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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Performance feedback, information about the effectiveness of one's work 

behavior, is a crucial element for individuals in work settings (Taylor, Fisher, and 

llgen 1984). The absence of supervisor feedback may provoke anxiety, cause 

individuals to pretend that they "know" how they are doing and/or result in 

attempts to glean feedback from indirect cues, such as a supervisor's mood. 

Supervisor feedback may have no impact on the employee at all; it may cause 

the employee to lash out angrily, or it may result in a response quite different 

from that desired by the supervisor (llgen et al. 1979). 

Providing appropriate feedback may have far-reaching effects on the 

sales organization. Proper feedback can be an effective tool for enhancing 

salesperson morale and motivation. Effective feedback may also help improve 

salesperson efficiency, determine promotions and pay increases, and identify 

weaknesses in sales training programs (Stanton and Buskirk 1983). Since 

maximizing salesforce productivity is a major responsibility of sales managers, 

the need for managers to continually motivate individual salespeople is 

apparent. 

The importance of supervisor feedback on salesperson motivation and 

other sales-related outcomes has commonly been recognized in the sales 



management literature (e.g., Walker, Churchill, and Ford 1977). Not 

surprisingly, a considerable amount of research has explored the feedback-sales 

outcome relationship (e.g.. Teas 1981; Tyagi 1985; Kohli 1985; Jaworski and 

Kohli 1991). 

Despite extensive research, the literature suggests that several issues 

concerning the feedback-motivation relationship need to be addressed. First, 

research to date has generally viewed the feedback-behavior linkage as a 

simple-stimulus response relationship in which salespeople respond as intended 

by management (Jaworski and Kohli 1991). However, there may be 

innumerable reasons (e.g., disagreement with supervisor, personality 

differences) why salespeople fail to respond as intended. For example, positive 

supervisor feedback may spur on greater effort on the part of one salesperson, 

but for others, positive feedback may have little or no effect on his or her desire 

to perform at a higher level. That is, positive feedback may result in 

complacency or serve as a "license to relax" (Jaworski and Kohli 1991). 

Likewise, negative feedback may motivate salespeople to take corrective action, 

and thereby improve performance. However, negative feedback may also 

trigger feelings of anger, guilt or regret that may or may not motivate the 

salesperson. In some cases, a salesperson may want very badly to reach or 

exceed his or her sales goals, but negative feedback may lead him or her to 

believe that no amount of effort will result in successful performance. If a 



salesperson's expectation of success is lowered because of negative feedback, 

he or she may not put forth greater effort, despite a strong desire to reach his or 

her goals. In sum, an understanding about the way salespeople perceive, 

process, and respond to supervisor feedback is still quite limited. 

Second, few studies have examined the many facets of feedback 

(Jaworski and Kohli 1991). For example, studies have generally treated 

feedback as a global construct (Teas, Wacker, and Hughes 1979) without 

acknowledging the different aspects of feedback such as feedback sign (positive 

vs. negative), feedback locus (degree to which feedback addresses salesperson 

behavior vs. output), and feedback acceptance by the recipient (see llgen et al. 

1979). 

Finally, although empirical studies using Vroom's (1964) expectancy 

theory have generated positive results, most studies have failed to reach 

predictive levels wherein salesperson motivation could be clearly determined 

from application of the theory (Evans, Margheim, and Schlacter 1982). 

In addressing these important issues, an examination of new variables 

and alternative approaches is warranted. As sales management research 

progresses, the exploration of additional variables and new theoretical 

approaches continues to add depth to the still limited understanding of important 

job outcomes such as salesperson motivation and performance. In recent years, 

attribution theory has emerged as an alternative approach to help fill gaps in 



existing sales research (e.g., Sujan 1986; Teas and McElroy 1986; Johnston and 

Kim 1994; Badovick 1990). A major objective of this paper is to apply attribution 

theory in the context of a supervisory feedback - sales motivation relationship. 

Based on research that has explored variables affecting motivation, as 

well as research that has incorporated attribution theory, the following is 

proposed: salesperson motivation will be influenced by how a salesperson 

reacts to supervisor feedback, and by his or her expectations of future success. 

Specifically, the following questions are addressed: (1) to what will a 

salesperson attribute positive versus negative feedback?; (2) how will positive 

versus negative feedback affect a salesperson's emotions and expectations of 

future success?; and (3) how will these emotions and expectations affect a 

salesperson's motivation? To further explore these questions, the following 

section will discuss the application of attribution theory in sales research. 

Attribution Theory and Sales Motivation Research 

As noted earlier, Vroom's expectancy theory has dominated much of 

sales motivation research. This theory hypothesizes that an individual's 

willingness to put forth effort on a task depends on expectancy and valence. 

That is, motivation is a product of expectancy and valence (i.e., motivation = 

expectancy x valence). Expectancy theory was later adapted by sales 



researchers (Walker, Churchill, and Ford 1977) who proposed that a 

salesperson's motivation is dependent on the following: 

1. Expectancy (Ey) ~ The salesperson's estimate of the 
probability that expending a given amount of effort on task i will 
lead to an improved level of performance on some performance 
dimension j. 

2. Valence for performance dimension j (Vj) ~ The 
salesperson's perception of the desirability of attaining an 
improved level of performance on dimension j (p. 162). 

As noted earlier, much of the past sales research that has applied 

expectancy theory has failed to provide clear predictors of salesperson 

motivation (Evans, Margheim, and Schlacter 1982). Walker, Churchill, and Ford 

(1979) have suggested that other approaches to studying sales motivation be 

examined. In recent years, attribution theory has gained attention in salesforce 

research (Sujan 1986; Weitz, Sujan, and Sujan 1986; Teas and McElroy 1986; 

Johnston and Kim 1994; Dubinsky, Skinner ,and Whittier 1989; Badovick 1990; 

Badovick et al. 1992; Mowen, Brown, and Jackson 1980; Mowen et al. 1985). 

Attribution theory originated with the work of Heider (1958) and has been 

extended by the works of Kelley (1967, 1973) and Weiner and his associates 

(Weiner et al. 1971). The models developed by Kelley and Weiner have 

received support from a number of empirical studies in social and educational 

psychology (see Weiner 1986, for a review), as well as consumer behavior 



research (see Mizerski, Golden and Kernan 1974; Folkes 1984 for reviews). 

Briefly stated, attribution theory is concerned with how individuals use 

information in the social environment to determine reasons or causal 

explanations for events. Specifically, attribution theory assumes that individuals 

will attempt to identify causes of a particular event, a series of past events, or 

the behavior of other individuals, and based upon these attributions, behave in 

certain ways (e.g., Heider 1958; Kelley 1967, 1973; Weiner et al. 1971). 

To illustrate, the following describes two scenarios based on the 

theoretical foundations of Weiner's (1985) attribution theory of motivation and 

emotion (see Figure 1.1). The first scenario describes a salesperson's reactions 

to positive supervisor feedback and the second scenario describes his or her 

reactions to negative feedback. 

Scenario 1: Salesperson Reactions to Positive Feedback 

After receiving positive supervisor feedback, the salesperson's reactions 

can be classified according to his or her (1) attributions (why did he or she 

receive such feedback?) and (2) emotions. In attempting to explain why he or 

she was the recipient of positive feedback, the salesperson may attribute it to 

internal causes such as strong effort and good work habits or external causes 

such as a supervisor who rarely criticizes his performance. The salesperson 

may also attribute the positive feedback to stable causes such as natural ability 
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and work experience or unstable causes such as luck or favorable economic 

conditions. 

In addition to prompting a salesperson to examine the causes of favorable 

feedback, positive feedback may also elicit a range of emotional reactions such 

as happiness, or satisfaction. As shown in Figure 1.1, attributions will also 

influence emotions. For instance, positive feedback attributed to internal factors 

may boost self-confidence or raise feelings of hope, whereas perhaps feedback 

attributed to external causes produces relief. 

Attributions and emotions, in turn, influence one's expectations of future 

success and motivation to put forth greater effort. Attributions will affect a 

salesperson's motivation indirectly through his or her expectations of future 

success. For example, a salesperson who believes that positive feedback was 

the result of internal factors (e.g., "The positive evaluation was the payoff for 

hard work and good work habits on my part") may have different expectations 

than the salesperson who attributes positive feedback to external causes (e.g., 

"My supervisor will only point out the positive aspects of my performance. He 

never criticizes me."). 

Emotional reactions will directly influence motivation. Feelings described 

as happy, satisfied, confident, relieved, or content are expected to have different 

effects on motivation. Perhaps salespeople who feel confident will be more 

motivated than those who feel content or relieved, or perhaps those who feel 

8 



satisfied may not be inclined to put forth greater effort. Like positive feedback, 

negative feedback will also produce a series of responses from salespeople as 

described in the following scenario. 

Scenario 2: Salesperson Reactions to Negative Feedback 

After receiving negative feedback, the salesperson will make causal 

attributions to understand why he or she received such feedback. For example, 

the salesperson may attribute the feedback to internal causes such as lack of 

effort or an external factor (e.g., "My supervisor dislikes me despite the effort I 

put into my work"). The negative feedback will also trigger negative emotional 

reactions such as unhappiness, anger, or dissatisfaction. 

Emotional reactions will also be influenced by causal attributions. For 

example, negative feedback attributed to internal factors may produce feelings 

such as guilt, regret, or disappointment whereas feedback attributed to external 

causes elicits anger or frustration. Also, negative evaluation attributed to stable 

causes may produce feelings such as hopelessness or despair. 

The attributions that salespeople make about negative feedback will 

influence their expectations of future success. For example, a salesperson who 

believes that the negative performance evaluation was the result of stable or 

unchanging factors such as lack of ability or poor management might have 

different expectations than the salesperson who believes that negative feedback 



was the result of temporary causes (e.g., "Last month, I didn't work hard enough 

and that was reflected in a poor performance evaluation. But if I put in more 

hours, my performance will improve"). 

Finally, the emotional reactions resulting from negative feedback and 

attributions of negative feedback may have different effects on motivation. That 

is, emotions such hopelessness, regret, unhappiness, anger, or guilt may raise 

or lower a salesperson's motivation to work harder. 

Application of Attribution Theory in a Feedback -
Motivation Relationship 

Attribution theory has been applied in sales research in the context of 

how a salesperson perceives his or her own performance (e.g.. Teas and 

McElroy 1986; Sujan 1986; Johnston and Kim 1994) and in understanding how 

sales managers evaluate sales personnel (Dubinsky et al. 1989). However, 

other features of attribution theory remain largely untested. In particular, sales 

research has yet to apply attribution theory to examine performance feedback -

sales motivation relationship. Given the limited understanding and gaps that 

exist in the feedback-behavior research, further application of attribution theory, 

with its emphasis on cognitive and emotional responses to certain outcomes, 

may lend greater understanding of the effects of feedback on motivation. As 

noted earlier, feedback research has generally neglected to examine the 

intervening psychological processes that influence behavioral intentions and 

10 



outcomes. An investigation of salesperson attributions and emotions may help 

to better understand the impact of positive vs. negative feedback on salesperson 

motivation. 

Purpose of the Study 

The dependent measure in this study is salesperson motivation. This 

study applies the attribution theories of Weiner (1985) and Kelley (1967) to 

examine the effect of supervisor feedback on salesperson motivation. In 

particular, this study examines how salesperson attributions and emotions in the 

event of positive vs. negative feedback influences his or her intention to work 

harder and smarter. Figure 1.2 illustrates the model of the supervisory feedback 

- sales motivation relationship. 

The following questions are examined in this study: (1) to what do 

salespeople attribute supervisor feedback perceived to be generally positive vs. 

negative?; (2) how does their reaction to positive vs. negative feedback affect 

their emotions and their expectations of future success?; and (3) how do these 

expectations and emotions, in turn, influence motivation? 

A second objective of this study was to examine some of the antecedents 

of causal attributions. Specifically, this project examined the impact of past 

performance information (Kelley 1967, 1973) on ways in which salespeople 

11 
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establish causes of events (see Teas and McElroy 1986; Johnston and Kim 

1994). 

According to Kelle/s (1967, 1973) principle of covariance, individuals 

obtain information about an event by attributing the event to a cause with which 

it covaries over time. For example, if negative supervisor feedback is perceived 

to occur sporadically over time, or if it is perceived that positive feedback is 

given to all salespeople, such information will influence a salesperson to 

attribute it to unstable causes that, in turn, will result in high expectations of 

future success. 

On the other hand, if a salesperson perceives that the negative feedback 

he or she receives is given consistently over time and given only to certain 

salespeople, he or she may attribute it to stable causes. Salespeople who make 

stable attributions in this manner may have lower expectations of future success. 

Figure 1.3 presents examples of potential responses by salespeople in the event 

of negative feedback. 

The final objective of this study is to determine the role of salesperson 

emotions in the supervisory feedback - sales motivation linkage. The role of 

emotions among employees has been widely studied in organizational behavior 

research (see isen and Baron 1991, for a review). Also, attribution research 

concerning the influence of emotions on salesperson motivation has been 

conducted in the context of individual performance (Badovick 1990; Badovick et 

13 



Negative Feedback 
Given to Everybody 

Negative Feedback 
is Sporadic 

Unstable 
Attribution 

High 
Expectations 

Negative Feedback 
Given to Very Few 

Negative Feedback 
is Consistent 

Low 
Expectations 

Figure 1.3 Effect of Past Performance Information on Attributions and 
Expectations in the Event of Negative Feedback 
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al. 1992). However, studies specifically investigating how supervisor feedback 

influences emotions of salespeople were not found. This omission is important 

because, intuitively, emotions should play a role in the feedback-motivation 

relationship. The nature of supervisor feedback may produce a wide range of 

emotional reactions that may have different effects on motivation. 

Contributions of this Study 

This study has significant managerial implications. A salesperson's 

attributions and emotional reactions to different types of feedback may prove to 

be strong predictors of motivation. In particular, certain attributions and 

emotions expressed by salespeople may be linked to future behavior that is 

(un)productive to the organization. How salespeople respond to positive vs. 

negative feedback, then, may give managers additional insight towards 

motivating, counseling, and assessing their employees. For example, if a 

salesperson's motivation to work is influenced by his or her attributions of 

positive vs. negative feedback, managers may increase motivation, and hence 

productivity, by simply changing or reinforcing the way salespeople perceive 

their performance and abilities. Also, the findings may point out instances where 

positive vs. negative feedback is (in)effective. Feedback perceived to be 

positive may help spur on greater effort on the part of the salesperson, or lead to 

complacency or have minimal effect on motivation. Likewise, negative feedback 

15 



may either motivate a salesperson to improve his or her work habits or 

discourage him or her from putting forth greater effort. 

This study also has important theoretical implications, particularly with 

respect to the use of attribution theory. First, as noted earlier, research 

suggests that the power of expectancy theory to predict salesperson motivation 

is limited (Evans, Margheim, and Schlacter 1982). Second, because much of 

the sales literature has ignored the impact of psychological processes on sales 

outcomes, significant results from this study may offer new insights with respect 

to the effects of attribution and emotions on salesperson motivation. Finally, this 

study may contribute to the growing trend in sales research towards integrating 

the knowledge gained through the study of salesperson behavior (Sager et al. 

1989). With the growing interest in the use of attribution theory in sales 

research, further application cf this theory may contribute to the generalizability 

of sales management research. 

16 



Outline of the Study 

This paper is organized as follows. The following chapter (Chapter II) 

provides a description of the constructs of the conceptual model and develops 

the rationale for the proposed relationships. Chapter III reviews some of the 

relevant literature in attribution theory, sales management, and other disciplines 

from which the research hypotheses are developed. Chapter IV provides a 

discussion of the research design, data collection, and measurement of the 

constructs. Chapter V presents the analysis and results, and Chapter VI 

provides a discussion of the results and conclusion. 

17 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The literature review will describe the constructs of the conceptual model 

(see Figure 2.1) and briefly discuss linkages among the constructs. This chapter 

will serve to help the reader better understand the rationale for the proposed 

relationships among the constructs as discussed in Chapter III. The proposed 

model is primarily based upon the attribution models developed by Teas and 

McElroy (1986) and Badovick (1990), which were adapted from the attribution 

theories of Kelley (1967) and Weiner (1985). 

Event or Outcome 

Attributions and emotions are triggered by an event (outcome) or the 

behavior of other individuals. In much of the attribution literature, the event is 

usually a success- or failure-related outcome (Weiner 1986). Considerable 

research has examined the attributions and behavioral reactions following a 

wide range of events including: (1) performance on a school exam (Neale and 

Friend 1972; Weiner et al. 1978), outcome of political elections (Kingdon 1967), 

affluence, poverty, and unemployment (Feather and Davenport 1981; Forgas, 

Morris, and Furnham 1982; Prussia et al. 1993), criminal acts (Saulnier and 

Perlman 1981), product failure (Folkes 1984), marketing decisions (Curren, 

Folkes, and Steckel 1992), evaluation of sales personnel (Dubinsky, Skinner, 

18 
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and Whittier 1989) and success and failure in reaching monthly sales quotas 

(Badovick 1990; Badovick et al. 1992) and making sales calls (Johnston and Kim 

1994). 

For this study, the event is represented by the most recent performance 

evaluation feedback from the supervisor. A successful (or unsuccessful) 

outcome is represented by the degree to which the feedback was perceived to 

be positive (or negative). 

To elicit attributions and emotions, the event must be considered 

important or critical to the individual (Weiner 1985). Given that feedback may 

influence a salesperson's perception of his or her abilities and work, and hence, 

motivation, performance evaluation feedback was considered an event that 

would produce a broad range of attributions and emotions. The following 

section describes supervisor feedback in greater detail. 

Supervisor Feedback 

llgen et al. (1979, p. 351) describe feedback as follows: "At its most basic 

level, feedback is information received by an individual about his or her past 

behavior (Annett 1969). It provides some information about the correctness, 

accuracy, or adequacy of the response (Bourne 1966)." In addition to the 

central notion of "information regarding the accuracy of response," llgen et al. 

proposed that feedback possesses other characteristics. Specifically, they 

referred to the "information value" of feedback, which they said depends on the 
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"incremental increase in knowledge about performance that the feedback 

provides the recipient" (p. 351). One of the ways in which employees come to 

understand the "accuracy" and "value of information" is through receiving 

feedback from the supervisor. 

Supervisor feedback has been recognized as essential for motivating 

employees and controlling their performance (Teas 1981). In particular, 

supervisor feedback may help in improving salesperson efficiency, determining 

promotions and pay increases, and enhancing morale (Stanton and Buskirk 

1983). Both empirical and conceptual studies have examined the impact of 

feedback on sales motivation (Teas 1981; Weitz, Sujan, and Sujan 1986; 

Anderson and Oliver 1987) as well as other sales-related outcomes (Teas 1983; 

Teas, Wacker, and Hughes 1979; Walker, Churchill, and Ford 1977; Churchill, 

Ford, and Walker 1976; Jaworski and Kohli 1991). However, the findings have 

indicated that the feedback-motivation linkage is, at best, a complicated one, 

and as such, generalizations are difficult to make (Teas 1981). This has 

prompted researchers to suggest ways in which future feedback research can be 

further advanced (Jaworski and Kohli 1991; Teas 1981). To address this 

concern, the following will discuss some important issues of feedback research. 

In particular, the discussion will focus on: (1) the multidimensional aspects of 

feedback; (2) the personality of the feedback recipient; and (3) feedback 

acceptance. 
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Multidimensional Aspects of Feedback 

Research has identified numerous aspects of feedback that influence 

future performance (llgen et al. 1979). For example, feedback perceived as 

positive vs. negative (Teas 1981; Jaworski and Kohli 1991) or as informative vs. 

controlling (Deci 1971, 1972) will have different effects on behavior. Also, 

feedback may be differentiated by the kind of information it provides. For 

example, outcome feedback provides information on whether a desired outcome 

(e.g., sales quota) was achieved, whereas cognitive feedback would give 

information on how or why a desired outcome was or was not achieved (Jacoby 

et al. 1984). Since cognitive feedback, as opposed to outcome feedback, is 

more helpful in providing salespeople with procedural knowledge and 

diagnosing effective behavior, Weitz, Sujan, and Sujan (1986) have proposed 

that cognitive feedback will indirectly increase salesperson motivation to practice 

adaptive selling by enhancing intrinsic reward orientation. 

Secondly, although alternative types of feedback, especially positive and 

negative feedback, are used frequently by managers to motivate their 

employees, the consequences of positive and negative feedback are not well 

understood (Kohli 1985; llgen et al. 1979). Ideally, positive feedback should 

motivate employees to perform at a higher level, and negative feedback should 

motivate workers to take corrective action, resulting in improved performance. 

However, positive-only feedback may also lead to complacency among 

subordinates (e.g.. Wade 1974) resulting in negligible performance increases. 
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In a similar manner, negative feedback may contribute to lower job satisfaction 

and lower self-confidence in one's ability to perform (e.g., Podsakoff et al. 1984; 

Fulk and Wendler 1982; Kohli 1985). In sum, positive and negative feedback 

may decrease, increase, or have no effect on salesperson motivation. 

llgen et al. (1979), in their review of feedback research, suggest that to 

better understand the effects of feedback, other facets of the variable need to be 

studied. In particular, the other aspects of feedback include: (1) the personality 

of the feedback recipient; and (2) the degree to which the feedback is accepted 

by the recipient. 

Personality of Feedback Recipient 

Research relating feedback to personality variables in general supports 

the notion that the perceived feedback is related to the individual recipient's 

frame of reference. Baron and his associates (Baron, Cowan, Ganz, and 

McDonald 1974; Baron and Ganz 1972) looked at the effects of locus of control 

on responses to feedback. Subjects with internal locus of control performed 

better than externals when self-discovery (task-supplied) feedback was the only 

type of feedback available. On the other hand, externals outperformed internals 

when feedback was available only from an experimenter. Similar results were 

found when lower class black and white children as well as college students 

were used as subjects, indicating that the effect is a stable one. 
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Shrauger and Rosenberg (1970) found that differences in responses to 

positive and negative feedback were related to self-esteem. When a sample 

was split on self-esteem, it was found that subjects with high self-esteem raised 

their self-competence evaluations more after success and lowered them less 

after failure than did subjects with low self-esteem. Although perceptions of 

feedback were not measured directly in this research, the results were 

consistent with the interpretation that persons with high self-esteem did not 

perceive negative feedback as clearly as positive feedback, and were thus less 

likely to respond to negative feedback. 

Smith and Sarason (1975) looked at social anxiety as a personality 

orientation and administered the same social feedback to all subjects. They 

found that subjects high in social anxiousness expected to be evaluated more 

negatively than those low in social anxiousness. In addition, subjects high and 

moderately high in social anxiousness perceived the feedback as more negative 

than those low in social anxiousness. Since all received the same feedback, the 

differences in perceptions of the level of feedback were influenced by the 

perceptual set of the individuals. 

Feedback Acceptance 

In addition to the impact of personality variables in the feedback-feedback 

response relationship, llgen et al. (1979) point out the importance of feedback 

acceptance. Feedback acceptance refers to "the recipient's belief that the 
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feedback is an accurate portrayal of his or her performance. Whether this belief 

is itself correct is inconsequential to acceptance" (llgen et al. 1979, p. 356). In 

many cases, the source of feedback may be the most important influence on the 

extent to which recipients accept their feedback. 

For example, Tuckman and Oliver (1968) found that feedback from 

students improved teacher performance, but feedback from supervisors actually 

decreased performance. Since the setting was one in which the supervisors had 

little or no opportunity to observe the teacher's classroom performance, the 

authors attributed the ineffectiveness of supervisory feedback to the tendency on 

the part of the teachers not to see the supervisors' feedback as credible. On the 

other hand, they suggested that teachers saw student feedback as very relevant 

for student evaluations and consequently responded in line with the students. In 

a similar vein, Klein, Kraut, and Wolfson (1971) found that employees tended to 

be satisfied with various forms of feedback from a company-wide attitude survey 

if they felt the person giving the feedback was very familiar with the job or unit in 

question. If the individual was quite far removed from the receiving unit (such as 

member of the regional personnel office), the recipients were much less satisfied 

with the feedback process. Satisfaction, in this case, should have reflected their 

acceptance of the feedback and of the individuals giving it. 

In summary, the feedback literature suggests that the feedback-behavior 

relationship is, at best, a complicated one. Although there are many facets of 

supervisory feedback, this paper will focus on the effects of feedback sign 
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(degree to which supervisor feedback was positive or negative; see Jaworski 

and Kohli 1991) on an individual's perceptions and responses. 

Past Performance Information 

When individuals make attributions for a given outcome, they take into 

consideration countless personal, environmental, and situational factors (Weiner 

1986). These factors provide information about an event that will influence 

causal attributions. One way in which an individual will develop information 

about an event is through prior memories and multiple observations of that 

event. According to Kelley's (1967) covariance principle, individuals use three 

types of information to understand an event ~ consistency, consensus, and 

distinctiveness. 

Consistency refers to the extent to which an event is repeatedly 

associated with the individual across time and situations. For example, 

information would be high in consistency if the feedback a salesperson received 

tends to be either positive (e.g., performance feedback is usually complimentary 

of the one's performance) or negative (e.g., performance feedback is usually 

critical of one's work) over time. 

Consensus refers the degree to which other individuals are associated 

with an event. For example, information would be high in consensus when the 

salesperson perceives that although he or she received negative feedback, most 

or all of the other salespeople were also recipients of negative feedback. 

26 



Distinctiveness refers to the extent to which information from outside 

sources such as the environment or other persons are consistent with 

information associated with the event. For example, negative feedback from a 

supervisor would be high in distinctiveness if a salesperson generally receives 

positive feedback from clients, co-workers, and others sources. 

As noted earlier, the feedback literature suggests that to better 

understand the impact of feedback, one must account for the various facets of 

feedback. This suggestion is acknowledged in the application of past 

performance information in feedback research. Specifically, past performance 

information explores the degree to which feedback information is consistent and 

the way in which it is administered (llgen et al. 1979). 

Causal Attributions 

Early models of attribution theory in achievement settings suggested that 

an individual attributed the causes of success or failure mainly to four factors: 

ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck (Weiner et al. 1979). It soon became 

evident that causal ascriptions were not limited to these four factors as many 

other causal reasons emerged in free-response studies (see Weiner 1986 for a 

review). These attributions have been classified within three underlying causal 

dimensions: locus of causality, stability, and controllability (Weiner 1985). 

Locus of causality represents the degree to which causes for events are 

attributed to factors within the person (internal) or factors within the environment 
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(external; Heider 1958; Weiner 1985). An individual would make internal 

attributions if he or she were to attribute an outcome to his or her ability, level of 

skill, effort, mood, personality, etc. Likewise, he or she would make external 

attributions if the outcome were attributed to task difficulty, luck (e.g., unusual or 

unexpected help from others), or environmental conditions (Weiner 1986). 

Stability refers to causes of events perceived as fixed or unchanging vs. 

temporary. Causes perceived as fixed such as ability, personality, and task 

difficulty are distinguished from those that are perceived to fluctuate over time 

such as effort, mood, and luck (Weiner et al. 1979). 

Controllability refers to the level to which the individual believes he or she 

has control over his or her actions vs. the level to which he or she has little or no 

control. For example, an individual may attribute causes of events to factors he 

or she considers uncontrollable, such as his or her own temperament, actions of 

other people, or unexpected events (e.g., sudden illness). 

For this study, the controllability dimension is omitted for the following 

reasons. First, attribution research involving field surveys as opposed to 

experimental manipulations have found controllability to have littie or no 

relevance in explaining causes of events (see Badovick 1990). Second, the 

controllability dimension has been found to be a less reliable measure scale 

than the locus and stability subscales (Russell, McAuley, and Tarico 1987). 

Finally, because locus and stability attributions are the most frequently cited and 
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researched (Prussia et al. 1993; Teas and McElroy 1986), they will be the focus 

of this paper. 

Expectations of Future Success 

In Weiner's (1985) attribution theory of motivation and emotion, 

expectancy of success is proposed to have a direct effect on motivation and 

other behavioral actions. It is important to note that the expectancy estimates 

used in the attribution literature and in this study are different from the 

expectancy estimates or the effort-performance linkage found in expectancy 

theory, and commonly applied in sales research (see Teas and McElroy 1986; 

Johnston and Kim 1994).̂  

Expectations of future success are sometimes used in place of 

expectancy estimates in attribution studies (e.g., Prussia et al. 1993; Badovick et 

al. 1992). For the purposes of this study, expectations of future success 

represent the salesperson's perceived likelihood that next month's sales quota 

will be met or exceeded (Badovick 1990). 

^The conceptual model developed by Teas and McElroy (1986), which was recently tested by Johnston and Kim 
(1994) incorporates expectancy theory in relation to a salesperson's attributional process. In contrast, this study is an 
application of attribution theory to examine sales motivation. 
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Emotions 

According to Weiner (1986), emotion is defined as "a complex syndrome 

or composite of many interacting factors. Emotions are presumed to have (1) 

positive or negative qualities of (2) a certain intensity that (3) frequently are 

preceded by an appraisal of a situation and (4) give rise to a variety of actions" 

(p. 119). In addition, emotions or emotional reactions are expected to occur 

after: (1) an outcome of success or failure; and (2) as a consequence of causal 

attributions. The occurrence of emotions (affect) are described as follows. 

Outcome-dependent affect refers to a general positive or negative 

emotional reaction based on the perceived success or failure of that outcome. 

These emotional reactions are determined by the attainment or nonattainment of 

a desired goal, as opposed to the cause of an outcome. For example, after 

receiving an "A" on a course, successfully meeting a sales quota, or receiving 

positive feedback from a supervisor, an individual might experience positive 

emotions such as happiness or satisfaction. In a similar manner, after receiving 

an "F" on a course, failing to meet sales goals, or receiving negative feedback 

from a supervisor, an individual might experience negative emotions such as 

disappointment, regret, or anger (Weiner 1986). 

Attribution-dependent affect refers to emotions influenced by causal 

attributions (Weiner 1985). That is, feelings arise from how an event has been 

evaluated by the individual. For example, if a salesperson received negative 

feedback from a supervisor, or if a student failed an exam, he or she would 
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analyze the reasons for his or her failure. Failure because of lack of effort will 

elicit a different set of feelings than failure attributed to factors beyond the 

individual's control. 

The impact of emotions or affect have gained popularity in advertising 

and consumer behavior research (Folkes 1988). If emotions can influence 

consumer purchase behavior, it is reasonable to expect that emotions may also 

play a role in salesperson motivation. For this study, outcome-dependent affect 

will be identified by emotional reactions to supervisor feedback, and attribution-

dependent affect by the emotions generated by causal attributions. 

Salesperson Motivation 

In the area of salesperson performance, motivation is defined as the 

amount of effort a salesperson plans to expend on tasks associated with his or 

her job (Walker, Churchill, and Ford 1977). In sales research, motivation has 

generally been measured indirectly through salespeople's valences, 

instrumentalities, and expectancies. However, behavioral or effort intentions 

have also been used recently to measure salesperson motivation (Sujan 1986; 

Badovick 1990). 

Previous research on salesperson motivation has focused on motivating 

salespeople to work harder. Although hard work is an important determinant of 

performance, the direction of this effort in many jobs can be even more important 

(Mitchell 1982). For example, the effort that insurance salespeople put into 
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tailoring their presentations to meet the needs of their potential policy holders 

probably contributes more to their performance than the number of calls they 

make. Thus, another important aspect of salesperson motivation is the desire to 

alter and improve the direction of effort, which Sujan (1986) termed "working 

smarter." 

This distinction between working harder and smarter has been considered 

by psychologists who have defined three components of motivation: 

persistence, intensity, and choice (e.g., Weiner 1980). Salespeople can work 

harder by working more hours (persistence) or by working more actively during 

those hours (intensity). Salespeople can work smarter by choosing approaches 

that are effective for the particular customer, or by increasing their repertoire of 

sales approaches. In this study, both the smarter and harder components of 

salesperson motivation are examined. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

Chapter II described the constructs of the conceptual model. In this 

chapter, the research hypotheses are developed based on studies in sales 

management and attribution research. 

Supervisor Feedback and Causal Attributions 

The central question in this study is how salespeople respond to positive 

vs. negative feedback. The causal inferences made by salespeople may reflect 

one of the most common biases in the way individuals explain achievement 

outcomes~the self-serving bias (see Ross and Fletcher 1985; Taylor and Brown 

1988 for a review). The self-serving bias is the tendency to make internal 

attributions for successful outcomes and external attributions for unsuccessful 

outcomes (Bradley 1978; Ross 1981). For example, salespeople might attribute 

positive feedback to their own ability and effort, but would be less likely to 

attribute negative feedback to lack of ability or effort. 

Substantial research has revealed that individuals are more likely to make 

self-attributions for positive than for negative outcomes. For example, in the 

achievement domain, there is a tendency to attribute success to ability and effort 

(internal factors), and to attribute failure to task difficulty and luck (external 

factors). Although there has been controversy over the interpretation of the 
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data, and alternative non-motivational explanations have been offered, the 

operation of ego-enhancing and ego-defensive biases has been accepted as 

explaining the experimental findings (Weiner 1986). As Harvey and Weary 

(1981) have noted, "By taking credit for good acts and denying blame for bad 

outcomes, the individual presumably may be able to enhance or protect his or 

her self-esteem" (p. 33). 

This tendency has been found in studies investigating the explanations 

for corporate performance given in shareholder reports (Bettman and Weitz 

1983; Staw, McKechnie, and Puffer 1983). The findings indicated that 

unfavorable performances were attributed more to external, unstable, and 

uncontrollable causes than were favorable performances. 

The self-serving bias has also been found in studies of supervisor-

subordinate behavior (Giola and Sims 1985) and marketing decision-making 

(Curren, Folkes, and Steckel 1992). In an experiment replicating a performance 

appraisal setting using middle managers (supervisors) and MBA students 

(subordinates) as subjects, Giola and Sims (1985) found that subordinates tend 

to take credit for their successes and attempted to dissociate themselves from 

their failures. That is, subordinates' attributions for their own successes were 

significantly more internal when compared with their attributions for failure. 

Using the MARKSTRAT (Larreche and Gatignon 1977) marketing 

simulation game as a research setting with MBA students as subjects (decision 

makers), Curren, Folkes, and Steckel (1992) found that decision makers made 
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internal attributions for successful performance and external attributions for 

unsuccessful performance. The decision makers were also more inclined to 

attribute successful outcomes to stable causes. Based on previous research 

supporting the self-serving attribution bias, the following hypotheses are 

developed. 

HI: Salespeople perceive feedback as being due to causes internal to 
themselves more when that feedback is perceived to be positive 
than when it is not. 

H2: Salespeople perceive feedback as being due to causes stable to 
themselves more when that feedback is perceived to be positive 
than when it is not. 

Supervisor Feedback and Emotions 

As discussed earlier, Weiner's (1985) attribution theory suggests that an 

emotional response will occur after an outcome of success or failure. Outcome-

dependent affect refers to a very general positive or negative reaction that is 

experienced intensely following a success or failure outcome, irrespective of the 

causal attribution made for that outcome. 

Smith and Kluegel (1982) examined the relationship between outcome 

and emotions. In a national survey, respondents first evaluated their financial 

standing (from poor to prosperous), which was stipulated to be the most relevant 

determinant of success and failure in life. The respondents also noted a number 
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of affects said to describe their life as a whole. Satisfaction ratings were 

positively associated with prosperous financial standing, whereas frustration was 

associated with poorer financial standing. 

In the field of organizational psychology, the relations between outcome 

and emotion were examined in the event of job loss or unemployment. Whereas 

Fryer and Payne (1986) found affective reaction to job loss to be positive, 

Jahoda (1988) found affective reaction to be negative in the event of job loss. 

Finally, there is much evidence that the general tone of affective 

responses to feedback depends largely on its sign. That is, feedback indicating 

that one is at or above standard tends to yield positive affect, while feedback 

indicating one is below the standard results in negative affect (Taylor, Fisher, 

and llgen 1984). Several studies have shown that receipt of positive feedback 

(at or above standard) is much more satisfying than receipt of negative feedback 

(e.g., llgen and Hamstra, 1972; Locke 1967; Morran and Stockton 1980). 

In general, the attribution literature suggests that positive emotions result 

from successful outcomes and negative emotions from failure outcomes. 

H3: There is a positive relationship between feedback valence and 
affect valence. 
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Past Performance Information and Causal Attributions 

Kelley's (1967) covariance principle suggests that individuals interpret the 

causes of an event by analyzing three different types of information -

consistency, consensus, and distinctiveness. Both conceptual and empirical 

research in attribution theory supports Kelley's model (see Kelley and Michela 

1980). 

Weiner et al. (1971) proposed that an individual's perception of his or her 

ability at a task is dependent upon the proportion of success he or she has 

experienced on similar tasks. That is, when high consistency of performance is 

coupled with high generality (distinctiveness), greater ability attribution should 

result. Results of a study by Feather (1969) indicated that when subjects 

experienced an expected success (failure), they tended to attribute their 

performance to their own ability (or lack of ability). When subjects experienced 

an unexpected success (failure), the outcome was attributed to good (or bad) 

luck. A similar pattern of results was obtained by Feather and Simon (1971). 

In a study with fourth grade children, Nichols (1975) found that 

performance attributions for consistent feedback over several trials were to 

ability, whereas inconsistent feedback led to attributions of performance to luck. 

Apparently, the subjects assumed that if they were in control of performance, 

then the performance and feedback from it should be stable over time. In the 

absence of observed consistency, the individual attributed performance to 

factors outside of himself or herself. 
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With respect to consensus information, Weiner et al. (1971) assume that 

task difficulty information is gained from social norms regarding the performance 

of others at the task. That is, if an individual's performance is consistent with a 

majority of other persons' (high consensus), then it is a salient cue for task 

difficulty attributions (external). Low consensus, on the other hand, offers little 

information concerning the difficulty of the task, but is relevant to one's ability. 

For example, if one succeeds when most others fail, he or she will tend to infer 

that he or she has considerable ability at the task (make an internal attribution). 

On the other hand, if one fails when most others succeed, the conclusion is that 

one has littie ability at the task. 

Evidence that task difficulty attributions (external) are highly dependent 

upon consensus information was provided by Frieze and Weiner (1971). They 

found that low-consensus information (e.g., that the person's performance was 

discrepant from a majority of others) resulted in relatively high attributions to 

ability, effort, and luck. On the other hand, high-consensus information (e.g., 

that the person's performance was equal to a majority of others) resulted in 

increased attributions to a task (Frieze and Weiner 1971). 

Based on empirical findings incorporating Kelley's (1967, 1973) 

covariance principle and propositions developed by Teas and McElroy (1986), 

the following describes how information about performance feedback (i.e., 

consistency, consensus, and distinctiveness information) can affect causal 

attributions. This is followed by hypotheses H4 - H7. 
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Consistency. If a salesperson receives positive (or negative) feedback on 

a consistent basis (high consistency), the salesperson is more likely to attribute 

the most recent feedback to his or her ability as a salesperson (i.e., make an 

internal attribution), or to the fact that his or her job is conducive to positive (or 

negative) feedback (i.e., make a stable attribution). 

Consensus. If the salesperson's most recent feedback is positive (or 

negative) and he or she perceives that a majority of other salespeople are 

recipients of similar feedback (high consensus), he or she will attribute the 

recent feedback to external factors (e.g., the fact that a majority of other 

salespeople received positive or negative feedback indicates that the cause was 

due to an external factor). 

Distinctiveness. If a salesperson receives positive feedback from his or 

her work, clients, and co-workers, but receives negative feedback from his or her 

supervisor (high distinctiveness), he or she will attribute this to external factors 

(e.g., "I received negative feedback because my supervisor fails to appreciate 

how well I do my work. Negative feedback had nothing to do with my ability as a 

salesperson."). 

H4: There is a positive relationship between consistency and internal 
attributions. 

H5: There is a positive relationship between consistency and stable 
attributions. 
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H6: There is a negative relationship between consensus and internal 
attributions. 

H7: There is a negative relationship between distinctiveness and 
internal attributions. 

Causal Attributions and Expectations of Future Success 

Based on attribution theory and the conceptual models developed by 

Teas and McElroy (1986) and Badovick (1990), and the findings of previous 

attribution research, it is proposed in this study that internal and stable 

attributions are positively related to expectations of future success.̂  For 

example, salespeople can be expected to attach higher expectations of success 

in those instances where they take credit for positive feedback (i.e., make an 

internal attribution to ability and effort), or where they perceive that positive 

outcomes are inherent in their jobs (i.e., make a stable attribution). 

Numerous studies in attribution research support the hypotheses linking 

causal attributions and expectations just described. For example, Neale and 

Friend (1972) found that when college students received positive (successful) 

feedback in the form of high exam scores, they had high expectations for 

success on future tests when they attributed the high scores to ability and effort 

(internal and stable attributions). Students who attributed low scores to their 

Ît should be noted that stable and internal attributions are the result of positive feedback. 
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lack of ability or difficulty of the course had low expectations for higher scores on 

future tests. Using college students as subjects, similar results were obtained by 

Weiner, Nierenberg, and Goldstein (1976) and Kovenklioglu and Greenhaus 

(1978). 

In studies exploring workers' attributions to job loss (failure or negative 

outcome), internal and stable factors (e.g., lack of ability, skills, effort, and 

education) led to decreased expectations of finding another job, whereas job 

loss attributed to external and unstable factors (e.g., economic conditions, 

foreign competition, and union demands) resulted in increased expectations of 

finding work (Prussia et al. 1993; Feather and Davenport 1981; Forgas, Morris, 

and Furnham 1982). 

Recently, Curren, Folkes, and Steckel (1992), using MBA students as 

subjects, found that those who attributed successful marketing decisions to 

internal and stable causes expected future decisions to be successful. Those 

who made stable attributions for unsuccessful decisions expected low success 

on future decisions. 

Based on previous attribution research, the following hypotheses are 

developed. 

H8: Internal attributions are positively related to a salesperson's 
expectations of future success. 

H9: Stable attributions are positively related to a salesperson's 
expectations of future success. 
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Causal Attributions and Emotions 

in Weiner's (1985) model, each causal dimension is related to a set of 

feelings. Considerable empirical evidence exists to support Weiner's theory that 

all three causal dimensions (i.e., locus, stability, and controllability) influence a 

variety of emotional reactions (e.g., Forsythe and McMillan 1981; McAuley, 

Russell, and Gross 1983; Russell and McAuley 1986). 

In early statements of his model, Weiner (1974) argued that the locus of 

causality attribution was the primary determinant of affective reactions to 

achievement outcomes. Feelings of pride following success and feelings of 

shame following failure were hypothesized to be experienced more intensely 

when the person made an internal attribution for the outcome. Weiner et al. 

(1979) reported results consistent with this prediction, finding that subjects 

reported feeling proud when an internal attribution was made for success and 

guilty when an internal attribution was made for failure. However, Weiner et al. 

also found that external attributions for success and failure elicited certain 

affective reactions to the outcome. Feelings of gratitude occurred when an 

external attribution was made for success, whereas feelings of anger and 

surprise occurred when an external attribution was made for failure. 

Other studies have found significant results in the linkage between causal 

attributions and emotions. Smith and Kluegel (1982) used data from a national 

probability sample of adults to examine how causal explanations for a 

respondent's standard of living were related to affective reactions to quality of 
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life. They found that internal attributions were associated with feelings of 

confidence, pride, and satisfaction, whereas external attributions were 

associated with feelings of guilt, disappointment, and frustration. Furthermore, 

although thankfulness was predicted to be related to successful outcomes 

attributed to external factors, respondents were likely to be thankful for internally 

attributed success as well. 

In studies involving affective reactions to job loss. Feather (1983) and 

Winefield et al. (1987) found that individuals who blame themselves for 

unemployment (i.e., make an internal attribution) experienced lower feelings of 

self-esteem than those who blamed unemployment to environmental factors. In 

sales research, Badovick (1990) found that in the event of failure to meet 

monthly sales quotas, internal attributions led to feelings of self-blame. That is, 

failing to make quota, salespeople who attributed failure to internal causes felt 

self-blame. 

Although causal stability might be a very important influence on emotional 

reactions, very little research has studied the linkage between stable attributions 

and emotional reactions. As noted earlier, stable attributions in part determine 

expectations of future success. Thus, any emotion involving anticipation of goal 

attainment or non-attainment is likely to be influenced by perceptions of causal 

stability (Weiner 1986). 

Weiner and Litman-Adizes (1980) have suggested that when failure is 

attributed to stable causes, hopelessness follows. In an earlier study, Weiner, 
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Russell, and Lerman (1978) found that affective reports of aimlessness, 

depression, helplessness, hopelessness, and resignation appear given stable 

and internal attributions for failure (e.g., lack of ability, low stable effort, poor 

personality). 

In this study, it is hypothesized that salespeople make more internal and 

stable attributions in the event of positive feedback (successful outcome). Thus, 

both internal and stable attributions are positively related to affect valence. 

H10: There is a positive relationship between internal attributions and 
affect valence. 

H11: There is a positive relationship between stable attributions and 
affect valence. 

Expectations of Future Success and Motivation 

According to Weiner's (1985) attribution theory, expectations of future 

success is a key cognitive component of action. Specifically, expectations of 

future success is linked to one's motivation to achieve (Weiner 1985). However, 

empirical studies examining the mediating effects of expectation estimates are 

lacking. Instead, much of the attribution literature has generally emphasized the 

linkage between causal attributions and behavioral actions (Weiner 1986). 
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In recent sales research, Badovick (1990) and Badovick et al. (1992) 

found a positive relationship between expectations of future success and effort 

intentions, thus, supporting Weiner's theory. 

HI2: There is a positive relationship between expectations of future 
success and sales motivation. 

Emotions and Motivation 

Although very few studies have examined the relationship between 

emotional reactions and behavior, the findings support Weiner's theory that 

emotions influence subsequent intentions and actions (Weiner 1986). For 

example, affective reactions were found to have a significant effect on one's 

future willingness to help another person (Meyer and Mulherin 1980; Reisenzein 

1986). Specifically, feelings of anger reduced one's willingness to help, whereas 

feelings of empathy increased one's willingness to help. 

In a study involving exam failure, Covington and Omelich (1984) 

measured feelings of humiliation, shame, and guilt. They found that feelings of 

humiliation had a negative effect on subsequent test performance, while feelings 

of guilt had a positive effect. Most recently, Badovick (1990) examined the 

relationships among emotions and sales motivation in the event of failure to 

meet monthly sales quotas. He found that salespeople who felt satisfied with 

their sub-par performance (i.e., failure to reach quota) made lower future effort 
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intentions. That is, feelings of satisfaction had a negative effect on subsequent 

motivation. However, feelings of self-blame following failure to meet a sales 

quota resulted in increased effort intentions to make quota the following month. 

Similar results were obtained in a later study investigating relationships among 

emotions and sales motivation (Badovick et al. 1992). 

A review of past research suggests that both positive and negative 

emotions may effect motivation positively. Thus, a general hypothesis is 

developed. 

HI3: Emotions will have a significant effect on sales motivation. 

Summary of Hypotheses 

The hypotheses in Chapter III were based on theoretical and empirical 

studies of attribution research. Figure 3.1 provides a summary of the research 

hypotheses. 
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HI: Salespeople perceive feedback as being due to causes intemal to themselves more 
when that feedback is perceived to be positive than when it is not. 

H2: Salespeople perceive feedback as being due to causes stable to themselves more when 
that feedback is perceived to be positive than when it is not. 

H3: There is a positive relationship between feedback valence and affect valence. 

H4: There is a positive relationship between consistency and intemal attributions. 

H5: There is a positive relationship between consistency and stable attributions. 

H6: There is a negative relationship between consensus and intemal attributions. 

H7: There is a negative relationship between distinctiveness and intemal attributions. 

H8: Intemal attributions are positively related to a salesperson's expectations of future 
success. 

H9: Stable attributions are positivey related to a salesperson's expectations of future 
success. 

H10: There is a positive relationship between intemal attributions and affect valence. 

H11: There is a positive relationship between stable attributions and affect valence. 

H12: There is a positive relationship between expectations of future success and sales 
motivation. 

H13: Emotions will have a significant effect on sales motivation. 

Figure 3.1 Summary of Research Hypotheses 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESEARCH DESIGN, DATA COLLECTION, AND SAMPLE ANALYSIS 

Research Design 

The research design is a mail questionnaire administered to a sample of 

life insurance sales agents and managers from a national company. The 

respondents were pooled from agency offices located throughout the 

southwestern United States. 

An important consideration in selecting insurance sales agents and 

managers as a study sample was the nature of the insurance sales job. 

Because many aspects of successful performance are beyond an agent's 

control, and feedback from managers is fairly common, agents should provide a 

wide range of responses to questions regarding the key constructs of the model 

(i.e., attributions, emotions, motivation). 

Finally, data collection from an insurance sales population, rather than 

other sales populations, has two advantages (Oliver 1973, p. 66). First, 

insurance salespersons are allowed to work in an unstructured setting. A 

greater intersubject variability over the measures can be expected than would be 

obtained with salespersons in more structured environments. Second, a 

comprehensive research program sponsored by the Life Insurance Management 

Research Association (LIMRA) is in operation, and companies subscribing to its 

service are frequently asked to participate in studies. As a result, participating 
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insurance companies are generally more sales-research oriented than other 

sales firms, and therefore are more likely to be receptive and cooperative. The 

insurance company that was researched currently subscribes to LIMRA. 

Collection of the Data 

To better understand the procedures involved in collecting the data, it is 

important to first discuss the organizational structure of the life insurance 

company and the respondents selected for the study. The insurance company is 

composed of independent agency offices located throughout the United States. 

Each agency office is run by an agency manager who manages both district 

managers and sales agents. District (sales) managers are assigned to different 

sales territories (districts) within the agency. They directly supervise sales 

agents and report to the agency manager. 

Five agency offices participated in the study. The agency offices were 

located in the southwestern United States. To gather the data, the following 

steps were taken. First, an agency manager in Lubbock, Texas was sent an 

introduction letter briefly explaining the merits and purpose of the research. 

Sample questionnaires were enclosed in the letter so that the study could be 

better understood. This was followed up by a phone call and a personal visit to 

further discuss the objectives and procedures of the study. Two more visits were 

made to the agency office during which the questionnaire was pre-tested for 

clarity. 

49 



During the pre-test, six agents and the agency manager were asked to 

complete the questionnaire, point out items that were not applicable, unclear, or 

ambiguous, and to comment on any other difficulties with the questionnaire. On 

the basis of their input, the scale items were revised so that they were clear and 

easy to answer. 

After agreeing to participate in the study, the agency manager contacted 

six other agency managers in the company to encourage their participation in 

the research. These six managers were chosen because they were considered 

most willing to participate in the study and because of their interest in the topic 

of the study. Also, it was presumed that greater cooperation from these offices 

would be achieved if they were to have an opportunity to discuss the study with 

a fellow agency manager who was well acquainted with them. 

Five out of the six agency managers contacted agreed to participate in 

the study. These five agencies provided a sample of 311 sales agents and 23 

district managers. Given that previous in-house surveys had yielded response 

rates of 90 percent or higher, a sample size of 311 salespeople was considered 

an adequate base to gather at least 200 responses. 

An introduction letter and questionnaires were then sent to each of the 

five agencies that were headquartered in Lubbock, Oklahoma City, Fort Worth, 

Dallas, and El Paso. The letter introduced the project director to each of the 

agency managers and briefly described the purpose and procedures of the 

research (see Appendix A). The letter was followed by a phone call to confirm 
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the agency manager's participation in the research, and to further discuss any 

questions or concerns in conducting the survey. During the phone conversation, 

each agency manager provided the number of sales agents and district 

managers who were working for the agency. 

On April 27, 1995, each of the agency offices was mailed a package 

containing questionnaires and self-addressed stamped envelopes to be 

distributed to the district managers and sales agents employed by the agency. 

Each questionnaire package also included a thank you letter and a request that 

the office distribute the questionnaires as quickly as possible. 

Each questionnaire had a brief cover letter asking the respondent to 

complete the questionnaire within three days and to mail it directly to the project 

director. Each agency manager also agreed to send a memo to the district 

offices explaining the merits of the study to the organization, and encouraging 

the agents and district managers to complete the surveys. Confidentiality of 

responses was assured to help generate response and reduce potential 

response bias. Appendix B shows the cover letter sent to each district manager 

and sales agent. 

Both district managers and sales agents were asked to complete the 

questionnaires. Managers completed questionnaires that were different from 

those completed by sales agents. Specifically, district managers recorded the 

nature of the feedback given to each sales agent during the most recent 

performance evaluation. On the other hand, the sales agents were asked to 
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complete the survey measuring their reactions to the same evaluation 

performance feedback provided by the district manager. 

Since both sales managers and sales agents recorded responses to the 

same feedback, company codes were used in the survey to identify each agent. 

That is, in order to match the responses of the sales manager with that of the 

agent, a coding scheme was used whereby sales managers were asked to 

provide the sales agent's name and agent number. Similarly, sales agents were 

asked in the beginning of the questionnaire to provide their agency number, 

district number, and their agent number. See Figure 4.1 and 4.2. 

Instructions: The number of questionnaires that you are asked to complete will correspond with 
the number of sales agents you currently manage. For example, if you manage 10 sales agents, 
you will fill out 10 questionnaires. Please complete the questionnaires within three days and 
return them in the enclosed postage-paid retum envelope. Again, let us reassure you that your 
responses are strictly confidential. 

Please provide the following: 

Your Agency number: 

Your District number: 

For each sales agent that you currently manage, please provide the following: 

Name of sales agent: 

Sales agent's code number: 

Figure 4.1 Sales Managers' Coding Instructions 
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In this section, please provide your personal code numbers. Again, let us assure you that your 
responses are strictly confidential. This information is for tracking purposes only. 

Agency Number: 

District Number:. 

Agent Number:_ 

Figure 4.2 Sales Agents' Coding Instructions 

Response Rates 

A total of 311 survey instruments were mailed out on April 27, 1995 to all 

agency offices. These survey instruments were for sales agents. In addition, 21 

survey instruments for the district managers were mailed out. On May 10, 1995, 

a reminder letter was mailed to each sales agent and district manager (see 

Appendix C). A total of 83 suiveys from sales agents and 13 surveys from the 

district managers were returned by May 18, 1995. On May 25, 1995, a second 

reminder letter and another copy of the survey instrument were mailed to those 

who had not responded to the initial mailing. The first and second reminders 

were mailed to each of the agency offices who then distributed them to each 

district manager and agent. By June 15, 1995, 120 survey instruments from the 

agents and 8 survey instruments from the district managers were returned. The 

total number of surveys returned totaled 203. However, ten questionnaires were 

eliminated because of incomplete responses. Thus, usable questionnaires were 
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received from 193 salespeople for a response rate of 62.1 percent. Table 4.1 

summarizes the response rates for each agency office. 

Table 4.1 Response Rates 

Aaencv 

Lubbock 

Oklahoma City 

Fort Worth 

Dallas 

El Paso 

Total 

Mailed 

40 

66 

55 

113 

37 

311 

Responses 

28 

37 

35 

77 

16 

193 

Rate 

70.0% 

56.1 

63.6 

68.1 

43.2 

62.1 

Sample Characteristics 

Table 4.2 shows a characteristic profile of the respondents for the total 

sample. The sales agents were predominantly male. On average, they were 

36.3 years of age, had been with the firm 5.2 years, and had 10.9 years of sales 

experience. It should be noted that most agents who have been employed by 

the firm for more than 30 years or who are over 60 years of age are under-

represented. Many of these agents are classified as "unassigned" by the firm, 

indicating that they work independently and are not subject to performance 

evaluation. Also, a majority of the respondents (59.2%) have been with their 
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current manager for less than two years, indicating high turnover rate among 

district managers and agents. 

Table 4.2 Sample Characteristics 

Years with Firm 

1-5 
6 - 1 0 
11 - 15 
16-20 
21 -30 
31 + 

Years with 
Current Manager 

0 - 2 
3 - 4 
5 + 

No. of Firms 
in Career 

1 
2 - 3 
4 - 6 
6 + 

Age 

2 0 - 3 0 
31 -40 
41 -50 
51 -60 
61 + 

Sex 

Male 
Female 

Number 

86 
65 
34 

9 
7 
2 

Number 

113 
63 
15 

Number 

66 
80 
43 

4 

Number 

56 
70 
41 
16 
6 

Number 

151 
42 

Percent 

44.6 
33.7 
176 
4.7 
3.6 
1.0 

Percent 

59.2 
33.0 

7.8 

Percent 

34.2 
41.5 
22.3 

3.1 

Percent 

29.6 
37.0 
21.7 

8.5 
3.3 

Percent 

79.1 
20.9 
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Table 4.2 Continued 

Marital Status 

Single 
Manied 
DivorcedAA/idowed 

Education 

Some College 
College Graduate 
Some Graduate Work 
Graduate Degree 

Number 

43 
131 

17 

Number 

42 
95 
35 
19 

Percent 

22.5 
68.6 

8.9 

Percent 

21.8 
49.7 
18.3 
9.9 

Measures of the Constructs 

Though attempts were made to use existent measures, some were limited 

in their applicability to the context of this study. It was therefore necessary to 

adapt previously used measures or develop new ones. A listing of the items 

composing the scales used in the study is presented separately in the following 

sections and collectively in Appendix D. Also, a coding designation for each 

item (e.g., v7) is listed to help identify items in the later discussions. 

Supervisor Feedback 

To elicit attributions and emotions, the event must be considered 

important or critical to the individual (Weiner 1986). For this study, the event is 

represented by the most recent performance evaluation provided by the district 

manager. Performance feedback, as an event, may affect how a salesperson 
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views his/her own performance, effort, and abilities as well as his/her intentions 

to change the manner in which he or she should perform his/her work. 

Feedback is critical to salespeople, since it may ultimately determine pay raise, 

promotion, and job tenure. 

In earlier studies, the measures of supervisory feedback focused on 

global feedback without differentiating between output and behavioral feedback 

or positive and negative feedback (e.g.. Teas, Wacker, and Hughes 1979). For 

this study, district managers recorded the type of feedback (positive vs. 

negative) provided to each sales agent during the most recent performance 

evaluation. This single item scale was scored on a 7-point format. See Figure 

4.3. 

Think about the most recent evaluation feedback provided to this sales agent. Determine 
whether your feedback was generally positive (e.g., encouragement, recognition, praise, etc.) or 
negative (e.g., criticism, demand greater effort, disappointment, etc.). 

Please circle the number that best describes the nature of your most recent feedback. 

vi The most recent feedback provided to this salesperson was generally 
(1=very positive, 7=very negative) 

Figure 4.3 Supervisor Feedback 

Causal Attributions 

Sales agents were first asked to describe in their own words the principal 

reason why they were the recipients of positive/negative feedback, and when 
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this feedback was provided. This was intended to get each respondent to focus 

in on his or her specific cause for positive/negative feedback. This is a common 

approach in attribution research (Weiner 1986) and has been used in recent 

sales research (Badovick 1990; Badovick et al. 1992). See Figure 4.4. 

Think about the most recent performance evaluation feedback you received from your manager. 
The feedback may have been generally positive (e.g., praise, recognition, pat on the back, etc.) 
or generally negative (e.g., criticism, disappointment with your efforts, demands that you be 
more productive, etc.). Briefly explain why you think the feedback you received was negative or 
positive. 

About how long ago, in weeks, did you receive this feedback? 

Figure 4.4 Causal Attributions 

Next, sales agents were asked to complete the Causal Dimension Scale, 

which is designed to capture the salesperson's perceptions of underlying causal 

attributions. The causal dimension scale consists of nine semantic differential 

items relating to locus, stability, and controllability dimensions (Russell 1982). 

For this study, the items that relate to controllability are omitted, resulting in six 

items relating to locus and stability. 

The reliability and validity of the Causal Dimension Scale for use in 

attribution studies has been verified (McAuley and Gross 1983; Folkes 1984; 

Russell and McAuley 1986). See Figure 4.5. 
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Instnjctions: Think about the reasons why your manager's feedback was generally positive or 
negative. The items below concem your impressions or opinions of the cause or causes of such 
feedback. Please circle the number that best represents your opinion. 

Is the cause something that: 

v2 

v3 

v4 

v5 

v6 

v7 

reflects an aspect 
of yourself. 

is permanent. 

is outside of you. 

is variable overtime. 

is something about you 

is changeable 

vs. 

vs. 

vs. 

vs. 

vs. 

vs. 

reflects an aspect of the 
situation. 

is temporary. 

is inside of you. 

is stable overtime. 

is something about others. 

is unchangeable. 

Note: A total score for each of the three subscales îs arrived at by summing the responses to the 
individual items as follows: (1) locus of causality ~ v2, v4, and v6; (2) stability ~ v5, v7, and v9. 

Figure 4.5 Causal Dimension Scale 

Past Performance Information 

One way by which individuals develop information about an event is 

through multiple observations of that event. According to Kelley's (1967) 

principle of covariance, individuals use three types of information to understand 

an event-consistency, consensus, and distinctiveness. 

To assess these constructs, measures developed by Orvis, Cunningham, 

and Kelley (1973) were adapted to an event describing positive versus negative 

supervisor feedback during the most recent performance evaluation. A 4-item 

scale measuring high to low degrees of consistency, consensus, and 
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distinctiveness information with respect to positive versus negative feedback 

was developed. This scale was measured on a 7-point scoring format ranging 

from "almost never" (1) to "almost always" (7). See Figure 4.6. 

Please circle the following numbers which best describes your past observations of feedback 
from your manager. 

v8 In the past, the feedback from my manager has been generally positive. 

v9 In the past, the feedback from my manager has been generally negative. (R) 

vIO The feedback (positive or negative) I receive from my manager is similar to the 
feedback given to my co-workers. 

vi 1 The feedback (positive or negative) I receive accurately reflects my performance 
and effort. 

Note: Higher scores indicate higher levels of consistency, consensus, and distinctiveness, 
respectively. Items v8 and v9 measure consistency, vIO measures consensus, and v l l 
measures distinctiveness. 

Figure 4.6 Past Performance Information 

Emotions 

To capture a wide range of emotional reactions among salespeople, 

Badovick (1990) developed an emotional Inventory from a comprehensive set of 

emotional scales used in the measurement of affective responses to advertising 

(Batra and Holbrook 1986) and from other studies measuring causal attributions 

and emotions (Weiner, Russell, and Lerman 1978; Russell and McAuley 1986). 
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In a similar manner, this study used an inventory of 16 emotional 

reactions developed from those emotions that in past studies showed significant 

relationships with attributions, expectations estimates, and motivation (e.g., 

Badovick 1990). Both positive and negative emotions were selected for their 

suitability in a personal selling situation. Based on results reported by Weiner et 

al. (1978, 1979), the emotions that were selected are representative of outcome-

dependent (e.g., unhappy, satisfied, pleased) and attribution-dependent (e.g., 

competent, proud, relieved) affects. For each affect, respondents were 

instructed to indicate how strongly they felt that emotion during the most recent 

performance evaluation. A nine-point scoring format ranging from "no feeling at 

all" (1) to "extremely strong feelings" (9) was used. See Figure 4.7 

Please rate the extent to which you experienced each emotion from the most recent 
feedback from your manager. 
(Scale 1=no feeling at all, 

v12 Competent 
v13 Proud 
v14 Confident 
v15 Satisfied 
v16 Pleased 
v17 Thankful 
v18 Relieved 
v19 Good 

9=extremely strong feelings) 

v20 
v21 
v22 
v23 
v24 
v25 
v26 
v27 

Appreciative 
Unhappy 
Upset with self 
Dissatisfied with self 
Guilty 
Upset with others 
Angry at others 
Dissatisfied with others 

Figure 4.7 List of Emotional Reactions 
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Expectations of Future Success 

The expectations construct is intended to measure the salesperson's 

perceived likelihood of future success. Specifically, this construct measures the 

perceived likelihood that next month's quota will be reached. Badovick (1990) 

and Badovick et al. (1992) provide a helpful starting point (see Figure 4.8). Two 

probability estimates of making next month's sales quota based on 7-point rating 

scales were used. 

Please tell us about your expectations of meeting your sales objectives. 
(Scale 1=strongly agree, 7=strongly disagree) 

v29 The probability of meeting next month's sales is not good. (R) 

v30 I will most likely meet my sales goal next month. 

Figure 4.8 Expectations of Future Success 

Motivation 

As discussed earlier, previous research on salesperson motivation has 

focused on motivating salespeople to work harder. Motivation can be defined as 

the amount of effort a salesperson plans to expend on tasks associated with his 

or her job (Walker, Churchill, and Ford 1977). It has been suggested that 

behavioral intentions is an appropriate measure of motivation (Mitchell 1982) 

and other aspects of motivation such as intention to change and/or improve the 

direction of effort (i.e., "working smarter") have been studied (see Sujan 1986). 
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To examine the different components of motivation, items include 

measures describing intentions to work harder (e.g., I plan to spend more time to 

improve my performance") and to work smarter (e.g., I plan to manage my time 

more efficiently"). Five questions were asked using 7-point scales ranging from 

"strongly agree" (1) to "strongly disagree" (7). See Figure 4.9 

Please tell us about your future plans to put forth greater effort and to work smarter. 
(Scale 1=strongly agree, 7=strongly disagree) 

v31 I have no plans to spend more time on my job to meet my sales goal. (R) 

v32 I plan to spend more time to increase my performance. 

v33 I plan to change my selling strategies to improve performance. 

v34 I have no plans to increase the quality of my sales activities. (R) 

v35 I plan to manage my time more efficiently. ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Figure 4.9 Motivation 
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CHAPTER V 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Chapter IV described the data collection procedure, characteristics of the 

sample, and the measurement of the constructs. In this chapter, the data are 

analyzed and the findings are reported. First, the items representing the 

emotional items were factor analyzed to reduce the items to a more manageable 

number of factors. Second, the hypotheses that had linkages with the emotion 

construct were revised to account for the emotion factors. Third, the 

model was then the tested using version 8 of the LISREL software (Joreskog 

and Sorbum 1993). 

Factor Analysis 

In the first step of the data analysis, the 16 emotional items or ratings (v12 

- v27) were reduced to a more manageable number of factors. Common factor 

analysis was used. Previous attribution studies using emotional ratings have 

used factor analysis to create a smaller set of significant items (Weiner, Russell, 

and Lerman 1978, 1979; Meyer and Mulherin 1980; Russell and McAuley 1986; 

Badovick 1990). 

The factor analysis produced four factors that accounted for 63.8%, 

14.8%, 10.0%, and 7.4% of the total variance, for a combined total of 95.9%. 

Table 5.1 shows the final set of factors used in the subsequent analysis. 
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Factor 1 was labeled "confidence" because emotional reactions such as 

competence, proud, and confident seemed to reflect some type of feelings 

related to perceived ability. Factor 2 was labeled "good" because emotional 

reactions such as pleased, thankful, good, and relieved all reflect feelings of 

satisfaction with one's own performance or performance evaluation. Factor 3 

was labeled "self-blame" because emotional reactions such as unhappy, upset 

with self, dissatisfied with self, and guilty would reflect feelings of personal 

responsibility. Factor 4 was labeled "blaming others" because emotional 

reactions such as upset with others, angry with others, and dissatisfied with 

others reflect feelings of placing blame on external factors (i.e., other people, 

circumstances). 

Given that both positive and negative emotional ratings were used in the 

study. Factor 1 and Factor 2 were identified as positive emotions, whereas 

Factor 3 and Factor 4 were identified as negative emotions. 

Research Hypotheses Involving the Emotion Factors 

Having identified four factors comprising emotions, the hypotheses linking 

emotions to other variables were revised. Based on the literature review, 

hypotheses H3, H4, H11, and H12 were revised and expanded to account for the 

four emotion factors (see Figure 5.1). In addition. Figure 5.2 presents the 

hypothesized model that accounts for the four factors. 
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Table 5.1 Factor Analysis of Emotional Reactions 

Factor 

Factor 1 

Factor 2 

Factor 3 

Factor 4 

Label 

Confidence 

Good 

Self-Blame 

Blaming-Others 

DescriDtion 

Competent 
Proud 
Confident 

Satisfied 
Pleased 
Thankful 
Relieved 
Good 
Appreciative 

Unhappy 
Upset with self 
Dissatisfied with self 
Guilty 

Upset with others 
Angry at others 
Dissatisfied with others 

Factor Loadinas 

.85 

.82 

.82 

.74 

.82 

.83 

.81 

.82 

.77 

.63 

.90 

.93 

.77 

.88 

.90 

.88 
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H3: There is a positive relationship between feedback valence and affect valence. 
Specifically, the more positive the feedback, the stronger the feelings of: 

a) Confidence 

b) Goodness 

Also, the less positive the feedback, the stronger the feelings of: 

c) self-blame 
d) blaming others 

H10: There is a positive relationship between intemal attributions and affect valence. 
Specifically, intemal attributions are positively related to feelings of: 

a) confidence 

b) good 

And, intemal attributions are negatively related to: 

c) self-blame 
d) blaming others 

H11: There is a positive relationship between stable attributions and affect valence. 
Specifically, stable attributions are positively related to feelings of: 

a) confidence 
b) good 

Also, stable attributions are negatively related to: 

c) self-blame 
d) blaming others 

HI3: Emotions will have a significant effect on sales motivation. Specifically, 
motivation will be a function of feelings of: 

a) confidence 
b) good 
c) self-blame 
d) blaming others 

Note: Hypothesis signs are not assigned to H13 because it was not known a priori the direction 
of the relationships. 

Figure 5.1 Revised Hypotheses Accounting for Emotion Factors 
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Test of the Measurement Model 

To test the model, the LISREL 8 (Joreskog and Sorbum 1993) software 

was used. LISREL allows the simultaneous estimation of both the measurement 

and structural models. In assessing the model, a two-step approach suggested 

by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) and others was used, whereby the measures 

are analyzed simultaneously, but separately from the structural model. The 

purpose of testing the measurement model was to determine how well the 

observed indicators serve as a measurement instrument for the construct or 

latent variables. In particular, the measurement model addresses two basic 

problems that are important in the social and behavioral sciences. As noted by 

Joreskog and Sorbum (1989, p. 76): 

The first problem is concerned with the measurement properties -
validities and reliabilities - of the measurement instruments used. 
The second problem concerns the causal relationships among the 
variables used and their relative explanatory power. 

In assessing the measurement model, the following steps were taken. 

First, in the analysis of the measurement model phase, one typically does not 

discriminate between the exogenous and endogenous constructs. Thus, it was 

decided that all items be treated as exogenous or all x-variables. Second, with 

multiple indicants of one latent construct, one indicant's coefficient (X^) was set 

equal to 1.0. This sets the scales for the latent construct to be same as the 

observed indicator. Finally, for single item constructs, the question of what 

amount of error variance should be expected was addressed. If the error 
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variances (Gs's) are fixed at zero, it would imply that the constructs had been 

measured without error. However, some error in measurement is likely (Hayduk 

1987) and therefore the X^'s were fixed at 0.9 and Os's at 0.19. 

Issues in the Assessment of the Measurement Model 

An important part of the measurement model evaluation concerns the 

assessment of the overall fit of the model to the data. To assess the overall fit, 

the following measures were examined: (1) chi-square (x )̂, (2) goodness-of-fit 

index (GFI), (3) adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) and (4) root mean 

squared residual (RMR). If it is concluded that the model does not fit sufficiently 

well, one can examine the fit more closely to determine possible sources of lack 

of fit (Joreskog and Sorbum 1989). 

In cases of poor fit, the measurement model would be respecified. In 

terms of respecifying the measurement model, the following procedure was 

followed. Individual measurement items were candidates for deletion from the 

model if they: (1) showed several large (>2.58) residuals with other indicants; 

displayed insignificant loadings (X,) for the expected construct; (3) shared large, 

unexplainable shared variance due to error (Oss) with other indicants, as 

indicated in the modification indicies for Gas; or (4) shared common variance with 

multiple indicators of some other construct(s), as indicated by large modification 

indices for (X^). For each stage, it should be noted that the decision to delete 
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items are based not only on statistical indicators, but on content considerations 

and the underlying theory of the model as well. Based on these considerations, 

the measurement model was respecified as described in the following section. 

Respecification of the Measurement Model 

Analysis of the full measurement model provided a poor fit with the data 

(X%8) = 806.04; GFI = 0.81; AGFI = 0.76; RMR = 0.060). The model was 

respecified to account for indicants that did not work out as planned. In short, 

items v21 and v16 were deleted from the model. 

In step by step fashion, item v21, which measured the emotion "unhappy" 

and v16, which measured the emotion "pleased," were deleted as a result of 

high residual variance and/or cross loadings. 

The deletion of v21 and v16 resulted in a measurement model with x̂ 405) 

= 576.74, GFI = 0.85, AGFI = 0.80, and RMR = 0.047. Table 5.2 provides a 

summary of the respecification process and Table 5.3 contains the LISREL 

estimates of the measurement model for the appropriate constructs. All of the 

parameters are significant (t-values > 2) and, for the most part, the loadings are 

uniform and high. 
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Table 5.2 Summary of the Measurement Model Respecification Process 

Changes Made From Previous Test 

Initial Measurement Model 

Delete v21 

Delete V16 

GFI AGFI RMR i di 

0.81 0.76 0.060 806.04 468 

0.83 0.78 0.047 677.32 436 

0.85 0.80 0.047 576.74 405 
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Table 5.3 Estimated Parameters for the Measurement Model' 

Constmct 

Feedback 

Intemal Attribution 

Stable Attribution 

Consistency 

Consensus 

Distinctiveness 

Confidence 

Good 

Self-Blame 

Blaming Others 

Expectations 

Motivation 

Parameter 

^1,1 

^ , 2 

^3,2 

^4,2 

^5,3 

^ , 3 

^7,3 

^8,4 

^9,4 

^10,5 

^11,6 

^12.7 

^13,7 

^14,7 

^15,8 

^16,8 

^17.3 

^18,8 

^19,8 

? 2̂0,9 

^21,9 

^22,9 

^23,10 

^24.10 

^25,10 

^26,11 

^27,11 

^28.12 

^29.12 

^30,12 

^31,12 

^32,12 

Lisrel Estimated Values 

0.90" 

0.80(12.07) 
0.65(9.31) 
0.77(11.43) 

0.84(13.29) 
0.72 (10.84) 
0.85 (13.52) 

0.76(13.77) 
0.76 (13.77) 

0.90" 

0.90" 

0.91 
0.89 
0.92 

0.84 
0.87 
0.78 
0.93 
0.88 

0.92 
0.99 
0.79 

0.97 
0.96 
0.96 

0.64 
0.80 

0.72 
0.73 
0.78 
0.78 
0.76 

16.72) 
16.03) 
16.98) 

14.40) 
15.29) 
12.90) 
17.34) 
1580) 

16.59) 
18.91) 
13.02) 

18.48) 
18.11) 
18.09) 

8.17) 
9.69) 

11.08) 
11.31) 
12.34) 
12.22) 
11.91) 

° standardized estimates with t-values in parentheses 
" coefficient fixed at 0.9 for single indicant constmct 
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Assessment of Reliability and Validity 

The global measures of fit address the overall adequacy of a model, but 

do not explicitly provide information as to the nature of individual parameters 

and other aspects of the internal structures of the model. It is possible that the 

global measures of fit will indicate a satisfactory model, but certain parameters 

corresponding to hypothesized relations may be non-significant and/or 

measures low in reliability may exist (Bagozzi and Yi 1988; Joreskog and 

Sorbum 1989). To address this issue, the reliability and validity of the measures 

were analyzed following the suggestions outiined by Fornell and Larcker (1981) 

and Bagozzi and Yi (1988). Table 5.4 provides a summary of the individual item 

reliabilities, construct reliabilities, and average variance extracted. 

To determine how reliably each observed indicant measured its 

respective underlying construct, the squared multiple correlations were 

reviewed. Based on 0.5 or greater as an acceptable value (Bagozzi and Yi 

1988) of individual item reliability, only two items (v3=0.43 and v26=0.41) were 

eliminated. 

The construct reliabilities were examined next. Each construct reliability 

(p̂ ) was calculated as: 

p̂  = (LX,)^mX^)^ + (205)). 
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Table 5.4 Measures of Reliabilities 

Constmct 

Feedback 

Intemal Attribution 

Stable Attribution 

Consistency 

Consensus 

Distinctiveness 

Confidence 

Good 

Self-Blame 

Blaming Others 

Expectations 

Motivation 

Item 

v i 

v2 
v3 
v4 

v5 
v6 
v7 

v8 
v9 

vIO 

v l l 

v12 
v13 
v14 

v15 
v16 
v17 
v18 
v19 

v20 
v21 
v22 

v23 
v24 
v25 

v26 
v27 

v28 
v29 
v30 
v31 
v32 

Item 
Reliabilitv 

0.81 

0.64 
0.43 
0.59 

0.71 
0.52 
0.73 

0.60 
0.54 

0.81 

0.81 

0.83 
0.79 
0.84 

0.70 
0.75 
0.61 
0.87 
0.78 

0.85 
0.98 
0.62 

0.93 
0.91 
0.91 

0.41 
0.63 

0.52 
0.54 
0.61 
0.60 
0.58 

Constmct 
Reliabiltv 

0.810 

0.786 

0.848 

0.726 

0.810 

0.810 

0.932 

0.768 

0.929 

0.939 

0.684 

0.869 

Average 
Variance 
Extracted 

0.810 

0.552 

0.652 

0.570 

0.810 

0.810 

0.820 

0.742 

0.817 

0.917 

0.522 

0.644 
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Construct reliabilities are considered satisfactory when their values are greater 

than 0.6 (Bagozzi and Yi 1988), and the results show that the reliabilities of each 

construct are satisfactory. 

The average variance extracted (pvc(̂ )) measures the amount of variance 

that is captured by the construct in relation to the amount of variance that is due 

to measurement error (Fornell and Larcker 1981). The average variance 

extracted was calculated as: 

Pvc(̂ ) = Ax;)^mx,)^ +ze5). 

When the variance extracted is less than 0.50, the validity of the individual items 

and the variance captured by the construct is questionable because the variance 

due to measurement error is greater than the variance captured by the construct 

(Fornell and Larcker 1981). The results again show satisfactory results for 

variance extracted. 

The average variance extracted was also used to determine discriminant 

validity. To satisfy the requirements of discriminant validity, the average 

variance extracted must exceed the square of phi or pvc(̂ ) > <})if (Fornell and 

Larcker 1981). The results of the measurement model showed the highest value 

of (|)ij was 0.397 which is less than the variance extracted for each construct. 

Thus, the discriminant validity among the constructs was satisfactory. 
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Test of the Structural Model 

As noted earlier, the measurement model (1) specifies how the latent 

variables are measured in terms of the observed variables, and (2) describes the 

measurement properties (validities and reliabilities) of the observed variables. 

The structural equation model specifies the causal relationships among the 

latent variables and describes the causal effects and the amount of unexplained 

variance (Joreskog and Sorbum 1989). 

The hypothesized model (Figure 5.2) was analyzed using the measures 

that resulted from the measurement model analysis listed in Table 5.2. The 

structural model had a resulting goodness-of-fit index of 0.82, AGFI = 0.79, RMR 

= 0.11, and X%i) = 684.79 (p=0.000). Based on the results of the structural 

model, the following section discusses the evaluation of the hypotheses. 

Evaluation of Hypotheses 

The test of the hypotheses presented in Figure 5.1 and Table 5.5 

revealed a number of interesting outcomes. Assessing the results in terms of 

paths, 15 of 25 proposed paths have the correct direction of signs and 

significant t-values. The hypothesized paths are next examined. Table 5.5 

presents a summary of each hypotheses. 
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Table 5.5 Structural Model 

HvDothesized Path 

From 

Feedback 

Feedback 

Feedback 

Feedback 

Feedback 

Feedback 

Consistency 

Consistency 

Consensus 

Distinctiveness 

Intemal Attribution 

Intemal Attribution 

Intemal Attribution 

Intemal Attribution 

Stable Attribution 

Stable Attribution 

Stable Attribution 

Stable Attribution 

Intemal Attribution 

Stability 

Confidence 

Good 

Self-Blame 

Blame Others 

Expectations 

To 

Intemal Attribution 

Stable Attribution 

Good 

Confidence 

Self-Blame 

Blaming Others 

Intemal Attribution 

Stable Attribution 

Intemal Attribution 

Intemal Attribution 

Confidence 

Good 

Self-Blame 

Blaming Others 

Confidence 

Good 

Self-Blame 

Blaming Others 

Expectations 

Expectations 

Motivation 

Motivation 

Motivation 

Motivation 

Motivation 

Sign 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

-

-

+ 

+ 

-

-

+ 

+ 

-

-

+ 

+ 

-

-

+ 

+ 

+ 

Estimation 

Standardized 
Estimate ^—%JH 1 1 I ^ A l ^ i / 

~ 

0.59 

0.61 

-0.48 

-0.54 

0.12 

— 

-0.11 

-0.39 

0.29 

~ 

0.28 

-0.13 

~ 

~ 

— 

0.18 

0.62 

~ 

0.20 

~ 

0.13 

— 

0.35 

t-value 

Non-Sig. 

Non-Sig. 

988 

10.34 

-7.43 

-8.25 

1.80 

Non-Sig. 

-1.69 

-571 

3.85 

Non-Sig. 

3.37 

-1.50 

Non-Sig. 

Non-Sig. 

Non-Sig. 

2.37 

4.57 

Non-Sig. 

2.88 

Non-Sig. 

2.25 

Non-Sig. 

5.17 
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Table 5.6 Summary of Findings 

Hypothesis Supported? 

HI: Salespeople perceive feedback as being due to causes intemal to No 
themselves more when that feedback is perceived to be positive than 
when it is not. 

H2: Salespeople perceive feedback as being due to causes stable to No 
themselves more when that feedback is perceived to be positive than 
when it is not. 

H3a: The more positive the feedback, the more the salesperson feels confident. Yes 

H3b: The more positive the feedback, the more the salesperson feels good. Yes 

H3c: The less positive the feedback, the more the salesperson feels self-blame. Yes 

H3b: The less positive the feedback, the more the salesperson feels blaming others. Yes 

H4: There is a positive relationship between consistency and intemal attributions Yes 

H5: There is a positive relationship between consistency and stable attributions. No 

H6: There is a negative relationship between consensus and intemal attributions. Yes 

H7: There is a negative relationship between distinctiveness and intemal Yes 
attributions. 

H8: Intemal attributions are positively related to a salesperson's expectations of Yes 
future success. 

H9: Stable attributions are positively related to a salesperson's expectations of No 
future success. 

HlOa: Intemal attributions are positively related to the salesperson feeling confident Yes 

HlOb: Intemal attributions are positively related to the salesperson feeling good. No 

HIOc: Intemal attributions are negatively related to the salesperson feeling self-blame. Yes' 

HlOd: Intemal attributions are negatively related to the salesperson feeling No 
blaming others. 

HI la: Stable attributions are positively related to the salesperson feeling confident. No 

HI lb: Stable attributions are positively related to the salesperson feeling good. No 
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Table 5.6 Continued 

Hypothesis Supported? 

HI 1c: Stable attributions are negatively related to the salesperson feeling self-blame. No 

HI Id: Stable attributions are negatively related to the salesperson feeling blaming Yes" 
others. 

H12: There is a positive relationship between expectations of future success Yes 
sales motivation. 

H13a: There is a significant relationship between feeling confident and sales Yes (+) 
motivation. 

HI3b: There is a significant relationship between feeling good and sales No 
motivation. 

HI3c: There is a significant relationship between feeling self-blame and sales Yes (+) 
motivation. 

H13d: There is a significant relationship between feeling of blaming others and No 
sales motivation. 

^ The result was significant, but the sign was counter to that hypothesized. 

Effect of Supervisor Feedback on Causal Attributions (HI - H2). First, the 

hypotheses linking feedback to causal attributions (HI - H2) were not supported. 

That is, the self-serving attribution bias that people attribute successful 

outcomes to internal and stable causes and unsuccessful ones to external and 

unstable causes was not supported. Salespeople tended not to attribute positive 

feedback to internal causes or to stable causes. Likewise, negative feedback 

was not attributed to external and unstable causes. 
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Effect of Supervisor Feedback on Emotional Reactions (H3). Support 

was found for the hypothesized relationships between supervisor feedback and 

emotional reactions. Specifically, the more positive the feedback, the more 

strongly a salesperson felt confident and good. On the other hand, the more 

negative the feedback, the more strongly a salesperson expressed feelings of 

self-blame and blaming others. These findings are not surprising, as one would 

expect a positive relationship between positive feedback and positive emotions. 

Extensive feedback research had produced similar findings (see Taylor et al. 

1984). 

Effect of Past Performance Information on Causal Attributions (H4 -H7). 

Kelley's (1967, 1973) covariance principle was partially supported. Hypothesis 

H4 was supported in that salespeople who perceive their most recent feedback 

as being consistent with previous evaluations attribute it to internal causes. 

Contrary to hypothesis H5, consistency information was not significantly 

linked to stable causes. Although the most recent feedback may be similar or 

consistent to previous feedback, salespeople do not attribute it to stable causes. 

Perhaps the nature of the sales job is such that salespeople are not inclined to 

attribute positive versus negative performance evaluations to stable causes, 

regardless of feedback consistency. 

Consensus information was negatively related to internal attribution 

supporting H6. As noted earlier, high consensus information refers to instances 

where the salesperson perceives that he or she receives similar feedback as 
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others. The findings indicate that salespeople are more likely to make external 

attributions when they believe that the performance feedback they receive is 

similar to that of other salespeople. They make internal attributions when they 

perceive that the feedback they receive is significantly different from that of other 

salespeople. 

As hypothesized, distinctiveness information is negatively related to 

internal attributions (H7 supported). That is, if salespeople perceive that the 

performance feedback is markedly different from feedback received from other 

sources (e.g., co-workers, clients), then they will attribute it to external causes. 

Effect of Causal Attributions on Expectations of Future Success (H8 - H9). 

Hypothesis H8 was supported in that internal attribution had a positive effect on 

expectations of future success. That is, salespeople who attribute feedback to 

internal causes are more likely to have higher expectations of success. 

Contrary to Weiner's theory and previous empirical studies, the positive 

relationship between stable attributions and expectations (H9) was not 

supported. This result may be a reflection of the performance uncertainty 

associated with life insurance sales. Performance evaluations attributed to 

stable causes will not alter a salesperson's anticipation that future performance 

will be successful. 

Effect of Internal Attributions on Emotional Reactions (HlOa - HlOdV The 

findings indicate that internal attributions are positively related to feelings of 

confidence and self-blame. That is, HlOa was supported while the significant 
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finding for H10c indicated a different direction. These relationships might be 

expected given that both confidence and self-blame are emotions directed to 

internal motives. 

The relationship of internal attributions to feeling good and blaming others 

was not supported (HIOb and HlOd), indicating that salespeople do not 

experience strong feelings described as good or blaming others after making 

internal attributions about the feedback. 

Effect of Stable Attributions on Emotional Reactions (H l l a -H l ld ) . For 

the hypotheses linking stability attributions to emotional reactions (HI la - HI Id), 

the only significant result was the one that showed a positive relationship 

between stable attributions and feelings of blaming-others. 

Hypotheses HI lb, HI 1c, and HI Id were not supported, in that stable 

attributions were not significantly related to positive emotions such as good and 

confident, nor to the negative emotion of self-blame. 

Effect of Expectations of Future Success on Motivation (HI2). Hypothesis 

HI3 was supported, providing further evidence for Weiner's theory that one's 

expectations of future success will have a positive impact on motivation. 

Effect of Emotional Reactions on Motivation (HI 3a - HI 3d). Of the four 

emotional factors that were identified, only confidence and self-blame had a 

positive impact on motivation, whereas feeling good or blaming others had no 

effect. That is, HI 3a and HI 3c were supported whereas HI 3b and HI 3d were 

not supported. 
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Respecification of the Structural Model 

Following the test of the structural model, the research next investigated 

the relationships indicated by the data. Based on the results of the analysis of 

the structural model, steps to respecify the model were undertaken. The 

approach to respecification was consistent with that proposed by Joreskog and 

Sorbum (1990). As noted by Joreskog and Sorbum, only those respecifications 

of the structural model that can be explained by theory should be made. 

The following were considered in modifying the structural models: (1) 

relaxing fixed parameters with large modification indices; and (2) fixing to zero 

estimated parameters whose t-values are not significant and estimated 

parameters whose signs are not supported by theory. The modifications were 

made in steps, with one parameter fixed or freed at a time, and the results 

carefully examined. Table 5.7 provides a summary of the respecification 

process. The steps taken to respecify the model are discussed next. 

First, the model was respecified to eliminate the non-significant paths. 

The deletion of the non-significant paths resulted in a model with a x̂ 452) = 

690.54, GFI = 0.82, AGFI = 0.79, and RMR = 0.11. As shown by the GFI, AGFI, 

and RMR, it should be noted that the deletion of the non-significant paths had 

very little effect on the overall fit of the model. 

After the non-significant paths were deleted, the path from confident to 

expectations of future success was added. Although the linkage between 

emotional reactions and expectations is not included in Weiner's formal model, 
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Table 5.7 Respecification of Structural Model 

Respecification Process 

Initial Stmctural Model 

Delete Feedback - Attributions paths 
a) delete yd i) 
b) delete y(2 D 

Delete Consistency - Stable paths 
a) delete 7(2 2) 

Delete Attributions - Emotions paths 
a) delete p(4i) 
b) delete P(6 D 
c) delete p(3 2) 
d) delete p(4 2) 
e) delete p(5 2) 

Delete Stable - Expectations path 
a) delete P(7 2) 

Delete Emotions - Motivation paths 
a) delete P(8 4) 
b) delete P(8,6) 

Add Confident- Expectations path 
a)addP(7 3) 

GFI 

0.82 

0.82 

0.82 

0.82 

0.82 

0.82 

0.83 

AGFI 

0.79 

0.79 

0.79 

0.79 

0.79 

0.79 

0.80 

RMR 

0.110 

0.110 

0.110 

0.110 

0.110 

0.110 

0.099 

Y" d.f 

684.64 441 

684.80 443 

686.50 444 

690.52 449 

690.53 450 

690.54 452 

687.27 451 

Weiner (1986) has suggested that other linkages be explored. In fact, the 

relationship between emotions and expectations has been studied by Wright and 

Mischel (1982), Badovick (1990), and Badovick et al. (1992). The addition of 

this path also seems to make intuitive sense in that salespeople who feel 

confident should have higher expectations of future success. 

The respecified model produced a x̂ 45i) = 678.27, GFI = 0.83, AGFI = 

0.80, and RMR = 0.099. No additional paths were added to the model because: 
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(1) an examination of the modification indices indicated that none of the paths 

was a candidate to be freed; and (2) there was no theoretical justification to add 

any of the paths. 

Table 5.8 and Figure 5.3 present a summary of the paths of the 

respecified model. 
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Table 5.8 Summary of the Respecified Model 

Path 

From 

Feedback 

Feedback 

Feedback 

Feedback 

Consistency 

Consensus 

Distinctiveness 

Intemal Attribution 

Intemal Attribution 

Intemal Attribution 

Stable Attribution 

Confidence 

Confidence 

Self-Blame 

Expectations 

Goodness of Fit Index 

To 

Confidence 

Good 

Self-Blame 

Blaming Others 

Intemal Attribution 

Intemal Attribution 

Intemal Attribution 

Confidence 

Self-Blame 

Expectations 

Blaming Others 

Expectations 

Motivation 

Motivation 

Motivation 

= 0.83 

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index = 0.80 

Estimation 

Standardized 
Estimate 

0.75 

0.84 

-0.66 

-0.69 

0.15 

0.20 

-0.56 

0.24 

0.28 

0.40 

0.17 

0.19 

0.21 

0.20 

0.51 

t-value 

11.55 

12.19 

-9.62 

-10.82 

1.75 

1.86 

-3.83 

3.30 

4.14 

3.69 

2.90 

2.06 

2.23 

2.61 

4.89 

Root Mean Squared Residual = 0.099 

2 
X (451) = 678.27 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

The following central questions were introduced in this study: (1) how do 

salespeople respond to positive versus negative performance feedback?; (2) 

how does feedback affect salesperson attributions and emotions?; and (3) how 

do these attributions and emotions, in turn, influence expectations of future 

success and motivation? In addressing these questions, this chapter will 

discuss the results of the study and their implications. 

Effect of Supervisor Feedback 

Despite considerable research, the impact of supervisor feedback on 

employee motivation and behavior is not well understood. What is the best way 

to motivate salespeople? 

For some salespeople, positive evaluation feedback may indeed spur 

them on to greater effort. However, others may see positive feedback as a 

signal "to take things easy." Others who are accustomed to receiving positive 

feedback may become complacent (Wade 1974) in their work habits leading to 

poor performance. 

Negative feedback has been found to be effective in motivating 

employees to take corrective action, and thereby improve performance (llgen et 

al. 1979). However, negative feedback may also trigger feelings of anger, guilt, 
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or regret that may or may not motivate the salesperson. In some cases, 

negative feedback may lead some to believe that no amount of effort on their 

part will result in successful performance. In short, positive/negative feedback 

may increase, decrease, or have minimal impact on salesperson motivation and 

performance. Since maximizing sales objectives is a major concern for sales 

managers, maintaining a highly motivated salesforce is imperative. 

To better understand the impact of feedback on motivation, this study 

examined the attributions and emotions that salespeople experience following a 

performance review. An extensive review of feedback research suggests that a 

key to understanding the impact of feedback on behavior lies in how individuals 

perceive, process, and respond to that feedback (e.g., Taylor et al. 1984). 

Based on this understanding, a model was developed founded on the 

attribution theories of Weiner (1985) and Kelley (1967) to examine how 

salespeople respond to positive vs. negative performance evaluations, and how 

their responses, in turn, influence motivation. 

Effect of Feedback on Attributions 

Contrary to hypotheses HI and H2, the effect of feedback on attributions 

was not significant. Specifically, salespeople did not attribute positive feedback 

to internal and stable causes and negative feedback to external and unstable 

causes. That is, the self-serving attribution bias was not supported. This finding 

is contrary to previous studies involving self-serving bias in supervisor-
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subordinate relationships (e.g., Giola and Sims 1985). However, studies in that 

area indicate that supervisors tend to convey complimentary appraisals and 

withhold critical opinions, such that subordinates' reports may simply reflect what 

they have been told (e.g., llgen and Knowlton 1980). 

For this study, the results indicate that feedback sign does not necessarily 

explain the attributions salespeople make. One explanation is that salespeople 

do not rely solely on feedback from supervisors in forming attributions. For 

example, a salesperson might perceive positive feedback to be the result of 

"good fortune." That is, a salesperson might have exceeded his sales goals 

because an unanticipated number of clients purchased from him or her. Thus, 

the salesperson might be inclined to attribute the positive supervisor feedback to 

low internal (external) and low stable (unstable) causes. A second explanation 

is that many salespeople are quick to attribute negative feedback to stable and 

internal causes. These salespeople may be quick to take the blame or take 

personal responsibility for poor evaluations, even if their sub-par performance 

was beyond their control. Third, the sales manager may be perceived as giving 

inconsistent performance evaluations. Again, in such cases, positive feedback 

may not be attributed to internal or stable factors. 

Effect of Feedback on Emotions 

The findings supported hypotheses H3a, H3b, H3c, and H3d. 

Salespeople expressed stronger positive emotions (good and confident) when 
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the feedback was more positive. Likewise, they expressed stronger negative 

emotions (self-blame and blame others) when the feedback was more negative. 

These results are not surprising, in that one would expect positive (negative) 

emotions to be elicited from positive (negative) feedback. 

Effect of Past Performance Information on Causal Attributions 

As noted earlier, Kelley's (1967) covariance principle states that 

individuals rely on prior memories when forming attributions about why a 

particular event(s) occurred. In particular, consistency, consensus, and 

distinctiveness information all play a role in how people make attributions. 

The findings support hypotheses H4, H6, and H7. Specifically, when 

salespeople make internal attributions, it is the result of feedback that has been 

consistent over time (H4). That is, if previous feedback had been generally 

positive or generally negative (high consistency) over time, salespeople attribute 

that feedback to internal causes. Hypothesis H5 was not supported as a positive 

relationship between consistency information, and stability attribution was not 

found. The results of H5 and H6 indicate that the feedback is perceived by 

salespeople to be mostly a reflection of effort (internal attribution) rather than 

ability (stable attribution). 

The support for H6 indicates that a salesperson who perceives other 

salespeople receiving similar feedback from his or her supervisor will most likely 

make external attributions. Likewise, when he or she perceives that feedback 
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received by others is markedly different, he or she makes internal attributions. 

The support for H7 suggests that salespeople seek performance feedback from 

sources other than their supervisor (see llgen et al. 1979). When the nature of 

feedback from co-workers and clients is significantly different from the feedback 

conveyed by the supervisor, salespeople attribute the supervisor feedback to 

external attributions. 

Effect of Causal Attributions on Expectations of Future Success 

Hypothesis H8 was supported. That is, salespeople who make internal 

attributions for feedback have higher expectations of future success. 

Salespeople who attribute feedback to internal causes may have higher 

expectations of success, because the positive feedback may reinforce their 

belief that they are capable of performing at a high level. In cases where the 

feedback was perceived to be negative, the high expectations might stem from 

their confidence or their belief that they can make changes (make internal 

attributions) to perform at a higher level. 

An unexpected result was the lack of support for H9. According to 

Weiner's (1985) theory, stable attributions are proposed to have a significant 

effect on expectations of future success. Numerous studies in attribution 

literature support this relationship (see Weiner 1986). Specifically, successful 

outcomes attributed to stable causes resulted in higher expectations and 

unsuccessful outcomes attributed to stable causes resulted in lower 
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expectations (see Weiner 1986). The findings of this study, however, fail to 

support the linkage between stable attributions and future expectations of 

success. Why was H9 not supported? One possible explanation might be that 

many salespeople attribute both negative feedback and positive feedback to 

stable causes. As a result, the effects of stable attributions on expectations of 

future success might have canceled one another out. A second explanation 

might be that stability explanations may not be valid in sales situations (Johnston 

and Kim 1994). That is, a salesperson's expectations of future success may not 

be linked with stable causes because salesperson productivity or performance is 

based so much on unstable factors. 

Effect of Causal Attributions on Emotional Reactions 

As noted earlier, emotional reactions can be produced from the event or 

outcome (outcome-dependent affect) or from causal attributions (attribution-

dependent affect). The attribution literature suggests that although a significant 

relationship between causal attributions and emotions exist, common linkages 

have yet to be developed (see Weiner 1986). In order to further test this 

particular linkage of Weiner's theory and build on the application of attribution 

theory in sales research, hypotheses HlOa - HlOd and HI la -HI Id were 

developed. 
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Effect of Internal Attributions on Emotional Reactions 

The results of this study found support for hypotheses HlOa and HIOc, 

that internal attributions have a positive effect on a salesperson experiencing 

confidence and self-blame. These findings are consistent with Weiner's (1986) 

previous findings. They suggest that when a salesperson makes internal 

attributions, he or she links that attribution to feelings of perceived ability 

(confidence) and personal responsibility (self-blame). 

The results did not support HI Ob and HlOd, that internal attributions are 

positively related to feelings described as good or negatively related to feelings 

described as blaming others. One possible explanation might be that internal 

attributions made for positive outcomes (positive feedback) may reinforce those 

emotions that motivate individuals. When salespeople believe strongly that 

positive feedback was the result of their effort and ability, they are more likely to 

feel confident and capable rather than satisfied or good. 

Effect of Stable Attributions on Emotional Reactions 

The findings for linking stable attributions to emotional reactions found 

support only for HI Id, that stable attributions are positively related to the feeling 

of blaming others. Although this is not consistent with Weiner's theory, it is 

relevant to the finding reported by Badovick (1990). Given that blaming others is 

a result of attributions of negative feedback, salespeople will link stable causes 

with the emotion of placing blame on outside factors. 
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Hypotheses HI la, HI 1b, and HI 1c were not supported, indicating that 

stable attributions are not significantly linked to feelings of perceived ability, 

satisfaction with one's performance evaluation, or feelings of personal 

responsibility. In short, the data suggest that stable attributions are not 

significantly linked to emotions, unless it is that of blaming others. 

Effect of Expectations of Future Success on Motivation 

Hypothesis HI2, which states that there is a positive relationship between 

expectations of future success and sales motivation, supports Weiner's theory 

and findings reported in other attribution research (e.g., Badovick et al. 1990; 

Prussia et al. 1993). This study showed that higher expectations stem from 

internal attributions and emotions (e.g., confidence) triggered by supervisor 

feedback. 

Effect of Emotional Reactions on Motivation 

Hypotheses HI3a and H13c were supported. That is, feelings of 

confidence and self-blame were positively related to motivation, whereas the 

emotions identified as good and other-blame had no effect on motivation (HI3b 

and HI 3d not supported). 

A possible explanation as to why "confidence" rather than "good" had the 

significant effect may be because confidence is a more enduring emotion 

(Weiner 1986). That is, feelings comprised of ratings like proud, self-confident, 
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and competent are more enduring or lasting than feelings such as good, 

pleased, and thankful, which are more temporal. The more enduring feelings 

play a more critical role in one's intentions to perform at a higher level. 

The finding that self-blame, rather than blaming others, had a positive 

effect on motivation may indicate that those who blame themselves may be more 

inclined to take responsibility. Studies in educational psychology (e.g.. Feather 

1983) seem to suggest this notion. Generally, individuals who attribute 

unsuccessful outcomes to internal factors were more motivated to make 

corrections (see Weiner 1986 for a review). 

Implications 

Despite considerable research, the effect of supervisor feedback on 

salesperson motivation is not well understood. A major limitation in much of the 

feedback research is that researchers have generally neglected to account for 

the many facets of feedback (e.g., llgen et al 1979) and how individuals 

perceive, process, and respond to feedback (Taylor et al 1984). A major 

purpose of this study was to address these limitations by applying the attribution 

theories of Weiner (1985) and Kelley (1967). Specifically, this study examined 

the role of salesperson attributions and emotions in the event of a recent 

performance evaluation. 
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Manaaerial Implications 

The results of this study suggest that if a salesperson blames himself or 

herself following the performance feedback, then that salesperson will already 

be motivated to work harder and smarter in the future. This may be a signal to 

the manager that further encouragement and assistance should be provided. 

However, if a salesperson blames others for his or her poor performance, the 

salesperson may not be motivated to do more. To a sales manager, this would 

suggest the need to focus primarily on encouraging the salesperson to take 

personal responsibility rather than providing encouragement and assistance 

alone. 

In addition, the results of this study suggest that positive feedback should 

focus on promoting confidence, rather than satisfaction (good), in order to 

increase salesperson motivation. Confidence had a positive effect on motivation 

as well as expectations of future success. As suggested by Weiner (1986) and 

others, individuals who feel good or satisfied about their performance feedback 

(positive or negative) are not inclined to put forth greater effort. Other studies 

suggest that future effort intentions actually decrease when these feelings exist 

(Badovick 1990). Thus, a sales manager should focus on efforts to provide 

positive feedback that enhances confidence on the part of the salesperson. 

With respect to attributions, the results of the study suggest that 

salespeople who make internal attributions following evaluation feedback have 

98 



(1) higher expectations of future success; (2) are more inclined to blame 

themselves for negative feedback; and (3) have greater confidence. 

Why do internal attributions explain these outcomes? One explanation 

may center on the supposition of "learned helplessness." The basic premise of 

learned helplessness is that if one's responses are perceived as not increasing 

the probability of goal attainment, then a state of helplessness is produced 

(Seligman 1975). That is, helplessness results when outcomes are not under 

personal control. In the learned-helplessness formulation, poor performance or 

negative feedback due to external uncontrollable factors is linked with low 

expectations and low confidence, whereas feedback attributed to internal factors 

maintains or enhances expectations and confidence, inasmuch as one can "do 

something about it." 

Unlike internal attributions, stable attributions, resulted in stronger 

feelings of blaming others. That is, salespeople would assign blame when the 

outcome was attributed to unchanging factors. 

Given that performance information from the past and present is shown to 

affect salespeople's causal attributions and subsequently their expectations of 

future success, the management of performance information has practical 

information for salesforce management. Two of the most important roles of a 

sales manager are to assist salespeople in analyzing their performance, and to 

suggest ways to achieve better performance in the future (Johnston and Kim 

1994). In a situation of poor performance, sales managers could use poor 

99 



performance as an opportunity for learning, not criticism. In particular, it might 

be constructive to encourage salespeople to attribute poor performance to 

insufficient sales effort or an incorrect sales strategy rather than poor economic 

conditions (stable attribution). Attributing failure to lack of ability may imply that 

successful performance is not possible in the future (i.e., lower a salesperson's 

confidence to perform successfully), whereas attributions to insufficient effort or 

incorrect strategy (internal attribution) would indicate that actions can be taken 

that would lead to improved performance. In a situation of high performance, 

sales managers might reinforce the confidence of the salespeople by attributing 

strong performance to effort and strategy (internal attribution) of the 

salesperson. 

Many new salespeople quit their jobs within a few months because they 

assume they are not suited for it after a few instances of failure. Appropriate 

feedback from the sales manager might encourage salespeople to attribute the 

failures to temporary causes that can be overcome through effort and correct 

sales strategies. Such feedback might reduce turnover rates, and subsequent 

sales effort might be enhanced. 

Theoretical Implications 

Numerous studies that apply attribution theory have been investigated by 

psychologists and educators concerned with personal adjustment and improving 

the lives of others (Weiner 1986). The underlying principle guiding these 
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studies was that if causal attributions do influence achievement strivings, then a 

change in attribution should produce a change in behavior (Foesterling 1985). 

Although causal attributions were not manipulated in this study, a 

contribution is made to both the supervisor feedback and sales motivation 

literature. Sales research concerning the effects of supervisory feedback has 

generally neglected to consider the intervening psychological processes that 

determine the effects of feedback (Jaworski and Kohli 1991). This study has 

increased the number of variables that mediate the feedback - motivation 

linkage. Specifically, this study demonstrates that attributions and various 

emotional reactions have differing effects on salesperson motivation. 

As noted earlier, expectancy theory has dominated much of sales 

management research. The results that come from the application of attribution 

theory will continue to add depth and new insights to existing sales research, 

especially as it relates to supervisor feedback and sales motivation. As the 

interest in new approaches and new variables to sales research continues to 

grow (Walker, Churchill, and Ford 1979), the results of this study may contribute 

to the generalizability of sales management research (Sager et al. 1989). As 

noted by Evans, Margheim, and Schlacter (1982), the problem in using process 

models to study motivation is that "it must be sufficiently general to 

accommodate the majority of factors which may influence motivation" (p. 39). 

However, the conceptual appeal of attribution theory should encourage future 
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researchers to identify new variables and find improvements in definitions and 

measurements to better understand the impact of feedback on motivation. 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

Future studies should attempt to resolve certain present limitations. The 

following discusses the limitations of this study and directions for future 

research. 

First, since the sample used in this study is not representative of the 

entire sales population in different industries, generalizability of the results can 

be questioned. Similar findings have been reported in other sales-related 

contexts (Johnston and Kim 1994; Badovick 1990; Badovick et al. 1992) which 

improve confidence in the generalizability of the present findings. Nevertheless, 

more replication studies in different sales industries are needed to examine 

whether the findings of this study is situation-specific. 

Second, in order to work with a manageable number of emotions in a 

survey, a number of emotional reactions were not included in the survey. As 

such, the emotional reactions used in this study may not reflect all of the key 

emotional reactions that are involved in performance feedback situations. For 

example, feelings of hope and hopelessness that have been linked to stable 

attributions resulted in lower expectations estimates (Weiner et al 1978). Thus, 

to gain more insight on the effects of emotional reactions, further research that 

includes a broader range of emotional factors is suggested. 
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A third limitation was that even though an emotional inventory was used, 

this approach will often encourage subjects to report emotional reactions that 

were not actually experienced (Weiner, Russell, and Lerman 1978). To account 

for this potential problem, a pre-test had been conducted with six sales agents to 

obtain feedback on the relevance of each of the listed emotions. Future studies 

might allow respondents to write the emotions that were felt for a given outcome, 

and then examine the commonalities of the emotions before measuring their 

effects on motivation (see Weiner 1986). 

Fourth, this study used performance evaluation feedback as an event that 

triggers reactions leading to motivation. Specifically, the study examined how 

salespeople respond to positive vs. negative feedback. However, other 

important characteristics of the feedback construct were not considered. As 

noted by llgen et al. (1979), the different aspects of feedback include: (1) the 

acceptance of feedback by the recipient; and (2) the willingness of the recipient 

to respond to the feedback. Future feedback research might investigate the 

impact of the different aspects of feedback on motivation. 

Fifth, Weiner's (1985) model suggests that personal characteristics 

variables act as antecedents of causal attributions and emotions. In fact, 

research indicates that individual characteristics such as age, gender, self-

esteem, and work/life experience may affect how individuals make attributions 

about performance feedback. 
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For example, recent attribution studies in social psychology emphasize 

the role of knowledge structure in the attributional process (Read 1983). 

Research by Fiske and Taylor (1991) suggest that people utilize basic, 

fundamental principles of causation when they have limited knowledge of the 

task domain (e.g., selling situations), but that they employ their own knowledge 

to define probable causes when they have more experience and knowledge. 

Studies examining the role of self-esteem in the attribution process (e.g., 

Shrauger 1972) suggest that low self-esteem persons (low SE's) maintain more 

negative expectations concerning successful task completion than those with 

high self-esteem (high SE's), especially in the face of prior negative feedback. 

As a result, low SE's are much more likely to become demotivated in the face of 

failure (negative feedback), whereas high SE's either are unaffected by the 

negative feedback or may even show a slight increase in subsequent motivation. 

Future studies might investigate how attributions and emotional reactions 

made by salespeople are moderated by variables such as age, gender, work 

experience, and self-esteem. 

Sixth, although this study found emotional reactions to be linked to 

motivation, the lasting effect of such emotions is questioned. For example, are 

emotions to recent feedback quickly forgotten, or are they long lasting? This is 

an important question because if feelings are temporary, their effect on 

motivation and future behavior is questionable. This study found that emotional 

reactions are related to motivation that was described as intentions to work 
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harder and smarter. Future research should examine the effect on emotions on 

actual behavior (i.e., performance). The time lag between the emotions that 

were experienced and performance results may indicate how well emotions 

determine behavior. 

Seventh, in this study, feedback was measured directly by sales 

managers and sales agents responding to questions pertaining to their 

perceptions of that same feedback. Future feedback research that uses data 

from two sources (supervisors and salespeople) might investigate the impact of 

perceptual congruence that exists between managers and salespeople. 

Perceptual congruence concerns the similarity of perceptions between 

supervisors and subordinates about various work-related outcome variables 

(White 1977). The absence of perceptual congruence indicates that 

communication problems exist between supervisors and subordinates (e.g., 

Boyd and Jensen 1972). Future studies that examine the effect of congruence 

on attributions and emotions made by salespeople may offer additional insight 

on managing the salesforce. 

Finally, in examining the relationships of the model, different methods of 

analyses may offer further insight. Future studies may test the linkages among 

the feedback, attribution, and expectations constructs within the general 

framework suggested by Teas and McElroy (1986). Figure 6.1 presents a 

conceptual framework illustrating the relationship among feedback, attributions. 
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emotions, and expectations estimates for salespeople. It posits that feedback 

valence has different effects on attributions and emotions, which in turn, 

influence expectations of future success and motivation. 

Specifically, upon receiving positive vs. negative feedback, a salesperson 

is assumed to attribute that result to something or somebody. The possible 

perceived causes of success or failure are many and varied (e.g., ability, task 

difficulty, organizational factors, environmental constraints, mood, luck). These 

attributions are examined in terms of the two major dimensions of attribution-

locus of causality and stability. Combining these two dimensions, we have four 

categories of causal attribution: internal-stable, internal-unstable, external-

stable, and external-unstable. See Figure 6.2. 

Locus of Causality 

Internal External 

Stable 

Stability 

Unstable 

e.g., 
Ability 

e.g., 
Effort 

e.g.. 
Task 

e.g., 
Luck 

Figure 6.2 Attributions Within the Locus and Stability Dimensions 
Adapted from Weiner (1986) 
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Attribution theory predicts that when one receives positive feedback, 

expectations for future success may increase if positive feedback is attributed to 

causes other than those of an external-unstable nature (e.g., luck). That is, 

expectations of future success should increase when the cause of positive 

feedback is perceived to be stable (e.g., ability, task difficulty) and also when it 

is perceived to be internal/unstable (e.g., sales effort). In the case of 

external/unstable causes (e.g., good luck), it is difficult for a salesperson to 

make any systematic expectations estimates because no reliable evidence is 

provided by the positive feedback. Hence, expectations estimates should not 

change (Teas and McElroy 1986). 

After receiving negative feedback, the salesperson should perceive lower 

expectations estimates if negative feedback is attributed to stable causes that 

cannot be changed in the near future such as low ability or personality of the 

supervisor. However, attributing negative feedback to an internal-unstable 

cause provides no clear evidence about future expectations of success. 

Similarly, attributing negative feedback to external/unstable causes should have 

a negligible effect on expectations of future success. 
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m TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
CENTER FOR MARKETING STUDIES 
College at Business Administraticn Lubbock, Texas 79409-2101 
(806)742-3162 FAX (806) 742-2199 

May 4, 1995 

Mr. John Sullivan 
Agaicy Manager 
The Equitable 
Union Plaza 
3030 Northwest Expressway, Suite 121 
Oklahoma City, OK 73112 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

This letter is written to request your cooperation in a study of managerial feedback-sales 
motivation. We have be«i informed by Norman Hodgins that you may be interested in 
participating in this research. 

We are aware that retaining a highly motivated sales force is a major concem among sales 
managers. Managers use difFeroit types of feedback to motivate their employees. However, it is 
unclear how sales agents respond to differait types of feedback, and how their responses, in tum, 
affect their intuitions to work harder/smarter. 

Our research addresses this issue by asking both district managers and their sales agents to fill out 
questionnaires concerning the most recent feedback provided by the manager. When all the data 
have been collected, we will prepare you a composite showing: (1) the efPectivaiess of positive vs. 
negative feedback on motivation and (2) how agaits, as a whole, respond to differoit types of 
feedback. In addressing these issues, we will factor in effects such as the agoit's age, selling 
experience, and length of relationship with the current district manager. 

To give you a better understanding of this research, we have aiclosed a brief description of the 
study with sample questionnaires. If you have any questions, please call David Kim at (806) 742-
3162. Otherwise, we will call you by next Thursday, May 11, to confirm your participation m this 
research. 

Thank you very much for your time. 

David Kim James B. Wilcox, Ph.D. 
Project Director Texas Tech University 
Texas Tedi University 
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i: TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
CENTER FOR MARKETING STUDIES 
CoUege rf Business Administration Lubbock, Texas 79409-2101 
(806) 742-3162 FAX (806) 742-2199 

NATIONAL SURVEY OF SALES MANAGERS 

Dear District Manager: 

Although managers employ differait types of feedback to assess, counsel, and motivate their 
employees, very littie is known about how salespeople respond to managerial feedback. For 
example, it is unclear whether positive feedback (e.g., praise, recognition, etc.) will spur on greater 
effort on the part of the salesperson or serve as "licaise to relax." Likewise, n^ative feedback 
(e.g., criticism, reprimand, etc.) may motivate salespeople to take corrective action leading to 
higher productivity or it may reduce the salesperson's self-confidoice and motivation to work 
harder. 

To address this issue, this research is designed to study how salespeople respond to differoit types 
of feedback. Although you will be asked to answer questions describing the nature of your most 
recent feedback to your sales agaits, your responses will remain totally confidential. Your 
company has allowed us to contact both managers and sales agaits to conduct this research. 
However, your company is not paying for this survey and will not have access to any of your 
responses. Would you assist us in this study? 

When all the data have been collected, we will prepare a report summarizing how sales agents 
respond to different types of managerial feedback, and how their responses, in tum, affect their 
intentions to put forth greater effort. Let us reassure you that the findings will not be used to 
evaluate your performance as a manager. 

We believe that the findings will offer additional insights on ways in which managers can better 
communicate with their sales staff. If you have any questions, please call us at (806) 742-3162. 

Thank you for your cooperation! 

David Kim James B. Wilcox, Ph.D. 
Project Director Texas Tech University 
Texas Tech University 
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m TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
CENTER FOR MARKETING STUDIES 
College of Business Administration Lubbock, Texas 79409-2101 
(806) 742-3162 FAX (806) 742-2199 

NATIONAL SURVEY OF SALES PROFESSIONALS 

Dear Sales Professional: 

Little is known about salespeople's reactions to their manager's feedback. As sudi, an 
understanding of the impact of managerial feedback on salesperson motivation is, at best, limited. 

To gain some knowledge of this issue, we are surveying salespeople from differoit industries. 
Would you please assist in this research by completing this questionnaire within the next three 
days and retum it to us in the enclosed postage-paid retum aivelope? It should take no more than 
15 minutes to complete. Some of the questions may seem rq)etitive, and others a little strange, but 
they all have a purpose. 

Although you will be asked to provide your personal code number on the questionnaire, your 
responses will be coded for anonymity and will remain totally confidential. The code number is 
only used to allow us to follow up with those who do not respond to ensure a represoitative 
sample. Your company has allowed us to distribute this survey to you, but it is not paying for the 
survey, and will not have access to any of the responses. When all data have been collected, we 
will prepare a report for each company that indicates how their employees, as a whole, answered 
the questions. However, this report will list only summary data for each company's employees, 
such as: 
Liked training program... A lot 48% Somewhat 37% Needs improvemoit 
15% 

Finally, we again guarantee that your responses are confidential, and that all results rqjorted back 
to your company will contain only summary information. If you have any questions, please call us 
at (806) 742-3162. 

Thank you very much for your time. 

David Kim James B. Wilcox, Ph.D. 
Project Director Texas Tech University 
Texas Tech University 
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i: TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
CENTER FOR MARKETING STUDIES 
College of Business Administraticn Lubbock, Texas 79409-2101 
(806) 742-3162 FAX (806) 742-2199 

May 25, 1995 

Dear Sales Professional: 

Several weeks ago, we sent you the National Survey of Sales Professionals, an important research 
being conducted by the Center for Marketing Studies at Texas Tech University. This letter is 
written to seek your participation and to emphasize how important and valuable your response is 
to the completion of the study. If you have already retumed your survey, we thank you for time and 
effort. 

We want to make sure that your opinions are represented, so that organizations such as yours may 
have a better understanding of the supervisor feedback-sales motivation relationship. If you have 
not yet retumed your survey, please take fifteen minutes to fill out the enclosed survey and mail it 
to us in the enclosed postage-paid retum envelope. Your individual reply will be held in the 
strictest confidence. 

The success of this survey depends upon your assistance. We sincerely ask for your participation. 

Thank you for your time and effort. 

David Kim James B. Wilcox, Ph.D. 
Project Director Texas Tech University 
Texas Tech University 
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m TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
CENTER FOR MARKETING STUDIES 
College of Business Administration Lubbock, Texas 79409-2101 
(806) 742-3162 FAX (806) 742-2199 

NATIONAL SURVEY OF SALES MANAGERS 

Dear District Manager: 

Although managers employ different types of feedback to assess, counsel, and motivate their 
employees, very little is known about how salespeople respond to managerial feedback. For 
example, it is unclear whether positive feedback (e.g., praise, recognition, etc.) will spur on greater 
effort on the part of the salesperson or serve as "license to relax." Likewise, negative feedback 
(e.g., criticism, reprimand, etc.) may motivate salespeople to take corrective action leading to 
higher productivity or it may reduce the salesperson's self-confidence and motivation to work 
harder. 

To address this issue, this research is designed to study how salespeople respond to different types 
of feedback. Although you will be asked to answer questions describing the nature of your most 
recent feedback to your sales agents, your responses will remain totally confidential. Your 
company has allowed us to contact both managers and sales agents to conduct this research. 
However, your company is not paying for this survey and will not have access to any of your 
responses. Would you assist us in this study? 

When all the data have been collected, we will prepare a report summarizing how sales agents 
respond to different types of managerial feedback, and how their responses, in tum, affect their 
intentions to put forth greater effort. Let us reassure you that the findings will not be used to 
evaluate your performance as a manager. 

We believe that the findings will offer additional insights on ways in which managers can better 
communicate with their sales staff. If you have any questions, please call us at (806) 742-3162. 

Thank you for your cooperation! 

David Kim James B. Wilcox, Ph.D. 
Project Director Texas Tech University 
Texas Tech University 
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Instructioiis: The number of questionnaires that you are asked to complete will correspond with 
the number of sales agaits you curraitiy manage. For example, if you manage 10 sales agaits, 
you will fill out 10 questionnaires. Please complete the questionnaires within three days and 
retum them in the aiclosed postage-paid retum aivelope. Again, let us reassure you that your 
responses are strictly confidential. 

Please provide the following: 

Your Agaicy number: 

Your District Number: 
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For each sales agent that you currently manage, please complete the following: 

1. Name of sales agent: 

2. Sales agent's code number: 

3. Think about the most recent performance evaluation feedback provided to this sales agent. 
Determine whether your feedback was generally positive (e.g., encouragement, recognition, 
praise, etc.) or negative (e.g., criticism, demand greater effort, disappointment, etc.). 

Please circle the number that best describes the nature of your most recent feedback. 

Very Very 
The most recent feedback provided Negative Positive 
to this salesperson was generally 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

130 



m TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
CENTER FOR MARKETING STUDIES 
College of Business Administration Lubbock, Texas 79409-2101 
(806) 742-3162 FAX (806) 742-2199 

NATIONAL SURVEY OF SALES PROFESSIONALS 

Dear Sales Professional: 

Littie is known about salespeople's reactions to their manager's feedback. As such, an 
understanding of the impact of managerial feedback on salesperson motivation is, at best, limited. 

To gain some knowledge of this issue, we are surveying salespeople from different industries. 
Would you please assist in this researdi by completing this questionnaire within the next three 
days and retum it to us in the aiclosed postage-paid retum envelope? It should take no more than 
15 minutes to complete. Some of the questions may seem rqjetitive, and others a littie strange, but 
they all have a purpose. 

Although you will be asked to provide your personal code number on the questionnaire, your 
responses will be coded for anonymity and will remain totally confidential. The code number is 
only used to allow us to follow up with those who do not respond to «isure a rqjresentative 
sample. Your company has allowed us to distribute this survey to you, but it is not paying for the 
survey, and will not have access to any of the responses. Whai all data have been collected, we 
will pr^are a rqDort for each company that indicates how their employees, as a whole, answered 
the questions. However, this rqjort will list only summary data for each company's employees, 
such as: 
Liked training program... A lot 48% Somewhat 37% Needs improvemait 
15% 

Finally, we again guarantee that your responses are confidaitial, and that all results rq)orted back 
to your company will contain only summary information. If you have any questions, please call us 
at (806) 742-3162. 

Thank you very mudi for your time. 

David Kim James B. Wilcox, Ph.D. 
Project Director Texas Tech University 
Texas Tech University 
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Section I 
In this section, please provide your personal code numbers. Again, let us reassure you that your responses 
are strictly confidential. This information is for tracking purposes only. 

Agency number: District number: Agent number: 

Section n 
Think about the most recent performance evaluation feedback you received from your manager. The 
feedback may have been generally positive (e.g., praise, recognition, pat on the back, etc.) or generally 
negative (e.g., criticism, disappointment with your efforts, demands that you be more productive, etc.). 
Briefly explain why you think the feedback you received was negative or positive. 

About how long ago, in weeks, did you receive this feedback?. 

Rprfinn TH 

Think about the reasons why your manager's feedback was generally positive or negative. The items 
below concern your impressions or opinions of the cause(s) of such feedback. Please circle the number 
that best represents your opinion. 

Is the cause(s) something that: 

Reflects an aspect 
aspect of yourself 

9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Is the cause(s) something that is: 

Permanent 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

Reflects an 
of the situation 

Temporary 

3. Is the cause(s) something that is: 

Outside of you 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Inside of you 

4. Is the cause(s) something that is: 

Variable over time 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Stable over time 

5. Is the cause(s): 

Something about you 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Something about others 

6. Is the cause something that is: 

Changeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unchangeable 

Please continue on the next page. 
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•<;Af t i n n V T 

Please circle the following numbers which best describes your past observations of feedback fi-om your 
manager. 

1. In the past, the feedback from my 
manager has been generally positive. 

2. In the past, the feedback from my 
manager has been generally negative. 

Almost Almost 
Never Always 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Almost Almost 
Never Always 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The feedback (positive or negative) Agree 
I receive from my manager is similar 
to the feedback given to my co-workers. 

The feedback (positive or negative) Agree 
I receive accurately reflects my 
performance and effort. 

Sprtinn V 

Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Disagree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Please rate the extent to which you experienced each emotion from the most recent feedback firom your 
manager. 

No Feeling Extremely 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 

at all 
Competent 
Proud 
Confident 
Satisfied 
Pleased 
Thankful 
Relieved 
Good 
Appreciative 
Unhappy 
Upset with self 
Dissatisfied with self 
Guilty 
Upset with others 
Angry at others 
Dissatisfied with others 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 

Strong Feelings 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 

P/eoye continue on the next page. 
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^ Section VI 
In tms section, please tell us about your expectaUons of meeting your sales objectives. 

1. The probability of meeting next 
month's sales goal is not good. 

2. I will most likely meet my sales 
goal next month. 

Strongly Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

^ Section Vn 
Please tell us about your tuture plans to put forth greater effort and to work smarter. 

1. I have no plans to spend more 
time on my job to meet my sales goal. 

2. I plan to spend more time to improve 
my performance. 

3. I plan to change my selling strategies 
to improve performance. 

4. I have no plans to improve the quality 
of my sales activities. 

5. I plan to manage my time mors 
efficiently. 

Strongly Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Section V m 
In this section, please give us some background information. 

1. How long, in years, have you been employed by your current firm? 
2. How long, in years, have you worked for your current manager? 
3. How many firms have you worked for in your adult working career? 
4. How many total years of sales experience do you have, including selling experience with other 

companies? 

What is your (a) Age?. (b) Sex?_ (c) Marital Status?_ 
What is the highest form of formal education that you have received? 

less than a high school diploma 

high school diploma 

some college 

college degree 

some graduate work 

graduate degree 

Your help is greatly appreciated! 
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