-............ T 

People consicer me to be quite friendly, 1 

fam quite independert of the opinions of others. ........... T 

# doesn’ really matter to me whether or not | 
Become the best in my feid. 

W someone hurts me | just try to forget about &. ........... 

( go out of my way to meet people. 

1 dont want to be sway from my femity too much. ....... 

(dont mind working while ether people ere heving fun.. T 

( get 8 kick out of seeing someone | disike appear 
foolish in front of others. 

em not really very certain what | wart to do or how 
$0 go about doing it. Tt 

I choose hobbies that | can share with other people. .... T 

My greatest desire is to be independent end tree... T 

( rarety eweer, T 
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PART 7: Demographics 

4. 

8. 

femsie Are you? ——_ male 

Would you describe f os a: 
—— Asian American 

Bleck oF African American 
~~ Native American or American ind:sn 

Hispanic or Latin American 
—____. “rite or European American 

How many years heve you worked in team sewing? 
Years 

Mow many years you heve worked for this compeny? . 

——_. veers 

fn what yeer were you torn? = 18. 

  

  

  

  
Please check the highest level ef formal education you 
fave completed. 

    

——. sees then high scheo! depres 

some college 
—~, Colege degree 

ave you werried? — 08 an | 

  

Appendix A. Survey Instrument 131



  

Oirections: Piesse indicate, with an 'X’ how well the quality of 
your work comperes to others’. 

      

q uy compare yourseil lo ober sewing worters mn the plant, 
do you think thst you rate in terms of the QUALITY of your 

> (pick the one item (nat best describes you) 

Better than 8 out of 10 of the other worters. 

Getter than 7 ot of 10 of the other workers. 
Better than $ out of 10 of the other workers. 

Setter than 3 out of 10 of the other workers. 

9 out of 10 of the other workers will perform better 

men me. 

HT
T)
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Olrections: These questions sre shout your use of 
CROSS-TRAINING, Ptease mark, with en ‘xX’, the extent to 
which you agree of disagree with the folowing ststements.     

4. My teammates set production gcoa's that ave tuo -o« for 
me personality. 
  

rongty | Geagree | etghty | signtty ogree streng'y 
Geragree | agree ogree I Hsegree 

5. ft would tike Nl if my team fed eriferent production goals 

strongly | dssegree tightly atightiy ogres atrong'y 
Hseqree Grogree ogres agree 

  

  

@ (think thet my teem shovid Nave lower production gosis. 

[ strove | omer Te Sighly f shenn atightly } ooree | strengly | 
  

Gsogree onree 

7. Left to myself, | would set lower production goa!s then my 
teem does. 
  

strengty aroaree | ahgntty | slightly ogres streng'y | 
Hesogree Misagree | agree agree 

    

1. ¢ feel very comfortedie working on other sewing jobs en 

    

Olrections: The fottewing questions ere ebout what money 
meens to you. Pieese consider each question seriously 
before you respond. Then, Indicate the extent to which you 
ogree oF disagree with the following statement.     

try team. 

sirengly } Sreeree | ogntty | ehghtiy | ogres | otreng’y | 
Mregree Geeqree ooree oeree 
  

2. @ there ts @ bottieneck, { am wifting to work st another 
sewing jod to heip out. 

fr Btreng!y con's [ ervenree | st slightly em | smarty | agree | srentis | 
  

  

‘3. UT preter 12 work only at my speciality. 

sirengly yet aseeree | Shgntiy atany eegree money 
MAsogree Gagree 

  

4. I don't feet comfortable using my cross-training 

strongly | segree amy ohare onee strong'y 
regres Geegree | cere ogree 

  

&. (reguterty use my cross-training to increase team pro- 
@uction, 
  

strongly | “re Te ogree | sere 
Gisogree Gisagree ogres oeree 

  

Directions: We want to find out sbout your personel goe's. 
‘Think about the rete et which you would tke fo work end 
Row much would like to produce. Then, incicate the 
extent to you egres or disagree with the following 
statements.       

4. eens POmucten nets ere much higher then my fewm's 
s. 
  meee ee ae] 
2. teom’s ore then ¢ would bie wana 8 Production quote bagher 

[asontes | “°°°* | crtpree | ‘Soroo_| °°" | “Sore” § 
2 ty Goats and my mem's production goats are very eitter 

[stapes | "°F" | seseree | oper] "| “ever J 

  

  

Appendix A. Survey Instrument 

1. Bay é the most important thing | consider when t think 
avout choosing @ job. 

| sirenery Gaagree | signity | shigntty | ogres | ‘gen’ | 
disagree sisagree | agree agree 

  

2. Meving 8 good supervisor ts 9s wnportent es how much 

  

money | mete. 

strengty | esenree ehgmty | 3 weniy | ogres sirera'y 
Hsegiee aeeogree 
  

3. «Given @ choice between 5 pey incresse oF an easier job, | 
would choose 8 pay increase. 

fae eee ee]   

  

4. would gtadty work more hours to meke more money. 

siront'y | seeeree | slightly | atightly | ogres { seme | 
sagree Gisegree | ogres ares 

  

S$. Waving @ work schedule thel mests my needs ts as im- 
Poriant os the money | meke. 

Grepiee | corre | sree, | oem | onree | sere | 
  

  

8. ine most importerd tung stout my job te the money | 
@. 
  

Lavogre |" | rte | ‘ope | °**_| “core” | 
  

7. Given e choice between 8 tower joo thet | Hked end 
@ Nigher-peying job thet | od ( would cnocese the 

higher peying job. 

Lessee |" | Sates | “Seer | FT" | “Sone” | 
  

6 Seen en Pearle to work with to a0 Unporiant 9 how 
uch money | make 

[_sesere | SF" | Sater | “sere |_| “core | 

Supplemental | 

132



  

Ph.D. 

Anthony M. Townsend, Ph.D. 
Post Office Box 11748 

Blacksburg, VA 24062 

(703) 382-6202 

EDUCATION 

University of Virginia, College of Arts and 
Sciences, Charlottesville, Virginia (With 

Distinction) 

Major: English 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 
University, R.B. Pamplin College of Busi- 

ness, Blacksburg, Virginia. 

Major: Human Resource Management/ Labor 
Relations 

Thesis: An Examination of Two-tier Wage 

Structures in a Unionized Setting. 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 
University, R. B. Pamplin College of Busi- 
ness, July, 1993 

Major: Human Resource Management/ Labor 
Relations 

Minor: Political Science 

Research Interests: High-performance work 
teams, Financial Incentives, Union Compen- 

sation and International HRM. 

Dissertation: The Antecedents of Goal 

Commitment in an Industrial Workforce. 

Chair: K. Dow Scott 

REFEREED PUBLICATIONS AND PAPERS 

Townsend, A.M., Scott K.D. and Markham, S.E. (1988). An 

exploratory study of pay differences between cul- 
Edited by D.F. Ray, Southern Management 

Association Proceedings: 64-66. 

Townsend, A.M., Scott K.D. and Markham, S.E. (1990) An 

VITA 

examination of country and culture-based differ- 

133



ences in compensation practices. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 4: 667-668. 

Jones, E. , Perkinovsky, J. and Townsend, A. (1990) Mo- 

tivation of group versus individual behavior: an 
educational futures and options trading club ap- 
plication. Meeting abstract American Journal of 
Agricultural Economics 72: 1383. 

Townsend, A.M. and Partridge, D.P. (1990) The effect of 

multi-tier wage structures on equity beliefs. Paper 
presented at the 1990 Industrial Relations Research 
Association. 

Scott, K.D. and Townsend, A.M. (1992) A test of Eden's 
goal/expectancy model among sales representatives. 
Edited by J. L. Wall and L. R. Jauch. Academy of 
Management Best Papers Proceedings: 242-246. 

Townsend, A.M. and Scott, K. D. (1993) Determinants of 

pay-at-risk preferences of salespeople. Edited by 
K. A. Vaverek and M. A. Williams. Proceedings of 

the Southwestern Academy of Management: 101-104. 

Townsend, A. M. (1993) Administrative employees in the 
arts: Are they really different? Presented at 1993 
Academy of Management Meeting. 

Partridge, D.M. and Townsend, A.M. (1993) The effect of 

perceived pay equity on dual commitment in a 
multi-tier wage structure. To be presented at the 
14th Annual Southern Industrial Relations and Human 

Resources Conference, Myrtle Beach, S.C., October, 

1993. 

Partridge, D.M. and Townsend, A. M. (1993) The influence 
of referents on attitudes in a multi-tier wage 
structure. Accepted for presentation at 1994 In- 

dustrial Relations Research Association. 

RESEARCH IN PROGRESS 

Partridge, D.M. and Townsend, A.M. Multi-tier wage 

structures: A reconsideration of their effects on 

VITA 134



Scott, 

trait/fexpectancy and goal difficulty model among 
sales representatives. Under review at the Journal 
of Sales Management and Personal Selling 

Townsend, 
labor/government substitution effect. Data analy- 
Sis stage. 

worker attitudes. Revision requested, Industrial 
and Labor Relations Review. 

and Townsend, A.M. A test of Eden's 

M. A cross-national examination of the 

ACADEMIC POSITIONS 

1986-Present Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 

VITA 

University, R. B. Pamplin College of Busi- 

ness. Research Assistant and Instructor 

Research Assistant (10 semesters, full- 
time) 

Responsible for assisting in administration 

of large, industry sponsored research pro- 

gram. Work includes sponsor contact, 

project design, instrument design and dis- 

tribution, data entry and analysis, and 

co-authorship of articles from the work. 

Duties also include responsibility for 

sponsor development, planning conferences, 

and program marketing. 

Instructor (four semesters, full-time) 

Responsibilities include all associated 
with teaching an undergraduate class, in- 

cluding lesson plan development, lecture, 

testing and evaluation. Classes taught are 

Human Resource Management, Administrative 
Theory and Practice, and Labor Relations. 

NON-ACADEMIC POSITIONS 

135



1984-1985 

1983-1984 

1982-1983 

1979-1981 

1988-1989 

1992-1993 

VITA 

Television Digest, Washington, D.C. Senior 

Supervising Editor. Responsible for the 
work of eight editors and the text portion 

of of the company's annual reference pub- 
lications. 

Fairfax County School System, Fairfax 
County, Virginia. Substitute Teacher. 

Office of Congressman Frank Wolf, 
Washington D.C. Constituent Services As- 

sistant. Internship included responsibil- 
ities for case load of constituent 

problems. Duties entailed interaction with 
numerous public and private entities in 
behalf of constituents. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Washington, D.C. Edited rule promulgations 

to be published in the Federal Register 
while working in the Office of the Direc- 
tor. Also worked in Office of Enforcement 

to create training and development program 
for new investigative unit. 

RESEARCH GRANTS AND FUNDING 

$250.00 Graduate Student Assembly Award for 
research into two-tier wage contracts. 

$500.00 Barringer Center grant for research 
into two-tier wage contracts. 

$2000.00 support from union for two-tier 
wage contract research. 

$60,000.00 in support from manufacturing 

firm for dissertation research. 

SERVICE TO UNIVERSITY 

136



1988-1990 

1988-1989 

1990-1992 

1989 

VITA 

University Council 

University Provost Selection Committee 

President of the Graduate Student Assembly 

CONSULTING 

Roanoke Symphony Orchestra (Non-Profit 
Management ) 

 


