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EFFECTS OF SPECIFIC VS. NONSPECIFIC AND ABSOLUTE
VS. COMPARATIV E FEEDBACK ON PERFORMANCE AND SATISFACTION

I. INTRODUCTION

In its attempts to maximize the effectiveness of its personnel , the Air Force has two basic types of
strategies at its disposal . The first is to get the best possible pe rson into the field. This is accomplished
through selection and training. The second strategy is to maximally motivat e the person once he is on the
job. Over the years , the Air Force has expended considerable resources in the areas of selection and
train ing, with the result being highly sophisticated procedures currently in use in these areas . Less resources
have been expended on exploring the second strategy — maximizing work motivation.

One of the reasons for this lesser attention to the motivation question is that we simply know less
about motivation. The technologies for developing effective selection and training program s are available;
but the technologies for increasing motivation are much more ambiguous and less well understood.

Currently available motivation strategies fall mto two major categories. The fi rs t is generall y termed
extrinsic motivation and , in essence, attaches organizationally controlled rewards to performance. These
rewards could be in the form of financial bonuses, pay raises , special assignments , etc. The second strategy
is usually termed intrinsic motivation. Intrinsi c motivation techniques attempt to arrive at a situation where
the person desires to be a high performer , because being a high performer is seen as valuable for its own
sake.

A very important question that is quite relevant to enhancing productivity in the Air Force , as well as
other organizations , is which of these two types of motivation techniques — intrinsic or extrinsic — is more
etfective. Unfortunately, the answer is not as simple as the question. Clearly, extrinsic motivation
techniques will work in some situations , and obviously extrinsic rewards must be part of the total reward
system. However , using additional extrinsic rewards to increase performance , once the person is on the job ,
has some disadvantages. Probably the two biggest disadvantages are difficulty of administration and the
possibility that , over tim e, the rewards will lose their power to motivate .

This suggests that the intrinsic techniques should be carefully explored. In essence , thi s is the purpo se
of the research program of which this report forms a part .

In exploring the literature on intrinsic motivation , it quickly becomes clear that a number of factors
show promise as sources of intrinsi c motivation. These factors generally fall into three categories:
characteristics of rewards, characteristics of the task , and characteristics of the individual . Concerning the
first source , Herzberg is usually credited with the distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic rewards
(l-lerzberg, 1966; Herzberg, Mausner , & Snyderman , 1959). The in t rinsic .extr insic dichotomy of rewards
has remained popular among psychologists. A sim ple implication of the distinction is that intrinsic rewards
account for a diffe rent kind of motivation than do extrinsic rewards. Although it may be appealing to
suggest that  rewards differ in their source and their  effect on motivated behavior , there is little evidence to
support such a stand. Dyer and Parker (1975) have surveyed psychologists and found very little agreement
concerning the conceptual meaning of the intrinsic extrinsic dichotomy. These findings tend to reinforce
the conclusion that there is little evidence that intrinsic motivation is determined by a set of rewards that
are qualitatively distinct from those that determine extrinsic motivation.

A number of studies have dealt with the effects of extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motivation , as
though the two were incompatible or at least interactive (Deci , 197 1 , 1972a , 1972b ; Deci , Cascio, &
Kru sell , 1975 ; Ilarlow , 1953: Kruglansk i , Alon , & Lewis, 1972 : Leppe r , Green , & Nisbett , 1973 ; Pritchard ,
Campbell , & Campbell , 1977: Ross , 1975). Generally these studies have demonstrated that the app lication
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of extrinsic rewards decrease s intrinsic motivation. Tha t is , while extrinsic rewards are obviously critical to
any organizational reward system , making these external rewards anltingent on performance may have an
unintended negative consequence of decreasing intrinsic motivation . (We should note , however , that
contingent extrinsic reward systems may increase extrinsic motivation.) The most reasonable explanation
for this phenomena is tha t  extrinsic rewards can (but do not necessarily) reduce or interact with intrinsic
motivation. Deci has suggested that any reward carries information concerning an individual ’s personal
contro l and competence. To the extent that a reward decreases these two variables , then intrinsic motiva-
tion may also decrease . The implication is that personal control and competence are determinants of
intrinsic motivation which may increase or decrease in the presence of an extrinsic reward system. Such a
conceptualization is consistent with DeCharms’ (1968) work regarding pe rsonal causation and White ’s
(l?59) explanation of competence. Increased personal control has also been seen as a critical variable for
exp lamii ing motivation in the areas of organizational control (Dalton , 1971; Ivancevich. Donnelly. & Lynn .
1970; Tannenbaum . 1962) and participative decision makin g (Alutto & Belasco , 1972: Lowin , 1968;
Patchen , 1970: Powell & Schlacter , 1971; Siegel & Ruh , 1973: Vroom , 1960).

It seems obvious that certain characteristics of a task can also influence intrinsic motivation.
Promising research in this area has been done by l-Iackrnan and Oldham (1975) that is largely an extension
of previous work by Turner and Lawrence (1971) and Hackman and Lawler (1971). The Hackman and
Oldham model is generally as follows: five core dimensions lead to three psychological states which , in turn
lead to certain outcomes — one of which is h igh intern al work motivation. The links between job
dimensions and psychological states , and between psychological states and outcomes are hypothesized to be
moderated by individual differences.

The five core job dimensions , or more simply task characteristics , could be considered as task-related
dc ’crminants of intrinsic motivation. The five characteristics (skill vari ety , task identity, task significance ,
autonomy , and feedback) are directly adapted from the six “Requisite Task Attributes ” that were used by
Turner and Lawrence (1971) and by Hackman and Lawler (1971) to test the relationships between the
nature of jobs and employee behaviors.

Taken alone , these five job characteristics are simply dimensions along which any job or task can be
“enriched ,” much as Ford (1969) would suggest. However , because there is compelling evidence for
moderating effects of individual differences , Hackman and Oldh ani tak e the position that  an enriched task
only has high potential for prompting intrinsic motivation. In other words , a task that is high on skill
variety , task identity , task sign ilcance . autonomy, and feedback is a necessary , but not sufficient condition
for high intrinsic motivation. What is also needed is an individual who is receptive to the motivational
potential of the task. Individual characteristics , thus , are a third general source of detcn ii inants of intrinsic
motivation.

Hackman and Oldham postulate that growth need strength is an individually-based influence on
intrinsic work motivation. In the framework of their model , growth need strength moderates the relation-
ship between task characteristics , psychological states , and internal work motivation . In fact , they report
sign ificant support for the hypothesis that high growth need strength people react more positively to high
potential jobs than do low growth need strengt h individuals. In y iew of this evidence , it seems reasonable to
postulate that differences in growth need strengt h may serve as a determinant of intrinsic motivation.

As mentioned previously, a number of moderators of the relationship between task complexity and
worker responses have been identified. Support has been found for moderating effects of “extrinsic ” versus
“intrinsic ” work values (Robey, 1974), cultural and subcultural differences (Blood & Hutin . 1967; Hulin &
Blood , 1968: Turner & Lawrence , 1965), and the Protestant work ethic (Wanous , 1974).

From a more classical view of mot ivation , Hunt ( 1965) an d Scott (1966) suggest that optimal arousal
mechanisms account for the phenomena of intrinsic mo t ivat ion.  Hunt presents a detailed developmental
explanation of intrinsic motivation based upon the idea of an optimal level of incongruity . Basically, Hunt ’s
theory holds that an individual acquires an extensive set of standards against which sensory and
infor mnationa l inputs are com pared. If such comparisons result in incongruity above (or below) an optimal
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level , the organism ’s intrinsic motivation will be less than maximum. Supposedly, this explanation is
designed to account for both classical arousal theories and more contemporary cognitive dissonance models.

Scott , on the other hand , simply hypothesizes the existence of an optimal level of arousal at which
motivation is at a maximum. This position , which in the final analysis is very similar to Hunt ’s, makes a
significant statement concerning intrinsic motivation in a work situation. Tasks are said to foster intrinsic
mnotivation to the extent that they create optimal levels of arousal in workers. Since there are individual
differences in these optimal levels , any given task would probably contribute to motivation diffe rently
across individuals. In short , a task heavily enriched with intrinsic characteristics would not be equally
motivating for all persons. Depending on individual differences , such a task could actually result in too high
or too low an arousal level for optimal motivation.

Based on this literature , as well as on intuitive analysis , we can now identify a number of potential
determinants of intrinsic motivation. These are listed in summary form as follows.

1. Feelings of personal control over the task .
2. Feelings of competence at doing the task .
3. Contingent extrinsic rewards. (Negatively related).
4. Degree of variety in the skills required to do the task.
5. Degree to which the task requires the use of valued abilities.
6. Degree to which the person identifies with the task.

7. Degree to which the person does a complete unit of the task .
8. Perceived significance of the task .
9. Degree of autonomy on the task (related to item 1).

10. Adequacy of performance feedback.
11. Higher order need strength .

12. Work values.
13. Cultural influences.
14. Optimal arousal level.

With this general overview in mind , we now turn to the specific topic of this report . This report
represents one of a series of efforts to systematically examine the possible determinants of intrinsic
motivation. In this report we are specifically concerned with the topic of feedback. The basic argument is
that feedback appears to have very good prospects for increasin g productivity.

The use of feedback has generally been based on a number of reasonable assumptions about the
motivational , learning, and reward properties of feedback (Ammons , 1956; Annett , 1969 ; Thorndike ,
1927).

In addition , many different types of feedback have been explored. Proably the most popular variation
of feedback has concerned immediate versus delayed feedback (Beeson , 1973: Christian , 1972: Robinson &
Kul p, 1970; Sassenrath & Yonge , 1969). Another frequent type of feedback used is right vs. wrong
responses or some combination of righ t and wrong (Longstreth, 1970 ; Merrill . 1970; Wike , 1970). Other
common variations of type of feedback are verbal vs. nonve rbal ( Lair & Smith , 1970; Simpson . 1972);
personal vs. impersonal (Weidner , 1968); accurate vs. inaccurate (Griswold , 1970); information content
(Berman , Fraser , & Theios, 1970) and frequency (Ivancevich et al., 1970).

However , even though there are a large number of these studies , it is very difficult to draw any real
practical implications from them. The reason for this is a lack of a systematic research effort. Investigators
pick two or three specific types of feedback with little regard to the underlying feedback dimensions they
are tapping. What is needed is a systematic approach wherein a taxonomy of feedback dimensions is
generated , and studies are conducted to explore these dimensions singly and in combination.
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One attempt in this direction has been that of Greller and 1-lerold (No~ ). They genrated four
categories of feedback: expression , consequences -oth from the supervisor), task feedback and
comparisons. In anothe r study by Greller (Note 2), he generated five factors: positive froiiì above, positive
from peers and other sources, negative , self-generated from work flow , and self-generated in ternal ly .

Although this work is in the right direction, it seems that  these dimensions represent a limited view of
possible types of feedback. In order to expand this list , the present researchers examined the available
literature and combined with logical analysis developed a more extensive list of feedback dimensions. The
result of this effort is a list of 14 dimensions that appears to cover most of the possible variations that can
have relevance in a feedback situation . While it is acknowled ged that  in some instances there is overlap
between (or am ong) dimensions, it is felt that each has its own key elements and should be defined
separately.

Feedback Dimensions
I .  Positive us . V~gative. This dimension has thre e permutations :  positive alone , negative alone , or

positive and negative presented together. This type of feedback deals directly with the correctness of the
behavior of interest.  If the behavior is correct , positive feedback is given. If it is incorrect , negative feedback
is given. If we are dealing with positive-alone or negative-alone , then feedback speaks only to correct or
incorrect behavior , not both.

2. Timing of Feedback. This dimension re fers to the time that elapses between the performance of
a ta sk and the pre sentation of feedback. This elapse d time might vary from a long span of months or years
to a situation where feedback is available during and/or immediately after performance.

3. Specificity . Variation along this dimnension concerns the molecularity of the behaviors on which
the feedback is given. The extiernes of specificity would range from a singl e evaluation of a person ’s total
role to feedback on the smallest task relevant act in which the person engages. Other meaningful points
along this continuum mig ht  be various subproducts or major products the individual produces.

4. !:valuath’ e - .Vonei’aluativc . Evaluative feedback is feedback given by some powerful other in
the organization and clearl y implies that the powerfu l other has evaluated the performance of the person.
Nonevaluative feedback does not mclude this formalized evaluation by another person. Noneva luative
feedback typically would come from mechanical sources that do not involve another person.

5. Absolute - - Onnparatiue . Absolute feedback is intor m ation only about a person ’s ow n
performance. Under comparative conditions individuals would know their own performan ce , as well as how
this level of performance compares with referen ce to somne other group , such as his own work group.

6. Internal - External. External feedback is that which comes from a source external to the
performer. This source could be another person or some mechanical device (e.g., a counter). Internal
feedback refe rs to information whi ch is based on the person ’s own experience with the task. Propri oceptive
or kinesthetic feedback would be internal types of feedback.

7. Personal - Impersonal. This dimension is concerned with the level of personal contact between
the performance and the source of feedback. Face to face oral feedback from one ’s supervisor would be
highly personal while a self-obtained computer printout out l in ing performance would be highly impersonal .

8. Power of Source. Power here is defined in terms of the sourc e’s abi l i ty  to control the individual’ s
rewards. A high power source would control pay raises , promotion , or social rewards. A low power source .
conversely, would control no rewards.

9. Schedule of Feedback . This dimension basically reflects the reinforcement schedule of the
feedback. Examples would include continuous (after every response), fixed interval ( weekly, yearly) and
variable interval (at diffe rent points around some average lengt h o~ time ) .

10. Degree of relevance to indi,~idual performance. This dimension concerns wheth er the feedback
presented deals with the individu al alone or his entire work group. I ex amnp le.  information about the
progress of a given group project may tell the individual  very l i t t l e  about his own behavior.
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I I .  corn pre hensi ieness. This dimension is defined as the percentage of the role covered by the
feedback. If the feedback dealt .v ith only one aspect of a comp lex job . it would be low in comnprehensive-
ness.

12. Formal - Info rmal. Feedback along this dimn ension concerns whether  the individual  has an
expectation of receiving feedback prior to the feedback encounter.  An annual  performance appraisal
interview would be an exam pl e of formal feedback. Informal feedback is more random in nature and would
not be actually expected prior to the encounter.

13. Public — Private. This dimension refers to whether feedback is given to the individual alone or in
the presence of others. These others would most generally be members of the individual ’s work ~ oup.

14. Accuracy. Accuracy refe rs to the validity of the information. That is . t he e\ t en t  to which the
information given to the person validly reflects the true state or nature of his performance.

We argued previously that  one of the problems with the available feedback research was t h at it lacked
a realistic taxonomy to guide the research effort . With the above taxonomy, we should be able to more
effectively explore the feedback process so that practical suggestions for enhancing productivity in field
situations can be made. 1-lowever . there is another issue that must also be considered. This is the questions
of why feedback has an effect on performance. Our position is that to effectively select the best type of
feedback for a particular setting we must know why the feedback is having the effects it doe s With this
in fo rmation we can make much more informed choices about which type of feedback to use .

With this argument in mind , we can postulate several mechanisms which might explain why feedback
works. One of these mechanisms is throug h role perceptions. To effectively perform , a person must know
what is expected of him. This means which types of tasks and activities he should be doing. the relative
importance of each , and the expected level of performance or production on each. Feedback may serve to
make these role perceptions more accurate and thus enhance the effectiveness of the person.

Feedback may also have effects on beh avior through reinforcement principles . If one takes a position
such as that advocated by expectancy theories of motivation (c.f., Campbell & Pritchard . 1976) several
possible explanatory mechanisms emerge . In its most basic form , expectancy theory suggests that three
major variables are involved. Effort-performance expectancy is the perceived relationship between a
person’s effo rt and his performance . It reflects the degree to which a person feels that changing his level of
effort will have some real impact on his level of performance. Performance-outcomes instrumen tality is the
perceived relationship between a person’s level of performance and his outcomes or rewards. If high , it
means that rewards are tied to performance , and the level of performance will determine the level of
reward . If low , it means that rewards are unrelated to performance. The third variable , valence of outco mes
is the attractiveness or value the person places on the outcomes or rewards available .

According to expectancy theory, all three of these variables must be at high values for mnotivation to
be high . That is , a person must feel he can influence his perfo rmance by his e ffort , he must see that high
performance leads to high rewards , and he must value the rewards.

Feedback , at least in principle , can influence all three of these variables that influence motivation . It
could increase effort-p erformance expectancy by clarifying a person ’s actual performance. If a person does
not know how well he is perform ing, it would seem very difficult for a high effort-performance expectancy
to be present. Performance-out come instrumnenta lities could be affected by feedback in that the reward
aspects of feedback could increase instrumentalities between performance and such outcomes as
recognition and feelings of accomplishmuent since the person may not be accurately aware of how his
performance is being evaluated. Valence of outcomes could change since outcomes such as recognition
could be added by feedback .

A third mechanism by which feedback could influence performance is through goal setting . With
good performance feedback a person may be more likely to set goals for himself. The potential power of
goal set t ing as a mechanism for increased performance has been well established (Locke & Bryan, 1968).
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Finall~ . t eedhack ma~ have a d i tec t  e t t e c t  on in t r ins ic  mot ivat ion Thus is a b~)st t lo m i th a t  is r ough l~
com is i stent w i th  the Ila ckman and Oldham ( I  Q7~ 1 pos Ition on in creasing i n t r I n s I c  m ot i va t io m i  on a ta sk -

could argue that  feedback makes t h e  task more in t e te ~t i ng  and in~olving. and thus  it ic r eas ~ in t l i n s i c
satisfaction. If the task is more in t r ins ica l ly  sa t is fying.  pert orman ce could he affected

The Study
Wi th  this  backgr~ und in mind ,  the purpose of the present St ud~ s’. a~ to expc rim entall ~ manipula te

two of the dimensions of feedback presented in the ta x onomy , and assess the i r  e ffects on perfor m ance , as
well as satisfaction. The two dimensions selected for this stti d~ were Specificity of Feedback and Abs o lute
vs. Comparative Feedback. The predictions were tha t  feedback wculd result in per for i t iance superior to no
feedback , specific feedback should he superie~ to r ionspecitic feedback~. and compar at l~e t eedhack sh ou ld
he superior to absolute teedback.

The rational e for the predictions within feedback typ es is based on the idea of available informat ion.
Specific feedback gives more information than nonspecific t eedh ack . and cor liparative feedback gi~es more
than absolute.

In addi t ion,  the  study explored sonic of the possible mechanisms postulated to explain why t~ed hack
a ffects perforn i ance.

II. METHOD

Overview

Subjects were hired for what they felt was a real job of six days durat ion.  The subjects were recruited
from the local area in an attempt to obtain a samp le that was basical l~ comparable to the Air Force
population. The task was selected to be quite similar to tasks actual ly done in sonic AFSCs. Specifically , it
consisted of an inventory control task wherein subjects processed purchase requ isitions. It was designed to
be hig hly realistic, and representative of the way the work would actually he done.

After learning to do the task , subjects worked for one day with no feedback. After the no feedback
day , subjects were treated differently.  One smal l gr oup of subjects (N = 5) continued to work for the
remaining four days without  any feedback. This constituted a control group. The remainder of the subjects
received formalized feedback after  the no feedback day . Two feedback dimensions were manipulated . The
firs t was feedback specificity. In one condition , subjects were given nonsp ecitI c Feedback in that they were
only told the m ium ube r of orders processed and the nt mmber ot ’ orders with one or more errors. In the Specific
Fet -Jback condition , they were given the above information plus a hi s t im i g of th~ various types of errors that
could he made , and how many of each they actually m ade.

The second feedback dimension mam iipula ted was Absolut e 1-eedhack vs Comparat ive Feedback In
the Absolute Feedback condition, subjects were given in fo rni at ion ih out their  owi1 performance In the
Comparative Feedback condit ion they were given in to r m a t io n  ab out their  own pe r formance , as well as the
pe r formance of their co-workers in the form of a frequency distt ibution.

The study was set up so that after the no feedback day. one group (N = 13) received Nonspecific
}-cedback in an Absolute format. After two days of this type of feedback they were switched to
Nonsp ecific Feedback in a Comparative format. They worked under this feedback combination for the last
two days. The final group (N 13) received Specific Feedback in an Absolute format after the no feedback
day, and worked under this feedback system for two days. They were then switched to Specific Feedback
in a comparative format for the last two days. The complete design is listed schematically in Figure 1.

Subjects

The subjects used in this project were recruited using a job advertisement in the local newspaper. The
only information they were given prior to rep orting for the job was that  this was a short-term clerical job
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Ti me (Day)

Group 1 2 3 4 5 6

1 Introduction Practice No Feedback No Feedback No Feedback No Feedback
2 Introduction Practice Nonspecific Nonspecific Nonspecific Nonspecific

Absolute Absolute Comparative Comparative
Feedback Feedback Feedback Feedback

3 Introduction Practice Specific Specific Specific Specific
Absolute Absolute Comparative Comparative
Feedback Feedback Feedback Feedback

F~gure 1. Schematic representation of the experimental design.

with Purdue University and that no special skills were required. Subjects were paid $2.15 per hour. The
sample had 14 men and 17 women and the age range was fro m 17 to 54. The mean age was 22. 1 years of
age :the median was 19.

Experimental Task

The task was designed to resemble a real inventory control job. Subjects were given a stack of
purchase requisitions to proce ss. The essential portion of these forms indicated the requisitor ’s user code ,
and the ite m s being requested. Each item was entere d with its identification numbe r , its name , and the
numbe r of units ordered. (See Appendix A for a sample purchase requisition.) The number of items on a
purchase requisition varied from 4 to 6 , and averaged 5. In order to equate difficulty, the orders were
arrange d so that within each set of six purchase requisitions , the mean number of items was exactly 5.

Subjects were also given a computer p rintout of the items contained in Purdue ’s General Stores. l’his
printout contained approximately 2 ,000 items. The printout contained a variety of pieces of information
including the item identification number: the item name; the number of units of that item currently in
stock; the reorder point; and the number of units to be ordered when an order was made. The minin i ’mm
re-order point referred to the number  of units in stock below which an order for more units should be made
by Purdue General Stores to their supplier. En other words , when the inventory in stock fell below that
point , the item should be ordere d to replenish the depleted stock. The number of units to be ordered
referred to the number of units Purdue General Store s would order from their suppliers when an order was
made. (A sample of this computer output is presented in Appendix B.)

In perfo r ming the task , the subject firs t examined the “user code ” which appeare d on a purchase
requisition and then consulted a list of “authorized user codes.” The subject had to acertain whether this
use r (i.e., user number) was authorized to order fro m the Genera l Stores. If the user code number was not
on the “approved” list , the subject so indicated , but completed the requisition. Subjects were told that an
accounting adjustment had to be made for these accounts and that was the reason for checking the number.
An unauthorized account number appeare d relatively infre quently, averaging I t ime out of every set of 10
purchase requisitions.

The subject then went to the items ordered on the purchase requisition. He fi rst found the ordered
i e m  in the printout and determined whether there were enough units in stock to fill the order. If the re
were enough in stock , he placed a check mark by that item on the purchase requisition and deducted the
amount ordered from the number of units in stock and wrote this new balance on the purchase requisition.
lie then checked to see whether this new amount in stock fell below the minimum reorder point , shown on
the printout. If it did not , he went on to the next item.

If the new balance fell below the minimum reorder poin t the subject filled out a “reorder form ” (See
Appendix C for a copy of this form), and ordered the quantity labeled “reorder quantity ” in the printout.

11
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If the new balance actually fell below zero , the subject comp leted an “out of stock form ” (See Appendix D
for a copy of this form), as well as a reorder form. On the out of stock form subjects had to indicate the
amount ordered , the amount shipped , and the amount backordered .

In order to equate task difficulty , there were a specific number of each of these contingencies in each
set of 30 items (i.e., 6 purchase requisitions). Specifically, out of every 30 items , 8 required that a reorder
form (Purchase Order) be completed for 4 of these 8, the subject would have to complete an out of stock
form.

Although the forms and pro cedure s were designed or selected specifically for this research and the
materials were selected to hav e maximum realism and face validity, the orders themselves were not actually
real .

Pmced ures
Subjects reported to the on-campus work site and were met by two experimenters . Subjects were

then told that the experimenters were working in conjunction with the purchasing department at Purdue on
an investigation of a new method of inventory control for the university ’s General Stores’ function. They
were then told that the job would last six days , and that they would work three hours each day . They were
told that they would be given a short test to see how well they could do the job. The test used was the
Short Employment Test for clerical ability (Bennet & Gelink , 195 1) and was to be used as an ability
measure . The experimenters then glanced over these tests and indicated that there didn ’t seem to be any
problems with anyone ’s score and im plied that the test was basically a formality.

The experimenters then proceeded with the training for the task. The entire fI rst session was used for
training purposes. This was to insure that everyon e completely understood the job. At the beginning of the
second day a complete review was given. Subjects then worked on the task for the rem ainder of the session.

Starting with the third day, the three experimental groups were treated differently. For the control
group, they merely reported to work each day , and worked on the task without feedback. The other two
groups did receive feedback as indicated in the Overview. Specifically , before the start of the third day, the
work done by the two feedback groups on the previous day was scored. The numbe r of purchase
requisitions completed was counte d , and the number of erro rs made was determ ined. There were eight
types of errors possible. They were : (a) incorrect determination of authorized user numbe r , (b) incorrect
location of an item in stock , (c) incorrect deduction from stock , (d) failure to indicate on the purchase
requisition that a back order should be made , (e) failure to place a reorder when the stock level for an item
fell below the reorder point , (I) an erro r in completing the reorder form . (g) failure to send an out of stock
form , and (h) an error in com pleting the out of stock form.

In those cases where errors were dependent on each other , the subject was assessed only one error.
For example , if he failed to do a reorder , he was charged with a failure to place a reorder , but he was not
chare d with a reorder incorrect error.

At the start of the third day, subjects in the two feedback groups reviewed their feedback for the
pre vious day ’s work. In the Nonspecific condition they were given sheets (Appendix E) indicating the
number of purchase requisitions completed during the day and the number and percent oc purchase
requisitions which had one or more errors. In the Specific Feedback condition they were giver the above
information , but also an indication of how many of each of the eight types of errors they ‘ad made
(A ppendix F).

Both of these conditions were in the Absolute Feedback format. That is , they received data on only
their own perfo rm ance. This procedure was repeate d on the fourth day. That is, subjects got either Specific
or Nonspecific Feedback in an Absolute format for their performance on the previous day .

At the beginning of the fifth day, the Comparative condition was instituted for both groups. The two
groups , Specific and Nonspecific Feedback , received the samne type of data as before , but they were also
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given frequency distributions of num iiber completed and errors made by the other members of the group.
Thus, they were able to see their relative standing in comparison to the other workers. (See Appendices G
and H for sample forms.) This feedback procedure was repeated for the last day. In addition to these
procedures, a questionnaire was administered three times during the course of the six days. The first
administration was at the end of day two , the first perfo rm ance day. The second administration was day
four , the second day of the absolute condition. The third administration was on the sixth day, the second
day of the comparative condition .

The first section of the questionnaire (Appendix I) contained 12 items from the Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire (Weiss, Dawis , England , & Loftquist , 1967). The next section contained a
25-item questionnaire , termed the Task Reactions Questionnaire , adopted from Mayo (1976). This
instrumen t was designed to measure intrinsic satisfaction on a task and has shown very good psychometric
qualities (Appendix J). The next section (Appendix K) was the Job Descriptive Survey (Hacknian &
Oldham , 1975). The next section dealt with role perceptions (Appendix L). Subjects were asked to indicate
the relative importance of speed versus accuracy, and asked to indicate the likelihood of making each of the
different types of errors. The last section (Appendix M) assessed effort-performance — reward
instrumentalities , and valences for eight work outcomes.

Ill. RESULTS

The results of the study will be presented in four major sections: Prelimina ry Analyses. Overall
Results , Results by Condition , and Secondary Analyses.

Prelim inary Analyses
The first preliminary analysis was to determine if there were any differences in ability between the

three groups of subjects. Any such ability differences would have to be taken into consideration in
interp reting performance results between conditions. To assess any ability differences , the clerical aptitude
data were an alyzed. Mean score for the Specific condition was 26.54; for the Nonspecific condition , 31.00;
and for the control condition , 31.00. Respective standard deviations were I I  .17 . 5.13. and 9 .17. The most
conservative test for ability differences is to compare the Specific with the Nonspecific conditions. This
results in a t-va lue of 1.3 1 , which is nonsignificant. Thus, there is no evidence to suggest the groups differed
in ability, and subsequent analyses may be interp reted without considering possible ability effects.

The next preliminary analysis is essentially a manipulation check. The issue here is whether the
subjects under feedback conditions actually perceived that they were receiving more feedback than under
the no feedback conditions. To assess this, the three items from the Job Descriptive Survey dealing with
the degree of performan ce feedback present on the job (see Items 7, 10, and 12 in Appendix K) were
summed , with reverse scoring done where appropriate. The means for these items are presente d in Figure 2.
These means clearly support the success of the miianipu lations in that for the Specific and Nonspecific
treatmen t groups, perceived feedback increased sharply when the feedback manipulations occurred.
Furthermore , the Control condition, which received no formal feedback , showed an actual decrease in
perceived feedback. This diffe rence is highly sign ificant in that an a priori contrast comparing the means
under no feedback with the n ieam i s under feedback for the Specific and Nonspecific conditions was highly
significant (p < .00 l ). Thus , the manipulations were highly successful.

The last set of preli m inary analyses deals with the question of whether the subjects had reached
asymptote in their performance. Recall that the design called for subjects t o learn the task on the first da) ,
and work on the task wi th  no feedback on the second day. After the second day the feedback conditi ons
were instituted. With this design , pert ormance during the second day woul d serve as a baseline with which
to compare per formance under the feedback conditions. However, for this to be possible, subjects had to
have learned how to do the task sut f ic ient ly  well so as not to he improving their performance sim pl y due to
learning , If subjects were improving their  performance due to learn ing into the second or third day , any
obse rved increase s in perfor imman ce could he due either to learning or to the treatment e ffects , and it would
not he possible to tell which
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Figure 2. Perceived degree of performance feedback , by condition.

In order to insure that this was not a problem . data were collected in a pilot s tudy to determine when
subjects ’ performance actually did asymptote. These data indicated that  by the start of the second day.
after the first day ’s pract ice. subjects ’ performance was not increasing. However , it was felt worthwhile to
assess this directly in the actual study. To do this , the work completed by the subjects was collected at the
end of each 45-minute period on the second day . The argument is that if performance increases throug h out
the day, this would be evidence that learning was still occurring.

Two dependent variables are appropriate here : number of orders processed . a nd t o ta~ errors across all
subjects. (Recall that all subjects had been treated identically up to this po int.) The mean n umber of orders
processed for the first , second , and third 45-minute periods were 9.9 , 8.7 . and 9.1 , respectively. Analogous
tota l error means were 4,5 , 3.7 , and 4.1.

These means suggest that  learning was not st i l t  taking place. Fot the numbe r of orders finished,
subjects actually decreased their performance fro m the first session. For the error data , although the
frequen cy of errors decreased from the first period to the second. they increased again for the third session.
Thus , there is no evidence to suggest that subjects were learning to do the task better throughout the day.

As a final check , the data from the control condition were examined across days. The agrument was
that  if subjects were still learning the task , performance during the first day would be lower than for the
last tour  days. In fact , mean number of orders finished by the control group for the first day was 27 .6, and
for the last four days was 29.3. Analogous means for the error data were 16.6 and 21.1 , respectively.
Although ne ither  of these differences is significant , they suggest that  while numbe r of orders finished by
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the control group went up slight ly,  the error rate went up as well. Thus, it appears they may have been
working faster after the fIrst d iy . but less carefully. Thus , these data do not suggest that any real learning
was taking place after the fi rst day .

Taking the time period data and the contro l group data together. it seems fairly evident that
perfo rmance during the first real working d:i~ can serve as u i  appropriate baseline with which to compare
the feedback conditions.

Overall Results

Before tu rn ing  to a p rc s cnl ta i i i rn  ~ t the results h~ specific teedhack condition , it is worthwhile to
evaluate the oserall c t t e~ is r t  t he tCeJh ~k L [‘hat is w i t iwun  ~r in i s ide r in g  the specific types of feedback that
we re used in th is  stu ds , w hat s~ is the ov eral l  c I t ed  ~t the feedback” These e ffects will be presented in
ter m s of three dependen t , ir iahk s iiL ~ i i i h d ~~ ot or ders finis h ed . t~ L~l erro rs , and job satisfaction. To mak e
these comparisons , the data  t o ,, ,  the  i~ ii i i j~oi con dit ion s I - = 13 in ‘ i ~ i i )  will he considered. Means will
be presented or these subjects tm nde , ~. i in id i t i o i i s  it no tee dhac k - and under conditions of feedback ,
regardless ot whi ch  ot the four specit1~ I pes ‘I tet ’dhack t hat were used -

In terni s it the m iuui ibe r ot orders pri~~t s ~ed . u nder c u d i mi t in s  ~t no feedback the two groups finished
27. 83 orders per da~ - t i ider ~~w t i i i ~rns ot ic.  tha1k tI i ~ u t a h  was ~0.. 4 fl i is  retl ects a 9% in crease in
perfor miian ce. In terms ot err or l . in . i  t i l t ’ r i c a n  m i u n i n b e r oi cmn ~ rs i i ij d e per da~ without  feedback was 11.70:
and with feedback ~ ~l) Thi s ref l ect s  - dc -st iii the nii nnbe r ot erwr s made. The mean total
satisfaction under  no t ce dha ~k ~~.i’ 4 3  -i~ and ian dei ecrlhac k was ~9 .35. Although percentages are not
really approp riate i l t i  t t i c s i ’ s a t i s t a ~ i i , ,  data ,  as a ~~~i i i t  ~it .un~par ison this reflects a decrease in
satisfaction scores of ‘14 .

Overall, then , the result ’. suL’~d si t h u  teedh .,~ k iad a 
~~~~~~~~~ et t ee t  on productivity in that the

amn ount of work finished increas ed an d the t r e ( I tmt i l d s  of er ro r \  decreased . However, feedback had the
general effect of d ecrea s i nre  satisf , i ~ ni ~ i i

Results by Condition
With these overall results in mind we shall now turn ii ’ the results h~ feedback condition. As before ,

the three variables of concern are number of orders nrocessed, number of errors made , and job satisfaction.
Mean for the number of orders finished h y condition are presented in Figure 3. In these and

subsequent anal yses, the conditions to be considered are the two primary feedback groups. l’ha t is , the
control group will not be considered fu rther. There are several reasons for this. First , the control group had
a sample size of only 5 , and thus. these means are rather unstable. l’he more important reason , however , is
that the control group was included in the design to use as a baseline in the event that the subjects had not
reached asymptote by the first performance day. Since the data clearly inidicate that subjects were not
improving their performance during the first real working day, the control group becomes unnecessary.

Thus, the appropriate analysis is a 3 by 2 crossed design with the No Feedback — Absolute
Feedback — Comparative Feedback treatments as the repeated factor and the Specific -- Nonspecific
treatments as the betwee n t~ctor.

The overall ANOVA for the mean number of orders finished data indicates no main effect for
specificity , (~ > .50), but strong effects for the No Feedback — Absolute — Comparative main effect (p <
.001) and the interaction (p < .001). Examination of the means in Figure 3 indicates that there was no
Lhange in performance when specific perfo rmance feedback was used in either an absolute format or a
comparative format. However, when the feedback was nonspecific , large increases were observed. Based on
contrasts of the means , nonspecific absolute feedback was superior to No Feedback (p < .01), and
Nonspecific Comparative Feedback was superior to Nonspecific Absolute I ced hack (p < .01) .

Figure 4 presents the error data. While none of the overall c t t ~~cts from the ANOV A are signific ant for
these data , the pattern of means suggests that subjects in the Nonspecific conditions miiad e fewer errors
under feedback than without feedback . Since this was Pr edic t ed , it stas tested dir ectly even though no

I S

- ~~~,—- 
- - ——— — - -------—_______________ — - .— -

~~~~
. ,c 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~



N., Ab~ol o1e Con’p~,.t ,w~
F d ~~~~ F,~db ~ck

Figure 3. Mean number of orders finished by condition.

Absolute Co mparat ive

~~bai ~

Fig ure 4. Mean total errors , by condition.

overall effects were obtained. The mean errors under No Feedback was I 2.69 for this Nonspecific group,
and the mean number of errors under the two feedback conditions was 7.13. This difference is sign ificant
(p < .01).

The data on overall job satisfaction are presented in Figure 5. The ANOVA indicates a singl e
significant effect , that being a main effect for the No Feedback — Absolute Feecj ack - Comparative
Feedback treatment dimensions (p < .01) . The pat tern of rn? ans indicates that overall satisfaction
decreased with the addition of feedback. Althoug h the effect is more prom iounced forthe Specifi c feedback
groups , the decrease for the Nonspecific groups is also significant as i - d i c ted by a po s t hoc contrast (p <
.0 1 ).
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Figure 5. Total job satisfaction , by condition.

Secondary Analyses

With the overall results and results by condition having been discussed , we now turn to the analyses
that attempt to shed some light on the reasons why the feedback had the effects it did. Specifically, in the
introduction we presente d several mechanisms that might explain feedback effects These included issues of
role perceptions , components of the expectancy-valence model , and intrinsic motivation. The cell means
and p-values for the thre e ANOVA effects are presented for these variables in Table I .

Two types of role perceptions questions were used. The first , and probably most important , was the
importance of speed vs. accu racy in the work. No significant effects were observed for this variable ,
although there was a tendency for the subjects in the Nonspecific Feedback conditions to see accuracy as
more important than the subjects in the Specific Feedback conditions.

The second role perception analysis was done on the data dealing with difficulty of m aking an error.
Recall that subjects were asked how easy they felt it was to make an error on each of the types of errors
possible. Responses to these questions were summed acro ss the errors , and these m eans are presented in the
table. The an alysis indicated a strong No Feedback -. Absolute Feedback — Com parative Feedback effect.
The means suggest that after receiving feedback , subjects in both conditions perceived it was more unlikeli ’
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that errors would be made. However , af ter  Comparative Feedback , their perceived likelihoo d of making
errors increased again, approximately to their or i~ nal level.

The expectancy-valence data are also presented in the table.  For eI ’foi ’t -per forinance exp ect ancy. no
significant effects were obse rved. Likewise , no effects were observed for the instrumentali ty data. It is
particularly noteworthy that none of the intr insical ly oriented items (Items 2. 5 . 6 , 7 , and 8) showed
effects.

The valence data did show some e ffects. For both the Specific and Nonspecific groups . there was a
tendency to consider “being thoug ht of as a good worker by my supervisor ” as being less desirable after the
feedback was insti tuted.  The Nonspecific Feedback group felt that “feeling nervous and anxious at the end
of the day ” was more aversive than did the Specific Feedback group. However , this difference is largely
uninterpretab le since the diffe rence was present under the 110 feedback condition when both groups were
tr eated identically. The desirability of “enjoying doing the task” generally decreased after feedback was
instituted. However , the e ffect appears to be stronge r for the Specific Feedback subjects. Finally, there was
a tendency for the subjects to perceive a decrease in the desirability of “using my own methods of doing
the task” after feedback was inst i tuted.  Again , however , the e ffect appears to he stronge r for the Specific
Feedback condition.

The Task Reaction Questionnaire , our measure of intrinsic satisfaction showed one strong effect in
that , contrary to the predictions , after feedback was instituted the intrinsic motivation decreased
substantially.

Summa ry of the Results
1. Overall , feedback had a positive effect on productivity in that the number of units finished

increased and the frequency of errors decreased.

2. Almost all of the increase in productivity, both in ten~1s of quanti ty and quality , is attributable to
the Nonspecific Feedback conditions. There was no change in quantity or quality for subjects under
Specific Feedback.

3. Within the Nonspecific group, Comparative Feedback was superior to Absolute Feedback in that
quantity of performance was higher under Comparative Feedback , and errors were essentially the same.

4. Using performance feedback resulted in a decrease in overall job satisfaction. Wh ile the effect was
not as strong for the Nonspecific Feedback as it was for the Specific Feedback, both groups showed a
decrease . Using Absolite or Comparative Feedback did not result in any difference in job satisfaction.

5. The attempts to isolate the causes for change s in producit ivity as a result of feedback were largely
unsuccessful. None of the major types of explanatory variables showed clear effects that  could be used to
explain the results.

IV . DISCUSSION

The two feedback dimensions explored in this research were specificity of feedback and absolute vs.
comparative feedback. The results clearly indicate that the nonspecific feedback had strong. positive effects
on productivity. Compared to the no- feedback conditions , nonsp ecific feedback resulted in an increase in
work done of 18% , and a decrease in errors made of 44’ . These are strong results indeed , and clearly
suggest that performance feedback can have a very strong e ffect on productivity -

Contrary to prediction, however , specific t’eedback did not show any real e ffects on productivity.  It
was expected that the more specific feedback would show subjects where they were making errors , and thus
enable them to change their behavior to more directly elimin ate these errors. This effect did not
materialize. Two explanations seem possible to account for these findi n~~. One is tha t  the specific feedback
somehow resulted in information overload. ‘I’hat is , there was so much information about performance that
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subjects were not able to really deal with all of it. To the extent that this explanation is valid , it suggests
that feedback systems must be designed so that workers do not get more performance information than
they can actually use.

A second possible explanation deals with the question of involvement. On a short-term job such as
this, it is unlikely that the subjects were as involved with the task as they might have been on a permanent
job. In such a situation , simple performance feedback , as in the nonspecific feedback condition , may have
been quite relevant , but when more detailed feedback was presente d , the subjects were not involve d enough
with the task to really attend to it. l’his argument suggests that the specificity of the feedback should be a
function of the level of involvement of the workers . As involvement is higher , the specificity of the
feedback could be greater. The testable proposition that this implies is that productivity will be maximized
when the leve l of specificity of the performance feedback is based on the level of involvement of the
workers.

Absolute vs. comparative was the other feedback dimension. Overall , the results indicate that
comparative feedback is generally superior to absolute feedback in terms of productivi ty . However , this
must be qualified somewhat . When comparative feedback was used in conjunction with nonspecific
feedback , productivity was enhanced. However , no effects were observed when it was coupled with specific
feedback. One interpretation of these results is that the specific — nonspecific dimension is somehow more
powerful than the absolute-comparative. That is, when feedback was specific , no effects emerged whether
the specific feedback was given in an absolute or a comparative format. However , when feedback was
nonspecific , differences in absolute and comparative feedback did emerge , with the comparative resulting in
superior productivity.

One possible explanation of these results is suggested by the data in the perceived amount of
feedback. (Figure 2. discussed previously in the context of a martipu~ation check .) These data indicate that
when comparativ e feedback was used with the nonspecific group, the perceived degree of feedback
increased (p < .05) over the condition when absolute feedback was used. There was no increase in
perceived feedback with the specific group. This suggests that the nonspecific group saw the change from
absolute to comparative feedback as an increase in the total amount of feedback , but that subjects in the
specific group did not see it as more feedback. Possibly the inforamtion overload argum ent is relevant here
in that the specific group already had too much information. In any event , it seems likely that the subjects
in the specific condition simply did not see the comparative feedback as adding more information , while
the subjects in the nonspecific condition did see it as adding more information .

One une ~cted finding of some significance is the decrease in job satisfaction that occurred when
feedback was initiated. While the decrease in s’stisfaction was strong for the specific feedback group, it was
still significant for the nonspecific group. One explanation for this decrease is that the subjects were simply
getting bore d with the task , and this decrease would have occurred regardless of whether feedback was
instituted or not. However , data from the control group do not support this argument. This group showed
no decrease whatsoever in job satisfaction over the course of the work period.

Another explanation is that somehow the presentation of performance data represented a threat to
self-esteem. That is , the feedback was seen as telling the subjects that their work was inadequate. Another
possibility was that the feedbac k somehow was perceived as increasing the pressure to perform more
effectively on the task and this pressure was seen as aversive.

One interesting question that is raise d by this decrease in satisfaction is whe ther the decrease was a
function of the actual performance of the subject. That is . did poor performing subjects decrease thei r
satisfaction after receiving feedback of poor performance while the higher performing subjects decreased
their satisfaction less or not at ali? To assess this, correlations between performance and satisfaction were
examined. If this argument is valid , the correlation between satisfaction and number of units produced
under feedback conditions should be positive , and the correlation between satisfaction and error should be
negative. The median correlation across the four feedback conditions between units produced and total
satisfaction was -— .02. The analogous correlation for the error data was .48. Thus , there is no evidence that
the higher performing subjects were relatively more satisfied than the lower performing subjects.
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The results of the attempts to explain why feedback had its effects were generally negative . None of
the explanations expl ored showed any real ability to explain the findings . Of particular interest was the fact
that the data indicated that intrinsic satisfaction actually decreased when feedback was instituted. This was
not geneta ’ly true of the control group in that while they showed some decrease in intrins ic motivation by
the last day , they showed no decrease over the first two administrations. In contrast , the two feedback
groups showed a decrease by the second administrat ion ;that is , as soon as the feedback was initiated. Thus ,
somehow the feedback itself appeare d to be accounting for the decrease .

This finding is in contrast to most approaches to intrin sic motivation (e.g., Hackman & Oldham .
1975) which suggest that feedback should increase intrinsi c motivation.

The question remains, however , that since in t rinsic motivation actually decreased and the other
explanatory mechanics showed no real effects , how do we explain the fact that the feedback , at least for
two of the conditions , resulted in such strong positive effects on productivity 7 Several explanations seem
possible. First , giving f eedback may have seemed to increase the subject ’s perception of what constituted
satisfactory perfo rmance . Tha t is, the process of giving feedback may have been interpreted as indicating
that performance was not satisfactory and that it should be improved. Second , giving feedback may have
increased the salience of producitivity. That is , it may have indicated that the “organization ” was very
concerned with their performance , and that they would be held accountable for their performan ce. Finally,
giving feedback may have resulted in goal setting on the part of the subjects. This was a mechanism
postulated in the introduction to this report , but due to the repeated measures nature of the design it was
felt that the actual process of asking goal settin g questions early in the design might bias the goal setting
behaviors of the subjects. Howeve r , it is possible that subjects who received feedback did tend to set
performance goals and this goal setting influenced productivity.

Which of these mechan isms, if any, will actuall y explain why the giving of feedback has the effect it
does in productivity remains a question for future research. Howeve r , it seems clear that performance
feedback can have strong positive effects on productivity , even if we are unable to isolate the specific
reasons why it does.

V. IMPLICATIONS

The major purpose of this line of research is to ultimately be able to take the findings into an Air
Force field setting and evaluate their effectiveness in such a field setting. At this point in the research
program we are attemptin g to isolate the most effective strategies for feedback administration in a less
complex, more highly controlled environment. Once these strategies are isolated and defined, they will be
subjected to field tests. With this goal in mind, the following implications emerge from this research.

1. Increasing performance feedback has the potential for substantial enhancement of productivity in
fIeld settings.

2. Nonspecific feedback appears to be superior to specific feedback . However , specific feedback
should be investigated in a situation in which involvement with the job is higher.

3. Comparative feedback shows promise as being superior to absolute feedback .

4. Increasing performance feedback may result in a decrease in job satisfaction. This possibility
should be carefully explored.

5. Different types of feedback appear to have markedly different effects on productivity . These
differences should be carefully explored so that the use of feedback in the fiel d can have a maximum
positive effect on productivity .
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PERFOItMANC E St.Th1MARY

NAME :___________________ DATE WO}t K WJ\S DONE 
______________________-

NUMBE R OF PURCHASE REQUISITIONS FIN i~~~FD : 
—-

PERCENT OF PURC h ASE REQUISITIONS

WITH ONE OR MORE Er~RoP.s: 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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NA~’~E: ___________________ _______________ L~~~F W ’ ; - K  ~ -.T
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NAME 
______

Job S a ti s f a c t i o n

Ask. yourself: How satisfied am I with. this aspect of my job this week?

VS means I am very satisifed with this aspect of my job .

S means 1. am satisifed with this aspect of my job .

N means I can ’t decide whether I am Satisfied or not with this
aspect of my job .

DS means I am dissatisfied with, this aspect of my job .

VDS means I am very dissatisfied with this aspect of my job .

VDS DS N S VS
On my present job , this is how I feel about:

1. Being able to keep busy all the time — — —
2. The chance to do different things from

time to time

3. The way my boss handles his subordinates . . . .
4. The chance to do things for otner people.

5. The chance to do something that makes use
of my abilities 

6. My pay and the amount of work I do 

7. ‘rhe freedom to use my own judgment . •........ 
— — —

8. The chance to try my own methods of doing
the .job .

9. The working conditions . — — — —
10. The way my co—workers get along with each

other.

11. The praise I get for doing a good job 

12. The feeling of accomplishment I get from the
job . • —

1 2 3 4
42 
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THIS PAC}! IS BZS’r 
QUAI1lTY m~~~~~~~~~

?PUM c0P1 FTJRNI S~~~ 
TO —

13. This job :

Pays very Pays fairly Pays about Pays fairly Pays very
well veil average poorly poorly

5 4 3 2

14. Choose the one of the following statements which best tells how well you
like your job. Place a check mark (‘-1) in front of that statement.

1 I hate it .
2 

_____ 
I dislike it a lot.

3 
_____ 

I don t t care for it.
4 

______ 
I am indifferent to it.

5 
_____ 

I like it.
6 

_____ 
1 am enthusiastic about it.

7 
_____ 

I love it.

j5~ I am very sorry I ever took this job .

Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
disagree Agree

5 4 3 2 1

16. I am entirely satisfied with this job .

Strong ly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
disagree Agree

1 2 3 4 5

17. When I think of the amoun t of money I am making on this job, I am

Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied
5 4 3 2

18. Compared to what my co-workers are getting paid for what they do:

1 I’m getting far less money than I should
2
3 I’w. getting less than I should
4
5 I’m getting paid about right
6
7 I’m getting more than I should
8
9 I’m getting far more than I should
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19. When I compare how much I do on this job with how much I get out of it
I feel:

9 Highly Overpaid
8
7 Overpaid
6
5 Paid about right
4
3 Underpaid
2
1 Highly underpaid

TASK REACTION ~~JESTIONNAIRE

Listed below are a series of statements relating to the requisitions that
you have just completed . Please take your time and respond thoughtfully
and honestly to these statements by indicating the extent to which you agree
with each.

:~ cn z ~n x tn
Ct 0 i- 0 14 0 Ct
P1 0. El Ct P• 0. P~o ID 10 IQ ID 0
~ II ~~ U) ~~ P1 5
~~ o’ Ct ~ Ct ~ 10
I-’ çt p-i P1 14 Ct 14
1< 5 ‘< ID ‘< ID

I-~ p-i
0. ‘4 0. ~ ‘4 ~14 54. I0
ID P. P1 5 I-I

14 5 ID 10 ID
ID IS ID Pt ID

‘1 Ii P1 ID
ID IS ID ID
ID P1 ID

1. There are several important abilities of
m ine that were required in order to work
effectively on this task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2 • I liked the idea that I had enough freedom
and responsibility to do the task the way I
wanted • 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. The challenge posed by this task really
aroused my interest in it 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. My feeling while completing the task could
best be described by the word excitement . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. At various times I felt like I was really
achieving something while working on the task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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rM X (“ Z (a) ~Ct 0 14 0 14 0 C?
II P. 14 ft 54- CL P1
0 5 10 10 ~ 05 P~ 5 ID 5 S
10 5 Ct t~ Ct S IS
14 Ct I-’ P1 14 Ct 14
‘4 ID ‘4 ID 4 ID ‘<

14 I-.
0. ‘4 0. 5 ‘4 0’
54. 54. 10 10
(5 0. (5 ‘1 0’ P1
OP 14 0, ID IS ID
10 ID IS ID P1 ID
P1 ~P P1 ID
ID 10 ID ID
ID P1 ID

ID
ID

6. There is something about working on this
task that I find very appealing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. I enjoyed using what I consider to be
a strong natural ability when it comes to
this task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. The nice feeling associated with working
this task certainly was a determinant of how
well l did 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

9. I really became absorbed with the task
while working on it 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. This task gave me the opportunity to learn
something new and interesting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

11. The freedom I had to work at my own pace
led me to really work hard on the task 1 2 1 4 5 6 7

12. The unpredictable qualities of the task
were quite intriguing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

13. This task gave me the opportunity to
develop new skills 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14. After working on the task for a while , I
felt like a pretty competent individual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

15. My talents were effectively utilized in
working on this task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

16. I liked the opportunity I had to decide
for myself how I would complete the task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

17. I would describe sty time with this task
as a pleasant experience 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

18. There was plenty of opportunity to
exercise my ingenuity and inventiveness on
this task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Ca) ~ (I) Z (A X Cn
Ct 0 54~ 0 ~~ 0 Ct
P1 0. 14 Ct 54- 0. P1o ID 10 10 ID 05 51 5~ In S~ P1 ~10 0’ Ct ~ Ct 0’ 10
14 Ct 14 P1 14 Ct 14
‘4 ID ‘4 ID ‘4 ID ‘4

14 14
5. 14 5. 0’ ‘4 0’14 10 100. 0) ‘1 0 P1
0’ 14 0’ ID 10 ID
10 ID 10 ID P1 ID
51 0’ P1 ID
ID 10 ID ID
ID 51 ID

ID
ID

19. After working for a while , I had the
feeling that I was really good at this type
of task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

20. I felt considerable pride in knowing
that I was doing well on the task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

21. The task could accurately be des-
cribed as fun 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

22. One source of motivation was the
opportunity for independent thought and
action while working the task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

23. The task really held my attention
from the very beginning 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

24. Time really flew by while I was
working on the task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

25. Working on this task seemed more like
play than like work 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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bitS PAQE IS BES1~ QUALITY PRACtICABLE
P~OM cOPX FURNISHED 1’O DDC ..~~~ —

NAME______________________ -

Job Descriptive Survey (Section Two)

Listed below are a number of statements which could be used to describ e s job ,

You are to indicate whether each statement is an
rccurate or an inaccura te  description of this lob.

Please try to be as objective as you can in deciding how accurat e y
each statement describes this lob —— regardless of whether you like
or dislike this job.

W rite a nur~ber ‘n the blank beside each stat ement , based on the following scale:

h o w _accurate  Is the_sta tement  In descrthing~jrour job?
1 2 

- 
3 4 5 6 7

Very Mostly Slig htly Uncertain Slightly Mostly Very
Inaccurate Inaccurate inaccurate Accu rate Accurate Accurate

____ 
1. The job requires me to use a number of complex or high—level skills.

2. The job requires a lot of cooperative work with other people .

3. The job is arranged so that I do not have the chance to do an entire
piece of work f rom beginning to end .

4. Just doing thc work required  b y the job p rovides many chances for me to
figure out how well I am doing .

5. The job is quite simp le and repetitive .

6. The job can be done adequately by a person working alone -— without talking
or checking with other people.

7. The supervisors and co—workers on this job almost never give me any “feedback”
about how well I am doing in my work.

_8. This job is one where a lot of othe r-people can be affected by how well the
work get s done.

9. The job denies me sny ch ance to use my per sonal initia tive or judgment in
carrying out the work.

_ 1O. Supervisors often let me know how well they think I am nerforising the job .

j1. The lob provides me the chance to comnietely finish the pieces of work I begin.

_ 12. The job itself provides very ft~w clues about whether or not I am performing
well.

_ 13. The job gives i.e considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in
how I do the work.

_ 14. The job itself is not ver~, signiuicj’i t or important in the broader scheme
of things.
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D. ~‘il1i ng c~~t p.irchase c-z3e r for items that I r e  e1t~~-~~ of ~‘o k or

f a l l  below a mir.imun order point.
1 2 3 4 5

E xt r e m . ~~ y t rn l ik ely  U n l i k e l y  that somewhat easy Fair ’~y easy Very ea sy to
tha t  a ru~ take  would i m i s t a k e  t~ m .ke a t~~ make a make a m i s t a k e
be made would be made mis take mis take

c i  ~~~ #~A~Z IS ~ZST QUALI?Y Q~.1ç~.J~4
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E. Send” out of stock” report to reqi. iestor.

1 2 3 4 5

Extremely un l ike ly  U n l i k e l y  that  Somewhat eas; F a i r l y  easy Ver : easy to
‘hat a mis take  would a mis take to r- -ik .~ a to m ake ~ m t ~~~ a r u s tak e
be made would be made m i s t a k e  m i r t a k e

F. Indicate  on requis i t ion that  a back order has been p l a - -cJ .

1 2 3 4 5

Extremely unlikely Unlikely that Somewhat easy Fairly eaJy  Very easy to
that  a mistake would a mistake to make a to mak e a make a m i s t a k e
be made would be made mis take  m i  take
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EXPECTANC Y

If you were working at an average pace on this job and you suddenly
started working very hard , what would happen to the number of error -
free requisitions you could finish?

+4 I would finish many more error-free requisitions in a day
+3
+2 I would f in ish  a few more error free-requisitions in a day
+3.

• 0 I would finish the same number of error-free requisitions
as I would when working at an average pace .

— l
—2 I would f inish a few less error-free requisitions in a day
— 3

-4 I would finish many less error-free requisitions in a day

As my EFFORT goes ~~~~~~, my PERF ORMANCE (number of error-free requisitions f i n i s he d )

+3 goes way up
+2 goes up quite a bit
+1 goes up a little

o stays about the same
—1 goes down a little
-2 goes down quite a bit
-3 goes way down

As my EFr ORT goes down, my PERFORMANCE (number of error-free requistions finishe d )

+3 goe 3 way up
+2 go”s up quite a bit
+1 goes up a little
0 stays about the same

-l goes down a little
-2 goes down quite a bit
-3 goes way down
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PERFORMANC E - OUTCOME REL.ATICNSIIIPS

Statements are presentd about performance or~ the job ~ various outcanes
which may or may not be associated with performance on this job . You are
to indicate in what way the outcome underlined in the item changes when your
performance (the number of requisitions you finish per packet) goes up.

Below is a sample item .

EXAMPLE: As my performance (number of requisitions finished) goes ~p ,
my chances of being liked by my fellow workers :

— 3  — 2  — 1 0 
- 

+1 +2 +3
Go Way Go Down Go Down Stay The Go Up Go Up Go Way
Down A Little Same A Little Up

If you circle a 2 on this scale , it would indicate that you think that
being a good performer would substantially increase your chances of being
liked by your fellow workers . If you circled a 0 , it means that you th ink
improving your per formance does not change your chances of being liked by
your fellow workers.

Complete items 1 thru 8 below by circling your answer on the scale provided .

As my performance (number of requisitions finished ) goes ~~~~~~, my chances of
making a lot of money for the time I put in on this job:

—3 —2 —l 0 +1 +2 +3
Go Way Go Down Go Down Stay the Go Up Go Up Go Way
Down A Little Same A Little Up

As my performance (number of requisitions finished) goes ~~ 
my chances of

feeling a sense of accomplishment from doing the job:

— 3  — 2  _ — l 0 +3. +2 +3
Go Way Go Down Go Down Stay the Go Up Go Up Go Way
Down A Little Same A Little Up

As my performance (number of requisitions finished) goes 
~2.’ 

my chances of
being thought of as a good worker by my supervisor:

—3 —2 —l 0 +1 +2 +3
Go Way Go Down Go Down Stay the Go Up Go Up Co Way
Down A Little Same A Little Up

As my performance (number of requisitions finished )goes ~~~~~~, my chances of
feelin~g nervous and anxious at the end of the work day :

—3 —2 — l 0 +1 +2 +3
Go Way Go Down Go Down Stay the Go Up Go Up Go Way
Down A Little Same A Little Up

55

- S. — _________ - - — — - -
______ — -w



As my performance (number of m~ qui s’tior r f~ r-ished ) goes ~~~~~~, my chances of
experiencing a feeling of se1~~-c o r f ’- -:

— 3 —2 -1 0 +1 4-2 +3
Go Way Go Down Go Down ~t a y t he Go Up Go Up Go Way
Down A Little Sar~€ A 1-ittle Up

As my performance (number of requisitior s f i ri hed) goes ~~~~~~, my chances of
enjoying doing the task:

—3 —2 —1 
— 

0 ~-1 +2 +3
Go Way Go Down Go Down Stay the Go Up Go Up Go Way
Down A Little Same A Little Up

As my performance (number of requisitions finished) goes ~~~~~~, my chances of
bein9 able to make use of my abilities:

—3 —2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
Go Way Go Down Go Down Stay the Go Up Go Up Go Way
Down A Little Same A Lit t le  Up

As my performance (number of requisitions finished) goes uj~, my chances of
being able to use my own methods fcr doing the work;

—3 —2 — 1 0 +1 +2 +3
Go Way Go Down Go DowU Stay the Go Up Go Up Go Way
Down A Litt 1~ Same A Little Up
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RATING OF JOB OUTCOMES

Please rate how desirable each of these job outcomes is to you. That is
how much would you like to receive these outcomes

~i x tn Z Ls
DC 0 i- S P- ~ 0

Outcomes ~~ 
‘
~~~
. Q~

P ~1 ~~ ~S ~~ P5
~i rP ~ rP DI

S rt ~~ ~- i— ct m
P-~ S ‘< S
‘< I.-. I-. ~~
C 

1<

C 0. U)
0. 5 5 ~

. 
~ S(U 0. e PS U) (0

(0 5 p... Q~ .
~
. p...

p. U) P~ II P~P5 p. p1
DI ~1 b~ (U

DI I-~ I.-~ ~~
~ b (U (U (U
PD

(U

Making a lot of money for the time I put in
on this job -3 -2 — l 0 +1 +2 +3

Feeling a sense of accompl ishmen t from
doing the job -3 -2 -l 0 +1 +2 +3

Being thought of as a good worker by
my supervisor —3 —2 —l 0 +3. +2 +3

Feeling nervous and anxious at the end of
the work day -3 -2 -l 0 +3. +2 +3

Experiencing a feeling of self—confidence —3 -2 -l 0 +1 +2 +3

Enjoying doing the task -3 -2 -l 0 +1 +2 +3

Being able to make use of my abilities —3 —2 —l 0 +1 +2 +3

Being able to use my own methods for doing
the work -3 —2 1 0 +1 +2 +3
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