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Goal Conflict
Goal conflict is the degree to which

individuals feel that their multiple goals are

incompatible (Locke, Smith, Erez, Chah, Schaffer,
1994). As such, it constitutes an important facet
of the more general role conflict construct, which
has played a prominent role in organizational
behavior studies (Jackson and Schuler 1985).
Several types of goal conflict have been identified.
One type occurs when an externally imposed goal
conflicts with one’s personal goal. Erez, Earley
and Hulin (1985) found that when subjects were
assigned a goal that is significantly higher than
their previously chosen personal goal level, the
commitment to the assigned goal and performance
were lower than when personal goals were set

after the goal was assigned. Latham, Erez, and
Locke (1988) replicated this finding. Vance and

Colella (1990) observed a similar decrease in

commitment to an assigned goal as the level of the
assigned goal was steadily increased over time,
which made it more and more discrepant from
one’s personal goal. Unfortunately, none of these
studies actually measured goal conflict.

A second type of goal conflict occurs when
people are asked to achieve multiple outcomes
(e.g., meeting a quantity quota vs. not making any
mistakes) when performing a single task. In this

case, the conflict is over which of the multiple
performance dimensions an individual should
focus on or emphasize. Erez (1990) found a
significant negative correlation between

performance quantity and quality on a

computerized task involving arithmetic problems.
Once again, experienced goal conflict was not

explicitly manipulated or measured, but was

recognized as a cause of the goal performance
results.

A third type of goal conflict involves trade-
offs between several types of tasks or outcomes
when multiple goals or tasks exist (e.g., devoting
time to selling product A and product B, given
limited available time). In a laboratory setting,
Erez, Gopher, and Arizi (1990) found that when
subjects were instructed to improve their

performance on one of two assigned tasks, their
performance suffered on the other task. Subjects
handled the conflict by prioritizing one goal at the
expense of the other. In another laboratory
experiment, Keman and Lord (1990) found that
when subjects were required to set goals for two
different tasks, they often gave one task priority by

setting higher goals for it. As was the case with
the other studies described, experienced conflict
was not actually measured in either of these

studies, but inferred.
In a critical advancement of goal conflict

research, Locke, et al. (1994) explicitly measured
goal conflict both in a laboratory study and a
follow-up field study. The laboratory study
focused on goal conflict that arose when quality
and quantity objectives were assigned for a single
task. The results indicate that goal conflict was
related to goal commitment. High experienced
goal conflict was related to moderate levels of goal
commitment and was negatively related to

quantity, but not quality of performance. This

study also differed from previous goal conflict
studies in that groups of subjects worked together
to perform the assigned task. All measures and
analyses were performed at the group level.

To test the generalizability of their results,
they conducted a second study. The second study
was a correlational field study in which conflict
existed between two different tasks. The subjects
in this study were college professors and the type
of goal conflict was research versus teaching
performance over a 14 year period of time. The
results indicated a negative relationship between
goal conflict and research performance, as

measured by number of academic publications
over the 14 year time period. Goal conflict was
unrelated to teaching performance. Goal
commitment was not measured in this second

study. It is also important to note the post-hoc
nature of the goal conflict and goal level measures
in this study. In other words, performance had
already occurred prior to people indicating their
performance goal level and experienced goal
conflict. Notwithstanding this limitation, we
concur with Locke et al., in concluding that goal
conflict is an important concept worthy of
attention and further study

This study examines the goal conflict that
arises from pressure to perform multiple goals
within a limited time. Goal conflict is likely to
arise in organizations when a manager assigns a
performance goal for a new task or deliverable in
addition to one’s regular tasks. - When the
additional tasks are short-term and of limited

temporal duration, goal conflict is especially likely
to be experienced. This type of goal conflict is
likely in organizational settings in which
individual may participate in special projects or
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temporary project teams in additional to their

regular duties for which a financial reward is

offered.

The Model
We believe that there is little consensus as to

how goal conflict influences performance. The
early studies suggest that goal conflict will
influence performance through its negative
relationship with goal commitment, while later
studies propose a direct relationship of goal
conflict on performance. Even in research that

actually measured goal conflict (Locke, et al.,
1994), one study hypothesized that goal conflict
would be related to goal commitment, while the
second study did not include goal commitment and
hypothesized a direct relationship between goal
conflict and performance. The post-hoc nature of
the measures in the second study, however, may
have precluded the inclusion of goal commitment
in the study.

Our model of how goal conflict impacts goal
performance is presented in Figure 1. The model is
consistent with goal-setting theory. Goal conflict
is expected to indirectly influence performance
through goal commitment. As stated by Locke, et
al. (1968), &dquo;It is virtually axiomatic that if there is
no commitment to goals, then goal setting will not
work&dquo; (p. 23). Commitment to difficult goals is a
necessary condition for the goal difficulty effect to
occur. If one feels that a particular goal is in
conflict with other goals, then they are less likely
to feel committed to the goal:

Goal Commitment
One of the most frequently stated conditions

necessary for goals to lead to higher performance

is commitment to a specific, difficult goal. This
has been a central concept in goal-setting theory
since its inception (Locke and Latham, 1990).
Two recent meta-analytic of the accumulated
evidence on the antecedents of goal commitment
indicate that individual factors affect goal
commitment (Klein, Wesson, Hollenbeck, and

Alge, 1999; Wofford, Goodwin, and Premack,
1992). Our model likewise hypothesizes that
conflict will influence goal commitment: the more
conflict they experience with respect to this goal,
the less committed a person is to a goal. The type
of conflict introduced here is one that arises from

being asked to achieve multiple goals, given
limited resources and time.

In an effort to demonstrate the incremental
contribution of goal conflict as an antecedent of
goal commitment, our model also includes

expectancy, self-efficacy, and need for
achievement as three important personal
antecedents of goal commitment. Two meta-

analytic studies of the antecedents of goal
commitment (Klein, et al., 1999; Wofford, et al.,
1992) conclude that expectancy of goal attainment
is an important antecedent of goal commitment.
Self-efficacy refers to one’s beliefs about one’s
capacity to achieve a particular goal or task

(Bandura, 1986). Bandura claims that highly
efficacious people actively pursue increasingly
difficult challenges, while inefficacious
individuals attempt to avoid challenges that may
result in negative self-evaluations. Though not
included in the Klein, et al study, the meta-analytic
results of Wofford indicate that self-efficacy is an
important antecedent of goal commitment. As a

result, self-efficacy is expected to be positively
related to goal commitment.

Figure 1: Hypothesized Model
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Our model also proposes a positive
relationship between need for achievement and
goal commitment. Need for achievement is a

personality variable in which an individual aspires
to accomplish difficult tasks and to maintain high
standards over time. Keman and Lord (1990)
indicate that individuals high in need for
achievement are more goal-committed and

outperform those low in need for achievement.

Hollenbeck, Klein, O’Leary, and Wright (1989),
Hollenbeck, Williams and Klein (1989), and
Johnson and Perlow (1992) also found significant
correlations between need for achievement and

goal commitment.

Goal-directed Behaviors
In complex task environments, managing and

executing behaviors that are instrumental to

performance are likely to be important
consequences of goal commitment (Latham and
Locke, 1991; Early and Shalley, 1991; Wright and
Kacmar, 1994; Austin and Vancouver, 1996).
Development of goal-directed behaviors involves
making choices regarding the intensity, duration,
and direction of work-related effort (Kanfer, 1991;
Naylor, Pritchard, and Ilgen, 1980). According to
Locke and Latham (1990), the ultimate success of
goal-directed behaviors in producing desired
outcomes depends on maintaining a high level of
focused effort. When goal commitment is high
(compared to low), individuals are more likely to
direct their cognitive and behavioral resources

toward planning and executing goal-directed
behaviors that facilitate performance. Individuals

lacking a commitment to a goal are not likely to
sustain sufficient effort to achieve their

performance expectations. We expect that
commitment to a goal will lead to more extensive
and persistent engagement in goal directed
behaviors that are instrumental for performance.

Our model also shows a direct effect of self-

efficacy on goal directed behaviors. Locke and
Latham (1990) have argued that self-efficacy has a
direct effect on performance. We also posit that
self-efficacy will influence goal-directed
behaviors. People tend to avoid tasks they believe
exceed their capabilities, but they perform with
confidence activities they judge themselves

capable of completing successfully. Individuals
with strong self-efficacy beliefs, for example, have
been found to maintain task focus and high levels
of effort when confronted with challenging

demands (Martin and Manning, 1995). To be

successful, individuals must translate goal-directed
behaviors into achieved goals. Our model also

posits a direct positive relationship between goal-
directed behaviors and performance.

Outcome Emotions
We also posit that performance has

emotional consequences that may subsequently
influence motivation and future performance. A
number of theories hypothesize that feedback

gives rise to emotional responses (e.g., Carver and
Scheier, 1996, 1998; Lazarus, 1991; Oatley and
Johnson-Laird, 1996). A fundamental tenet of
Lazarus’s cognitive theory of emotions (1991) is
that emotions arise from situations that affect a

person’s well-being. Therefore, emotions are likely
to result from performance feedback. Goal

success, assuming that the goal is of personal
importance and one to which the person has

expended some amount of effort, will trigger
positive emotional responses, while goal
disconfirmation will trigger negative emotional

responses. Goal-directed emotions (e.g., anger,
shame, pride, or happiness) are potentially
important because they arise as a consequence of a
person’s performance (Ortony, Clore and Collins,
1998) and may affect subsequent attitudes and
motivation. Emotions function to direct attention,
cognitive processing and behavioral intentions

(Bagozzi, Baumgartner and Pieters, 1998).
The relationships based on theory are shown

in Figure 1. We propose the following hypotheses
to test our model:

Hl. Goal conflict will be negatively
related to goal commitment

H2. Self-efficacy, expectancy and need
for achievement will be positively
related to goal commitment.

H3: Goal commitment and self-efficacy
will be positively related to goal-
directed behaviors.

H4: Goal-directed behaviors will be

positively related to performance.
H5: Performance will be

negatively related to negative
emotions and positively related to
positive emotions.
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METHODS

Sample and Goal Situation
The sample for this study consisted of

salespeople working for a distributor of medical
supplies. Customers consisted of physician
practices in the western part of the United States.
The majority of salespeople’s time was spent
calling on existing customers and taking orders to
replenish inventories of medical supplies regularly
used in the practice (e.g., paper products, gloves,
syringes, etc.). The sales force was also

responsible for identifying opportunities to sell
medical equipment (e.g., examination tables,
examination lights, wireless patient monitors,
etc.), usually under $10,000. Approximately 90%
of total sales were in medical supplies, though
equipment sales accounted for as much as 20% of
total sales for some salespeople.

The present study was conducted in a field
setting in which the distributor’s salespeople were
assigned a performance goal for a promotion on a
piece of equipment with an average selling price
of $5,400. The promotion lasted 90 days.
Salespeople received extra monetary
compensation ($300) for each piece of equipment
they sold during the promotion period. In support
of this promotion, physicians were offered a

special reduced price for the promoted product.
This type of promotion is standard within the

industry, and this particular product line is

annually promoted at some time. To consummate
a power table sale, however, salespeople had to
deviate from their normal calling patterns. The

piece of equipment represented a significant
compensation opportunity for the salespeople, but
they were not likely to sell more than two or

possibly three during the promotion because of the
product’s overall demand level, the length of the
selling process, and the need to sustain their

primary medical supply selling responsibilities.
It is important to note that the selling process

for equipment is quite different from that for
medical supplies. A typical sales call to pick up
orders for supplies usually took less than 15
minutes to complete. It consists of checking
storage cabinets for inventory levels, checking
with nurses and/or an office manager for
additional order items, and ensuring that all needs
were being met for the regular flow of supplies.
Selling a piece of equipment was quite different.
A sales opportunity needed to be identified (i.e.,

was the practice in need of a new examination
table?). One of the key decision-makers is the
doctor. A formal sales presentation to explain
product features and benefits would be necessary.
In short, a different call routine was necessary; one
requiring a different set of competencies from
those typically needed for medical supply
replenishment. As a result, there was the potential
for goal conflict. The degree of felt conflict might
vary as a result of a salesperson’s competencies
and past success in selling equipment.

The average salesperson in the sample was 40
years of age, earned $41,000 annually, 75 percent
were college educated, and 85 percent were male.
This is largely a veteran sales force with an

average organizational tenure of just over 10

years.
Consistent with the distributor’s standard

practices, product promotions were introduced at
the company’s quarterly sales meeting.
Management encouraged salespeople to set goals
for this promotion but did not formally assign a
salesperson-specific goal. Instead, management
informed the sales force that each salesperson
should sell at least one power table during the
promotional period. It should be acknowledged,
however, that personal goal-setting may have been
stimulated by our asking salespeople to complete a
questionnaire following a briefing on the product
and promotion by sales management.

The time 1 questionnaire included measures
of self-efficacy, expectancy, need for achievement,
goal conflict, and goal commitment. Immediately
following the conclusion of this promotion three
months later, we recorded the number of units sold
from company records and sent all salespeople a
questionnaire to measure the goal-directed
behaviors they employed during this promotion
and their emotions related to achieving or failing
to attain their goal. One hundred fifty-nine out of
167 salespeople returned the first questionnaire
while 153 completed the second questionnaire.
One questionnaire was not fully completed at time
2, leaving a total of 152 usable sets of

questionnaires, representing a 91 percent response
rate.

Measures
Goal conflict. A focus group was conducted

with salespeople from the organization to develop
items for this scale. Our aim was to understand
the personal goal conflicts that this promotion
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would cause for them. These discussions yielded
items that were consistent with prior research

fmdings suggesting that salespeople often perceive
some degree of goal conflict between various

expectations during a special product promotional
campaign (e.g., Singh, 1993). On the basis of this
feedback, we developed a 4-item scale for use in
conjunction with the promotion: &dquo;Time spent on
this promotion will significantly limit my time for
selling other products,&dquo; &dquo;My present workload
does not allow me to spend much time on this
promotion,&dquo; &dquo;I call on too many customers to

spend much time on this promotion,&dquo; &dquo;If I spend
much time on this promotion, it would hurt my
overall sales.&dquo; The response format was a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from strongly agree to

strongly disagree. Coefficient alpha was .70.
Self efficacy. This measure assesses a

person’s confidence in achieving various

performance levels. We asked study participants
to indicate whether or not they expected to achieve
each of ten levels of output sales performance
(from 1-10 units). For each level, study
participants indicated whether they believed they
could reach that level of performance (yes or no)
and how confident they were in attaining it

(ranging from 100% certain to 0%). Consistent
with Lee and Bobko (1994) and Mathieu and
Button (1992), self-efficacy scores consisted of the
summation of confidence ratings across levels of
performance the salespeople felt confident that

they could achieve (i.e., indicated a yes response).
Expectancy. A single item asked salespeople

to estimate the probability of reaching their self-
set goal for the promotion.

Need for Achievement. Achievement
motivation was adapted from Steers and
Braunstein’s (1975) measure. This five-item
achievement motivation scale had an internal

consistency reliability of .75.
Goal Commitment. Goal commitment was

measured using the 9-item measure developed by
Hollenbeck, Klein, O’Leary, and Wright (1989).
The internal consistency reliability was .85.

Salespeople were asked to use their self-set goal
for the promotion as their reference point for

answering this questionnaire.
Goal-directed behaviors. We also asked

focus group participants what behaviors they could
engage in to enhance their performance during the
promotion. Their responses could generally be
grouped into three categories: 1) behaviors

associated with general sales territory
management, 2) behaviors for specific account

management, and 3) overall effort directed toward
attainment of one’s goal for the promotion. We
constructed items to tap each of these three
dimensions. Principal components analysis with
oblique rotation produced three factors with eigen
values greater than 1.0, explaining 77 percent of
the variance. These factors corresponded to the
three intended dimensions previously noted.

Territory management (5 Likert-type items, a =
.80) focused on the amount of time salespeople
dedicated to planning territorial strategies for this
power table promotion. Account management (3
Likert-type items, a = .77) measured the extent of
specific account planning (calling on particular
doctors) for the promotion. Effort items (3 Likert-
type items, a = .92) asked salespeople to rate how
much time, intensity, and overall effort they
invested in the promotion. Summated composite
indices were created for each first-order factor,
and the three composite indices were then used as
manifest indicators of goal-directed behaviors.

Performance. Company records were

consulted following the 90-day promotion to

measure the number of units each salesperson sold
during the promotion. Management was very
pleased with the results of the promotion, which
exceeded their expectations based on previous
experience with similar promotions. The average
number of units sold by each salesperson during
the promotion was 2.75 units. Management’s
assigned goal was one unit per salesperson. An

assigned goal of selling one unit was still

challenging, however, as 21 % of the salespeople
in the study failed to sell a single unit. Twenty-
two (14%) salespeople sold 6 units during the
promotion.

Emotions. Positive and negative emotions
were measured using a scale developed by
Bagozzi, et al., (1998) and validated in other goal-
setting research (Pergugini and Bagozzi, 2001;
Pergugini and Conner, 2001). The instrument was
administered after the promotion was completed.
The instructions asked: &dquo;As a result of your
performance relative to the goal you set for the
promotion, how intensely did you feel each of the
following emotions.&dquo; Eleven-point scales
anchored by &dquo;not at all&dquo; and &dquo;very much&dquo; were
used to measure seven positive emotions --

excited, delighted, etc. -- (a = .94) and 10 negative
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emotions -- angry, frustrated, etc. -- (a= .95). The
correlation between positive and negative
emotions was -.45 {p < .05), indicating that the
more positive emotions people experienced as a
result of their performance, the less negative
emotions they experienced. In the covariance
structure model, we allowed the residuals of

positive and negative emotions to correlate to

reflect this rather strong negative correlation.

Results

Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations are
presented in Table 1. The model presented in
Figure 1 was estimated with LISREL 8.51 using
the sample covariance matrix as input. The

adequacy of the model to represent structural

relationships among the constructs was assessed
by estimating a series of hierarchically nested
models, beginning with the most parsimonious and
proceeding to the more complex. Estimation of the
hypothesized (i.e., basic) model resulted in a fit of
chi square (36 d.f.) = 146.11, RMSEA = .14, GFI
= .85, CFI = .86. These indices suggest a

generally poor fit of the basic model to the data.
All hypothesized paths, however, were statistically
significant.

LISREL modification indices suggested that
adding two interpretable structural paths to the
basic model would substantially improve model fit
and provide a more accurate overall representation
of the data. First, a direct path linking self-

efficacy to performance was added. A direct self-
efficacy - performance path is consistent with
social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986; 1997) and
suggests that the effects of self-efficacy on

performance are not completely mediated by goal
commitment and goal-directed behaviors.
Addition of this path to the model dramatically
improved the overall fit (chi square change [1 d.f.]
= 56.97).

Second, a direct path linking goal-directed
behaviors to positive emotions was added. This

path indicates that higher levels of goal-directed
behaviors were positively and directly related to
positive outcome emotions. The effect of goal-
directed behaviors was not completely mediated
by performance outcomes. This suggests that

greater involvement in goal-directed behaviors
was intrinsically rewarding in and of itself, over
and above the effect of performance outcomes.
Addition of this path further improved the model
fit to chi square (34 d.f.) = 68.18, RMSEA = .082,

RMR = .058, GFI = .93, CFI = .96. These indices
all suggest a good fit to the data. To control for

possible method variance, we allowed the
residuals of goal-directed behaviors and positive
emotions to correlate. The standardized path
coefficient for the correlated error term was -.04

(ns). The addition of this correlated error term did
not affect the structural path linking goal-directed
behaviors to positive outcome emotions. This
indicates that the direct path from goal-directed
behavior to positive emotions is not primarily
attributable to common method variance.

Standardized path coefficients for the revised
model are presented in Figure 2. Table 2 reports
standardized estimates and t-values for the

hypothesized and revised models. All of the

hypothesized antecedent relationships with goal
commitment were statistically significant. As

predicted in hypothesis 1, goal conflict was

negatively related to goal commitment. Hypothesis
2 was also supported in that self-efficacy,
expectancy, and need for achievement were all

positively related to goal commitment. These
antecedents collectively accounted for 47 percent
of the variance in goal commitment. The

significant negative path between goal conflict and
goal commitment indicates the inevitable tradeoffs
that employees in organizations must manage to
attain high performance. Some of these tasks may
be perceived as unpleasant (e.g., spending more
time on the road and away from family; cold

calling on new physicians) and detract from one’s
commitment to attaining their goal.

Goal commitment and self-efficacy were

positively related to goal-directed behaviors,
supporting hypothesis 3. Consistent with previous
research by Locke and Kristof (1996), salespeople
with high, as opposed to low, self-efficacy who
were committed to their self-set goal spent more
time planning general territorial and specific
account strategies. Additionally, they invested
more effort during the promotion than did low
self-efficacy employees. As predicted in H3, the
model accounted for 47 percent of the variance in
goal-directed behaviors.

As predicted in hypothesis 4, goal-directed
behaviors were positively related to performance.
Although the path from self-efficacy to

performance was not hypothesized a-priori, it

substantially improved the model’s fit when added
to the basic model. Explained variance in
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performance increased nine percent (from 59 to 68
percent) when the direct path from self-efficacy
was added. The strength of this relationship is

particularly impressive given that measurement of
the self-efficacy and performance constructs was
separated temporally by three months and

accomplished using different types of measures.
The model accounted for 68 percent of the
variance in performance.

As predicted in hypothesis 5, performance
was positively related to positive emotions and
negatively related to negative emotions. These

paths also indicate that high performance results in
mild positive emotions, whereas low performance
results in strong negative emotions. As previously
noted, the direct path between goal-directed
behaviors and positive emotions significantly

improved the model’s fit. Individuals who

engaged in high levels of account and territory
management and expended effort experienced
more positive emotions than individuals who
invested less management of their accounts and
territory and exerted less effort. It is noteworthy
that the direct effect of goal-directed behaviors on
positive emotions was substantially stronger than
that of performance on positive emotions (even
after statistically controlling for method variance).
It appears that people who extensively plan and
vigorously execute goal-directed behaviors feel

good about themselves and their work. These
emotions result primarily from engagement in the
work itself and only secondarily from

performance.

Figure 2: Standardized
Estimates for Final
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Table 2
Standardized Structural Parameter Estimates for Hypothesized and Revised Models

DISCUSSION

Goal commitment plays an important role in
the goal-setting and performance process. In his

original work, Locke (1968) hypothesized that

goal commitment was a necessary condition for
goal-setting to affect performance. As a result,
there has been some effort to establish the
antecedents of goal commitment. In meta-

analyses of the antecedents of goal commitment,
Wofford, et al. (1992) and Klein, et al. (1999)
identified several personal factors -- self-efficacy,
expectancy, and need for achievement -- as

important antecedents of goal commitment. The
results of this study demonstrate the impressive
ability of personal factors to explain the variance
in goal commitment in a complex field-study
environment. The magnitude of the various

personal factors’ impact on goal commitment is
consistent with the meta-analytic results, even

though 78 percent of the studies included in the
meta-analysis were conducted in lab-settings.

As expected in a complex task setting, goal-
directed behaviors mediated the relationship
between goal commitment and performance. Goal
commitment was positively related to goal-
directed behaviors, which in turn, were positively
related to performance. This is particularly
noteworthy because goal commitment was

measured only at the beginning of the promotion
period, three months prior to its conclusion, while
goal-directed behaviors were measured at the end
of the promotion. It is important to remember that
in our study, cause and effect were not clearly
established. Data were collected at only two
points in time. Adjustments in goal level, goal
commitment and goal-directed behaviors during
the promotion were not measured. Control theory
would suggest that feedback on performance
during the promotional period would influence
goal-directed behaviors (Klein, 1989). The

conflicting theoretical propositions between goal
theory and control theory can be resolved by
designing a study that permits the researchers to
study the behavioral processes that people choose
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to enact after receiving feedback on each

performance event.
The effect of goal conflict on goal

commitment has received little attention, although
it has been suggested that conflict can be

debilitating and may adversely influence

performance, as well as result in heightened levels
of stress. In our study, individuals were rewarded
for one type of activity (performance in the

promotion) while simultaneously being asked to
make other activities top priorities (e.g., achieving
overall sales volume goals, filling orders, etc.).
Our results indicate that goal conflict is associated
with lower levels of commitment to a particular
goal. Interestingly, salespeople indicated only a
modest level of goal conflict (2.18 average on a
three-item, five-point scale) between competing
sales objectives in this study. Six percent of the

salespeople noted that all-out pursuit of the special
promotion objectives would appreciably detract
from their ability to meet their continuing sales
objectives for the quarter. Our results suggest that
even modest levels of goal conflict may be
detrimental to goal commitment and eventual

performance.
An interesting issue for future research is to

examine the set of personal goals an individual
may establish within a particular role and the
causes of perceived conflict(s) between these

goals. It would likewise be interesting to obtain
commitment measures on each of an individual’s

conflicting goals. Relative to others, a person may
be highly committed to one goal, but even more
committed to a second, conflicting goal. Without

measuring commitment to both goals, this

dynamic would go undetected.
The results of this study reinforce the need to

include individual difference factors, such as goal
orientation in research conducted in complex task
settings (VandeWalle, Cron and Slocum, 2001).
One must keep in mind, however, the particulars
of the research setting when interpreting these
results. In this study, all salespeople had some and
most had extensive prior experience with

promotions of this type and with this specific
product line. As a result, they were aware of
effective behaviors for increasing their

performance. The organization set a uniform

performance goal for all people (e.g., sell at least
one) with few sanctions for non-achievement.

Finally, in a complex field task, it is possible that
unmeasured influences (e.g., past performance)

may exert influence on goal-directed behaviors
that affect performance that are not completely
captured by our measure of self-efficacy.

It is worth noting that the goal commitment-
goal directed behavior and goal directed behavior-
performance relationships, while statistically
significant, are not as strong as the self-efficacy-
goal-directed behaviors and self-efficacy-
performance relationships. While the direct
influence of self-efficacy is consistent with

previous laboratory results (Bandura and Jourden,
1991; Wood and Bandura, 1989; and Wood,
Bandura and Bailey, 1990), the relatively weaker
goal-directed behavior relationships may be due to
limitations in the measure of goal-directed
behavior utilized in this study. Goal-directed
behavior captured only certain aspects of task

strategy. Goal-directed behaviors not fully
captured here include novelty, creativity,
complexity, and adaptability over the course of the
promotion. The appropriateness of our goal-
directed behaviors was established through
conversations with company’s representatives. On
the other hand, there is no indication that people
selected the best accounts on which to concentrate
their promotional efforts. A more comprehensive
goal-directed measure may have resulted in

stronger associations.
As with almost all previous research on role

conflict (e.g., King and King, 1990), the focus of
this study has been on the reactions of a focal
person with respect to only one of many goals. As
a result, very little prescriptive advice concerning
how to mitigate the effects of goal conflict has
been offered to management. The reciprocal
nature of the role sender-focal person relationship
has not been adequately addressed. Particularly
fruitful areas for further investigation include the
message transmission from role sender to the focal

person and the mechanisms, both personal and
organizational, by which external pressures
become perceived as goal conflicts by the focal
person. Our approach of focusing on specific goal
conflicts in a well defmed situation may be

particularly useful in future research.
This is one of the few studies to examine

people’s emotional reactions to performance.
Although emotions may contribute to attitudes,
such as job satisfaction, that are frequently
considered in organizational studies, emotions
have very rarely been explicitly considered.
Emotions are likely to be more ephemeral but also
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more intense forms of affect than job attitudes and
are likely to have important effects on work
behavior. In our study, we considered emotions as
outcomes of goal-directed behaviors and

performance outcomes. Positive emotions resulted
not only from high performance but also from
extensive engagement in goal-directed behaviors.
In other words, working hard does produce its own
rewards independent of the outcome. Goal-
directed behaviors had both direct and indirect
effects on positive emotions (the indirect effect
mediated by performance). Of these, the direct
effect was considerably stronger. This suggests
that one’s degree of planning and exertion of effort
in goal-directed activities generates positive
emotion over and above that which results from

performance. In other words, working hard is

emotionally rewarding. That is, the challenge of
the &dquo;chase&dquo; is exciting in and of itself.
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