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ABSTRACT

AN APPLICATION OF THE INVESTMENT MODEL FOR EXAMINING
THE EFFECTS OF COMMITMENT, SELF-EFFICACY,

AND GOAL DIFFICULTY ON PERFORMANCE

Brian J. Kaufman
0ld Dominion University
Director: Dr. Albert S. Glickman

This research was designed to test the presumed effects
of commitment, self-efficacy, and goal difficulty level on
task performance. The investment model of commitment was
used to experimentally manipulate commitment levels.

Eighty subjects served as their own controls. For a
computer typing task, performance baseline was established,
then subjects performed additional trials under various
commitment-to-study, commitment-to-job, and goal difficulty
conditions. Seven hypotheses were tested. Analyses were
conducted to determine main effects of commitment-to-study,
commitment-to-job, commitment-to-goals and interaction
effects among experimental conditions.

Performance score differences were significant for
speed, but not accuracy across high and low commitment

levels, supporting the hypothesis that commitment and
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performance are positively correlated. Organizational
climate established in the commitment-to-study condition was
shown to be a determinant of subsequent performance.
Results supported Locke’s (1981) contention that commitment
is necessary for goal-setting to work, but did not support
the suggestion that difficult goals result in better
performance. The hypothesis that task interest is related
with satisfaction was confirmed, but hypotheses regarding
relationships between task interest, facet satisfaction, and
work motivation with performance were generally unsupported.

Self-efficacy estimates of typing speed and accuracy
made before feedback was received were significant
predictors of performance, but estimates of accuracy
consistently underestimated actual performance. Post-
feedback efficacy estimates explained significantly more
variance than pre-feedback estimates, as expected; however,
accuracy estimates were resistant to revision based on
feedback and did not show increased predictive power.
Commitment levels did not have a differential impact on
subjects’ post-feedback efficacy estimates.

Results were interpreted in terms of task complexity,
instrumentality, and arousal theory, and implications for

future research and applications were discussed.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Statement of the Research Problem

Goal setting is included in virtually every program for
improving organizational and personal productivity, and
practitioners advise that success depends on the degree to
which participants are committed to those programs and
goals. Researchers have frequently defended data that are
discrepant with their expectations by challenging the
commitment of the participants. Measurement of commitment
has not been systematic, nor has it been operationally
defined with consistency across studies. This chapter
begins with a discussion of what goal setting contributes to
motivation, and presents a review of conceptual and
methodological problems associated with previous goal
setting research. Problems with the construct of commitment
are defined, and a model suggesting parameters of
commitment, including perceived self-efficacy, is outlined.
The chapter concludes with suggestions for research to help
clarify the relationship between commitment and goal setting
under different experimentally controlled levels of
motivation and goal level difficulty.

Utilization of a recently tested investment model of
commitment as a manipulation check in research (Farrell &

Rusbult, 1981; Rusbult, 1980) may help provide clarification
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to be methodologically useful for lending credence to the
use of college student samples in research. The sections
which follow will provide the rationale for showing that a
goal setting model which includes the investment model of
commitment and individuals' perceived self-efficacy may
permit psychologists to defend the external validity of
laboratory research conducted with college student samples.
Further, this model of commitment (Farrell & Rusbult, 1981;
Rusbult, 1980) may help managers understand how to more

effectively motivate their employees.

Goal Setting and Employee Motivation
One of the most accepted and used methods for

- implementing motivational theory in applied work settings is
known as goal setting. Goal setting uses standards of
performance which are communicated to employees so that they
can better gauge their expenditures of effort. Further,
goal setting works by directing attention and action,
mobilizing energy and effort, encouraging persistence, and
motivating individuals to develop strategies for goal
attainment. Terms similar in meaning to goals are sometimes
used interchangeably, including performance standard (a
measuring rod for evaluating performance), quota (a minimum
amount of work or production), work norm (a standard of
acceptable behavior defined by a work group), task (a piece

of work to be accomplished), objective (the ultimate aim of
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3
an action or series of actions), deadline (a time limit for
completing a task), and budget (a spending limit or goal)
(Locke et al., 1981).

Researchers have studied the effects of participatively
generated versus assigned goals (Dossett, Latham, &
Mitchell, 1979; Ivancevich, 1976, 1977; Kernan & Lord, 1988;
Latham & Marshall, 1982; Latham et al., 1978; Latham &
Saari, 1979a, 1979b; Latham & Steele, 1983; Latham, Steele,
& Saari, 1982; Latham & Yukl, 1975, 1976), various levels of
goal difficulty (Bassett, 1979; Bavelas & Lee, 1978; Becker,
1978; Forward & Zander, 1971; Frost & Mahoney, 1976; Kim,
1984; Latham & Locke, 1975; Latham & Steele, 1983; Mento,
Cartledge, & Locke, 1980; Mowen et al., 1981; Yukl & Lathanm,
1978), and characteristics of employees themselves (Carroll
& Tosi, 1970; Dossett et al., 1979; Ivancevich & McMahon,
1977; Latham & Yukl, 1976; Steers, 1975).

The acceptance of goal setting by management is matched
by that of behavioral scientists. After evaluating 32
theories of organizational behavior, Miner (1984) concluded
that goal-setting theory is one of only four which are
considered to be both useful and valid. Strong support was
contributed by Pinder's (1984) text on work motivation. He
stated that goal-setting theory has garnered more empirical
evidence of usefulness than any other approach to work
motivation to date. Pinder emphasized that while the

relationship between cognitive factors (beliefs and
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4
attitudes) and behavior is tenuous at best, data exist that
show a stronger linkage between intentions (goals) and
behavior. Landy and Trumbo (1980), summarized goal setting
theory with caution, noting that "some findings . . . are
clearly at odds with other existing theories. If and when
these diverse findings are placed in a coherent model or
theoretical framework general enough to encompass a wide
range of industrial behaviors, it may very well take over as
the most reasonable approach to work motivation (p. 370)."

The apparent cost effectiveness of the process is one
reason for the popular acceptance of goal setting in
industry. Implementation of goal setting programs costs
very little in comparison to benefits received. Examples
often cited include a 32% gain in the productivity of
freight handlers (Latham & Baldes, 1975), and a 14%
reduction of electric energy consumption by residential
users (Becker, 1978). Hunter and Schmidt (1983) reported
that participatively set goals may lead to a 4% productivity
increase over assigned goals, and encouraged further efforts
aimed at explaining the mechanisms of successful goal
setting. Punnett (1986) investigated the effect of goal
setting on work output of Caribbean women, and demonstrated
the cross-cultural generalizability of the technique for
increasing performance. Other research examining the
cognitive processes of goal setting revealed that goal

setting improves productivity by directing energy toward
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5
development of efficient strategies before beginning a task
(Earley & Kanfer, 1985; Earley, Wojnarski, & Prest, 1987).
An even more pronounced effect of goal setting was reported
by Gowen (1985) for a managerial simulation in which
individuals who set goals performed 19% better than those
participants with no goals, and performance was 31% better
when individual goals were compatible with group goals.

Reviews of the literature on goal setting (Latham &
Yukl, 1975; Locke, 1968; Steers & Porter, 1974) have
concurred that the process generally works. A success rate
of 90% was calculated for 99 out of 110 studies comparing
specific hard goals to medium, easy, do-your-best, or no
goals at all (Locke, Shaw, Saari, & Latham, 1981).
Meta-analytic studies have been conducted which
statistically aggregated results of previous goal setting
research (Mento, Steele, & Karren, 1987; Chidester &
Grigsby, 1984). Foci of these meta-analytic studies
included determination of the magnitude of goal difficulty
and goal specificity-performance relationships and potential
moderator effects of study setting (laboratory or field).
Other aspects considered have included study type
(experimental or correlational), level of education,
feedback, and presence or absence of incentives. (It is
important to remember that incentives hold motivational
value only when their attainment is desired and reward is

contingent upon achievement of a goal. Goals and incentives
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may co-exist independently of each other.) Again, the only
consistent finding was that both specific or difficult goals
produced better performance than vaguely stated "do your
best" goals. This relationship was maintained across a
variety of tasks and in both laboratory experiments and
field studies (Mento, Steele, & Karren, 1987; Chidester &
Grigsby, 1984).

However, not all the research findings have shown clear
relationships between the use of goal setting and
performance. The literature contains reports of many
studies finding small or zero effects of goal setting on
performance (Bavelas & Lee, 1978; Forward & Zander, 1971;
Frost & Mahoney, 1976; Hall & Foster, 1977; Ivancevich,
1982; Ivancevich & McMahon, 1982; Jackson & Zedeck, 1982;
Locke & Shaw, 1984; Motowildo, Loehr, & Dunnette, 1978;
Organ, 1977; Strang, Lawrence, & Fowler, 1978). Mento et
al. (1987) suggest the need for research emphasizing the
underlying mechanisms which may be contributing to these

difficulty/specificity-performance relationships.
Task Difficulty and Self-Efficacy
Locke et al. (1981) have noted the confusion induced by
the use of task difficulty interchangeably with goal

difficulty. A task is a piece of work to be accomplished,

whereas a goal is usually a standard striven for. A
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difficult task may be hard because of its complexity or
because it requires much effort. To illustrate the concept
of task complexity, Locke et al. point to the difference
between writing a physics book and composing a thank-you
note. Both tasks require skill, but writing the book
requires more skill and knowledge than writing the note.
Holding knowledge and skill constant, amount of task effort
is illustrated by comparing the difficulty of digging the
foundation for a structure to digging a hole to plant a
seed.

Goal difficulty most often refers to the attainment of
specific standards of proficiency or productivity. For
example, holding task difficulty constant, one group of
salespersons may be given a goal of opening five new
accounts in a week and another group may be expected to open
ten new accounts. The harder goal would be attained by
using greater effort and attention than would be required to
achieve the easy goal. Simple illustrations of task
difficulty and goal difficulty are shown in Table 1.

Locke's (1968) theory of motivation, asserted a direct
linear relationship between goal difficulty and performance,
based on evidence that performance was greater for difficult
goals than for easy ones. Later studies failed to uphold

the linearity of the performance-goal difficulty function.
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Table 1

Difference Between Task Difficulty and Goal Difficulty

Task: Singing Happy Birthday vs. Star Spangled Banner
(easy) (difficult)

Self-Efficacy: High Low

Easy Goal: Sing Sing

Observed Behavior: Sing Sing Softly

Difficult Goal: Sing on Key Sing on Key

Observed Behavior: Sing Move Lips

Task: Reshape Instrument Cluster in Auto vs. Jumbo Jet

(easy) (difficult)

Self-Efficacy High Low
Easy Goal: 8 months 18 months
Observed Behavior: New Cluster New Cluster
Difficult Goal: 6 months within 12 months within

budget budget
Observed Behavior: Use last year's Buy preassembled

model from competitor
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People confronted with difficult tasks and difficult goals
may exert great amounts of effort in order to achieve the
goal, or they may simply decide that attainment of the
prescribed goal is beyond their capability, regardless of
the amount of effort expended. This possibility was
discussed by Stedry and Kay (1966) when they postulated a
maximum tolerance level for a discrepancy between present
and future goal difficulty. Within the tolerance interval,
an increase in difficulty is followed by an increase in
effort and hence performance; beyond it, further increase in
difficulty has a negative effect on effort. Atkinson's
inverted-U law (1958) which explains effort as the product
of perceived task difficulty, reward value, and need for
achievement, asserts that performance is maximal at moderate
levels of motivation because tasks that are seen as too
difficult are associated with a low probability of success,
and those that are too easy do not offer as large a return
in the form of accomplishment. In an early revision of his
theory of motivation, Locke (1970) agreed that tasks which
are perceived as too difficult lose their ability to gain a
person's commitment.

Ability levels possesed by individuals were not
addressed in the previous discussions of task or goal
difficulty. Using the example of writing a college level
textbook, the scholar with greater teaching and research

experience should be expected to find this task less
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10
difficult than one with less experience. Similarly, a new
salesperson may find it more difficult to open five new
accounts than the seasoned one who can open ten accounts
with the same amount of effort. Stedry and Kay (1966) could
not satisfactorily distinguish perceptions of challenging
goals from those perceived as impossible, hence they simply
suggested that a tool or procedure be developed to enable
the determination of the transition point from possible to
impossible. Since experiments have not permitted people to
select from a variety of tasks and goals, it is impossible
to know what kinds of relationships would develop when
difficult goals are set for easy to moderately difficult
tasks.

Ultimately, the effort expended by individuals toward
goal attainment appears to be more closely related to their
self-perception of abilities rather than actual ability
levels. Self-perception of abilities is also called self-
efficacy, and Bandura (1981) has conducted many experiments
linking self-efficacy to performance. Efficacy expectations
are beliefs held by individuals which may be created through
direct or vicarious exposure to experiences, by verbal
persuasion, training, or symbolic emotional arousal. Table
2 shows the possible sources of efficacy beliefs posited by
Bandura (1981).

In many studies, subjects who indicated that they were

committed to and trying for goals may, in fact, have had
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Table 2

Origins and Development of Efficacy Expectations

Origins of Efficacy Expectations

Source Mode of TInduction
Performance Accomplishments Participant Modeling

Performance Exposure

Vicarious Experience Live and Symbolic Modeling
Verbal Persuasion Suggestion
Exhortation

Self-instruction
Emotional Arousal Attribution
Relaxation

Symbolic Exposure
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little or no expectations of success.

When confronted with such difficulties, people who
entertain serious doubts about their capabilities may
slacken their efforts or give up altogether, whereas those
who have a strong sense of efficacy exert greater effort to
master the challenges. Bandura (1977; 1982) suggests that
self-efficacy has a directive influence on choice of
activities and efforts, and is responsible for expectations
of eventual success that encourage assimilation of feedback
information once behaviors are initiated. 1In the context of
goal-setting, efficacy expectations can affect both goal
choice, goal commitment, and performance (Locke, Motowidlo,
& Bobko, 1986). Efficacy expectations determine how much
effort people will expend, and how long they will persist in
the face of obstacles and aversive experiences. The
stronger the perceived self-efficacy, the more active the
efforts, and a high level of perseverance usually produces
high performance attainments (Bandura & Schunk, 1981; Brown
& Inouye, 1978; Schunk, 1981; Weinberg, Gouid, & Jackson,
1979).

Efficacy expectations vary on several dimensions. They
differ in magnitude. To wit, if tasks are ordered in level
of difficulty, the efficacy expectations of different
individuals may be limited to the simpler tasks, extend to
moderately difficult ones, and include or exclude the most

taxing performances. Efficacy expectations also vary in
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generality. Some experiences create specialized mastery
expectations while others instill a more generalized sense
of efficacy that extends beyond the specific situation. 1In
addition, expectancies vary in strength. Weak expectations
are easily extinguishable by disconfirming experiences,
whereas individuals who possess strong expectations of
mastery will persevere in their coping efforts despite
disconfirming experiences.

Studies of the relationship between efficacy and
performance have been criticized for measuring people's
hopes for favorable outcomes rather than with their sense of
personal mastery. These expectations have been assessed
using global measures reflecting a mixture of hope, wishful
thinking, and faith (Bandura, 1981). One study supporting
the role of efficacy on performance is of questionable value
because it was based on college student subjects performing
in a one-minute brain-storming task, and evaluated goal
commitment using a face-valid measure (Locke, Frederick,

Lee, & Bobko, 1984).
Goal Setting and Commitment
Disagreement among scientists persists regarding the
best approach for defining commitment, although it is agreed

that commitment reflects some form of psychological bond

between individuals and the relationships they enter into.
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Locke et al. (1981) defined commitment within the context of
goal setting as the determination to try to meet a desired
level of performance. Industrial-organizational
psychologists have been most concerned with commitment to
organizations, and have defined commitment in terms of
attachment to and involvement in the workplace. In a
motivational sense, commitment has been defined as the
willingness of employees to contribute high levels of effort
working for organizations with which goals and values are
shared (Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974), or as the
willingness of social actors to give energy to the
organization (Kanter, 1968). Within a cognitive framework,
commitment is viewed as an attitude based on values and
expectations of loyalty and duty (Weiner & Yardi, 1980), or
as an affective attachment to the goals and values of the
organization (Buchanan, 1974). Some researchers approach
the study of organizational commitment from longitudinal
perspectives to predict employee turnover (Koch & Steers,
1978; March & Simon, 1958; Porter, Crampon, & Smith, 1976;
Porter et al., 1974; Sheldon, 1971; Steers, 1977) while
others have suggested that a more immediate effect of
commitment may be manifested in better job performance,
employees requiring less supervision, and better decision-
making processes (Moore, 1965; Mowday, Porter, & Dubin,
1974; Porter et al., 1976). Campion and Lord (1982) further

specified commitment as the extension of effort, over time,
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toward the accomplishment of an original goal combined with
an unwillingness to either lower or abandon the original
goal level even when confronted with feedback indicating
that goals have not been reached. Goal commitment also may
be thought of as the decision process by which discrepancy-
reducing strategies are selected (cognitive, goal, or
behavioral change) to deal with goal-discrepant performance
feedback (Kernan & Lord, 1988).

Commitment has been mentioned in many authors'
discussions as an important condition for ensuring the
success of goal setting programs. Early in the development
of goal setting theory, commitment began appearing in post
hoc explanations of failed research attempts. In 1968, when
results did not support his contention that more difficult
goals lead to better performance, Locke stated that subjects
who "stop trying when confronted by a hard task (i.e., those
uncommitted [italics added] to a goal) are people who have
decided that the goal is impossible to reach and who no
longer are trying for that goal" (p.164). Recently, Locke
et al. (1988) stated more emphatically that "it is virtually
axiomatic that if there is no commitment to goals, then goal
setting will not work" (p. 23). Hollenbeck, Williams, and
Klein (1989b) observed that in spite of the critical role
assigned to goal commitment by early goal setting theorists,
the assessment of goal commitment has not played a prominent

part in goal setting research (Hollenbeck, Klein, O'Leary, &
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Wright, 1989a). Past research frequently has cited
unmeasured goal-commitment effects as post hoc explanations
for inconsistent results. In a review of goal setting
studies since 1968, Hollenbeck and Klein (1987) found that
over 70% had failed to include any measure of goal
commitment. In the 30% of studies attempting to measure
goal commitment, many simply asked participants to indicate
to what degree they could accept the goals assigned them,
whereas others elicited estimates from subjects regarding
how hard they might try to reach a goal. Within those
articles, the term goal commitment has often been used
interchangeably with goal acceptance (Erez & Zidon, 1984;
Landy, Barnes, & Murphy, 1978; Latham, Mitchell, & Dossett,
1978; Latham & Yukl, 1976; Locke, Saari, Shaw, & Latham,
1981; Pritchard & Curtis, 1973). Goal acceptance can be
merely an indication of the degree to which individuals
understand the existence of a performance standard or goal
that is assigned by another person (Hollenbeck et al.,
1989a). Measures of goal commitment should suggest the
degree to which individuals feel compelled to exert effort
to achieve a goal. It is conceivable that even a self-set
or participatively-set goal may garner acceptance but not
commitment from an individual, as would be the situation
when a goal is initially accepted but effort to attain it is
not demonstrated over time (Hollenbeck et al., 1989a). This

conceptual ambiguity may often be responsible for those
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attempts at quantification of commitment which have resulted
in qualitative confusion (Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987; Locke,

Shaw, Saari, & Latham, 1981).

Precursors to Goal Commitment and Goal Acceptance

The discrepancy in behavior of individuals who accept
goals compared with those who are committed to goals may be
explained in terms of their intention to behave. Ryan
(1970) has developed a theory that posits intentions as the
most immediate and important determinants of behavior.
Figure 1 (Ryan, 1970) shows the steps in the linkage that
progress, literally, from the development of the person to
the development of intentions. As shown in the figure, at
Level 1, closest to the end behavior, is the intention to
act. At this level, whatever behaviors that are consistent
with those intentions may be expected. At Level 2, the
individuals use cognitive and evaluative processes to weigh
the features of the immediate situation as they perceive it.
Such evaluations include expectations of certain behaviors
resulting in certain outcomes, the attractiveness of
possible outcomes (or of the behavior itself), and the
appropriateness of the behavior within the social and
physical context. Level 3, the repertoire of stored

products, contains previously learned patterns of responding
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to elements in the environment, and includes needs, plans,
preferences, and values. Level 4 is the developmental and
historical background of the individual, and is only
remotely linked to the manifestation of behaviors.

At Level 1, the theory of reasoned action proposed by
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) agrees that it is the intention of
individuals, not their beliefs or values, that determine
behavior. A person may hold to the belief that a particular
goal is a good one, but may not make the decision at Level 2
to integrate that goal into their plan of action. Figure 2
diagrams the Fishbein and Ajzen model to show how its
components correspond to those of Ryan's (1970) model. The
Fishbein and Ajzen model emphasizes the importance of the
sources and nature of comparisons that individuals make in
deciding the direction of their behavior. There is an
obvious overlap showing that intention (labeled as box f in
Figure 2) is the direct precursor to behavior (g). Prior to
the establishment of an intention, the model shows that the
individual holds attitudes and beliefs (a) about specific
objects and activities which vary in the degree of
correspondence to the normative values held by various other
reference groups, such as coworkers, family members, or

union representatives. Since individuals select the most
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meaningful reference group for the situation they are in,
the set of attitudes held by the reference group is called
the subjective norm (b). Individuals are likely to use a
different subjective norm for different decisions. For
example, the opinions of colleagues may be used when
deciding which office equipment to purchase, while a
neighbor's opinions may be valued when deciding on where to
take a vacation. The chosen intention is the result of
weighing the relative importance (c) of the individuals'
attitude towards the behavior to that of the subjective
norm. At this point, the individual decides whether or not
to conform to a given standard of behavior or to determine
his own course of action congruent with personal values and
attitudes. For example, he may know that another employee
at his level in the organization would accept an upward
transfer to a new location, but may decide that the move
would not be desirable for him at the present time. The
subjective norm is also used when comparing one's own level
of satisfaction regarding a situation with how others would
be expected to respond in similar circumstances. Within the
framework of the investment model of behavior (Rusbult,
1981) the determination of satisfaction is made when one
performs a reward-cost analysis to compare his work
situation to a general standard, or comparison level (CL)
(Thibaut & Kelley, 1959), and is similar to the subjective

norm. The comparison level represents the average quality
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of outcomes which the individual has come to expect from an
association (in the workplace, this association would be
employment, and issues related). For example, within a
group of clerical workers racing to meet a deadline, each
will make a decision about how much effort to put into the
work after reviewing what they believe to be true about the
benefits, costs, and consequences of cooperating to meet the
group's goal. They will have to decide if hard work will be
recognized and rewarded as reflected by wage and benefits
secuurity, or if by meeting the deadline will result in the
staff reductions based on the groups' superior performance.
Such a decision ultimately derives from the components at
Ryan's Level 3, the repertoire of stored products. 1In
Figure 2, these are defined by Fishbein and Ajzen as (d)
behavioral beliefs and outcome intentions, and (e) normative
beliefs and motivation to comply. Behavioral beliefs and
outcome expectations are related to the individuals' own
evaluation of experiences, whereas the normative beliefs
represent how the individual believes the reference group
thinks and feels toward that behavior.

From this point, it is easy to elaborate on the
mechanisms that contribute to goal acceptance or commitment.
If self-~-perception of ability, rather than ability itself
influences the evaluation of a goal's difficulty, as Stedry
and Kay (1966) postulated, Bandura (1982) has reasoned that

activation of the self-evaluation process through internal
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comparison requires both personal standards and knowledge of
results (level) of one's performance. In other words, for
goal attainment to become an intention, or for commitment to
occur, realistic feedback mechanisms have to be present.
Neither knowledge of performance without standards nor
standards without knowledge of results provides a basis for
self-evaluative reactions and thus have little motivational
impact. It is easier to profess goal acceptance or
commitment in the absence of discouraging feedback than it
is to maintain high motivational levels when there is such
feedback.

In Figure 3, two cf Bandura's contributions have been
added to the model of behavior. Sources of efficacy
expectations from Table 2 have been superimposed at box ()
of the Fishbein and Ajzen (1980) model to suggest specific
roots of the response patterns acquired over one's lifetime,
and the feedback loop relating the outcomes of a behavior in
terms of probability of success and valence is expanded from
box (a). This figure now includes a representation of the
feedback mechanism that allows for the assessment and
iterative reassessments of situational conditions whenever a
choice between activities must be made. Each feedback loop
challenges or confirms the set of stored information and

beliefs held by the person, and those directly determine
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subsequent attitudinal stances toward behaviors.

In describing the concept of self-efficacy Bandura
(1977) has distinguished between efficacy expectations and
response-outcome expectations. An estimate that a person
(1) holds regarding whether a given behavior will lead to a
desirable or undesirable outcome is called an outcome
expectation (2). A person would be expected to choose to
direct energy toward behaviors leading to the attainment of
a desired outcome, and to refrain from expending energy that
would be likely to result in an undesired outcome. An
efficacy expectation (3) is the belief that one can
successfully execute the behavior required to produce the
desired outcomes. People can believe that a given course of
action will provide certain outcomes, but if they doubt that
they have the skill, knowledge, and/or energy resources
necessary to perform the prerequisite activities, such
information will not influence their behavior. It is this
cognitive process of integrating the outcome and efficacy
expectations (4) that determines how much effort, if any,
will be manifested through behavior. Bandura (1982) has
shown in clinical settings that self-perceived efficacy
affects how much effort is invested by people engaged in
phobia treatment activities and in the subsequent levels of

coping skill performance they attained. Judgments of
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self-efficacy were shown to determine,Ain part, choice of
activities, rates of skill acquisition, and performance.

A feedback loop is represented through which mastery of
coping skills or development of abilities can boost
perceived self-efficacy in a mutually enhancing process.
Increases in skill and ability levels lead to greater self-
efficacy, which in turn results in more confidence in skills
and abilities. After engaging in a particular behavior (5)
the person receives two forms of feedback. The success or
failure in meeting a performance goal (6) provides
performance feedback (7) that is used in reevaluating
efficacy (3). The consequence of the success or failure of
the behavior engaged in determines the situation outcome (8)
which will have either a positive or negative valence, and
thus provides outcome feedback (9) that goes back into
evaluation of outcome expectations (2). Both forms of
feedback become part of the reference set that the person
uses when making decisions (4) about future actions.
Information from personal and vicarious experience is
continually added to the reference set of information, such
that changes occurring along any part of the feedback path
may change the assessment of efficacy and outcome

expectations. Fishbein and Ajzen (1980) demonstrated that

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



27
the attitude toward any particular behavior, after being
compared with the subjective norm, is much more influential
in determining eventual behavior than knowledge or beliefs
about that behavior that do not consider the individuals'
attitude.

The previous models may be further elaborated upon with
regard to goal acceptance and goal commitment by considering
some of the features of Locke's (1968) model of goal
setting, with subsequent modifications for feedback added by
Erez and Zidon (1984). 1In Figure 4, Locke's model begins
with the common management practice of goal assignment (1).
When initially assigned, the goal can be thought of from the
employees' perspective as just another subjective norm, or a
desire communicated by management that a particular level of
performance be maintained. The individual must then
cognitively process the request (2) by comparing it with
stored information and learned patterns of responding. If
one knows that rejecting the goal will create unpleasant
consequences from an inflexible manager, goal acceptance
will probably be voiced based on prior knowledge alone,
without any need for further evaluation. If the situation
does, in fact, appear to provide options, a person may

consider his willingness to work hard to attain a goal
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(behavioral beliefs and outcome evaluations) against the
backdrop of a larger reference group work ethic (3)
(normative beliefs and motivations to comply) and (4)
subjective norm to decide if the goal is an appropriate one.
After evaluating (5) the fit between the assigned goal and
stored information, the goal may be accepted (6) if it
appears to be reasonable or if the situation demands that
agreement be voiced. Before the goal can reasonably foster
commitment, the person must first consider if he can
reasonably expect to reach the goal by drawing upon his
efficacy expectations (7). If the goal still appears to be
attainable within reasonable limits, the person may adopt
the assigned goal as their own, such that it now becomes a
self-set (or participatively set) goal (8). The self-set
goal will be compared again (5) to determine its rank and
priority over competing demands on the individual. At the
point that a conscious decision is made to focus resources
on the goal, that goal becomes an intention (9) and
commitment (10) keeps it a priority manifested in
performance (11). Outcomes (12) of the goal-directed
performance provide efficacy and valence information and
serve as feedback (13) for the evaluative process (5) again,
allowing the individual to monitor and control their
expenditure of effort. The cycle continues until either the
goal is reached, commitment is abandoned, or a new goal is

assigned.
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Parameters of Commitment

In a recent review of components of participative goal
setting, Erez and Arad (1986) suggested that the goal
setting process may in itself account for increased levels
of commitment in work settings. Again, the notion was
postulated without any attempt to empirically measure
commitment. In fact, the presence of commitment has been
taken for granted in most of the research settings in which
these studies have been conducted. The concept of
participants' commitment has been encountered most often in
personnel literature nested within discussions of neglected
or confounded variables. The virtual neglect of commitment
related issues may stem from the absence of any
experimentally sound method for measuring and manipulating
this construct. 1In those few studies where commitment has
been considered, it has been treated as a static trait-like
variable rather than as a characteristic which is responsive
to factors extraneous to the controls imposed by the
research setting. Klenke-Hamel (1982) considered person,
organization, and job characteristics in developing a causal
model of organizational commitment. Survey results of a
five-organization sample yielded significance for different
characteristics, but those characteristics were different

for the various organization subsamples. As noted by
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Klenke-Hamel, traditional organizational variables may have
relevance and meaniné only for specific occupational and
demographic groups. A possible explanation for the lack of
consistent significance across samples may be that the
levels of investment, rewards, costs, and number of
available alternatives differ for those group members.
Although the causal model of commitment can not be
considered static, it does fail to address those concerns of
individuals that are rooted in conditions apart from the
organizations of the individuals themselves. According to
the investment model, commitment is affected by variables
such as market conditions and alternative work situations
perceived as available to the individual.

The most frequent surrogate for actual measures of
commitment is tenure, again reflecting the longitudinal
perspective of most organizational research. Tenure,
however, is a poor indicator of commitment in that people
may remain in situations indefinitely if only for lack of
obtainable alternative situations (Salancik & Pfeffer,
1977) . Commitment has emerged in recent management
literature as necessary for both bolstering domestic
productivity and mending fences between dissatisfied
segments of the workforce and the organizations that use
their talents. Commitment to excellence in task performance
by employees may help to sustain corporate longevity even in

light of declines in the rates of reinforcements and rewards
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(salancik, 1977).

The different objects of commitment must also be noted.
Considerations in the literature on commitment range from
organizational commitment to task commitment, from goal
commitment to commitment to self, from commitment to ideals
to commitment to institutions. cClearly, commitment is not
at all static. The skilled laborer who takes pride in the
quality of her work (task) may maintain a low degree of
commitment to established production quotas (goals), and may
experience conflict when forced to choose between attending
a company picnic (organization) or a family outing (self).
It stands to reason that commitment to any purpose would be
a dynamic, fluctuating force, sensitive to those
characteristics which are salient and important to

individuals.

Criticisms of Previous Research Methodology

1. Ambiguous construct definition. As stated previously,

reviews of goal setting literature show that in only 30% of
research circumstances have attempts been made to measure
commitment, and these have included significant
methodological and conceptual failures (Hollenbeck & Klein,
1987). The definition of goal commitment itself has been

one source of confusion. Most studies have used assigned
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goals, and the two notions of goal commitment and goal
acceptance have been used interchangeably. 2n example of
this confounding of construct measures may be noted in a
study of goal choice, goal satisfaction, and performance by
Earley & Kanfer (1985) that incorporated goal acceptance and
goal commitment questions which were then averaged into a
composite commitment score. Goal acceptance and commitment
can co-exist in varying degrees, which may explain
inconsistencies in those few studies which have attempted to
measure degree of goal commitment (Latham & Saari, 1979a,
1979b; Latham et al., 1978; Yukl & Latham, 1978; Dossett et
al., 1979; Frost & Mahoney, 1976; Locke et al., 1981; London
& Oldham, 1976; Oldham, 1975; Organ, 1977; Mento et al.,
1980).

There are many examples in the literature of commitment
being used interchangeably with acceptance. Latham et al.
(1978), in a section of their article discussing "goal
acceptance, " wrote that "no significant main or interaction
effects were found among the conditions with regard to goal
acceptance. The grand mean was 3.65 . . . indicating that
the employees were between 'moderately committed' and ‘'very
committed' to attaining the goal." Pritchard and Curtis
(1973) reported that all subjects in their experiment gave a
verbal commitment to the assigned goals. The following
description of the experimental procedure raises the

question of whether the subjects were expressing an
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understanding of the goal, commitment to the goal, or
compliance to meet the experimenters' demands:

« « « In the goal conditions, subjects were told:
One of the things I am looking for is the improve-
ment that a person shows on this type of a task
over time. As you can guess, a person gets faster
and faster at this type of a task as he learns it
better. This is especially true when he first
starts learning it and, in fact, we like to have
people try to increase the amount of cards they
sort by 30% the second try. What I would like for
you to do is actually set a similar improvement
goal for yourself and try to make that goal on the
next set of cards. So, would you be willing to
set a goal of a 30% improvement over your last
attempt?

All subjects did give such a verbal commitment to
the goal. This commitment was reinforced by the
experimenter saying, "So, in other words, if you sorted
100 cards the last time, your personal goal this time
would be 130, right?" Again, verbal commitment was
given by the subject. (p. 178)

Latham and Yukl (1975b) did not measure commitment to a goal
setting program in their study of logging crews, but alluded
to commitment to explain the outcome. They stated, "The
failure of either participative or assigned goal setting to
increase productivity in the second sample was attributed to
lack of support for the program by local management."

In a subsequent study, Latham and Yukl (1976) relied
again on the concept of commitment to explain the results
which were observed, but did not attempt any form of
measurement. They stated that ". . . once the workers
learned that they would not be adversely affected by the
goal setting program, commitment to the goals increased and
productivity improved."

Erez and Zidon (1984) pointed to the fact that the
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positive relationship between goal difficulty and
performance described by Locke in his goal setting theory of
motivation assumes that goals are accepted, yet in
actuality, goal acceptance varies on a continuum from
acceptance to rejection. 1In their program of research
subjects were asked to indicate the extent to which they
accepted the goals which were assigned, and to rate the

difficulty of the goals:

Phase 1 . . . comprised seven 2-minute trials with
goal difficulty progressively increasing from
Trial 1 (very easy, 10 rows, p=.9) to Trial 7
(very difficult, 27 rows,p=.000)1. Each goal was
assigned at the beginning of the trial. Subjects
were asked to underline the row defined as their
goal, (e.g., the 10th in Trial 1, the 14th in
Trial 2), and to answer two questions--one on
subjective goal difficulty and one on goal
acceptance--before starting each trial.

Subjects were asked to indicate the extent to
which they accepted the goal on a 9-point Likert

type scale ranging from strongly agree (+4) to

strongly disagree (-4). (p. 71)

Goal acceptance was offered as a key factor in
understanding the difficulty-performance relationship and in
solving inconsistencies between Locke's (1968) theory of
motivation, which asserts that there is a direct linear
relationship between goal difficulty and performance, and

Atkinson's inverted-U law (1958) which asserts that

performance is maximal at moderate levels of motivation.

The b value of .000 was meant to indicate that there was no
expectation of completing the last set of problems.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



36
The main finding of the study showed positively linear
relationships between performance and difficulty where goals
are accepted and negatively linear ones where they are
rejected, suggesting a possible explanation for Atkinson's
model without contradicting Locke's (Erez & Zidon, 1984).

A concern regarding Erez and Zidon's (1984) study of
goal acceptance is that once again, commitment and
acceptance have been used interchangeably. In explaining
the discrepancy between the goal difficulty-performance and
inverted-U functions, Locke et al. (1981) preferred the more
active term, commitment to its passive counterpart,
acceptance:

This hypothesis of a positive linear relationship

between motivation or effort and performance

contradicts the Yerkes-Dodson inverted-U "law",

which asserts that performance is maximal at

moderate levels of motivation. Although it is

true that with any given subject, performance will

eventually level off as the limit of capacity or

ability is reached, this is a separate issue from

that of motivation. Of course, subjects may

abandon their goals if they become too difficult,

but the hypothesized function assumes goal

commitment [italics added]. Performance may also

drop off if subjects become highly anxious,

especially on a complex or underlearned task. But

a state of high anxiety should not be labeled high

motivation in the positive sense because it

represents a state of conflict rather than of

single-minded goal pursuit. . . (p. 132)

Again, it is apparent that the acceptance of a goal does not
necessarily mean that one intends to expend effort to attain
that goal. It is quite reasonable to suspect that some

subjects will demonstrate knowledge of and understanding of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



37
the intended goals, but have no desire to do anything more
than acknowledge it. For example, a salesperson who is
given a goal of acquiring ten new accounts in a month may
accept and be committed to that goal. His counterpart,
given the same goal, may choose to accept, acknowledge, and
then ignore that goal in order to attend to another need or
to pursue attainment of an unstated goal (e.g, search for
another sales position).

Several other possible explanations exist for these
failures to obtain consistent results.

2. Subject's introspective limits. Limitations
imposed by subjects' introspective abilities may undermine
attempts at evaluating performance differences as a function
or measure of commitment. While it may be important that
naive subjects be used in laboratory experiments,
researchers must deal with the consequences of untrained
subjects who may not fully understand what is meant by
commitment, or who do not have the sophistication necessary
for discriminating and reporting small differences within or
between a variety of psychological states. For example,
studies by Latham et al. (1978) and Pritchard and Curtis
(1973) each observed effects of monetary incentives on
actual performance, but these effects were not reflected in

 the goal commitment measurements. The use of a proven
technique to experimentally manipulate commitment levels in

subjects (e.g., the investment model of commitment) would
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eliminate this particular measurement impasse. The
investment model will be described in detail in a later
section.

3. [Feedback. Irregularity in the availability of
feedback has been another methodological obstacle. It is
essential that people participating in goal setting have the
opportunity to learn how near they are to their objectives.
Some studies provided feedback shortly after completion of
tasks, others allowed as much as six months elapsed time
before making performance outcomes known to participants.
Bandura (1982) reasoned that activation of the self-
evaluation process through internal comparison requires both
personal standards and knowledge of results (level) of one's
performance. Neither knowledge of performance without
standards nor standards without knowledge of results
provides a basis for self-evaluative reactions and thus have
little motivational impact. Simply adopting goals, without
knowing how one is doing seems to have no appreciable
motivational effect. In light of the overwhelming evidence
that prompt feedback is essential for facilitating
behavioral and attitudinal change, sound research should
proceed to study methods which are known to maximize rather
than minimize performance effects (Austin & Bobko, 1985;
Erez, 1977; Erez & Zidon, 1984).

4. Face valid questionnaire formats. Measures of goal

acceptance have been skewed by use of direct, face-valid,
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response determining questions, such as "How committed are
you to attaining the goal?" Direct measures of goal
acceptance have generally been found to be unrelated to
either experimental or task performance. Hannan (1975)
assessed goal acceptance by the degree of difference between
the subject's stated goal and his or her personal goal.
Personal goals wers indicated on a questionnaire
administered at a later point in the experiment after the
goals had been assigned. The difference scores, showing
degree of acceptance, were related to one measure of
performance, suggesting that indirect measures of goal
acceptance may be more valid than direct measures. This
recommendation is supported by similar findings which show
that individuals are likely to misrepresent themselves by
implementing image management enhancement in order to meet
perceived demand characteristics of personnel evaluation
techniques (Pannone, 1987). The problem of illusory face
validity when measuring goal acceptance was noted by Erez
and Zidon (1984) as being one of the persistent
methodological problems in goal setting research, yet the
measure employed in their study was a traditional Likert-
type scale. Most studies have used Likert-type scales for
measuring goal acceptance, with the nearly unanimous goal
commitment observed having been attributed to restriction of
range caused by the scales themselves, rather than by

genuine differences in psychological states.
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The appropriateness of face valid measurement

instruments is particularly questionable when applied to
laboratory experiments using students as subjects. A
persistent criticism of much applied psychological research
is centered on the use of students as subjects and the
limitations this imposes on the ability to generalize
research findings. 1Included among the reasons for criticism
are lack of commitment of the participants (Boehm, 1980;
Weiner, 1977) and the unnaturalistic atmosphere inherent in
an artificial work setting (Carlsmith, Ellsworth, & Aronson;
1976) . Critics claim that it is unlikely that the subjects
are motivated to work hard on laboratory tasks which are
perceived as either meaningless or unimportant. Tubbs
(1986) suggested that researchers ". . . should probably
make more of an attempt than has typically been done to
create real-life situations for their subjects. The use of
more realistic tasks, lengthier trial periods, and accurate
feedback would be a big step towards obtaining more
externally valid effects in the laboratory" (p. 480).
The problem is compounded when these same students are asked
to use introspection to answer questions such as "How
interested were you in the task?", or "How motivated were
you to reach your goals?", making it unlikely that truthful
responses will be elicited (Carlsmith et. al, 1976; McCall,
1970; Weiner, 1977).

Another challenge in research is the reduction of
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systematic error caused by experimenter demand. As the
Milgram (1974) research on obedience and the Hawthorne
studies (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939) demonstrated,
subjects are eager to behave in a manner which they expect
is desired by the experimenters. Although researchers often
employ double-blind research designs to minimize the
salience of clues regarding expected outcomes, it is often
difficult or impossible to be as careful as one would like.
Characteristics of volunteer participants may include above
average commitment to perform in order to meet the demand
characteristics of the experiment (MccCall, 1970; Mowen,
Middlemist, & Luther, 1981). This problem may have a double
edge. It is possible that researchers, subject to the
demand that they show that their subjects are involved with
and committed to their experiments, are inclined to employ
dissonance reduction processes in order to avoid imposing
stringent rational and empirical stdndards that are
difficult to put in place when given the constraints of
subjects, time, resources, funds available. This is
especially true in the case of studies involving deception,
where credibility by subjects is likely to be questionable.
For these reasons, the inclusion of objective measures
rather than presumably face valid self-report question
formats may be helpful in determining relationships among
attitudes, beliefs, and behavior in laboratory subjects.

bviously, if confidence in external validity of research
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with students can be raised, the utility, efficiency, and
net value of such research efforts would be enhanced for

both scientists and practitioners.

Critique Summary and Current Applications
Major shortcomings in the research procedures nay
explain the lack of consistency among research outcomes.
These include:

1) Commitment has not been experimentally manipulated
in laboratory simulations of goal setting processes.

2) Feedback of performance results have been supplied
irregularly.

3) Performance objectives in laboratory settings have
been based on simple tasks holding little interest or
uimportance for the subjects.

4) The motivation levels of laboratory subjects have
not been objectively assessed using reliable and valid
measures.

Taking into account the call for commitment to meet
current and future needs for the motivation of contingent
workers, the present investigation calls for research using:

1) experimentally manipulated commitment levels
directed at influencing perceptions of situational, task,
and goal considerations,

2) prompt and detailed performance feedback,
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3) psychometrically sound attitudinal, motivational,
and performance measures, and
4) a laboratory setting designed to appear interesting

and motivating to a college student sample.

Toward a Comprehensive Model of Goal Setting

In order to meet the needs of practitioners for
effectively selecting and motivating people for a variety of
work needs, a model must be offered which will take into
account characteristics of individuals, the work itself, the
goal setting process, and the resources available for cost
effective motivation management.

The following section discusses some of the
considerations which would be expected to further
understanding of the goal setting and performance

relationship.

1. The Inclusion of Self-Efficacy Measures.

Self-efficacy is one of the factors which determines the
direction and level of energy expended by people. It
follows then, that self-efficacy, determined by combinations
of performance accomplishments, vicarious experiences,
emotional arousal, and verbal persuasion should be a
determinant in the success of goal setting programs, and

consequently should influence individuals' performance
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levels. Bandura (1982) showed in clinical settings that
self perceived efficacy affects how much effort is invested
by people engaged in phobia treatment activities and in the
subsequent levels of coping skill performance they attained.
Judgments of self-efficacy were shown to determine, in part,
choice of activities, rates of skill acquisition, and
performance. The clinical findings were supported by
results of a field experiment comparing three different
methods of computer training, which showed that individuals
having higher self-efficacy performed significantly better
across all conditions (Gist, Schwoerer, & Rosen, 1989).

Bandura (1982) suggested performance feedback as an
important determinant of future goal selection. Confirming
evidence was found in a laboratory study investigating work
related aspects of efficacy. Lee (1988) reported that self-
efficacy was reported as significantly higher for subjects
after goals were successfully attained.

Self-efficacy and satisfaction. Self-efficacy, being a
belief that one holds regarding the level of competence he
or she possesses that is instrumental to manifesting a
particular target behavior within certain situational
contexts, may be one of the single most important influences
upon motivation. Research conducted by Ajzen and Fishbein
(1980) has shown the role beliefs and attitudes play in
forming the intentions to direct such diverse behaviors as

voting, alcohol addiction, weight loss, occupational choice,
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and consumer behavior. Bandura (1982) is in agreement with
Ajzen and Fishbein in stating that it is imperative in
measurement of attitudes and beliefs to be specific
concerning the task, context, and bases used by individuals
in developing their beliefs.

It should therefore be expected that self-efficacy
would be an important consideration entering into
determination of one's satisfaction with activities and
relationships, and that it would fit into most models of
instrumentality. Locke, Cartledge, and Knerr (1970) have
demonstrated that people who aim for and exhibit mastery at
desired levels of performance experience a sense of
satisfaction; this satisfaction enters the feedback loop
enhancing the valence of the object outcome. As Bandura
(1977; 1982) has noted, efficacy is influenced in part by
verbal persuasion or modelling. Given that efficacy may
impact upon satisfaction, and satisfaction plays an
important part in one's decision to commit oneself to a job,
task, or organization, an advantage of manipulating the
conditions that maximize the benefits inherent in commitment
is that inexpensive verbal or written instructions may be
the only resources needed. This linkage may be one of the
strongest yet least costly methods by which managers can
help stimulate productivity. A multitude of opportunities
is available for providing such information informally, in

training, on the job and in performance appraisal
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interviews.

Utility theory asserts that organizational acceptance
of intervention strategies depends on the perception that
rewards will exceed the costs associated with them (Murphy,
1987). Traditionally, even minor costs that are immediate
are weighed more heavily than large gains that are
prospective. Information about outcome and efficacy
expectations can be made salient through the utilization of
pre-existing formal and informal organizational
communication networks, so that minimal costs are incurred
compared with other attempts at behavior modification and
other kinds of motivational interventions. The potential
for significant gains resulting from increased
organizational, task, and goal commitment may far outweigh
costs of such a program.

As both efficacy and commitment may impact upon
satisfaction, and satisfaction in turn enters into the
feedback loop providing individuals with information that
changes commitment and efficacy expectations, it would be
prudent to follow the Ajzen and Fishbein model and consider
determinants of the beliefs and attitudes that direct
behavior, such as self efficacy.

2. Use of prompt feedback. Goal setting requires that
feedback be derivable from either intrinsic qualities of the
task itself or from extrinsic sources (e.g., evaluative data

om supervisors). Locke et al. (1981) have noted that
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choosing to accept or reject an assigned or participatively
set goal can be fit into the framework of expectancy theory
because all things being equal, people are more likely to
accept or choose a given goal when they have high rather
than low expectations of reaching it. Past performance has
consistently been found to predict the level set for future
goals; after success people are more likely to become more
confident and set higher goals. Conversely, they are
expected to become less confident and to set lower goals
after failure (Cummings et al., 1971; Lopes, 1976; Wilsted &
Hand, 1974). However, some individuals, upon failing to
achieve a desired goal may compensate by setting higher
goals because of self-induced pressure (Lewin, 1958; Forward
& Zander, 1971; Zander, Forward, & Albert, 1969).

Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) have shown that the beliefs
that are held by an individual regarding his or her own
ability or probability of success determine the intentions
of the individual. After each behavior is attempted,
information is processed to evaluate future expenditures of
energy in similar directions. Such feedback has a direct
impact upon future behavior.

Considering the presumed importance of self-efficacy,
feedback is essential for individuals to test their accuracy
in estimating their own ability. According to Mento et al.
(1987), many studies have omitted use of any feedback,

thereby failing to include what must be one of the principal
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components of the goal setting process. The present
research included two measures of performance feedback as
the task was performed, and detailed feedback was presented
between the second and third trials.

3. Incorporation of the Investment Model of Commitment. A
recent contribution to the social science literature, the
investment model, may be ideal for addressing each of these
methodological considerations while casting new light upon
the development and maintenance of commitment. The
investment model draws from several principles of
interdependence theory, and follows the assumption that
people are generally motivated to maximize rewards while
minimizing costs (Kelley and Thibaut, 1978). A combination
of balance and exchange theories, the investment model
considers the rewards and costs derived from the job, the
quality of the individual's job alternatives, and the
magnitude of the individual's investment in the job. Job
satisfaction, or positivity of affect toward one's job is
explained as a simple function of the rewards and costs
associated with the job. Job commitment is explained as the
more complex interaction of rewards, costs, investments, and
alternatives. These concepts will be explained more fully

in the next section.

The Investment Model of Commitment
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Many approaches to the study of commitment have viewed
it as an attitudinal construct consisting of behavioral
intentions while other approaches have focused on the
behaviors themselves. The attitudinal perspective focuses
on inquiries regarding what employees report as their
intentions; the behavioral paradigm suggests that commitment
functions as a motivating force and therefore looks at
performance effects (Scholl, 1981).

The investment model developed by Rusbult (1980) is
based upon the social exchange model proposed by Goffman
(1961), the theory of exchange relationships (bargaining) in
business settings (Homans, 1958), and interdependence theory
(Thibaut & Kelly, 1959; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978) . Homans
(1958) considered exchange relationships as combinations of
rewards and costs perceived by employees such that sense of
commitment would depend on level of satisfaction with that
ratio of benefits to costs. Becker (1960) expanded this
theory with the inclusion of an investment component;
meaning that the more an employee has invested in the work
relationship, the greater his or her sense of commitment.
Becker discussed the notion of individuals investing in more
than one relationship, calling the alternative relationships
side bets. Rusbult (1981) developed a set of formulas which
consider satisfaction, side bets, and satisfaction with a
situation. These were shown to have predictive value for

estimating individuals' levels of commitment in a laboratory
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simulation. Tests of the model will be described further in
the next section.

The present study used manipulations of investment,
cost, satisfaction, and alternatives to study the specific
effects of these determinants of commitment on performance.
Measures of individuals' self-efficacy were included to
determine if expectations of success can explain additional
performance score variance. Self-efficacy has already been
proposed as a factor contributing to perceived satisfaction
with intended activities (Bandura & Cervone, 1983; Bandura &
Schunk, 1981) and its importance in goal-setting-performance
relationships has been studied. Within the investment model
of commitment, job satisfaction, or positivity of affect
toward one's job is explained as a simple function of the
rewards and costs associated with the job. Job commitment
is explained as the more complex interaction of rewards,
costs, investments, and alternatives. Generally stated,
commitment to and satisfaction with any association is a
function of the discrepancy between the outcome value of
that association and the individual's expectations about the
quality of relationships in general (or comparison level)
(Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). As shown in Figure 5a, the level
of commitment an individual holds can be compared to the
fulcrum, or balancing point on a scale ranging from
commitment to present situation (far left), to the

consideration of an alternative (far right).
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In the case where alternatives are not actual choices,
the perceived balance ratio of the comparison level is used,
such that commitment would be shifted away from the present
situation but not toward anything else. In this case, the
commitment level would be pulled to the center of the scale,
representing indifference. If the ratio of benefits to
costs and investments is larger for the present situation
than the perceived ratio for the alternative used for
comparison, then commitment will occur on the side of the
present job (Figure 5b). If the ratio of rewards to costs
and investments for the present situation is smaller than
that perceived for the alternative, then commitment will
shift away irom the present situation and move closer to a
perceived alternative (Figure 5c). The determination of
satisfaction is made when the individual performs a
subjective reward-cost analysis for comparing his or her

work situation to a general standard for evaluating such
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associations. This general standard is called the
comparison level (CL) (Thibaut & Kelley, 1959), and is
similar to the subjective norm considered in the Ajzen and
Fishbein model (1980). The comparison level represents that
average quality of outcomes which the individual has come to
expect from the association (in the workplace, this
association would be employment). Individuals who have had
poor employment experiences should have a low CL; those who
find redeeming aspects in unlikely situations should have a
high CL. Satisfaction with employment should increase as
the rewards associated with it increase and costs decrease
(Farrell & Rusbult, 1981). The reward value of an
association is defined by:

R, = & (w;r;)
where R, (the reward value of association X) equals the sum
of r; (the individual's subjective estimation of the reward
value of attribute i available from association X)
interacting with W; (its subjective importance). Examples
of rewards include pay, autonomy, variety, task identity,
and opportunities for advancement. The adage that 'money
isn't everything' illustrates how reward value of an
association is the interaction of both the objective value
of a reward with its subjective importance. Cost value of
association X (C,) is defined by:

C, =2 (Wﬁ%)

where c; is the magnitude of the subjective costs of
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association X with regard to attribute j, and W; represents
the importance of j in the association. Examples of job
costs might include length of time required for commuting,
unfair promotion practices, undesirable shifts, or
unpleasant working conditions.

Individuals will project the value of the current
association upon his or her comparison level in order to
assess the degree of satisfaction with the association,
which is also equal to the association's outcome value (0,) .
For example, college students who participate as subjects in
psychology experiments generally have some preconception
regarding the overall value they expect to derive from the
experience, based in part on reports from peers. If they
receive more participation credits than their friends, or
have a more interesting task to perform, their level of
satisfaction should be higher relative to their CL.
Satisfaction (SAT,) and outcome value (O,) may be
represented by:

SAT, = (R, - C,) - CL = (0,)

Alternative outcome value, or alternative outcome
satisfaction is the next element in the investment model of
commitment. Alternative value is the quality of the best
available alternative to relationship X. This may mean
either participation in a more (or less) interesting
experiment, or no research participation at all.

Alternative value (a,) would be defined by:

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



55
A, = (R, - C) - cL

The model predicts that job alternatives would be negatively
related to job commitment. If research alternatives are
poor, then commitment to participation in the available
experiment should be greater. Presence of alternatives has
been shown to be negatively related to both intent to remain
in one's position and to career commitment (Pfeffer &
Lawler, 1980; McLaughlin & Butler, 1974).

The last determinant in the investment model is
investment size. Investment refers to resources that are
put into an association. The intent of investment is the
potential enhancement of overall relationship value.

Tenure, interest in the work, acquisition of
non-transferable skills, and pension funds are examples of
common job investments. Using the example of student
participation in research, investments may include
completing screening procedures to determine eligibility for
further participation or learning about research methods
relevant to course work. These investments, also called
sunk costs, increase commitment by increasing the costs of
leaving the association. Invested resources may be either
material or psychological, and investment size (I,) may be
represented as:

I, = 2 (wdi,)
where i, refers to the size of the investment of resource k

in relationship X, and where w, refers to the importance of
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resource k. Commitment is generally increased over time as
resources are invested into a relationship, and for this
reason tenure is often assumed to suffice as proof of
commitment. Commitment, though, is also a function of
association and alternative outcome values which are
determined in part by market conditions and therefore
undermine the importance of tenure as an indicator of
commitment.

Commitment (COM,) may be expressed using either of
these two equivalent equations:
CoM, = (R, = C) + I, - O, or
COM, = SAT, + I, - A,
Commitment should increase as the value of the
relationship increases, as the magnitude of the individual's
investment in the relationship increases, and as the value
attributed to alternatives decreases.

For construct clarification, it is important to
observe that satisfaction with a job and commitment to that
Job are not necessarily strongly correlated. While it is
true that commitment may be caused by high satisfaction, it
may also be the result of poor alternatives or large
investments. Workers may be dissatisfied with their jobs
while maintaining high levels of commitment to performance
simply because they must.

This investment model provides a framework for the

careful manipulation of commitment levels in individuals to
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examine the effects of commitment on goal-setting and
performance.

Validity of the Investment Model

A series of studies have been conducted which tested
the validity of the investment model for predicting various
types of commitment. Rusbult (1980) tested the investment
model for its effectiveness in predicting commitment to
ongoing romantic relationships. In both laboratory
role-play and cross-sectional field settings, the model
proved effective for estimating individuals' commitment to
the relationship. Another field study of the investment
model and romantic associations found satisfaction and
alternatives being the strongest predictors of commitment,
varying directly, but found no relationship between
commitment and investment (Sprecher, 1988).

The application of the investment model to work
commitment involved both laboratory and field research.
Commitment levels in the laboratory setting were manipulated
by controlling four independent variables each having two
levels in a 2 X 2 X 2 X 2 factorial design. Job reward
value (R,) consisted of variations in estimated pay (high
level $4, low level $2). Job cost value (C,) was
manipulated by changes in the task demands. (High cost
subjects received credit only for 100 per cent accuracy in
work performance; low cost subjects were given credit for a

60 percent accuracy criterion.) Alternative value (a,) was
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manipulated by changing the expectation of payment level for
the second part of the task, with $4 being the high
alternative value and $2 being the low alternative value.
Investment size was manipulated by the type of training
provided prior to performing the experimental task.

Training materials which were highly specific to the
experimental task were considered as the high investment
condition. For the low investment condition, subjects were
given material which was very general and only tangentially
related to the task. The investment component manipulation
was based upon a distinction discussed by Becker (1975) in
an analysis of lifetime earnings of American workers.
Training that is specific to a particular task serves as an
investment in that task because it is less transferable to
other tasks. General training does not have as particular a
purpose, which explains why it is not perceived as having
high investment value.

Further studies (Farrel & Rusbult, 1981) tested the
investment framework for its ability to predict work related
phenomena such as job satisfaction, job turnover, and job
commitment. In a controlled laboratory analog of a work
setting and a cross-sectional survey of industrial workers,
predictions suggested by the equations in the preceding
discussion of the investment model were supported. Job
satisfaction was best predicted by the reward and cost

values associated with the job. Job commitment was best
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predicted by the combination of reward and cost values,
alternative values, and investment size. While satisfaction
and commitment were negatively correlated with turnover, job
commitment had a stronger negative correlation with turnover
than did satisfaction. The results of studies testing
commitment to romantic and work relationships strongly
supported the predictions advanced by the investment model.
Applying similar manipulation techniques should enable
managers and researchers to ensure that individuals are
actually committed to the performance of their tasks at

hand.

Hypotheses and Design of the Current Research

In order to determine if individuals' level of
commitment to a goal will affect performance, the
experimental strategy suggested by Rusbult (1981) will be
utilized so that commitment will be a treatment condition of
the experiment, rather than an inferred attitude of the
subject. To address some of the criticisms of laboratory
research using college students, the task performed (a
computer-based typing tutorial game) was selected to be
perceived as more interesting and relevant to students than
those used in previous research. This task also afforded
the opportunity to unobtrusively measure performance and

provide detailed feedback to subjects. The lab setting
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itself was designed to look similar to an employment office,
and a survey of skills availability was the premise given
for the experiment. Cues provided in the laboratory were
intended to suggest that interested and qualified students
would be considered for job opportunities resulting from
their participation. Using the Rusbult (1981) method of
varying perceived levels of rewards, costs, alternatives,
and investment related to the situation, two objects of
commitment were manipulated by providing different
instructions and experimenter scripts for different
conditions. Commitment to the research study itself was one
experimental manipulation intended to test the assumption
that college students are valid participants in laboratory
research. Commitment to a performance goal was similarly
manipulated by using scripts to describe a job opening that
participants could qualify for. Features of the
hypothetical job were varied to either inspire or discourage
commitment to achieving the performance goal set. In
addition, either easy or difficult goals were set for
qualifying for the job. The hypotheses to be tested using
this methodology are listed in Table 3.
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