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ABSTRACT

EXAMINING THE ANTECEDENTS OF THE WORK MOTIVATION
IN THE CONTEXT OF TURKISH NATIONAL POLICE

By
Ismail Cenk Demirkol

The present study enhances our understanding of police officers’ work naotivathe
context of Turkey. An extensive literature review was devoted in order to devedojzad
model for examining the antecedents of the police officers’ work motivationmdkel was
developed based on the existing literature and previous empirical evidencenggake &
Latham’s (1990) goal-setting theory. The model not only helps us to have aibeiestanding
about antecedents of the work motivation but also portrays the relationship betwvken w
motivation and related independent variables, including goal content, goal comminiself-
efficacy, feedback, rewards, and participatively-set goals.

The data for this study was collected using a self-administrated surveljyoef gfficers
who are assigned to formal police duties and as well as guarding the aqoitysunder the
command of the Security Directorate of Istanbul. Each of the study itesnsieasured and
multiple items were derived from previously validated studies. The survey wasistdned to
the police officers who work at Ataturk Airport, plain clothes, and the public order degrdrt
Multivariate Ordinary Least Square (OLS) regression analysesaoeducted to test the
hypothesized relationships between the independent and dependent variables. {Ehaf thsul
study were mainly consistent with the goal-setting model. The resultstediiteat goal
difficulty, goal specificity, task significance, commitment, sefficacy, and rewards were
related to police officers’ sense of motivation. Finally, recommendatosrzoficy implications

and for future research were suggested based on the result of the study.



Copyright by
ISMAIL CENK DEMIRKOL
2012



Dedicated to Him
to my parents
to my wife Nesibe
and to my son Emir Kamil



ACKNOWLEDMENT

| would like to express my appreciation to several people without whom mgrdbct
studies and this dissertation would not have been possible. First and foremost, | wadold like
thank my chair Dr. Mahesh K. Nalla for his patience, understanding, advice, encoenhgad
contribution during my dissertation research and writing. | will never forget acceptance of
being my chair to my dissertation at first instance. | would also like tooadkdge members of
my guidance and dissertation committee, each of whom contributed to myadieeart several
ways. | deeply appreciate Dr. Edmund F. McGarrell for saving time for spetddis busy
schedule. | learned a lot from Dr. Charles Corley from sharing his wisdom &abdifét Thanks
Dr. Steven Gold for sharing your knowledge and expertise long before serving issastation
committee. | am so very thankful to Dr. Soma Chaudhuri who was always helpfuleardiyfri
Their supportive style has made the whole process a lot easier than it mightdraviensmuld
also like to thank Dr. Daniel llgen who contributed to dissertation and advanced my
understanding on the topic. Very special thanks to the staff of the Schoohoh&riustice at
Michigan State University. | always felt that they are very helgha understanding.

| also need to acknowledge that my colleagues Dr. Ahmet Guler, Yusuf Erkan, aatd Mur
Hamarat who inspired me intellectually and helped me to collect data fotuths B1 terms of
valuable financial support and offering such an opportunity, I thank to Turkish Natmlica.P
Without such a support, | could not dream of pursuing an academic degree in the USrdnd affo
all the expenses.

During the graduate program, | had several friends with whom | shareduggles and

challenges of doctoral education. | would like to acknowledge their constant supgport a



friendship. They will be always my lifetime friends. | also need to ackewyd my wonderful
friends Mustafa Gurkan, Abdullah Korucu, and Mustafa Kaya with whom | have sharedfmost
my life since the graduation from police academy. | know that they have beenlldvelalways
there.
Finally, and most importantly, | would like to appreciate my parents and farndy
always believed in my dream and was supportive to pursue my dream. | always heymptire
of my mother and father. | thank my wife Nesibe for supporting my academicaiisps and
career by sharing the burdens and hardships of this journey. Without her help and understanding,
it might have taken more time to finish this journey. She provided me with the encoarigem
and freedom to pursue and finish my degree. Thanks to my son Emir Kamil, who has brought

joy, cheer, and smile in my life. | am so thankful for your presence in my life

Vi



TABLE of CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES ...ttt e e e st e e e e e e e e aaeaeeaeeeseeeanannnes iX
LIST OF FIGURES ... .ottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e sttt e e e e e e eaaaaaaeaaaaeeassaannnnns Xi
(O o A e I SRR RR R 1
INTRODUGCTION ...ttt sttt et et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaaaannnnbbbbbbaeeeees 1
1.1 Statement of the ProbIem ... 1
1.2 PUIrPOSE OF the STUAY ...evveeiiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e e e 4
CHAPTER 2 .ottt bbbttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s e annbbbbbneees 7
LITERATURE REVIEW ...ttt e e s s s s st eeeeeeeaaaaaaaaaaaaeasnannnns 7
2.1 Theoretical Framework: Goal-Setting TNEOIY .........uuviiiiiiiie e 7
2.2 Determinants of WOrk MOTIVALION ..........uuuuuuiiiiiiiee et e e 18
P R T Y- | I o] ] (= o | PSR 18
2.2.2 GOoal COMMITMENT ....eiiiiii e e e e e e e e e eees 24
2.2.3 SEIf-EffICACY ..eiiiieeeeieiee e 29
2.2 4 FEEADACK ......uetieiei e e e e aaaraa 33
2.2.5 REWAIUS ...ouiiiiiiiiiii i ettt s s e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e aeaeatassaarr e e e e aeeeeeeeeeeaenaanrans 36
2.2.6 Participatively-Set Goals versus Assigned Goals...........ccceeeeiiiniiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiinnns 38
FZC T o] o (1] T o SRR 40
CHAPTER 3 ittt e e oo e oo ettt b ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e ee e e e e s e s annnsaaabnenes 41
METHODOLOGY ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s e s e et e eaeaaaaaaeaaeaaeaassaaaaannnsssssrnnneneees 41
3.1 RESEAICH QUESTIONS ...uuiiiciiiiiiii et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaa e e eeeeenes 41
3.2 SUINVEY CONSITUCTION ...ttt e e e e et e et e ea e b a s e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeassnnnens 43
3.2.1 WOIK MOTIVALION ... e e e e e e e et e e et s e s s e e e e e eeaaeeeeeennnnnes 43
I A ot | 0] (=) (PP 44
3.2.3 GOoal COMMILMENT ...eeiiiii i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeeeeees 45
3.2.4 SEIf-EffICACY ...ceteeieeiiiiteee e 45
3.2.5 TASK SIGNITICANCE ....uuuuiiiiiiiie et e e 46
3.2.6 Participatively-Set GOalS ..........coovviiiiiiiiiiiiie e 46
3.2.7 FEEADACK ......ueiiiieie e aaaarea 46
I < 3 =117 T £ SR PPRRRN a7
3.2.9 DepartmMent ASSIGNIMENT .......uuiiiiee ettt e e e e e e e ee e eb e eas 47
3.2.10 DemographiC CharaCteriStiCS.........cuuuuuiiiuiiiiiiiiee e eee e eaeeaes 48
3.3 Sampling and Sampling ProCeAUIES...........oooiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 48
G N = 111 of= L - T o 51
CHAPTER 4 ...ttt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e naaabeeees 53
ANALYSES and FINDINGS .......ccooiiiiiiiiiiieiieeee e s e e e e e e e e e aaaeeaeeas 53
4.1 Descriptive Statistics of Demographic CharacteristiCs .............vvviviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee, 53
4.2 Descriptive Statistics of Police Officers’ Perceptions about the Slievey....... 55
o R VYo Q1Y o A7 [ U 56



A.2.2 GOl CON XL . e 57

4.2.3 Goal COMMILMENT ... e e e e e s e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeseennnnnes 59
4.2.4 SEIf-EffICACY ..eeveiiiiiiiiiiiii et 60
4.2.5 TaSK SIGNIfICANCE ....cccoii e et s e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeennnes 61
4.2.6 ParticipativVely-Set GOaIS ........ouuuuiiiiiiiiiee e 62
A e =T = T | o = Lo PSS 63
A.2.8 REWAIUS ...ttt e et et ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeaaebnnn s 64
4.2.9 Department ASSIONMENT ......iiii e e e e e e e e e e e e e ee e as 66
4.3 SCaAle CONSIIUCTIONS ......ccoiiiiieieiiiiitieee e e e et e e et ee et e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeessennn s 67
4.3.1 WOrk Motivation SCaIE........ccceiiiieieeiiiieeeeeeere e 67
4.3.2 Goal CONLEXE SCAIES......coiiiiiiiieeeii e e e e e e e e arennaaas 68
4.3.3 Goal COMMILMENT ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeesessannnes 70
4.3.4 TaSK SIGNIfICANCE ....coiiiieei ittt e e e e e e e e eeeeeanee 70
G TR 1 | = o= Vo S 71
4.3.6 FEEUDACK ... ..o 72
4.3.7 ParticipativVely-Set GOaIS .........ouuuuuiiiiiiii e e e e e 73
A.3.8 REWAITS ...t e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeaeennn s 74
4.3.9 Department ASSIONMENT ......ciiii e e e e e e e e e e e e e e as 74
4.3.10 Descriptive Statistics of Dependent and Independent Variables.................... 75
4.4 BIVAriale ANAIYSES.......ceveiriiiiiiiiiiie et e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e 78
4.4.1 Correlation ANAIYSIS ........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 78
4.4.2 ANOVA Analysis of Demographic CharacteristiCS...........ccccvvvvvvvvvvvvinniiinennn. 83
4.4.3 ANOVA Analysis of Dependent and Independent Variables .......................... 86
4.5 MUIIVAriAte ANGIYSIS ....uiiiiie e et e e e e e e e e e et e s s e e e e e eeaaeeeeeeenennes 90
4.5.1 Goal DIfficulty MOl ........ccooiiiii e 92
4.5.2 Goal SpecifiCity MOEL..........coeeriiiiiiiiiii e e e e e e e eeeaaaeens 105
4.5.3 CombINed MOUE ..o aaeens 112
CHAPTER 5 oottt et e e e e e e e e e e e et e et b bbbt et e e e et eaaaeaaeeeaaaeeasaeannnnnes 120
DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION .....cooiiiiiiiiiiiie ittt 120
5.0 DISCUSSION ...cevtttiiiiiaeae e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeetttb s s s e e e e e e e e e et e et eeeeeesssbbsaaaaaeeeeeeaeaaeeeeeensennns 121
5.2 Implications of the RESUILS..........ccooiiiiiiieeer e 133
5.3 Limitations and Future RESEarCh.............ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 137
oI o [od (1] o SRR PPPRRR 139
APPENDICES ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 141
APPENDIX A: CONSENE FOMM L. 142
APPENDIX B: SUINVEY INSITUMENT ... 143
BIBLIOGRAPHY ...ttt bbbttt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaaaans 149

viii



Table 1.
Table 2.
Table 3.
Table 4.
Table 5.
Table 6.
Table 7.

Table 8.

LIST OF TABLES

Descriptive Statistics of Demographic Characteristics................cccvuuueene. 54
Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions ofivdon................ 57
Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions afl Specificity ....... 58
Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions @il Gdficulty ......... 59
Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions a@bootmitment....... 60
Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions aleitiEHicacy....... 61
Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions sk Bgnificance..... 62

Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions adidiatively-Set

Table 9. Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions alerdidack............. 64

Table 10. Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions ofaR#sw...........

Table 11. Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions of iDepat

ASSIONIMENT ..ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et eeaeetasaban e e e e e e e eeeaaeaeeeeeeessnrnnnnns

Table 12. PCA and CronbachisScores for Motivation Scale.......cc.ccovveiiiiiiiiiiiiiii, 68

Table 13. PCA and CronbachisScores for Goal Context ScaleS ........ccoveveeeeeiieniieeaannns 69

Table 14. PCA and CronbachisScores for Goal Commitment Scale ..........cccccovveeenn... 70

Table 15. PCA and CronbachisScores for Task Significance Scale...............ccceeeeeeee. 71

Table 16. PCA and CronbachisScores for Self-Efficacy Scale.............cccevvvvvvvirinnnnnns 72

Table 17. PCA and CronbachisScores for Feedback Scale ..o, 73

Table 18. PCA and CronbachisScores for Participatively-Set Goals Scale.................. 73

Table 19. PCA and CronbachisScores for Rewards Scale .......oooovveviiiieiieeiei, 74

Table 20. PCA and CronbachisScores for Department Significance Scale ................. 75

Table 21. Descriptive Statistics of Dependent and Independent Variables......................

Table 22.

iX

Bivariate Correlations among all Variables...........cccccovvvvriiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeee, 81



Table 23. Summary of one-way ANOVA Analyses of Demographic Variables ...84.....
Table 24. Summary of Tukey’'s HSD analysis of Demographic Variables ...................... 85
Table 25. Summary of one-way ANOVA of Study’s Scales by Department................... 89
Table 26. Summary of Tukey’s HSD analysis of Study’s Scales by Department.. 91

Table 27. Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Pdficer®
WOTK MOTIVALION......eeiieieiiieiee e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeasaanas e e e s e aeaeaeeeeeeeeennnnnnes 96

Table 28. Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Pdficer®@
Work Motivation By DepartmMent.............eueiiiiiiiie e e e e 99

Table 29. Summary of One-Way ANOVA Analyses of Reward Scale’s items by
(0 1= 7= 1 £ =T o 100

Table 30. Summary of Tukey's HSD analysis of Rewards Scale Items bytdepal01

Table 31. Summary of Regression Analysis for Work Motivation by Plain Clothes

Department and Public Order DepartMent .............eeoiioiiiieeieiecceeeeeeiii e 103
Table 32. Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Pdficer®

WOTK MOTIVALION ...ttt e e e e e et et e e ettt bbb s e e e e e e e e e e aeeeeeeeennnenes 108
Table 33.Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Faficers’

Work Motivation By DepartmMent............uuuuuuuiiiiiiieeeee et e e e e e e eeeeaeeees 111
Table 34. Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Pdficer®

WOTK MOTIVALION ...ttt e e e e et e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeennnnees 115
Table 35. Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Pdficer®

Work Motivation By DepartmMent............uuuuuuuiiiiii et e e e e e eeeeeaeeees 117
Table 36. Summary of Regression Analysis for Work Motivation by Plainclothes
Department and Public Order DepartMent ..............eiiooiiieeieeiieeeeeeeeiiii e 119
Table 37. Summary of Regression Analysis for Work Motivation by Plainclothes

(D] o= U1 1= o | PP PPTPUPPPRPIN 129
Table 38.Summary of Pearson Correlation ANAIYSES .........ceviiiiiiieeiieeieeeeeeeviee e 131



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1: The High Performance Cycle

Xi



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Statement of the Problem

Why is work motivation important? According to Simon (1991), all sectors including
private, public, and nonprofit organizations share a similar and fundamental probleny, namel
“inducing their employees to work toward the organizational goals” (p. 28). EHgecipublic
administration, researchers have long argued about and focused on how to motivate public
employees “to work energetically and intelligently towards achieving @pbliposes” (Behn,
1995, p. 315). However, much of the prior research has focused “too heavily on employees
within the industrial and business organizations” (Perry & Porter, 1982, p. 97). Furthermore,
there has been little improvement on work motivation in the field of public policy and public
administration (Wright, 2001).

The current literature on motivational factors in policing is also limitedpatih policing
is one of the most examined issues in the field of criminal justice. Many ofsiénarcbers
focused on police functions and role in a society (Bittner, 1970; Muir, 1977; Lipsky, 1980),
police use of force and brutality (Westley, 1970; Adams, 1995; Klockars, 1995; Worden, 1995;
Milton et al., 1977; Skolnick & Fyfe, 1993; Friedrich, 1980), police socialization and patgonal
(Bayley & Bittner, 1997; Skolnick, 1975; Van Maanen, 1973, 1975; Herbert, 1998; Fielding,
1984; Wilson, 1978), police deviance and corruption (Kappeler et al., 1998; Barker, 1978;
Barker & Carter, 1986; Shearing, 1981; Sherman, 1974, 1978; Goldstein, 1975; Newburn, 1999;
Punch, 2000), the effectiveness of policing (Kelling & Coles, 1996; Clarke & Hough, 1984;
Skogan, 1976, 2004; McGarrell et al., 2001; Sherman, 1992; Sherman & Weisburd, 1995), police

discretion and its determinants (Black, 1980; Friedrich, 1980; Mastrofski et al., 188Mah,



1980; Worden, 1989; Goldstein, 1960, 1963), private policing (Nalla & Newman, 1990;
Johnston, 1992; Shearing & Stenning, 1987; Button, 2002; Wakefield, 2003), and policing
philosophies including community policing (Klockars, 1988; Mastrofski et al., 1995; Skogan &
Hartnett, 1997; Skogan, 2004; Trojanowicz & Bucqueroux, 1990; Greene & Mastrofski, 1988;
Rosenbaum, 1994; Friedmann, 1992), problem-oriented policing (Goldstein, 1990; Bichler &
Gaines, 2005; Eisenberg & Glasscock, 2001; Eck & Spelman, 1987), broken windows policing
(Kelling & Coles, 1996; Harcourt & Ludwing, 2006), and intelligence-led paji¢Ratcliffe,
2008; Ratcliffe & Guidetti, 2008; McGarrell et al., 2007; Carter & Carter, 2009;,200&).

Some researchers (Roberg, 1979; Roberg et al., 2002; Bennett & Hess, 2004aFyfe et
1997; More & Wegener, 1992; Sheehan & Cordner, 1995; Swanson et al., 2005) offered linkages
between motivational theories and policing to improve police management. Momastng
literature on policing examined various aspects of performance of pdicersfand police
departments, including departmental and personal factors and public evaluatiaoeof pol
performance (Armeli et al., 1998; Fagan et al., 1998; Mazerolle et al., 2007; M@&ragé&,
2003; Cortina et al., 1992; Mas, 2006; Reisig, 1999; Reisig & Correia, 1997). Researchers and
police departments mostly rely on reported crime rates, overallsarcesirance rates, and
response times to measure police performance (Alpert & Moore, 1998; Mastrofski, 1996)
although researchers argued over the validity of these performance indiBéoks {970;
Kelling, 1996). Thus, researchers and police departments started to use othergoedo
measures such as fear of crime, criminal victimization, citizen condmmd citizen satisfaction
with police (Stephens, 1996). However, our understanding about the correlation between

motivational factors and individual performance of police officers is stiitdid.



The quality of life in a work place and productivity are related to the perfoeraribe
employees (Rainey, 2009). Although Katzell & Thompson (1990) noted that “empiricasstudi
on various [motivation] theories typically account for less than 20% of the varranogout” (p.
64), scholars and researchers have examined motivation for decades to improve Isdandua
organizations’ performance and productivity (Pinder, 1998; Latham, 2007; Rainey, 20a8). As
from some factors like level of investment, successful innovation, development of new
technology, and political environment, which are beyond the control of most individuals,
performance and productivity can be explained by the motivation and abilitypbdyeas
(Pinder, 1998; Latham, 2009; Ambrose & Kulik, 1999). Ability can be defined as aggregation of
natural skills and gained skills through experience and training that one posBesders 1998).
The second factor that affects productivity is motivation. In addition to individhiléla
immediate managers and higher level managers in public and private orgasibave some
control over the motivation of their employees.

Managers ask their employees to perform to the best of their abilityyatodemsure that
they can and do (Ambrose & Kulik, 1999). It is argued that ability is a more imptataot
than motivation for job performance (Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989; Pinder, 1998). Higher
motivation alone does not necessarily mean higher performance (Rainey, 2008)e loases,
such as when an employee does not have adequate ability to perform a job, a getater le
motivation cannot ensure the individual can perform the job as well as desired. Moreover,
gaining experience during work time may increase the ability of apendereas it may
decrease the motivation to work.

The term “motivation” comes from the Latin wamtbvere which means “movement”

(Latham, 2009). Work motivation can be described as “a person’s desire to work hard and work



well to the arousal, direction, and persistence of effort in work settings” (R&i0@9, p. 248).
According to Pinder (1998), work motivation refers to “a set of energeticsfthe¢ originate
both within as well as beyond an individual's being, to initiate work-related behawvibto a
determine its form, direction, intensity, and duration” (p. 11). The intensity dimemgers to
the level of motivation at a given moment regardless of the potential dealtab assumed that
people are less likely to be motivated when little effort is needed. Howelven, the task is
difficult or requires much effort, people show higher levels of motivation. The direstion i
related to specific goals, while the duration implies accomplishment. Timétidaf(Pinder,
1998) also considers other factors such as environmental influences and biolagjicakfef
work-related behavior. Furthermore, the definition stresses that, since toats@nnot be
observed directly, it is an invisible physical process and internal concept.

Work motivation is one of the core concepts in the field of management to which both
researchers and managers have paid extra attention (Steers et allt #)84ppic studied more
than any other micro factor like work-related attitudes, communication, argictemaking and
macro factors like organizational design, organizational change, and organ@dture (Baron,
1991) in the organizational behavior field (Pinder, 1998), especially in the microdeusldf
organizational behavior (O’'Reilly, 1991). A study conducted by Cascio & Aguinis (2008)
showed that predictors of performance and work motivation are the two mastiegaopics in
the top five areas of industrial and organizational behavior. It is believedttimigit we cannot
measure motivation directly, it exists and affects human productivity (Pinder,. 1998)

1.2 Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this paper is to advance understanding of work motivation in the field of

policing. Work motivation and employee performance are two of the most exhatapies in



the field of organizational psychology, especially in the industrial and busirggsszations
(Perry & Porter, 1982). Some of the previous research on policing examined jolrsatisiad

its determinants among police officers (Greene, 1989; Griffin et al., 1978vBu1884;
Dantzker, 1993, 1994, 1997; O’Leary-Kelly & Griffin, 1995; Nalla et al., 2011; Buker & Dolu,
2010). However, some researchers (Pinder, 1998; Vroom, 1964; O’Reilly, 1991; Locke &
Latham, 1990; Latham, 2007; Rainey, 2009) argued that job satisfaction is relatqgrddgeem
turnover, employee absenteeism, and mental and physical health, ratherpl@ameem
productivity.

Another limitation of individual performance of police officers is that existesearch
on policing focused on performance of street police work. However, aside fnem ot
responsibilities, such as peace and public tranquility preservation, crimaforayerime
investigation and offender arrest, and law enforcement, one of the primary ferudtitve police
is to protect lives and properties (Bouza, 1990; Steverson, 2008; Grieve et al., 2007), including
airports. In many countries, including Turkey, police or federal agenciessprensible for
protecting airports.

Therefore, the present study will contribute to our understanding of work nnativiat
the public sector by employing goal-setting theory within the context of a mdatior
organization and, more specifically, within the context of policing. This studyiwikze
existing literature to develop a model of work motivation and contrast the motivational
differences, if any, between police officers working at airports and paffiicers working on the
streets. The model will be tested by using data which will be collectepdbyireg a self-

administrated survey. An OLS regression analysis will be conducted tzamtia. Finally, the



results of the study will be examined to improve our understanding of work motivatioa i

context of policing.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Theoretical Framework: Goal-Setting Theory

Goal-setting theory assumes that the goals related to a taskpafbpde’'s performances
and choices (Locke & Latham, 1990a). Moreover, the theory asserts that diffialdtand
specific goals lead to higher task performance than easy or vague gukis, (L966; Locke &
Latham, 1990a; Locke & Latham, 1990b; Locke & Latham, 2006; Latham, 2007; L&ham
Locke, 2007). Pinder (1998) formulated the theory with four tenets: goals lafif@ein effort,
difficult goals result in higher performance, specific goals alsotteadyher performance, and
incentives are meaningful except when they are related to specific aydedsd Goals affect
task performance by four mechanisms: “by directing attention and actiong};hombilizing
energy expenditure or effort, prolonging effort over time (persistence), amehtimg the
individual to develop relevant strategies (cognition)” (Locke et al., 1981, p. 145n.,a2687,
p. 53).

Since the concept of goal is identified as an important concept of motivatiom(Pervi
2003),using goals over needs or external forces as a motivational constructdfeys
advantages (Latham 2007). According to Pervin (2003), “goals have cognitivéiyvaffand
overt behavioral properties with them” (p. 311). The cognitive component of the geasteef
the mental representation of people’s conscious or unconscious goals. Furtheropbeesgte
their goals based on a variety of emotional feelings like achieving pteasavoiding some
pain. Finally, people make “behavioral plans” including “cognitive representafiactivities”
and some assessments (Pervin, 2003, p. 312) to achieve their goals. By doing so, “theeemploye

is oriented toward the future as far as cognitive capacity permitgligira 2007, p. 54).



According to Locke & Latham (2002), goals work in four ways to affecopednce: by
directing functions, energizing functions, enforcing persistence, and leadimgadoousal,
discovery, and use of task-relevant knowledge and strategies (p. 706-707).

The origin of the theory goes back to Locke’s (1964) doctoral dissertation ifL,atha
2007). Locke & Latham (1990b; 2006) stated that goal-setting theory was develapgghthr
previous research on intentions, task and set, and level of aspiration. The model evalaed ove
25-year period, based on nearly 400 experimental and field studies with more than 40,000
subjects and 88 different tasks in the US and seven other countries (Locke & Latham, 2006;
Locke & Latham, 1990b; Latham & Locke, 1991; Latham & Locke, 2007). The geradmisitly
of the theory to other tasks and countries was provided by those studies (Latharke& Lo
1991).

Goal-setting theory is one of the most examined and most dominant theories itdthe fie
of organization behavior (O’Reilly, 1991; Mitchell & Daniels, 2003). Pinder (1998)resf¢o
goal-setting theory as “being the most dominant, valid, and useful modern theawxkof w
motivation” (p. 382). Heslin et al. (2009) noted that goal-setting theory can be usedrtoeenha
the performance of individuals, groups, organizational units, and even an entireairganiz
Furthermore, some researchers (Wiese et al., 2005; Brunstein, 1993) arguedltbahigxt is
related to personal well-being. For example, Brunstein (1993) showed in a longisidahal
that students’ subjective well-being is related to “the intensity of stsiderhmitment to pursue
personal goals” (p. 1067). Finally, researchers argued (Latham et al., 2098 Perr
Vandenabeele, 2008) and showed (Wright, 2001; 2004) that goal-setting theory candadlappli

to the employees working in public sector organizations.



Although the origin of the goal-setting theory dates back to the 1960s, Lockéh&th.a
(1990a) offered their formal model in 1990. After introducing the full model, ressarch
examined other factors within the goal-setting model (Steers et al., 20 & Latham,

2006). For example, Earley & Erez (1991), Latham & Locke (1991), and Mathieu &Butt
(1992) examined the effects of assigned goals and normative information ampgerce.

Further, researchers (Klein & Mulvey, 1995; O’'Leary-Kelly et al., 1994; il Silver,

1990; Crown & Rosse, 1995; DeShon et al., 2004) examined the individual and group goals
within the goal-setting context. Moreover, Smith et al. (1990), Baum et al. (2001), and Baum &
Locke (2004) examined the performance of an entire organization. The othErcusvareas

can be categorized as goal determinants of goal choice, the effesdsnifid) goals on
performance, the relationship between the framing of a goal as gain smsasd performance,
and how subconscious goals affect performance (Locke & Latham, 2006). The msdel trie
answer why some people perform better than others, if their abilities and knowledggial
(Latham & Locke, 1991). According to Latham & Locke (1991), the answer to theaquiss

that motivational factors cause performance differences among people.

According to Locke & Latham (1990a), the model states that goals and intentich, whi
are immediate indicators of human actions, affect and direct human behaviorsnTbéttee
goal refers to something that people want to achieve (Locke & Latham, 1990a)taBeatzany
forms such as level of job performance, performance standard, quota, work norm, tatikepbjec
deadline, and budget (Locke et al., 1981). Goals consist of two main dimensions: content and
intensity (Latham & Locke, 1991). Goal content refers to “the object ort fgsinlg sought”

(Locke & Latham, 1990a, p. 25). Those objects can be buying a house, pursuing acareer i

academia, and feelings like happiness or having a good reputation.



Goal content may vary from person to person and include few or many goalsesmort-
or long-term goals, easy or difficult goals, specific or value goals, arsistemt and conflicting
goals (Locke & Latham, 1990a). However, the goal-setting model mostigde®n difficult
goals versus easy goals and specific goals versus “do your best” gealsicind difficult
goals increase one’s level of performance more than vague, non-quantitats/ékgo*do your
best” and other unspecific goals (Locke & Latham, 1990a). Since vague iyegtegple a huge
amount of discretion, people at any point may think that they do their best for a taskgea r
from minimum to maximum. However, people feel accomplishment when they finisacbr re
the specific goal. On the other hand, difficult goals stimulate peoplergiatieand lead to
higher levels of persistence to accomplish the goals.

Another concept that should be explained clearly is task. Task refers to “@pieaek
to be accomplished” (Locke & Latham, 1990a, p. 25). The distinction is important since
finishing a task could be a goal for many people. There is also a distinctreeebethe goal
difficulty and task difficulty (Locke & Latham, 1990a). A task can be haré feerson based on
the task’s complexity and skill and knowledge level required to accomplishrdeHasks
demand a higher performance level but may yield a lower performameetban easier tasks.
For example, it is easier for people to write a letter than a scientder psince the second one
requires more knowledge and skills than the first one.

However, Locke & Latham (1990a) noted that in some instances task difficultieathy
to a higher performance score as in the study of Campbell & ligen (1976). Cagafigelh’s
(1976) study is unique, since it is the only study that considered goal and tagKtyliffi
separately (Locke & Latham, 1990a). The result (Campbell & ligen, 1976) showeastha

difficulty affects task performance. Although task difficulty does not atfee motivational
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process, people gain more information and more insight while doing difficult tasksif Bven
person fails to accomplish the task, the task knowledge gained in the attengalisonghe
performance of future tasks that require similar skills or knowledge. $itmilard tasks, hard
goals also require more knowledge and skills than easier goals. A persoranay finish a
specific task in a shorter period than usual. To be able to do that, he/she needs manedskill
knowledge. Harder goals result in more performance. It is found that thererisistent linear
and positive relationship between the performance and goal difficulty (La&&Haooke, 1991).
In sum, goal difficulty refers to the level of task proficiency, whetask performance refers to
the nature of a task. Latham & Locke (1991) noted that “knowing task difficulty,Jesweoes
not reveal the person’s goals and thus makes it difficult to predict how well a pelison wi
perform the task” (p. 214).

Goal intensity refers to several factors that operate together arineowithin the goal-
setting process. Those factors are: the effort necessary to forr) asgogportance relative to a
person’s other goals; the level of commitment; and, the value of the goalrimhatention
refers to people’s determination to accomplish one goal or task by taking eettans (Locke
& Latham, 1990a). One of the major aspects of intensity that has been studresivey is
commitment (Latham & Locke, 1991). Goal commitment refers to “the degnebkith the
individual is attached to the goal, considers it significant or important, is deésrto reach it,
and keeps it in the face of setbacks and obstacles” (Latham & Locke, 1991, p. 217). Tte source
of the goal —whether set by an individual, assigned by an external sourceideddemtly—
do not affect goal commitment (Locke & Latham, 1990a).

The literature on goal commitment shows that there is a direct and modfaetefe

goal commitment on performance (Locke & Latham, 1990a; Latham & Locke, 1994iingx
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research indicates that when goal difficulty is held constant, people who cdramsdives
strongly to a goal perform better than those who are less committep&bd. #eople who do not
commit themselves to a goal tend to give up their hard goals in favor ofdiedsier ones. The
moderator effect of goal commitment works with the performance. Lockeléaia(1990a)
suggest that high goal commitment and high performance increase peopleévgbaldtham &
Locke (1991) noted the ultimate goal proof as “the action taken to attain it which ietiects
the thinking which preceded it and the choice to act on that thinking” (p. 217). According to
Latham (2007), goal commitment increases job performance, since “thergoiales a
regulatory mechanism that allows the employee to observe, monitor, subjeetiaklgte, and
adjust job behavior in order to attain the goal” (p. 53). It should be also noted thatetatke
(1988) define goal commitment and goal acceptance differently. Goal coembitefiers to a
more inclusive concept, which can be applied to any goal regardless of whetisetf-set,
participative set, or assigned. However, goal acceptance refers tovehgdals assigned to a
person.

Since there is a relationship between goal commitment and performaneeithg/hile
to mention determinants of goal commitment. The determinants of goal conmihérae
authority, peer influence, publicness, rewards and incentives, punishment, geaace aald
instrumentality, and expectancy of success and self-efficacy (Lodlketlé&am, 1990a). People
consider their immediate supervisors or managers in the public or privaieaelgitimate
authorities. Supervisors and managers tell people their tasks, observe tobemaece, and give
warnings when necessary. Although further research is needed to exanuagetation
between authority and goal commitment, existing research suggesidebaimate authority

affects goal commitment in these conditions: when an authority is phygcedignt, is

12



supportive, is trustworthy, convinces an employee of the rationality of ttheege#s reasonable
pressure, and is knowledgeable and likable (1990a, p. 136). When employees feel thahthere i
conflict between the organizational goals and given tasks and they are capable tgivknthe
tasks, employees follow the orders given by a legitimate authority.

Another factor which affects goal commitment is peer influence. It aasdfthat people
who are assigned to a group have a higher commitment level for individual and grauthgoal
do people who work alone. Moreover, research suggests that if a person observegsralstron
model, he/she tends to have a higher goal commitment level. However, when peapie @abse
negative role model, they show a low goal commitment level. Finally, peer ggrepgpressure
on people to perform better and this leads to a high level of goal committterdture on task
performance indicates that competition has direct and indirect effectspboyer performance.
However, none of the research directly tested how competition affects gaaltooent. Locke
& Latham (1990a) proposed that since there could be a link between competition and goal
commitment, further research should examine the relationship between two.

Researchers also examined the effects of public and private work enegirtsnon goal
commitment. It was found that although research suggests inconsistent findingloonarere
differences in work performed in a public or private environment, publicness sigtlifieffects
people’s goal commitment level. Some other work motivation theories like erpgetad
social learning theories suggest that incentives and rewards work ag@atiakeo goal
commitment. However, few studies examine directly the relationship betweec¢ndves and
rewards and goal commitment. The findings are inconsistent and ressdocimet insignificant
relations between the incentives and rewards and goal commitment in sesstlazcke &

Latham (1990a) argued that incentives and rewards affect performanc®us weays, which
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also affects goal commitment. They (1990a) suggest that researchers ghmiltkehe effects
of incentives and rewards on goal commitment with better study designs asdrarmeent. In
contrast to research on incentives and rewards, some studies examined how puaitbotent
goal commitment. The research indicates that the effects of punishment comoaatment
depend upon how it is used and perceived.

Valance and instrumentality refers to “how individuals process and respond to
incentives” (Locke & Latham, 1990a, p. 145) in goal-setting theory. Research @sdicat goal
instrument is significantly related to goal commitment. Moreover, perdeewards lead to
higher commitments and subsequently to higher performance as well. Hoaxaseng
research suggests that a number of personal factors such as ego andflictaihnery affect
valance and, subsequently, goal commitment. Expectation of success afticaely are other
factors that affect goal commitment. People tend to have a higher level obgoaltment if
they believe the goal is achievable. If people believe the goal is toaulitbcaaccomplish, they
are more likely to have a lower goal commitment level. Related to thetatipe®f success,
self-efficacy has effects on goal commitment and on performance. Sedicgfrefers to a
person’s judgment about his/her ability to accomplish a task (Locke & Lattf80a). Self-
efficacy is especially useful for maintaining goal commitment lexredn a person encounters a
challenge or obstacle in performing a task. Moreover, the information provideslzdinning
of a task or during the task as feedback affects people’s self-efficaaguvdr, providing
information at the beginning or during the task does not always lead to a higloempeaite
level.

As indicated before, a goal can be set in three ways. Someone may agsadjtoaan

individual, the goal can be assigned mutually, or an individual may set the goalfhiMany
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researchers have examined whether employees should participatgaaltdecision-making
process (Pinder, 1998). Two theoretical perspectives approach the question Wiffeoshke &
Latham, 1990a). Classical management theories state that managers asdteagsponsible
for goal assignments and employees’ commitments to the goal. However, sticnani
organizational theories argue that employees should participate in the geairdenaking
process. Participating in the goal decision-making process causeyeeattachment and
higher levels of commitment to the goals.

These two different theoretical perspectives cause considerableestguarthe literature
concerning the effects of assigned goals versus participativelypakst on goal commitment and
performance (Latham & Locke, 1991). Based on a series of 11 studies conducétddmy and
his colleagues (Locke & Latham, 1990a; Latham & Locke, 1991), the resesacomeluded that
there are no or few differences between the effects of assigned g alaricipatively-set goals
on goal commitment and performance. However, another set of seven studies conducted b
Latham and his colleagues indicated that participatively-set gaalgd higher commitment
levels than assigned goals (Latham & Locke, 1991; Locke & Latham, 1990a;, Ri9@@y).

These inconsistent findings between two studies led to an unusual solution, naately, th
“Latham and Erez decided to place their differing views head to head by cdiilaparathe
design of four experiments using a mutually respected third party, Edwin Leakesdaator.”
(Pinder, 1998, p. 373-374). However, this unusual study showed that assigned goals affect
motivation and goal commitment as much as participatively-set goals do. iNdesst
participation may lead to higher performance levels through two cegmitechanisms (Pinder,
1998). Employee participation affects self-efficacy and the quality ottheegies that

employees develop and use. Finally, it was found that self-set goals also do ragh#dinoant
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and consistent effects on goal commitment and performance (Locke & Latham). 1990,
research indicates that none of the methods of setting goals performheettetiters or affect
goal commitment and performance.

The goal-setting model examines the relationship between goals andclefdinzke &
Latham, 1990a; Latham & Locke, 1991; Pinder, 1998). Latham & Locke (1991) noted that
studies that indicated the positive effects of feedback on performance wemndotted
properly. Feedback was used to set improvement goals for the study subjectpasiraptheir
past performance. When subjects are provided with feedback that cannot be used ts, set goa
research indicates that feedback or goal-setting alone do not affect @aréerrin other words,
feedback and goal-setting have effects on performance when they egibetofjocke &
Latham (1990a) examined 33 studies to show the effectiveness of goals pluskeedbas
goals or feedback alone. They concluded that the effectiveness oplysalsedback is more
consistent and has a more positive effect on performance than goals or feedibacKkla joint
effect of goals and feedback affect performance, because of the thatinetween goals and
performance (Locke & Latham, 1990a). Goals provide information about the level of
performance that is to be attained. However, feedback refers to informatitenavgoal refers
to evaluation. People use feedback to track their performances by compardayddaand set
goals as needed. Two possible outcomes occur based on the provided feedback (Latham &
Locke, 1991):

1. If performance meets or exceeds the standard, performance is typically

maintained.

2. If performance falls below the standard, subsequent improvement will occur

to the degree that: (a) the individual is dissatisfied with that level of
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performance and, more importantly, expects to be dissatisfied with it in the

future; (b) the individual has high self-efficacy, that is, confidence in heryabilit

to improve; and (c) the individual sets a goal to improve over her past

performance ( p. 226).

The model also considers other variables such as ability, demographic variablas suc
gender, age, and race, and situational constraints (Locke & Latham, 19%am l&at_ocke,
1991). Research shows an inconsistent and curvilinear relationship between pedagntin
ability. Moreover, the effect of ability on performance is related to géfadudty. When goal
difficulty is above the ability of a person, goal difficulty limits the dpibf a person and
prevents high performance. Locke & Latham (1990a) argued that educatiohdsved effect
on goal-setting, and there is no logical reason why there should be one. Besitlesizlod
there are very few studies conducted on race, age, and gender, we need furdeetostudi
examine how those variables effect goal-setting and performanceyfiraétarch on situational
constraints and performance indicates that when situational constraird® ageal level is
significantly related to performance. In particular, when people have higiffsedcy and high
commitment in low-level situational constraints, they perform better ttheano

The final topic in the model is the consequences of the goals (Locke & Latham, 1990a;
Latham & Locke, 1991). Based on satisfaction theory, Latham & Locke (19%4 YIsh
“emotional responses are the result of automatic, subconscious value appflpis84). People
try to reach their goals, which are desired or valued outcomes. It is obvioushiémapeople
accomplish a goal, they feel satisfaction with their performance. fbiher& can be expected
that the level of satisfaction is increased based on the degree of succesnesge Based on

16 studies, Locke & Latham (1990a) found a strong correlation between tiee déguccess
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and satisfaction. Satisfaction level moves in either direction, positive aiiveegeccording to
the level of success or failure. The importance of the goal leads to a gegggve or positive
satisfaction level. In addition to satisfaction, the importance of the gaaleris boredom and
reduces the role of conflict and ambiguity.
2.2 Determinants of Work Motivation

As discussed in the previous section, goal-setting theory was formulated arapddvel
based on extensive field research and experimental studies. However, to provide a bet
overview, research regarding the determinants of work motivation within gtiagséeory will
be examined. This chapter will examine in detail five factors-goal contentcgoahitment,
self-efficacy, feedback, and money-as incentives that affect perfornfenoeost.
2.2.1 Goal Content

Goal content refers to characteristics of goals like goal difficatigcificity, and
vagueness. Much of the previous research focused on how specific goals anldl giiféits are
related to the performance of employees and people (Locke et al., 1981; McCapp&1R82;
Locke & Latham, 1990a; Klein et al., 1990). Locke et al. (1981) examined studies canducte
between 1969 and 1980 to see the relationship between goals and performance. Regdrding go
difficulty, Locke et al. (1981) found that 29 experimental laboratory designgesha linear
relation between, and four experimental studies provided conditional support tatiffjcaty
and task performance, whereas only six experimental designs showed no relatesn lyztal
difficulty and performance. Furthermore, 15 field studies showed the deeisedn
performance in varying degrees, while only three field studies resultedativeeassociative

effects between goals and performance.
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Regarding goal specificity, the study (Locke et al., 1981) showed that 20rezpti
studies and 31 field studies, including 7 field studies that concurred partially, e
hypothesis that specific hard goals lead to better performance. Onéxpaemental and one
field study showed no relationship between goal specificity and performancallQtveras
found that 99 of 110 experimental and field studies partly or wholly supported the hypothesis
that difficult goals and specific goals result in higher performarater] Locke & Latham
(1990a) conducted a more comprehensive and detailed meta-analysis otitheshefabetween
goal difficulty and performance and specific goals and performance based oel@28d
experimental studies. The results of their study showed that 140 of 192 stucatdiffgpulty
and performance and 152 of 201 studies of specific and hard goals as opposed to vagune goal
performance, a total of 292 out of 393 studies, revealed significant effegalafontent on
performance.

Before Locke & Latham (1990a) offered their formal model, several a¢lsearchers
conducted meta-analyses on goal difficulty and performance and goal speaiftti
performance. For example, Guzzo et al. (1985) found in their meta-analygisdhaetting was
one of the most significant and effective psychologically-based intervenbgrapns on worker
productivity. Mento et al. (1987) conducted a meta-analysis by analyzingateseaducted
between 1966 and 1984. They examined 70 studies of goal difficulty and performance and 49
studies of goal specificity and performance. The results of the study dlsawéar patterns
regarding the relationship between goal difficulty and performance atdgecificity and
performance. They found strong support for the effects of goal difficattygaal specificity on
performance. Another meta-analysis study conducted by Tubbs (1986) and involvindié$ st

of goal difficulty and 48 studies of goal specificity also showed strongaostifor their main
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hypothesis that difficult goals and specific goals are related to pexfme. Both researchers,
Mento et al. (1987) and Tubbs (1986), argued that experimental studies show stronger support
for the relationship between the goal difficulty-specificity than the s&lidies do.

Wood et al. (1987) extended Mento’s et al. (1987) meta-analysis by including additional
field and experimental studies and by employing more careful analysiskodamplexity. The
results of the meta-analysis showed that goal difficulty and goal sygcdre strongly related to
task performance. Furthermore, they found that “the magnitude of goal effectsaympace
was greater on simple tasks than on complex tasks” (1987, p. 420). Zetik & Stuhlmacher (2002)
conducted a meta-analysis involving 22 research reports that examined ¢teddftpals and
their attributes on the performance of negotiators. Their findings (2002) can bersazadraa:

(a) negotiators who set specific goals consistently made highesgrafit the negotiators who
did not pursue specific goals; and (b) difficult goals lead to higher perforraadce
subsequently, to higher profits. They (2002) concluded that goal-setting theowy asedofor
negotiations and “negotiators are at a great advantage for earningyrarfithey go into
negotiation prepared with a goal, especially when the goal is specifictfaadldi(p. 47).

Aside from meta-analysis, the existing literature provides a huge kstpeiimental and
field studies of goal content and performance (Locke & Latham, 1990a; Lockéh&ha2002).

For example, one of the earliest studies was conducted by Bryan & Locke (1967). The
conducted a two-phase experimental design with two groups consisting dfcd &a
undergraduate students and five trials to test the effect of time on attituaegrdups were
provided the same task and procedures but the number of assigned tasks was theer for
second group. The students were asked to solve problems within a designatatbtiment (12

minutes and 6 minutes) in the first three trials, in a self-paced time aftotmtrial four, and in
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the fastest time possible in the last trial. They found that students who weidegrmore time
slowed their pace and took longer than the students who were provided less time to solve the
problems. In other words, subjects who were given shorter time limits indrieese

performance to solve the problem. However, the results showed no significarndiéeifor

trial four and trial five for both groups.

Latham & Locke (1975) replicated Bryan & Locke’s (1967) experimentbdevithin a
real-life setting. They examined 379 independent wood-harvesting crewBtstlgeoup was
free to sell as much wood as they could in a given month, whereas the second groupasad quot
for one or more weeks during each month. Latham & Locke (1975) followed each group
consecutively for three months, from April to June. The results showed that asdadril,
the crews who experienced quotas were more productive than the crews whewereséll as
much as they could harvest.

Another experimental design was conducted by Latham & Baldes (1975) to test how
specific hard goals as opposed to “do your best” goals affected the perferofi@tclogging
drivers. The logging drivers were observed July to September, when weatiost isuitable for
logging, without being assigned specific goals, and they were oldsagaen during the nine
consecutive months of less suitable weather with specific assignedigaalequired logging
drivers to load their trucks up to the maximum legal weight. The results iedlitedt although
there were seasonal differences among the months, logging drivers gerfonh better after
they were assigned a specific goal. Smith et al. (1990) examined goal-set macro-level
study to test the effects of goal-setting on organizations. They ad2§6 undergraduate
students in 16 simulated organizations. Researchers used Miles & Randolph’s (1979)

“organizational game” and observed these 16 simulated organizations runningantiifees
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for 12 months. The results indicated that specific organizational goals dftegtnizational
performance. Furthermore, the results also suggested that speciiovgoalrelated to planning
quality.

Brown & Latham (2000) tested goal-setting theory with 32 unionized emplayaé&sg
at a telecommunications company. These 32 subjects were divided into three gralips: go
setting, self-instruction plus goal-setting, and “do your best”. The fisdi¢he study showed
that employees who set specific and difficult goals performed more thanyeaphho were
allowed to do their best. In other words, the main hypothesis of the goal-settingttre
difficult and specific goals lead to higher performances, was achieved.nBraatham (2000)
found that there was a linear relationship between the goal level and perferidanever, the
results suggested that there was no correlation between the self-instanctiperformance.
Finally, one of the most recent experimental studies was conducted by Morishn@@10).
They tested goal-setting theory with 85 college students who did not perfornm aetal-life
setting. The importance of their study is that students were instructecaed tthrough a web-
based program. Researchers used a revised version of Peterson &B4)sprogram
consisting of eight steps to allow students to set specific personal goatsa Aftg-month
period, students who participated in the goal-setting experiment showed argrdliiferences
and increased their overall grade-point average (GPA).

When it comes to field studies, Andrews & Farris (1972) conducted one of the very
earliest field studies. They examined the relationship between timeigessl scientists’
performance. They used a panel study to collect data from scientists amekenigvorking at a
NASA research division where scientists and engineers were subjectécetoeetime and

physical pressures. The first phase was conducted in 1965 and involved 117 seirdtist
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engineers; the second phase of the study was administrated after fevane@avolved 118
scientist and engineers, 78 of whom participated in the first phase as wekstls of the
study suggested that contrary to the idea that scientists should be relasaat ito perform
better and to be productive, the challenge of greater time pressure was lyasii@ed to

higher performance after controlling for supervisory status, educatidrseaiority.
Furthermore, it was found that scientists and engineers who performeteattlbigels demanded
more pressure. The researchers also argued that time pressuredstoetatveral other aspects
of performance including usefulness, innovation, and productivity.

A meta-analytic study (Lepine et al., 2005) regarding stressorstetiagerformance
revealed the same findings. Lepine et al. (2005) examined 82 articles and npé&étssee how
challenge stressors (measures of job role demands, pressure, time wageémnegrkload) and
hindrance stressors (measures of constraints, hassles, resources, inadaquaapjguity, role
and interpersonal conflict) affect peoples’ performances. The resultssititheindicated that
while hindrance stressors are negatively related to performance, chatesgsors have a
positive effect on performance.

Wright (2004) examined goal-setting in a public organization. He conducted a survey
with 385 New York State employees working at several different stateiagewright (2004)
examined how the elements of goal-setting theory, including goal difficultyspeaificity,
feedback, and self-efficacy, affect state employees’ work mativatihe results of the study
indicated that both goal difficulty and goal specificity were relatedate €mployees’ work
motivation. Wright (2004) noted that the goal-setting model provides a useful frak@wvo
understand public sector employees’ task, mission, and motivation. One of the raistiedt

studies was conducted by Webb et al. (2010). They examined the factors thangifegees’
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goal choices and performance. To test their hypothesis, they collecddotiatemployees at
four call centers with a final sample size of 476. Additionally, the comparog&ipd
employees’ actual performance data to the researchers. The rescawahéthat employees
who performed better in the past set more difficult goals. Furthermore, this redidated that
prior performance and goal difficulty are positively related to theuré performance.

Researchers have tested how goal context has affected emplogdeshance since the
origin of the theory. The above-mentioned meta-analyses, experimentas studidield studies
showed that goal difficulty and goal specificity are two of the most sogmifipredictors of
employee performance within the goal-setting context. As demonstfajestting a goal leads
to higher performance than a no-goal situation, (b) specific high goalsirelsigher
performance than vague goals, and (c) difficult goals lead to higHermpance than easy goals.
The research showed that goal context is not only related to employee pedetméaalso
related to quality of work. Furthermore, in some cases, goal context alds nesahovative
ideas and products. Moreover, the theory can be used for employees working at ptdslic sec
organizations to increase their performance. Therefore, it can be conclatisétting specific
and difficult goals in both the private and public sectors leads to higher emptpgep, and
department performances.
2.2.2 Goal Commitment

The second important component of the goal-setting framework is commitment.
Commitment refers to “the degree to which the individual is attached to the goalec®ns
significant or important, is determined to reach it, and keeps it in the facebadtkset
and obstacles” (Latham & Locke, 1991). Locke (2000), Locke & Latham (1990a; 1990b)

argued that unless employees committed to a goal including any specificlenging
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objective, employees did not show higher level performance within the goagsabtdel. Goal
commitment has a direct and indirect effect on performance (Latham & Lt@8#). People
who show higher level commitment to difficult goals are more likely to perbmtter, since less
committed people are more likely to abandon hard goals and pursue easier orea&rHow
Latham & Locke (1991) noted that “when goals are low, on the other hand, high
commitment may restrict performance because committed people will the loaraise
their goals, whereas uncommitted people may set higher goals” (p. 217).

A meta-analysis conducted by Donovan & Radosevich (1998) showed that the mteracti
of goal difficulty and goal commitment accounted for only 3% of the varianeshkn t
performance. In other words, the 12 studies included in the meta-analysisdeneatsistent
findings regarding the relationship between goal commitment and performaicoediAg to
Klein et al. (1999), the negative result of Donovan & Radosevich’s (1998) study uszslday
including only a small sample of studies in their own study. Furthermore,retiearchers
examined why research failed to show a significant relationship betwaeoogomitment and
performance. Hollenbeck & Klein (1987) noted that previous research failed taashow
relationship effect of goal commitment on performance because many previoas gjndred
goal commitment as a variable, even though it was one of the central conchptgaaltsetting
model. Furthermore, many of the previous studies showed inconsistencies in their
conceptualization of goal commitment. Locke et al. (1981) examined why studiesdshow
inconsistent findings regarding goal commitment and performance relationshgrdfag to
Locke et al. (1981), the possible reasons for inconsistent findings are (a@npsokith

measuring goal acceptance; (b) problems with limited variation amorsglfects caused by the
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scales used to measure goal commitment; and (c) problems with subjects whwtrha able
to discriminate small differences in psychological commitment” (p. 143).

Similar to Locke et al. (1981) and Hollenbeck & Klein (1987), Tubbs (1993) noted that
researchers failed to test the effect of goal commitment on perfoerbacause of the
application of different measures and concepts. Hollenbeck et al. (1988a) codsirlLiktert-
type scale consisting of nine items to measure goal commitment. Hoafgeconducting a
principal axis factor analysis, Hollenbeck et al. (1989a) excluded two itemdlfie scale and
used a seven-item Likert-type scale instead of the nine-item-lijjertscale. They conducted an
experimental study with 190 college students to examine the antecedents asdfemat
commitment. The results of the study indicated that (a) goal commitmersigvaficantly
related to performance; (b) goal commitment was related to publicaess,dontrol, and need
for achievement but not goal origin had an effect on goal commitment; (c3@oahitment was
partially related to goal level; (d) the constructed goal commitnoaie svas reliable.

Hollenbeck et al. (1989b) examined the construct validity of the self-repasguresof
goal commitment which was applied in Hollenbeck et al.’s (1989a) study. They (1989b)
combined three previous studies to develop an efficient and valid measure of gogtincent.
They offered a four-item unidimensional scale to measure goal commhiafter examining the
studies. Hollenbeck et al. (1989b) noted that the four-item goal commitment scailéchaal
consistency, is related to performance, and covers three alternatiuaeseafsthe same
construct, namely, force to attain the goal, self-set goal-assigned gma&lpdincy, and actual
goal change. Further, Klein et al. (2001) conducted a more comprehensive alyatgsrdining
meta-analytic and multi-sample confirmatory factor analytic teclenigjbey examined 15

studies consisting of 17 independent samples and 2,918 subjects. The result of the study
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suggested that the five-item scale is “unidimensional and equivalens aceasurement timing,
goal origin, and task complexity” of goal commitment (Klein et al., 2001, p. 33).

Furthermore, researchers argued (Locke & Latham, 1990a; 1990b; 2006; 2009; Locke et
al., 1988; Pinder, 1998; Mitchell & Daniels, 2003; Heslin et al., 2009; Seijts & Latham, 2000a;
Porter, 2005) and showed (Erez & Zidon, 1984; McCaul et al. 1987; Locke et al. 1984; Klein,
1991; Wright, 1992; Wright et al., 1993; Porter, 2005) goal commitment is related to
performance. According to Locke et al. (1988), “if there is no commitment to duaisgoal
setting does not work” (p. 23). Wofford et al. (1992) conducted a meta-analysis withl-78 goa
setting studies to examine the antecedents and consequences of goal coinfiteyefound
that goal commitment was related to goal achievement. According to Woffakd #992), goal
achievement was a more important factor than the performance within theegfoa model.
Furthermore, they found that self-efficacy, expectation of goal attainm@ued task difficulty
were significantly related to goal commitment.

Another and more comprehensive meta-analysis was conducted by Kleir1894). (
based on 74 studies with 83 independent samples which ranged in size from 20 to 406. They
(1999) found that (a) goal commitment is positively related to performanegssastudies; (b) the
relationship between the goal commitment and performance is robust; (@\ggahbderates
the relationship between goal commitment and performance such that diffialgtigad to a
stronger relationship between goal commitment and performance than elasyogdd) goal
origin, task complexity, and incentives do not have an effect on the relationship bgbaéen
commitment and performance; and, (e) there is a positive relationship be@saeommitment
and expectancy, attractiveness, and motivational forces as antecedentsofmgo@ment (p.

889-890).
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Both field and experimental studies showed that goal commitment is a vital component of
the goal-setting model that affects performances. For exampjs, eil. (1997) examined how
task importance and publicness affect the relationship between goal difficdlpegormance.

To do so, they conducted an experimental design with 200 undergraduate students. They used a
seven-point Likert-type item (such as, how important is this task to you?)asuneeoerceived

task importance. The results of the study showed that (a) perceived task mogontaderates

the relationship between the goal level and performance; (b) more difficldtigad to a higher
level of perceived task importance; (c) publicness increases the percsikadpartance of
subjects more than an anonymous condition; and (d) subjects who committed thetosalmes
difficult goals performed better than subjects who did not commit themseld#$icult goals.

Seijts et al. (1997) noted that “the goal difficulty-performance functionaappe hold only

when participants worked under public conditions on a task that was perceived as imgartant” (
58-59). Klein & Kim (1998) examined the effects of goal commitment on perfarenia a retail
organization. The study’s sample consisted of salespersons. The resultsudyhedtated

that goal commitment was significantly related to salespersongrpehce. Furthermore, the
results also suggested that while managerial support had a positive effdespersans’
commitment, situational constraints were negatively related to goal itorant.

The existing literature showed that although goal commitment is one ofrttnal ce
concepts in the goal-setting model, most of the early studies in goafys=ititext either
ignored it or did not measure it appropriately. However, since the late 19804Hohenbeck et
al. (1989a) offered a Likert-type goal commitment scale, it has been usedhrofithe research
performed. It is suggested that goal-setting theory does not work without goal omeniniin

other words, if a person does not have goal commitment, goal-setting, regaraiesshalr the
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goals are difficult or specific, does not affect performance. The abovéemashimeta-analyses
and research showed that goal commitment has a moderating and dir¢creffedormance.
2.2.3 Self-Efficacy

Locke (2000) and Locke & Latham (2002) suggested that two factors aal ¢atgoal
commitment. The first one is the relevant or significant value of a gogl¢osan. The second
one is self-efficacy, of the quality of “being capable or attaining or mgasuibstantial progress
toward the goal” (Locke, 2000, p. 46). In other words, people should believe that they can
accomplish the goal fully or at least partially. Bandura (1995) define@#ielfcy as “beliefs in
one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to praspgetive
situations” (p. 2). Self-efficacy is related to people’s thought patternenacand emotional
responses (Bandura, 1982). Bandura (1982) noted, “In causal tests the higher tifaridueled
self-efficacy, the higher the performance accomplishments and the loveentiti®nal arousal”
(p. 122).

According to Bandura (1977), self-efficacy has a direct effect on poaes. People
choose their behaviors based on their expectations for the outcomes and theiegoedléi
efficacy. If they believe they can not accomplish a goal in a given situszause they
convince themselves that the given situation is beyond their skills and capshige do not
pursue such goals. Otherwise, they engage and pursue the goals. For exam®lBphko
(1992) found in their experimental design with 92 undergraduate students thaticatiyeffas
negatively related to the perceived difficulty of a task. Furthermoregipettself-efficacy
affects behaviors by fostering an expectation of success. That is, whea geopte their
behaviors, their sense of self-efficacy determines “how much effort pedpéxpend and how

long they will persist in the face of obstacles and aversive experiencGsife, 1977, p. 194).
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Within the goal-setting model, self-efficacy leads to (a) settighdrigoals, (b) being more
committed to difficult goals, (c) being more resilient and persistenttéesyi possibility of
failure, (d) having the possibility of developing better task strategies(eg being more likely to
perform better (Locke, 2000, p. 46).
Many of the researchers examined the effects of self-efficacy corpeawice
theoretically and empirically. Bandura & Cervone (1983) examined the effiesttf-evaluation
and self-efficacy on motivation within the goal-setting framework. They coedwaat
experimental design with four experimental groups consisting of 20 subjectstaruhes
control group consisting of 10 subjects. The results of the experimental study mhdncdte
subjects who had goals performed better than subjects who did not have goals. Mdreaser, |
found that subjects who were dissatisfied with their performance in a@twatre more likely
to improve their performance in future challenges. Finally, it was provewltteat subjects had
goals and were provided feedback, self-efficacy was significantlidela their performances.
Bandura & Wood (1989) conducted an experimental design with 60 subjects who were
assigned to participate in a simulated organization. They examined howeedrcentrollability
and performance standards affect people’s self-efficacy and goal chicheaesults of their
study (1989) showed that belief in controllability is positively related feesitacy. Subjects
who did not believe that they could control the simulated organization showed a lowfsense o
self-efficacy. The results also suggested that subjects tended to sdlifficult goals when
they believed they could control the simulated organization. In addition, the studyeddicat
prior performance of the subjects affected perceived self-efficacgomedrgoal-setting, and
subsequent performances. Moreover, the researchers found that self-efasagyated to

performance directly and indirectly by developing analytic strategiashieve their goals.
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Finally, the results indicated that self-efficacy had an effect on sabggzl-setting as well.
Subjects who had strong self-efficacy set more challenging dwalsstibjects who did not have
as high a sense of self-efficacy.

A meta-analysis conducted by Stajkovich & Luthans (1998) based on 114 studies with a
total sample size of 21,616 showed a significant and positive relationship betwWeshcsaly
and performance. Furthermore, they (1998) found that self-efficacy wascagtlyfirelated to
performance for low, medium, and high levels of task complexity. Additionally, therpaditee
relationship between self-efficacy and work performance was higher stuties involving a
low level of task complexity than in the other two task complexity groupsnBail Beattie
(1983) found that self-efficacy was related to sales performance. Bo&idaichard (1990)
examined the influence of self-efficacy judgments on cognitive perform&heeaesults showed
that self-efficacy was related to the number of completed problemeifitiency of subjects’
problem-solving strategies, and the accuracy of their self-evaluattbeiofesponses. The
researcher (1990) referred to self-efficacy as “a viable con$tnucomprehending
performance” (p. 353).

The study conducted by Cervone et al. (1991) indicated that self-efficaqyosdively
related to task performance. Furthermore, they (1991) argued that “fif=te judgments
should most strongly regulate action on challenging, valued activities for whicte ey
enough information to assess adequately their performance capabilities” (ZigGigrman et
al. (1992) found that self-efficacy for academic achievement was positindlgignificantly
related to setting more difficult goals and higher performance. Ingkperimental design
Brown & Latham (2000) found that employees with a higher level of setfaeffiperform better

than employees with a lower level of self efficacy. Earley & Et€91) conducted an
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experimental design involving 174 college students. They found that self-effieacgositively
related to performance.

Silver & Bufanio (1996) examined the effects of group-efficacy on performaree i
experimental study with 75 students who participated in two task trials. ®tbeg that group-
efficacy was significantly and positively related to group goals and suksetask performance.
Furthermore, the study indicated that group-efficacy was a moreisagmipredictor than group
past performance. Later, Seijts & Latham (2000b) conducted a more comprehensive
experimental design study on the relationship between group-efficacy dmohagrce. They
argued that the size of the group is related to group commitment, group setfyefficd their
subsequent performances. Furthermore, it was expected that the membermafltheap
committed themselves more than the members of the large group. The resdtstotly
suggested that the members of the small group had a significantly heglsered commitment
and self-efficacy than the large-group members. Furthermore, the small-geaulgens
subsequently performed better than the large-group members.

In sum, self-efficacy is an important concept within the goal-setting madskarchers
argued and showed that self-efficacy has a positive, direct and modezaterfperformance.
People with a higher sense of self-efficacy tend to set more difficals gdevelop analytic
strategies to accomplish a task, and commit themselves to difficult gelieffieacy is also an
important factor for groups, although small groups foster a higher senseedfisacy and
subsequently more commitment and better performance. Finally, exise®yeh suggests that

self-efficacy is an important factor that affects people in varioustisihssand organizations.
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2.2.4 Feedback

Researchers argued (ligen et al., 1979; Pritchard et al., 1988) and found (Guzzo et al.,
1985; llgen & Moore, 1987) that feedback has a positive effect on performaerdbak€k in a
goal-setting framework refers to “information to the individual as to the dégnekich the
standard is being met” (Latham & Locke, 1991, p. 226). Providing feedback to people improves
work performance in a couple of ways (Latham & Locke, 1991). First, when individuals
know/learn that their performance is below the standard, they become fiestatisl tend to
improve their performance. Second, individuals with a higher sense of sedfegfire more
likely to improve their performance to reach or surpass the standard. FinalWgurads might
set more difficult goals to improve upon their past performance when they are @vwheir past
performance level.

However, researchers (Locke & Latham, 1990a; Latham & Locke, 1991) almied t
providing feedback alone does not always lead to higher performances. For exdogde &
DeNisi (1996) conducted a meta-analysis on the effects of feedback on perderrthe study
used 131 papers, 607 effect sizes, and 23,663 observations. The results of the study indicated that
although feedback is significantly and positively related to performancey eathird of the
studies included in the meta-analysis showed an inverse relationship betadisackeand
performance. According to ligen et al. (1979), several factors like sdoroga{ performance
appraisal, the supervisor, co-workers, the task, and self), message ($ignmand frequency),
and the characteristic of the recipients may affect how people perceiaecd feedback (p.
353-358). Therefore, providing feedback does not always lead to positive outcomes or &ork as
reinforcement of people’s behavior. Existing literature suggests thanhgffeedback in some

cases, for example, when the feedback is negative, may lead to angen, temsoyance, and
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frustration (Baron, 1988; Geddes & Baron, 1997). Providing negative feedback mighitrresul
“adopting ineffective techniques for dealing with poor performances, interggubsequent
conflict between the source and recipients, and reducing self-set goalelargkfef self
efficacy” (Baron, 1990, p. 235).

Similar to goal commitment, goal-setting is ineffective and has lifieteon
performance without feedback (Locke & Latham, 1990a; Latham & Locke, 1991), anddeedba
is also ineffective without goal-setting (Locke & Latham, 1990a; Locke, 20@NidD& Kluger
(2000), who developed their own theory regarding feedback titled “feedback intervention
theory”, argued that one of the basic and most straightforward assumptionshetiaaior is
regulated by a comparison of feedback with a goal or standard” (p. 131). Anadyais on
goals and feedback together versus either one alone showed that “17 of 18 studies found the
combination of goals and feedback to be better than goals alone, and 21 of 22 studies found it to
be better than feedback alone” (Locke & Latham, 1990a, p. 192). Similarly, Ment@1€x83)
found that feedback plus goal-setting was a stronger predictor of performamoaiha goal-
setting framework. Another meta-analysis conducted by Neubert (1998) on 11 sitidit w
effect sizes supports similar findings. Neubert (1998) found that adding feedlgpek-getting
showed a stronger effect on performance than only goal-setting. Ths redidated that adding
feedback to goal-setting was especially significant for compkstas compared to relatively
simple tasks.

Erez (1977), who was the first to examine the moderating effect of feedback on
performance in a goal-setting model (Locke & Latham, 1990a), conductedsiage
experimental design to examine the relationship between feedback and peréowithircthe

goal-setting framework. The results of the study suggested that thetioteeftect of feedback
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and goal was a stronger predictor of performance than the two other mamfetiback and

goal, on its own. Bandura & Cervone (1983) found that subjects who had goals and who were
provided feedback performed significantly better than either subjects who &lacbgsubjects

who were provided feedback alone. Cervone & Wood (1995), based on an experimental design
that studied the relationship among goals, feedback, self-regulatory proeesspsrformance,
suggested that people do not perform at higher levels unless they are gorko gpals and
feedback on their efforts.

Pritchard et al. (1988) conducted an experimental design in which they introduced
“Productivity Measurement and Enhancement System” (ProMES) to test tiensigp among
group feedback, goal-setting, incentives, and organizational productivity vitdrympersonnel
working at an air force base. Before they applied the feedback, goatsetid incentives
treatments to the subjects, they had developed a productivity measurenmamtaydtexamined
the study site for nine months. Next, the subjects were subjected to feedbaek foofiths,
feedback plus goal-setting for another consecutive five months, and finalbafdeplus goal-
setting plus incentives for another consecutive five months. The results of thénstiagdted
that feedback is strongly and positively related to performance. Thésralsd suggested that
group-level feedback has a positive effect on performance even for complex tasks.

Existing literature suggests that feedback has a positive effect on peréerniowever,
it should be noted that feedback and goal-setting should be set at the same tinease wwork
performance. The source, the message, and the nature of the feedbaehtsa@peive are
factors that affect employees’ behavior in either direction, positivegative. Therefore, work
performance requires both goal-setting and appropriate feedback. Employelelsbe aware of

their performance level compared to goals. Subsequent to such feedback, people@sdrgr
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expected to consider their performances and adjust their behaviors to reachhgoals w
necessary.
2.2.5 Rewards

The relationship between incentives and performance has long been studied by
researchers both in a goal-setting framework and in other models (Pritthard 888). Locke
et al. (1981) refer to money as a “powerful motivator of performance” (p. 136). ldovene of
the first studies examining the effects of incentives on performancgoal&etting model failed
to show such a relationship (Locke et al., 1968). Furthermore, Guzzo et al. (1985) found that
although the variance of financial compensation was the greatest amormgaihtgrvention
programs (including recruitment and selection, training and instruction, aparaisgeedback,
management by objectives, goal-setting, and work redesign), financial acsatipa was not
significantly related to performance. Additionally, providing rewards to peoptesmes leads
to negative behavioral attitudes. When people see rewards as “too general-aecsnoal”,
which means people who do not deserve recognition are also rewarded, “routine or non-
contingent”, “insulting or degrading”, and as “punishment”, they may feel “angeayhétor
insulted” (Doherty, 1998, p. 998). Such feelings may lead to a decrease in job teatisfiad
goal commitment. Guzzo et al. (1985) and Pritchard et al. (1988) argued that the pfsitive
of incentives on performance depends on circumstances and the methods by whiclesaenti
delivered. It should also be mentioned that personality and situational falkkédesalilership,
wage-policy, and organizational characteristics may moderateféue effincentives on
performance (Terborg & Miller, 1978; Thierry, 1987). However, it is not the purpdbésof

study to examine such relationships.
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Bandura (1997) noted that incentives affect people’s behaviors if they believe they can
accomplish a task successfully. Lee et al. (1997) found that subjects tend not to pficsite di
goals when they believed they could not achieve the rewards. Furtls¢éingresearch suggests
that rewards are related to performance in a goal-setting framedvasrkxample, Pritchard &
Curts (1973) examined the effects of incentives and goal-setting on performpaicedg with
a two-phase experimental design. They found that monetary incentives wdieagitly and
positively related to performance in both goal-setting and no-goal-setmnuitions.
Furthermore, the results suggested that subjects showed higher pertormgoal-setting
conditions than no—goal-setting conditions. The results indicated that thereonsgmificant
differences between the no incentives and small incentives conditionggyoaisetting design.
Subjects who were paid more performed better than the other two groupgoaksetting
design. According to Pritchard & Curts (1973), one of the reasons that might havekecdeLoc
al. (1968) to find no significant relationship between rewards and performance coloid te
incentives offered to subjects were too small. Locke (1968) and Locke & L&19&@®a) argued
that if the incentives offered do not meet employees’ expectations, wonkdr® teerform at the
same level or even lower.

Latham et al. (1978) conducted an experimental design with 132 engineers ahsitscie
The results of the study indicated that incentives were an important fag@rformance in the
goal-setting model. In a study conducted by Terborg & Miller (1978), it aasdfthat both
manipulation of performance-pay and performance-goal affected subjettshsnce
positively. The results also suggested that while pay-performance hadieepsf$#ct on
guantity performance, it was found that goal-setting affected both thetguardiquality of

performances. Finally, the results indicated that rewards and goagse¢re not dependent
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upon each other and affected performances independently. Similarly, London & Oldham (1976)
found that incentives and goal-setting affected performance independentigll Gxaasting
literature suggests that incentives can have a positive effect on peréermah and without
goal-setting.
2.2.6 Participatively-Set Goals versus Assigned Goals

Researchers (Locke & Latham, 1990a; Locke, 2000; Locke et al., 1981) argued that
participation in goal-setting does not lead to higher performance andagoalitnent. In other
words, there is no difference in performance levels and goal commitmethiewttee goals are
assigned or participatively-set. However, existing researclestgymconsistent findings on the
relationship between participatively-set goals and employee perfoemaar example, Locke &
Latham (1990a) examined prior studies including experimental and field stuffegrditasks,
and studies conducted by different researchers on the subject and concludeddhpsttizartin
goal-setting is not a significant predictor of performance in a goatgetiodel. The study
conducted by Dossett et al. (1979) indicated that when the effect of goalltiffecremoved,
participatively-set goals are not related to performance and goaltace. In an experimental
design conducted by Kernan & Lord (1988), it was found that assigned goals led tdevglse
of goal commitment than the participatively-set goals. The resulsaiedi that there were no
differences between assigned goals and participatively-setwiialsegard to goal acceptance
and performance.

Latham & Marshall (1982) found that regardless of employee age, educatiomgrpositi
level, years as a supervisor, and time employed in the public sector, puatnicesaployees did
not show any significant differences in goal acceptance and perfoenaanong the three goal-

setting conditions, which were self-set, participatively-set, and assygadslin the goal-setting
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model. An experimental study of the effect of participatively-set gmalserformance (Latham
& Saari, 1979) indicated that there is no significant difference betwebapatively-set goals
and assigned goals and goal acceptance and performance. Latham & Steelex@dr@88d the
relationship between participation and performance in an experimental stuthuaddhat
participation was not related to performance. Latham & Yukl (1976) found thetwieee no
significant differences between assigned goal-setting and patitieig@al-setting on
performance, goal attainment, and job satisfaction. Latham & Yukl (19g6¢@that when
assigned goals are reasonable and not threatening, people tend to accept seasijoal he
results suggested that individual differences in personality, education, and mogeia: not
moderate the relationship between participation and performance in-segtrad framework.
However, the positive effect of participation on performance in the goal-setbidel s
found by several other researchers. For example, Campbell & Gingrich (b886)that
participation affects performance significantly and positively for cemgasks in the goal-
setting model. An experimental study of 96 white-collar employees indidaegarticipation
affected performance quantity, incidental learning, goal acceptaiocg, gommitment, and
satisfaction (Erez & Arad, 1986). Erez & Earley (1987) showed that “partivgpsiiategies led
higher levels of goal acceptance and performance than the assignedestrateggoal-setting
model (p. 658). Another study conducted by Erez et al. (1985) revealed that participation
affected goal acceptance and subsequent performance. Latham & Yukl (1975h&dund t
participatively-set goals led to higher levels of performance, gdaudif/, and goal acceptance
for uneducated logging crews. A longitudinal field study conducted by Pearson (1987) on
railway trackmasters and trackmen showed that participation is ratgpedformance and job

satisfaction. Wagner (1994) conducted a meta-analysis based on 52 studies and found that
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participation has a significant and positive effect on performance and jdadaiis Contrary
to the widely-held belief that participation is related to goal attainngeat commitment, and
performance, the existing literature suggests inconsistent findingssaaghe.
2.3 Conclusion

Figure 1 shows the adapted version of high performance cycle (Locke & LdtBa6a;
Latham & Locke, 1991). It summarizes the previous paragraphs into a diagramufs Fig
shows, the model starts with the high challenge, specific and difficult. ¢iopéople have
commitment to goals, it leads to higher performance depending on feeatizhsklf-efficacy. If
people are satisfied with the experienced rewards, rewards adstolaigher performance.
When people are allowed to participate in goal setting model, they are ekjmest®ow better
performances. If people are satisfied with the outcomes of their perfoentaey become more
committed to their organizations and ready to perform future tasks. Therbtoogcte goes to
the starting point and repeats itself.

Figure 1: The High Performance Cycle
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Adapted from “A Theory of Goal Setting & Task Performance” by E. A Lo&k&, P.
Latham, 1990a, p. 253.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

This chapter presents the methodology of the study in four parts. First, the Bygpothe
the study will be presented. Second, the research area and procedures willibecexEmrd,
the study measures will be reviewed. Fourth, the analysis will be introduced.
3.1 Research Questions

Existing literature suggests that goal context is related to job perforriaoades et al.,
1981, Locke & Latham, 1990a, Klein et al., 1990). Laboratory studies (Bryan & Locke, 1967;
Latham & Locke, 1975; Latham & Baldes, 1975; Brown & Latham, 2000), field st@dmedrew
& Ferris, 1972; Wright, 2004), and meta-analysis (Locke et al., 1981; Locke &halle90a;
Guzzo et al., 1985; Mento et al., 1987; Tubbs, 1986) have shown that goal difficulty and goal
specificity are related to performance. Therefore, consistent withék®ps studies, the first
hypotheses are:

H1: Goal difficulty is positively related to motivation of police officers.

H2: Goal specificity is positively related to motivation of police offsce

Further, researchers (Locke & Latham, 1990a, 1990b; Locke, 2000; Locke et al., 1988)
argued that without goal commitment, goal-setting does not result inrparioe. Although
some researchers found inconsistent results in their studies of the relpthetsieen goal
commitment and performance (Donovan & Radosevich, 1998), other researchers founal that go
commitment was a significant factor for employee performance (Letc&k, 1988; Pinder,
1998; Mitchell & Daniels, 2003; Erez & Zidon, 1984; McCaul et al., 1987; Locke et al., 1984;

Klein, 1991; Wright, 1992). Existing literature also suggests that perceivedgasicance is
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also related to task performance (Latham & Locke, 1991; Wright, 2004; Seijts et al., 1997).
Therefore, the hypotheses of the study regarding goal commitment are:

H3: Goal commitment is positively related to motivation of police officers.

H4: Task significance is positively related to motivation of police officer

Similar to goal commitment, Locke (2000) argued that self-efficacy lusect and
moderator effect on goal commitment and work motivation. People who haveer gerate of
self-efficacy choose higher goals and show higher performance leuwelgdbple who have a
lower sense of self-efficacy. Researchers showed that (Bandura & Cel983¢e Bandura &
Wood, 1989; Stajkovich & Luthans, 1998, Barling & Beattie, 1983; Cervone et al., 1991) self-
efficacy is positively related to task performance. As indicated in the ademimned studies,
the hypothesis regarding self-efficacy is:

H5: Self-efficacy is positively related to motivation of police officers

Like goal commitment, it is suggested that feedback and goal-settthtpleagher levels
of performance when they exist in a model or program together (Locke &hall990a;
Latham & Locke, 1991; Locke, 2001). Existing literature found that goal-settisgeedback
is a stronger predictor of performance than a goal-setting-only or feedbckamework for
both individual level and group level (Locke & Latham, 1990a; Mento et al., 1987; Neubert,
1998; Pritchard et al., 1988). Therefore, the following hypothesis is identfiedd feedback
and performance relationship:

H6: Feedback is positively related to motivation of police officers.

Available research also indicates the positive relationship between reamards
performance (Bandura, 1997) in a goal-setting model (Pritchard et al., 188& &t al., 1968).

Researchers found that goal-setting and rewards may affect englpgdermance
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independently (Terborg & Miller, 1978; London & Oldham, 1976). Therefore, in accordance
with the existing literature, the relationship between performance anddsisandicated as
below:

H7: Rewards are positively related to motivation of police officers.

Finally, researchers reported inconsistent findings regardindfaéotseof participatively-
set goals versus assigned goals on job performance. Some researchdrioafgoeke &
Latham, 1990a; Locke, 2000; Locke et al., 1981) and found (Dossett et al., 1979; Kernan &
Lord, 1988; Latham & Marshall, 1982; Latham & Steele; 1983) an insignifickitoreship
between participatively-set goals and assigned goals. However, ottechess found that
participatively-set goals have an effect on performance, goal anceptand goal commitment
in a goal-setting model (Campbell & Gingrich, 1986; Erez & Arad, 1986; Ereargy, 1987;
Erez et al., 1985). Therefore, it is hypothesized that:

H8: Participatively-set goals are positively related to motivatigmotite officers.

3.2 Survey Construction

A survey instrument was developed to measure work attitudes of police offmdiagv
in various departments in Istanbul. To develop the survey instrument, previously used and
validated scales were used. Scale items were measured on a five-padtldbdough 5)
strength-of-agreement scale (i.e., strongly disagree, disagree, agstmgnee nor agree, agree,
and strongly agree).

3.2.1 Work Motivation

A work motivation scale (Wright, 2004) was used to measure police officers’

motivational behavior. The scale originally was developed on Patchen’s (197@gfowgeale

and Baldwin’s (1984, 1987, 1990) five-item scale. Wright (2004) added another item to this
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scale. These items were included to measure the direction, intensity, astkpeesof police
officers’ motivational behaviors. The motivation scale consists of the foitpaix items:

1. | put my best effort to get my job done regardless of the difficulties.

2. | am willing to start work early or stay late to finish a job.

3. It has been hard for me to get very involved in my current assignments. (R)

4. | usually do not work as hard as others who do the same type of work. (R)

5. | do extra work for my job that isn’t really expected of me.

6. Time seems to drag while | am on the job. (R)
3.2.2 Goal Context

Goal context refers to both goal difficulty and goal specificity. To meagak
specificity and difficulty, Wright's (2004) goal specificity and goalfidiflty scales, which are
adapted versions of Locke & Latham’s (1990a) scale, were included in the®tadyal
specificity scale comprised the following five items:

1. My responsibilities at work are very clear and specific.

2. lunderstand fully which of my job duties are more important than others.

3. ltis difficult to evaluate success or failure on my job. (R)

4. |1 know exactly what | am supposed to do on my job.

5. My supervisor clearly explains to me what my goals are.
Goal difficulty scale items are:

1. The work objectives in my job require a great deal of effort.

2. A high degree of skill and know-how is necessary to do my job well.

3. Jobs like mine are quite demanding day after day.

4. My work is very challenging.
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5. | have new and interesting things to do in my work.
3.2.3 Goal Commitment

Police officers’ behavior regarding goal commitment was measyradibg Hollenbeck
et al.’s (1989b) goal commitment scale. However, instead of using theadygieveloped nine-
item scale, only five items on the scale were included, as suggestéeliekal. (2001). An
additional item from Locke & Latham (1990a) was added to the scale. Thetbfofaal scale
consists of six items:

1. It's hard for me to take the kinds of things | must do in my position. (R)

2. Quite frankly, | don’t care if | achieve my responsibilities or not. (R)

3. | am strongly committed to pursuing assignments given to me.

4. It wouldn’t take much to make me just get by assignments given to me. (R)

5. | am very committed to doing my assignments well.

6. | sometimes fail to accomplish my assignments. (R)
3.2.4 Self-Efficacy

To measure police officers’ sense of self-efficacy, Wright's (2004)estlacy scale,
developed from Sims et al. (1976), was used. The scale consists of four itentemEhare:

1. | am confident that | can successfully perform any tasks assigned to meaamrent

job.
2. lam not as well prepared as | could be to meet all the demands of my job. (R)
3. | can’t get my work done on time even when | try very hard. (R)

4. Doing my work as well as | am able to leads to high quality results.
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3.2.5 Task Significance

Related to goal commitment, a task significance scale is used to megsoreunoe of
tasks. To measure task significance, Hackman & Oldham’s (1980), Mottaz’s (1981), a
Wright's (2004) task significance scales were utilized. The adapted versiontagkhe

significance scale consists of the following seven items:

[ —

. Alot of people will be affected by how | do my job in this department.
2. The work I do in this department is extremely meaningful to me.
3. lunderstand the importance of accomplishing my work objectives.
4. | work on assignments that seem useless or unnecessary. (R)
5. My assignment is really important and worthwhile.
6. Sometimes, | am not sure | completely understand the purpose of what | am doing.
7. | often wonder the importance of my assignment really is. (R)
3.2.6 Participatively-Set Goals
To test whether police officers set their goals participatively orioake & Latham’s
(1990a) goal-setting questionnaire is used. The scale comprised two items:
1. My supervisor lets me participate in the setting of my goals.
2. My supervisor lets me have some say in deciding how | will go about implementing
my goals.
3.2.7 Feedback
Police officers’ perceived sense of received feedback was measuredkey&
Latham’s (1990a) and Wright's (2004) four-item scale. The scale iteans a
1. | get regular feedback indicating how | am performing.

2. | get coaching from my supervisor to help me do a better job.
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3. | get helpful information from others about how well | am performing at oy jo
4. |receive useful evaluations of my strengths and weaknesses at work.
3.2.8 Rewards
Police officers’ perceived sense of work-related rewards was negasysix items
adapted from Locke & Latham (1990a) and Wright (2004). The scale items are:
1. When I improve my performance, my accomplishments are recognized by my
supervisors.
2. | have seen good job performance rewarded in my work unit.
3. If  accomplish my work objectives, it increases my chances to get @xtnetary
rewards or letter of commendation.
4. If I accomplish my work objectives, it increases my chances to choopedpée |
work with.
5. If  accomplish my work objectives, it increases my chances to chooshithe
work.
6. If  accomplish my work objectives, it increases my chances to be assidredter
department.
3.2.9 Department Assignment
Since the sampling in this study consisted of three departments, it could bedsésaim
police officers’ perceived sense of department significance mightoased on their assigned
departments. Existing literature on policing (Skolnick, 1975; Paoline, 2003; Goodman, 1997,
Gaines et al., 2003) suggests that police officers prefer to work in crime-drésgartments

rather than departments in which they engage in administrative issuesofd¢exafadapted
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version of Crank’s (1993) service scale was used to measure police officeesvpe level of
task significance by assigned department. The scale items are:

1. Some other departments are actually more important to society than mine is.

2. | think that my assignment here is more important than any assignment in another

department for society.
3. The importance of being a police officer in this department is sometimes
overstressed.

3.2.10 Demographic Characteristics

Aside from the abovementioned variables and scales, this study included the
demographic characteristics of the police officers. These demograpiaiclearare age,
education, department, seniority in TNP, salary, whether police officersgivere monetary
rewards or not during the year 2011, and whether police officers earneddéttensmendation
during the year 2011. The categorical control variables with more than tegodat were
recoded into dummy variables for the correlation and OLS regression analysedte s
differences, if any, between the categories. For example, departmeabtaswere recoded into
dummy variables like O=other vs. 1=airport, O=other vs. 1=plain clothes, and O=other vs.
1=public order department.
3.3 Sampling and Sampling Procedures

The study’s survey was conducted through a self-administered, paper-based
guestionnaire. The survey was self-administrated, because there wasadtion between the
data collector and respondents. Each of the subjects was given the questiorthaire

departments by their supervisors. However, a cover letter and thank-powatesuggested by
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Dillman (2007) were provided to subjects. The importance of the study and theanueoof
their participation in the study were explained in the cover letter.

All participants were informed about how their identities would be protected and about
other ethical issues related to the study. Additionally, before police offitated to fill out the
survey, a consent form, which indicated that their participation was voluntary;asieimses
might be recorded, and their identity would be kept confidential, was distriautied beginning
of the questionnaire. The research questions and the questionnaire were prepdred aase
review of the literature. However, to improve the questionnaire and to elimiaastation
mistakes, a cognitive interview was conducted before the study. The aim ofttiveo
interview is “achieving the best possible questionnaire” (Dilman, 2007, p. 81). Aigegni
interview can identify whether respondents understand the questions as the surgagledint
and whether there are any vague and/or confusing questions for respondentee/Asitievey
instrument was fully developed, the survey was translated into Turkishanttanslated back
into English. Doing so allowed the researcher to see any possible mistalaassiation. Finally,
the survey was administrated by several people prior to the data oollpbhfise to remove any
remaining problems completely.

The sampling of the study consisted of police officers who were membties Dlirkish
National Police. The TNP shows different characteristics from that gfdli& forces. TNP,
along with the Turkish Gendarmerie and Coastal Security, operates agrksg Under the
authority of the Ministry of Internal Affairs. However, its main jurisdintareas are cities and
border gates, including 81 cities. Its jurisdiction in rural areas, whergendarmerie is
responsible, is limited and requires permission from either the goverrieg courts. TNP has a

very centralized structure under the administration of a governor who is appoytiee Turkish
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government. The governor is responsible for the administration of TNP acrosg.Tiudkeis
represented by a high command called the General Directorate of Semn#isting of 25
departments.

As one of the provincial departments, Istanbul Security Directorate wancioHee
research site. Istanbul Security Directorate was chosen intentigiatg it is the biggest police
department and serves the biggest population in Turkey. All departments, inclutdongsstad
border gates, and all police officers are under the command of the IstaobritySeirectorate.
However, to be able to see variances among police officers and their depsudneto be able
to increase the response rate, a purposive sampling procedure was appliedvéjheas
administered to the police officers who worked at Ataturk Airport, the plathes department,
and the public order department, which were under the command of the Istanbul Security
Directorate. Therefore, the sampling of the study consisted overallafidLpolice officers
working in these departments.

Subjects were given the questionnaire in their departments and askedcipaiarin the
study. A consent form was provided to the subjects with the questionnaire. The comsent for
indicated who the researcher was, the aim of the study, and any possible siglgdts;
expressed appreciation for their willingness to participate; explénm@drights regarding the
study, such as the right to withdraw from the study at any time; and,lbbiow their
identities would be protected and how the results would be used. Each departmeskedas
provide a collection box in an arranged room for completed surveys. Therefore gkpexcted
that any possible pressure on subjects from their supervisors and the reseautthbew
eliminated. Finally, before conducting the study, the Michigan State Unyénstttutional

Review Boards (MSU IRB) procedure was followed to protect subjegt#'srand welfare.
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A total of 2,500 surveys were delivered to police officers working in these t
departments. The data collection process was conducted between January 30, 20b2uand Fe
20, 2012. The number of returned surveys was 2,132, a response rate of 85%. The response rat
was in the expected range, since prior research conducted on TNP showadrssults. After
the data cleaning process, however, the study sample consisted of 1,970 caseshéseong
1,970 cases, some variables had missing values. As a general rule, “varialaliesngomtissing
data on 5% or fewer of the cases can be ignored” (Meyers et al., 2005, p.59) anthchdbd
in the analyses. None of the variables had greater than 5% of missing valwesra therefore
included in the analyses. A mean substitution approach was used to assign arvhkie f
missing values in these variables. Mean substitution is a process by whiebgrcher assigns
the mean of that variable for all missing values of a variable (Meyats 2005). Although
there are some reservations about using mean substitution, and there areetitbds for
dealing with such data problems, such as multiple regression imputation and rookeld,the
mean substitution is “the most common and most conservative of the imputatioregractic
(Meyers et al., 2005, p. 63). The mean substitution procedure was used to assign values for a
variables having missing cases.

3.4 Analytical Part

Once the data was gathered, SPSS software was used to analyze thecttatanglysis
was conducted to reduce the large number of variables into scales. Reliabligisawas done
to check for Cronbach’s Alfa. Once scales were determined, genarattgristics of the study
participants were demonstrated. Further, descriptive statistics of depandentiependent
variables were examined as well. After univariate level analysig;jdti®analysis was

conducted through correlation analysis and one-way ANOVA analysis to fimdl#tenship
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between the variables and the variation among the police departments., Eoaiy the
hypothesis of the study, ordinary least square regressions were conduci@tiiteeghe

influence of predictor variables on the dependent variable.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSES and FINDINGS

In this chapter major research findings about the police officersidasttowards work
motivation are presented. First, descriptive statistics, demographactdrastics, and control
variables are presented. Second, descriptive statistics of participaneptmns about scale
items are presented. Third, principle component analyses are conductedaneliatdlities are
controlled. Fourth, the results of the bivariate relationships between the esablexamined.
Finally, the results of multivariate analyses are revealed by cong@@LS regression analysis.
4.1 Descriptive Statistics of Demographic Characteristics

Table 1 demonstrates the general characteristics of study peamti As seen in this
table, the age of the police officers ranged from 20 to 55. The averagethgeafticipants was
27, and 97.4% of the participants were male. Therefore, a gender variable watuded in the
study. The education level of police officers ranged from high school diplomadalbareate
degree. However, as can be seen in Table 16, only 3% of the police officers haaédighly
school education. Approximately 35% of the police officers have a two-g#age degree, and
62% of have a baccalaureate degree. Among the police officers who patidgiptie study,
580 were airport police officers, 651 were plainclothes officers, and 739 weeroih the
public order department. Officers’ monthly salaries ranged from 1900 ZEZQO TL (the
exchange rate is approximately 1 US Dollar to 1.75 TL). The average satheypdlice officers

was 2219 TL.
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Table 1.Descriptive Statistics of Demographic Characteristics

Airport Plain Clothes Public All
(N=580) (N=651) (N=739) (N=1970)
Variable N N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean | Min | Max
Age 26.81 27.04 27.42 27.11 20 55
34 13 4 51
1=Female 1.94 1.98 1.99 1.97 1 2
Gender (5.9) (2.0) (.5) (2.6)
o=Male 546 638 735 1919
(94.1) (98.0) (99.5) (97.4)
L 13 16 31 60
1=High School 2.2) 2.61 (2.5) 2.68 4.2) 2.49 (3.0) 2.59 1 3
. _ 199 178 318 695
Education 2=Two Year College (34.3) (27.3) (43.0) (35.3)
3=College 368 457 390 1215
—-0led (63.4) (70.2) (52.8) (61.7)
Year at TNP 4.43 3.71 5.04 4.42 1 35
Income 2251 2204 2206 2219 | 1900| 2700
_ 115 82 224 421
Monetary 0=No 19.8)| 80 | @26 | " | @o3)| 0 | 21a| | O 1
Rewards 1=Yes 465 569 515 1549
- (80.2) (87.4) (69.7) (78.6)
Letter of _ 496 479 647 1622
Commendation | °~\° @855)| | 736 2° | @re)| 1 | (@ag| B | 0| 1
1=Yes 84 172 92 348
- (14.5) (26.4) (12.4) (17.7)

54



Seventy-eight percent of the police officers stated that they receivedamnorexvards
during the 2011.0nly 17.6% of the police officers were entitled to a tdtmmmendation.
Monetary rewards are given to police officers who achieve exceptiaudis,dike solving a
homicide crime or capturing heroin and other substances, and to those with copsstatigknt
performance ratings. Generally, when a police officer solves a t@sgh the other group
members are also given monetary rewards. The letters of commendatiorear® golice
officers when they participate in extra duties. However, as might betedp@olice officers
prefer to be rewarded with money than with letters of commendation.

Table 1 suggests variation among the departments regarding the ddmwograp
characteristics of the police officers. For example, although the pageesiftéhe female police
officers was very low for each police department, the airport had theshiggreentage of
female officers. Among the three police departments, the plainclothes demaradehe highest
percentage of police officers holding a college degree. The public order depdrau¢ne
highest percentage of officers with seniority in TNP and the greatesthisgeeof older officers.
The percentages indicating monetary rewards and letters of commendaioiedto police
officers in 2011 were highest for the plainclothes department.

4.2 Descriptive Statistics of Police Officers’ Perceptions about tHeurvey Items

In this section, police officers’ perceptions about the survey items were @esast
mentioned in the methodology section, all scales were measured based on thenfilzé«pxit
type scale (1=Strongly Disagree to 5=Strongly Agree). To prevent confiiwever, items
phrased the opposite way around the other items’ scores were reversed, such riwag)y=St

Agree and 5=Strongly Disagree. Therefore, participants who originaltggd =Strongly

55



Disagree for a reverse item now got 5=Strongly Agree. The mean valinesitgis were also
represented in this manner.

The interpretations of the scores were made by focusing on all participddigonally,
tables presenting police officers’ perceptions show only scores for tHaraton of Agree and
Strongly Agree to make a comparison among the three police departhh@ntszer, instead of
conducting a one-way ANOVA analysis for each scale item to examinibleodi$ferences
among the departments statistically, one-way ANOVA analyses wereaeddnly for scales
considering the number of scale items. Results of the one-way ANOVA asalgse presented
after conducting principal component factor analyses (PCA) and examiileg skabilities.
4.2.1 Work Motivation

The results indicated in Table 2 suggested that the majority of the policeso{Bdéo)
stated that they try to do their best for their job. Sixty percent of the policersfivere willing
to work early and stay late to finish their job. The results showed 73% of the pitee sifated
that they could engage in their current assignments easily. Three outyofawregoolice officers
claimed that they work as hard as other police officers doing similar teesksfive had the
smallest percentage: only 53% of the police officers stated that they do eXtrénatasn’t
expected of them. Finally, 64% of the police officers indicated that time passed,quicld
they were on the job.

The results shown in Table 2 indicate that aside from item five, all itenzsi swres
and percentages indicating the Agree/Strongly Agree (A/SA) scoreshwgier for the police
officers working in the plainclothes department (respectively M=4.37,®80fer Item 1,

M=3.95, SD=1.13 for Item 2; M=4.17, SD=1.02 for Item 3; M=4.10, SD=1.15 for Iltem 4;
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M=3.92, SD=1.16 for Item 6) than for the police officers working in the othepblice

departments.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions of Motorat

All Airport Plain Clothes | Public Order
(N=1970) (N=580) (N=651) (N=739)
ltems AISA| M |ASA| M AISA | M AISA | M
% SD % SD % SD % SD
!Opb“fj{;]ibr‘ésﬁgﬁzgst%?teﬁemy 1660 | 4.18| 485 | 4.12| 579 | 437| 596 | 4.04
Job done reg 84 |107| 84 |108| 89 | 94| 81 |1.14
difficulties
I am willing to start work 1177 | 3.53| 296 | 3.29| 493 | 3.95| 388 | 3.36
early or stay late to finishajgb 60 | 1.23| 51 | 1.25 76 1.13| 53 1.22
cer;asin?gf\:‘eza}gdr;oréﬂ‘fré?ltget 1435| 3.90| 405 | 3.81| 540 | 4.17| 490 |3.73
y y 73 | 112 70 | 1.15| 83 1.02| 66 1.13
assignments (R)
Lgsoﬂﬁgsdv‘\’/r?:td‘(’)"?ﬂ; "f‘sz r?]aerd 1490 | 4.02| 431 | 3.99| 514 | 4.10| 545 | 3.96
76 1.22 74 1.23 79 1.15 74 1.27
type of work (R)
| do extra work for my job that 1025 | 3.39 | 297 | 3.63| 322 | 3.31| 406 | 3.47
isn’t really expected of me 52 | 1.20| 51 | 1.23| 49 1.21| 55 1.15
Time seems to drag while  am1267 | 3.64 | 345 | 3.49| 491 | 3.92| 431 | 351
on the job (R) 64 | 1.23| 59 |125| 75 1.16| 58 1.23

A/SA= Agree/Strongly Agree; M=Mean, SD= Standard Deviation; R=Rexdeitem

4.2.2 Goal Context

Table 3 shows the percentage scores for each statehherast 70% of the police officers

stated that they had clear and specific responsibilities at work. Sevenpement of the police

officers indicated they knew the priority order of their job duties. However, tmessed

confusion about evaluating success and failure in their jobs. Only 40% of tlertfisagreed

with the statement in item three. Table 3indicated that 72% of the police ®Knew what they

were supposed to do in their jobs. Finally, 56% of the police officers stated thauheivisors

explained their goals to them. Similar to the pattern in motivation, police rsfiic@rking in the

plainclothes department had the highest mean scores for each itemtiregpkt=4.01,
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SD=1.06 for Item 1; M=4.07, SD=1.03 for Iltem 2; M=3.05, SD=1.28 for Item 3; M=3.98,

SD=1.05 for Item 4; M=3.68, SD=1.14 for Item 5)

Table 3.Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions of Gcificity

All Airport Plain Clothes | Public Order
(N=1970) (N=580) (N=651) (N=739)
ltems AISA| M |[AISA| M A/SA M AISA | M
% SD % SD % SD % SD
My responsibilities at work 1364 | 3.73| 390 | 3.66| 511 | 4.01| 463 | 3.53
are very clear and specific. 69 |119| 67 | 1.18| 78 1.06| 63 1.26
.'o“b”gﬁtrfetsg‘:eﬂﬂgr"e"i‘r'gho‘ﬁ;‘ﬂ 1527 | 3.92 | 432 | 3.85| 544 | 4.07| 551 | 3.83
J P 78 |111| 74 | 112| 84 |1.03| 75 |1.16
than others
'Stu'ict‘;“scg'rt f;"”ﬁ‘r’;"é‘r?t; o | 797 |300| 237 | 305| 275 | 3.05| 285 | 2.93
R y) 40 | 1.29| 41 |1.29| 42 |1.28| 39 |1.29
| know exactly what | am 1428 | 3.83| 414 | 3.81| 512 | 3.98| 502 | 3.72
supposed to do on my job. 72 | 113 71 | 114 79 1.05| 68 1.16
My supervisor clearly explains 1097 | 3.37 | 260 | 3.12| 448 | 3.68| 389 | 3.30
to me what my goals are. 56 | 1.23| 45 | 124 69 1.14| 53 1.25

A/SA= Agree/Strongly Agree; M=Mean, SD= Standard Deviation; R=Redétsm

As Table 4 shows, 67% of the officers perceived their work objectives to reqreata

deal of effort. Fifty-seven of the police officers agreed that their jahsned a high degree of

skill and know-how. Fifty-four percent of the police officers stated that thesrrgduired more

effort day after day. According to the results, 63% of the officers saw theiagottzallenging.

Finally, only 51 percent of the police officers agreed with the statemerh#yahad new and

interesting things to do in their work. Table 4 suggests that item mean scorescamtiaoes

were lower for police officers working at the airport than for the dikerdepartments
(respectively M=3.37, SD=1.22 for Item 1; M=3.14, SD=1.24 for Iltem 2; M=3.07, SD=1.17 for

Item 3; M=3.42, SD=1.26 for Item 4; M=2.88, SD=1.25 for Iltem 5). As might be expeabstl, m
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of the police officers working at the airport indicated their jobs were niatudifand did not

offer new and interesting things.

Table 4.Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions of Gulculty

All Airport Plain Clothes | Public Order

(N=1970) (N=580) (N=651) (N=739)

ltems AISA| M |[AISA| M [AISA| M | AISA| M
% SD % SD % SD % SD
The work objectives in my joly 1324 | 3.68 | 313 | 3.37| 492 | 3.88| 519 | 3.74
require a great deal of effort.| 67 | 1.14| 54 | 1.22| 76 1.00, 70 1.16
ﬁng'v%f‘h‘g‘j\?irseié’g:g;fnfo 4ol 1122 340| 278 | 3.14| 426 | 362| 418 | 341
. y 57 | 1.18| 48 | 1.24| 65 1.05| 57 1.21

my job well.

Jobs like mine are quite 1073 | 3.39| 243 | 3.07| 393 | 3.54| 437 | 3.50
demanding day after day. 54 | 113 42 | 1.17| 60 1.04| 59 1.13
Mv work is verv challenain 1243 | 3.65| 313 | 3.42| 412 | 3.62| 518 | 3.87
y y 9ng-| 63 | 1.21| 54 |126| 63 |1.16| 70 | 1.17
| have new and interesting 1009 | 3.29| 210 | 2.88| 433 | 3.69| 366 | 3.25
things to do in my work 51 | 121 36 |1.25| 67 1.08| 50 1.17

A/SA= Agree/Strongly Agree; M=Mean, SD= Standard Deviation; R=Redai=sm

4.2.3 Goal Commitment

Table 5 indicates that 72% of the police officers embraced their assigneditasks

majority of the police officers, 80%, cared about fulfilling their responséslitSimilarly, 84%

of the officers stated that they were committed to pursuing theimassigs. Fifty-seven percent

disagreed that they gave up their assignments easily. The results shai&Ps of the officers

stated that they were committed to doing their assignments well. Féiay of the police

officers disagreed that they sometimes could not complete their assignifiee descriptive

results presented in Table 5 suggest that officers working at the plaisaiigpartment had the

highest mean values on all items but item three (M=4.16, SD=1.03).
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Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions about Ciommanmt

All Airport Plain Clothes | Public Order
(N=1970) (N=580) (N=651) (N=739)

AISA| M |AISA| M AISA | M | AISA | M

Items % | SD| % | SD| % | SD| % | SD

It's hard for me to take the
kinds of things | must do in
my position. (R)

1409 | 3.78 | 418 | 3.83| 498 | 3.90| 493 | 3.64
72 | 111 72 |1.06| 76 111 67 1.13

Quite frankly, | don’t care if |
achieve my responsibilities o
not. (R)

| 1567 | 4.16 | 465 | 4.20| 525 | 4.22| 577 | 4.08
80 | 120 80 |113| 81 124 78 1.22

| am strongly committed to
pursuing assignments given to
me

1652 | 4.15| 485 | 4.22| 557 | 4.16| 610 | 4.09
84 .99 84 .94 86 1.03| 83 1.00

It wouldn’t take much to makg
me just get by assignments
given to me. (R)

" 1115 | 3.34| 322 | 3.27| 400 | 3.44| 393 | 3.29
57 | 1.34| 56 | 1.36| 61 |1.38| 53 | 1.29

| am very committed to doing| 1650 | 4.24 | 491 | 4.27| 558 | 4.31| 601 | 4.14

my assignments well. 84 | 104 85 |1.02 86 1.02 81 1.07
| sometimes fail to accomplish 1275 | 3.67 | 378 | 3.68| 438 | 3.75| 459 | 3.60
my assignments(R) 65 | 121 65 |119| 67 1.19| 62 1.22

A/SA= Agree/Strongly Agree; M=Mean, SD= Standard Deviation; R=Redatsm

4.2.4 Self-Efficacy

Table 6 indicates that 81% of the police officers claimed they had theosdiflence to
perform any task. Sixty-four percent rejected the statement about bgirggpared to meet the
demands of their jobs. Seventy-six percent of the police officers disagitbetthe statement
that they could not get their work done even when they tried hard. Finallypatynaf the
police officers, 79%, stated that their performances led to high qualitysieBable 6 suggests
that items’ scores were lower for the public order department compartesldther two police
departments (respectively M=4.05, SD=1.06 for Item 1; M=3.56, SD=1.14 for Item 2; M=3.90,

SD=1.13 for Item 3; M=3.88, SD=1.06 for Item 4).
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Table 6. Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions aboutEf&tacy

All Airport Plain Clothes | Public Order
(N=1970) (N=580) (N=651) (N=739)
tems AISA| M |ASA| M | AISA| M | AISA| M
% | SD| % | SD| % SD| % | sD
| am confident that | can 1602 | 4.14| 478 | 4.18| 547 | 421| 577 | 4.05
successfully perform any tasks 81 |104| 82 99 84 106! 78 106
assigned to me on my job ' ' ' '
Lg‘m d”gé?s ngtp;‘ﬁﬂﬁ;ed asl 1068 | 3.66| 378 | 3.63| 445 | 3.80| 445 | 3.56
. 64 | 1.14| 65 |1.18| 68 | 1.10| 60 | 1.14
demands of my job(R)
| can't get my work done on | 4 /a5 | 395 | 456 | 4.02| 495 | 3.94| 542 | 3.90
time even when | try very hard 76 113] 79 108 76 117 73 113
R) . . . .
gr‘r’]'r;%(?t’o"‘l’ggégiowﬁ” 2 | 1552 | 3.99| 464 | 3.99| 542 | 412| 546 | 3.88
: 9 79 | 1.05| 80 |1.03| 83 |1.07| 74 | 1.06
quality results

A/SA= Agree/Strongly Agree; M=Mean, SD= Standard Deviation; R=Reda=sm

4.2.5 Task Significance

The results show that 63% of the officers stated that how they do their jebts aff

people’s lives. Sixty-seven percent indicated that they found the work they didneabéngful.

A majority of the police officers, 82%, expressed an understanding of gmetance of fulfilling

their assigned duties. Sixty-one percent of the police officers did not aignethevstatement

indicating they worked on unnecessary tasks. When the same question was askedive a posit

manner, 74% of the police officers agreed that their assignments were imgestayynine

percent of the police officers indicated that they understood the purpose ofdHeiHowever,

only 27% of the police officers rejected the statement that they wondered ab@ai the

importance of their assignment. A comparison of departments indicates thabjfiatees

working in the plainclothes department (M=4.07, SD=1.03) had the highest scoraliog fi
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their jobs very meaningful, with the airport police (M=3.53, SD=1.18) and thoke public
order department (M=3.53, SD=1.16).

Table 7.Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions of Tagkificance

All Airport Plain Clothes | Public Order
(N=1970) (N=580) (N=651) (N=739)

AISA| M |AISA| M AISA | M | AISA | M

Items % | SD| % | SD| % | SD| % | SD

A lot of people will be
affected by how | do my job in
this department

1234 | 3.59 | 381 | 3.64| 403 | 3.67| 420 | 3.48
63 | 1.17| 66 | 1.18| 67 1.15| 57 1.16

The work | do in this
department is extremely
meaningful to me

1313 | 3.71| 347 | 3.53| 528 | 4.07| 438 | 3.53
67 | 115 60 |1.18| 81 1.03| 59 1.16

| understand the importance of
accomplishing my work
objectives

1617 | 4.10| 480 | 4.13| 555 | 4.21| 582 | 3.97
82 .99 83 .92 85 .99 79 1.04

| work on assignments that

1201 |3.60 | 366 | 3.66| 436 | 3.77| 399 | 3.41
seem useless or unnecessar

/ 61 |1.27| 63 |1.21| 67 129 54 1.27

(R)
My assignment is really 1461 | 3.93| 411 | 3.86| 505 | 4.00| 545 | 3.93
important and worthwhile 74 111 71 |111| 78 1.18| 74 1.06

Sometimes, | am not sure |
completely understand the
purpose of what | am doing (R

969 | 3.26| 248 | 3.08| 384 | 3.54| 337 | 3.17
49 | 134| 43 |133| 59 1.30| 46 1.35

| often wonder the importance 534 | 2.70 | 157 | 2.71| 198 | 2.77| 179 | 2.61
of my assignmentreallyis(R) 27 | 1.36| 27 | 1.13| 30 1.16| 24 1.12

A/SA= Agree/Strongly Agree; M=Mean, SD= Standard Deviation; R=Redé&t=sm

4.2.6 Participatively-Set Goals

The results presented in Table 8 show that only 28% of the police officers bttdktr
supervisors let them participate in the setting of their goals. However, 48 pdlice officers
indicated that their supervisors allowed them to express their ideas about hovetidy w

implement their assigned goals. The results also indicate that the coeas were highest for
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the plainclothes department (respectively M=2.92, SD=1.29 for item 1; M=3.25, SD=1.25 for
item 2) compared to the other two police department.

Table 8.Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions ofiBipdtively-Set Goals

All Airport Plain Clothes | Public Order
(N=1970) (N=580) (N=651) (N=739)

AISA| M |AISA| M AISA | M | AISA | M

Items % | SD| % | SD| % | SD| % | SD

My supervisor lets me
participate in the setting of m
goals.

560 | 2.63| 142 | 2.48| 258 | 2.92| 160 | 2.50
Y 28 | 1.25| 24 |1.22| 40 129 22 1.19

My supervisor lets me have
some say in deciding how | | 854 | 2.99 | 229 | 2.89| 341 | 3.25| 284 | 2.84
will go about implementing 43 (128 39 |129| 52 1.25| 38 1.27
my goals.

A/SA= Agree/Strongly Agree; M=Mean, SD= Standard Deviation; R=Redétsm

4.2.7 Feedback

Table 9 shows that only 42% of the police officers believed that they got regular
feedback from their supervisors about their job performance. Similarly, 45% of ibe pol
officers said that their supervisors coached them to help them do a better jobeHawen the
guestions were asked in a more general manner, 65% of the police officers intliattiedyt
received helpful information from others. These people could be their superviaordesalers,
or colleagues. Again, 56% of the police officers stated that they receiietieisduations of
their strengths and weaknesses at work. The results suggest that whennmaakeqgestions
were asked about the source of feedback, the mean scores became higher fos ti&ée
items’ mean scores were higher for the plainclothes department (reslyelel=3.33, SD=1.13
for item 1; M=3.38, SD=1.20 for item 2; M=3.79, SD=1.04 for item 3; and M=3.66, SD=.99 for

item 4) than the mean scores of the other two police departments.
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Table 9. Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions aboudibaek

All Airport Plain Clothes | Public Order
(N=1970) (N=580) (N=651) (N=739)

AISA| M |AISA| M AISA | M | AISA | M

Items % | SD| % | SD| % | SD| % | SD

| get regular feedback
indicating how | am
performing

822 | 3.05| 180 | 2.74| 345 | 3.33| 297 | 3.05
42 | 120| 31 |122| 53 1.13| 40 1.21

| get coaching from my
supervisor to help me do a
better job.

888 | 3.07| 210 | 2.86| 368 | 3.38| 310 | 2.97
45 | 125 36 |1.24| 57 1.20| 42 1.25

| get helpful information from
others about how well | am
performing at my job.

1280 | 3.60 | 334 | 3.41| 476 | 3.79| 470 | 3.58
65 | 1.10| 58 |1.14| 73 1.04| 64 1.10

| receive useful evaluations of
my strengths and weaknesses
at work.

1098 | 3.40 | 272 | 3.18| 442 | 3.66| 384 | 3.35
56 | 1.08| 47 | 113| 68 .99 52 1.07

A/SA= Agree/Strongly Agree; M=Mean, SD= Standard Deviation; R=Reda=sm

4.2.8 Rewards

Table 10 shows that no more than 50% of the officers agreed or strongly agreadywi
one of the items. Forty-five percent of the police officers indicated thatat@mplishments
were recognized by their supervisors when they increased their perfe:rfamnty-nine percent
of the police officers stated that they saw good job performance rewardeir iwark unit. As
can be seen in Table 10, 50% of the officers believed they could get monetary reviettésso
of commendation if they accomplished their work objectives. Only 19% of theepmficers
agreed with the statement that they could choose the shift they work if tloey@ished their
work objectives. Finally, 42% of the police officers believed that accomplishiimgatbek
objectives increased their chance to be assigned to a better departmemtingdoofable 10,
the mean scores of the items, except item 2, were lower for airport pebpedctively M=2.70,

SD=1.31 for Item 1; M=2.86, SD=1.36 for Item 3; M=2.36, SD=1.25 for Iltem 4; M=1.99,
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SD=1.20 for Item 5; M=2.33, SD=1.33 for Item 6) than for the plainclothes department

(respectively M=3.47, SD=1.25 for Item 1; M=3.63, SD=1.19 for Item 3; M=3.10, SD=1.26 for

Item 4; M=2.61, SD=1.32 for Item 5; M=3.40, SD=1.29 for Item 6) and the public order

department (respectively M=3.06, SD=1.29 for Item 1; M=3.01, SD=1.32 for Item 3; M=2.86,

SD=1.27 for Item 4; M=2.13, SD=1.21 for Item 5; M=2.98, SD=1.33 for Item 6).

Table 10.Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions of Rdwa

All Airport Plain Clothes | Public Order
(N=1970) (N=580) (N=651) (N=739)
ltems AISA| M |AISA| M AISA | M | AISA | M
% SD % SD % SD % SD
When | improve my
performance, my 894 | 3.09| 189 | 2.70| 368 | 3.47| 337 | 3.06
accomplishments are 45 (132 33 |131| 57 1.25| 46 1.29
recognized by my supervisors.
Lgf‘f‘éfrﬁzrelgegfe‘\’/s aj%be dinmy 967 [320| 267 314 405 | 357 295 | 2.92
. 49 | 129| 46 | 1.28| 62 1.18| 40 1.31
work unit
If I accomplish my work
22;32’:?6 ';Q‘;rifze; g‘;&’ay 980 | 3.17| 224 | 2.86| 436 | 3.63| 320 | 3.01
50 | 1.33| 39 |136| 67 1.19| 43 1.32
rewards or letter of
commendation.
If I accomplish my work
objectives, it increases my 701 | 2.79| 137 | 2.36| 286 | 3.10| 278 | 2.86
chances to choose people | 36 [ 197| 24 | 1.25| 44 126 | 38 1.27
work with.
'(‘;b'j:gg\%“spli'tsm gr‘ga";’ggkmy 381 | 2.25| 79 |1.99| 184 |2.61| 118 | 2.13
’ . 19 | 127 14 | 1.20| 28 1.32| 16 1.21
chances to choose shift | work
If I accomplish my work
objectives, it increases my 824 | 293 | 135 | 2.33| 374 | 3.40| 315 | 2.98
chances to be assigned a betted42 | 1.38| 23 | 1.33| 57 1.29| 43 1.33
department
A/SA= Agree/Strongly Agree; M=Mean, SD= Standard Deviation; R=Retétsm
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4.2.9 Department Assignment

Table 11 shows the frequencies and mean scores of the items. Only 30% of the police
officers thought that their departments were more important to societyptier police
departments. Forty-two percent indicated that their assignments wer@mporént to society
than any assignments in another department. Finally, 41% of the police offjeeted¢he
statement that the importance of being a police officer in this departrasrgometimes
overstressed. A comparison of the three police departments indicates thaathscaores of the
items were lower for airport police (respectively M=2.47, SD=1.19 fon keM=2.82, SD=1.12
for Item 2; M=2.97, SD=1.18 for Item 3), and higher for the plainclothes department
(respectively M=2.80, SD=1.24 for Item 1; M=3.40, SD=1.09 for Item 2; M=3.14, SD=1.16 for
Item 3).

Table 11.Descriptive Statistics for Police Officers’ Perceptions of Dipant Assignment

All Airport Plain Clothes | Public Order
(N=1970) (N=580) (N=651) (N=739)

AISA| M |[AISA| M | AISA| M | AISA| M

ltems % | SD| % | SD| % | SD| % | SD

Some other departments are
actually more important to
society than mine is. (R)

586 | 2.70| 132 | 247 | 216 | 2.80| 238 | 2.80
30 | 1.25| 23 |119| 33 1.24| 32 1.28

| think that my assignment
here is more important than | 833 | 3.18 | 166 | 2.82| 327 | 3.40| 340 | 3.26
any assignment in another 42 | 115 29 | 112 50 1.09| 46 1.15
department for society.

The importance of being a
police officer in this 807 | 3.06| 222 | 297| 286 | 3.14| 299 | 3.05
department is sometimes 41 | 1.17| 38 |1.18| 44 1.16| 40 1.18
overstressed. (R)

A/SA= Agree/Strongly Agree; M=Mean, SD= Standard Deviation; R=Redéai=sm
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4.3 Scale Constructions

Since some things cannot be measured directly, researchers measweetdifipects of
their underlying constructs (Field, 2009). However, when the question arises abddrwhet
“these different variables [are] driven by the same underlying varfgtrincipal component
analysis (PCA) is used “to identify groups or clusters of variablestdF2000, p. 628). PCA
“aims to account for the variance in the observed measures rather than ggbtorrelations
among them” (Brown, 2006, p. 22). Therefore, PCA can be used as a tool (a) to understand the
structure of variables; (b) to construct a questionnaire; (c) as a datdaadachnique to reduce
a larger set of measures to a smaller set (Field, 2009; Brown, 2006; RaykorcéuiNties,
2008). After conducting PCA for each scale, the scales’ reliabilities @samined by
Cronbach’s alpha test.
4.3.1 Work Motivation Scale

A principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted on the six items with orthogonal
rotation (varimax). The Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin measure verified the sampleguacy for the
analysis, KMO = .73, and except for one item whose value was equal to .41, KMO values for
individual items were > .72, which is well above the acceptable limit of .5 (Field, 2009).
Bartlett’s test of sphericity? (15) = 1297.62 p< .001, indicated that correlations between items
were sufficiently large for PCA. An initial analysis was run to obtainreigkies for each
component in the data. Two components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in
combination explained a total of 53% of the variance. Given the convergence otthelstr
and Kaiser’s criterion on two components, these two components were retainednalthe fi

analysis. Table 12 shows the factor loadings after rotation. Based on thrddadings, item
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four and item five were excluded from the scale. The reliability of the miotivatale
consisting of four items is .67.

Table 12.PCA and Cronbach’s Scores for Motivation Scale (N = 1970)

Variables L';Z%ti?] rg
Motivation

| put my best effort to get my job done regardless of the difficulties .70

I am willing to start work early or stay late to finish a job .67

It has been hard for me to get very involved in my current assignments (R) 4 7

| usually do not work as hard as others who do the same type of work (R) 43
| do extra work for my job that isn’t really expected of me 10
Time seems to drag while I am on the job (R) .67
Cronbach’s Alpha .67

4.3.2 Goal Context Scales

Table 13 indicates the results of the PCA analysis for the items ofpgmalisity. PCA
results show that the Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin measure verified the sampliggasyefor the
analysis, KMO = .73, and all KMO values for individual items were > .69, which isaleile
the acceptable limit of .5. Bartlett’s test of spherigify10) =1523.03, p < .001, indicated that
correlations between items were sufficiently large for PCA. Only one comporent ha
eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and explained 44% of the variance. Since only one
component was extracted, there was no rotation for the scales. Based ototrectaes, item
three was dropped from the scale. The reliability analysis for the scdlk. iThe total scores

were expected to range from 4 to 20.
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Table 13 shows the PCA's results for the items of goal difficulty asR@@AH results

showed that the Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin measure verified the sampling addquéuoy analysis,

KMO = .74, and all KMO values for individual items were > .72, which is well above the

acceptable limit of .5. Bartlett’s test of sphericitg(10) =1490.11, p <.001, indicated that

correlations between items were sufficiently large for PCA. Since onlyampanent

explaining 44% variance was extracted, there was no rotation for the 3d¢eddactor loadings

of the scale items were presented in Table 13. The reliability score faralleass.70.

Table 13.PCA and Cronbach’'s Scores for Goal Context Scales (N = 1970)

Variables L';Ziltﬁ] rg
Goal Content Specificity

My responsibilities at work are very clear and specific. g7
I understand fully which of my job duties are more important than others 71
It is difficult to evaluate success or failure on my job (R). 23
| know exactly what | am supposed to do on my job. .79
My supervisor clearly explains to me what my goals are. .64
Cronbach’s Alpha 71
Goal Content Difficulty

The work objectives in my job require a great deal of effort. 71
A high degree of skill and know-how is necessary to do my job well. 73
Jobs like mine are quite demanding day after day. 77
My work is very challenging. .63
| have new and interesting things to do in my work 44
Cronbach’s Alpha .70
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4.3.3 Goal Commitment

PCA results with orthogonal rotation (varimax) showed that the KaiserMékin
measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .78, and@lV&lues for
individual items were > .74, which is well above the acceptable limit of .5. Bartkett of
sphericity,y? (15) =1821.38, p < .001, indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently
large for PCA. Since only one component explaining 41 % variance was extraetedyas no
rotation for the scales. Table 14 shows the factor loadings of items. Item ®exaladed from
the scale to increase scale reliability. The reliability score tostiale is .70.

Table 14.PCA and Cronbach’'s Scores for Goal Commitment Scale (N = 1970)

Variables L';Z%ti% rg
Goal Commitment

It's hard for me to take the kinds of things | must do in my position. (R) 57
Quite frankly, |1 don’t care if | achieve my responsibilities or not. (R) 74

| am strongly committed to pursuing assignments given to me .69

It wouldn’t take much to make me just get by assignments given to me. (R) .50

| am very committed to doing my assignments well. .68

| sometimes fail to accomplish my assignments(R) .63
Cronbach’s Alpha .70

4.3.4 Task Significance

PCA result with orthogonal rotation (varimax) for the task significanake showed that
the Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy forahesianKMO = .75,
and all KMO values for individual items were > .57, which is equal to or above theatdeept

limit of .5. Bartlett’s test of sphericity? (21) =2500.15, p <.001, indicated that correlations
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between items were sufficiently large for PCA. Two components had eigenvakrdsaiser’s
criterion of 1 and explained a total of 55% of the variance. Item six ancdé@eem were
excluded from the scale, since their factor scores fell below the value édd@ionally, item
one was dropped from the scale to increase scale reliability. Thedagicance scale
ultimately consists of four items with a .72 reliability score.

Table 15.PCA and Cronbach’'s Scores for Task Significance Scale (N = 1970)

Variables Factpr
Loading

Task Significance

A lot of people will be affected by how | do my job in this department .61

The work | do in this department is extremely meaningful to me 74

| understand the importance of accomplishing my work objectives 73

| work on assignments that seem useless or unnecessary (R) 49

My assignment is really important and worthwhile .70

Sometimes, | am not sure | completely understand the purpose of what | am 30

doing '

| often wonder the importance of my assignment really is (R) .26

Cronbach’s Alpha 72

4.3.5 Self-Efficacy

Table 16 shows the results of PCA with orthogonal rotation (varimax). The Kaiser
Meyer—Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KM@ and all
KMO values for individual items were > .68, which is well above the acceptablefirh.
Bartlett’s test of sphericity? (6) =1116.99, p <.001, indicated that correlations between items

were sufficiently large for PCA. Since only one component explaining 50% vanea
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extracted, there was no rotation for the scales. Table 16 shows the scdlGatemtoadings
and scale reliability score, which is .67.

Table 16.PCA and Cronbach’s Scores for Self-Efficacy Scale (N = 1970)

Variables Factp r
Loading

Self Efficacy

I am confident that | can successfully perform any tasks assigned tommg or 71

current job

I am not as well prepared as | could be to meet all the demands of my job(R) .72

| can’t get my work done on time even when | try very hard (R) 74
Doing my work as well as | am able to leads to high quality results .67
Cronbach’s Alpha .67

4.3.6 Feedback

Table 17 reveals the results of PCA analysis with orthogonal rotation &xgrifrhe
Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the an&}0O = .70, and
all KMO values for individual items were > .69, which is well above the accepiaief .5.
Bartlett’s test of sphericity? (6) =1587.75, p < .001, indicated that correlations between items
were sufficiently large for PCA. Since only one component explaining 54% vana
extracted, there was no rotation for the scales. Item one and item two were dropptef
scales before conducting reliability analysis. These items latededo feedback from the
supervisors. However, the nature of police work, especially for the publicaepgartment and
the plainclothes department, prevents a constant dialogue between the supandipmisce
officers. Therefore, the last two items, which ask police officers’ petaigase of received
feedback in a more general sense, were retained in the scale. Thatyetiedie for these two

items was .69.
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Table 17.PCA and Cronbach’s Scores for Feedback Scale (N = 1970)

Variables Factpr
Loading

Feedback

| get regular feedback indicating how | am performing .69

| get coaching from my supervisor to help me do a better job. .75

| get helpful information from others about how well | am performing at my job. .75

| receive useful evaluations of my strengths and weaknesses at work. T7

Cronbach’s Alpha .69

4.3.7 Participatively-Set Goals

Table 18 reveals the results of PCA with orthogonal rotation (varimax). aisek
Meyer—Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KNMQ, and all
KMO values for individual items were > .50, which is well above the acceptabtefirb.
Bartlett’s test of sphericity? (1) =941.51, p <.001, indicated that correlations between items
were sufficiently large for PCA. Since only one component explaining 81% vanes
extracted, there was no rotation for the scales. The score of the rglahaiysis is equal to .76.
The range of the scale was expected to range from 2 to 10. Higher values meaniffjmsise
are more likely to participate in the process of assigning tasks.

Table 18.PCA and Cronbach’s Scores for Participatively-Set Goals Scale (N = 1970)

Variables Fact_or
Loading

Participatively-Set Goals

My supervisor lets me participate in the setting of my goals. .90

My supervisor lets me have some say in deciding how | will go about 90

implementing my goals. '

Cronbach’s Alpha .76
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4.3.8 Rewards

PCA analysis with orthogonal rotation (varimax) for the police officer<gieed sense
of rewards scale showed that the Kaiser—Meyer—OlIkin measure verifieahtipérey adequacy
for the analysis, KMO = .85, and all KMO values for individual items were > .82 hviequal
to or above the acceptable limit of .5. Bartlett’s test of spherjéil,5) =4371.90, p < .001,
indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently largeé@dy. Only one component
had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and explained 56% of the varianceld ahl@ws
the outcomes of the items and the reliability of the scale which was equal to .84

Table 19.PCA and Cronbach’'s Scores for Rewards Scale (N = 1970)

Variables Factp r
Loading

Rewards

When | improve my performance, my accomplishments are recognized by my 76

supervisors. '

| have seen good job performance rewarded in my work unit 72

If  accomplish my work objectives, it increases my changes taxgret money 80

rewards or letter of commendation. '

If I accomplish my work objectives, it increases my chances to choose people 78

work with. '

If I accomplish my work objectives, it increases my chances to chooseé shift 66

work '

If I accomplish my work objectives, it increases my chances to be agsigne 76

better department '

Cronbach’s Alpha .84

4.3.9 Department Assignment

Table 20 shows the result of PCA analysis with orthogonal rotation (varimakfor t
scale. Kaiser—Meyer—Olkin measure verified the sampling adequadyefanalysis, KMO =
49, and all KMO values for individual items were > .50, which is below the acceptatbleflim

.5. Furthermore, the reliability analysis for the combination of item one andhtee was also
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very low. Therefore, instead of a creating a scale, these items aatedtas single item.
However, item one and item three were ignored and item two was used in the stadyolte
examined police officers’ perception of the importance of their assignkslitaa given
department compared to any other department.

Table 20.PCA and Cronbach’s Scores for Department Significance Scale (N = 1970)

Variables Factp '
Loading

Department Significance

Some other departments are actually more important to society than mine is. .75

| think that my assignment here is more important than any assignments in 02

another department for society. '

The importance of being a police officer in this department is sometimes 80

overstressed. '

Cronbach’s Alpha .34

4.3.10 Descriptive Statistics of Dependent and Independent Variables
The main focus of this study is to measure police officers’ attitudes towartts
motivation. As mentioned earlier, a motivation scale was used to measure pgolees'of
motivational attitudes. Table 21 reveals descriptive statistics of thee 3¢ted total scores were
expected to range from 4 to 20. Since the motivation scale was based on altkpdistale,
higher values mean police officers were more motivated to perform thginedsaskswhen
the scale distribution is divided into approximate thirds (4-9, 10+idb18-20), the mean score indicates
that police officers had an upper mid- to high-level sense ohtasikation towards their assigned tasks.
The results of the study indicate that the mean of the goal difficulty sealé w4 with a
standard deviation of 3.9. The scale ranges from 5 to 25. Higher values mean thefficdice
perceived their assigned tasks to be difficult. Dividing the scaleldistin into approximate

thirds (5-11, 12-18, and 19-25) indicates that police officers had an upper mid- to high level
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sense of perceived difficulty in their assigned tasks. Table 21 shows thagdneof the goal
specificity scale is 14.8, with a standard deviation of 3.4. The range of the sealFam 4 to
20. Higher values mean the officers had more specific goals. The approtimddef the scale
(4-9, 10-15, and 16-20) indicate that the perceived goal specificity of policersffowards their

assigned tasks fall into the upper mid-level range.

Table 21.Descriptive Statistics of Dependent and Independent Variables (N ¥ 1970

Variable Name Mean SD Min Max
Motivation Scale 15.3 3.3 4 20
Goal Difficulty Scale 17.4 3.9 5 25
Goal Specificity Scale 14.8 3.4 4 20
Commitment Scale 20.0 3.8 5 25
Task Significance Scale 15.3 3.3 4 20
Self-Efficacy Scale 15.7 3.1 4 20
Feedback Scale 7.0 1.9 2 10
Participatively Set Goals Scale 5.6 2.3 2 10
Rewards Scale 17.4 5.9 6 30
Department Significance 3.2 1.1 1 5

Another predictor of police officers’ attitudes towards work maidrais commitment. The
average score on the commitment scale was 20.0, with a standatibdesf3.8. The range of the scale
goes from 5 to 258-igher values mean police officers had higher levels of commitment towards
their assigned taskShe approximate third scor€s-11, 12-18, and 19-2%)dicate that police
officers had a higher level of commitment to their assignekkta he mean score of the task significance

scale is15.3, with a standard deviation of 3.3. The dispersion of tieegees from 4 to 2G¢igher
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values mean a higher perceived significance of assigned tasks. When divodsgpiraximate
thirds(4-9, 10-15, and 16-20), the mean score of the scale indicates that potieesdffid an upper mid-
to high level perception of the significance of the task they wergnass

The mean value of the self-efficacy scale, which ranges from 4 to 20, is 15.73aith a
standard deviation. Higher values mean police officers had higher levels aVpéreelf-
efficacy. When the scale distribution is divided into approximate tkdrds10-15, and 16-20jhe
results indicate that police officers might have had “not strong” but rathepper mid-level
sense of self-efficacy. The feedback scale ranges from 2 to 13 wigan of 7.0 and a standard
deviation of 1.9. The mean score indicates that the police officers had a nithgpsense of
receiving feedback from the people with whom they work (approximate thirds 2-4n8-8; a
10).

The mean score of the participatively-set goals scale, which is 5.6heighandard
deviation 2.3, suggests that police officers had mid-level feelings ofipating in the decision
making about their assigned taskise rewards scale ranges from 6 to 30 with a mean of 17.4 and a

standard deviation of 5.9. The mean score indicates that the pélieesohad a mid-level sense of

getting rewards (approximate thirds of6-14, 15-22, and 23F30ally, the mean of the department
significance item is equal to 3.2, with a standard deviation of 1.1.The meansggests that
police officers had a mid-level feeling that their assignments in a giepartment were
important. To summarize, descriptive statistics presented general ehiatimst of dependent
and independent variables. Furthermore, these descriptive statistics allanserecentral

tendencies and dispersion of the variables.
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4.4 Bivariate Analyses
4.4.1 Correlation Analysis

A correlation analysis was conducted to see if there was a relationshigbé¢hge
dependent and independent variables. Since the main aim of the study was to tiedichehip
between police officers’ work motivation and independent variables, the resulteatorr
analysis will be explained by focusing on this main concern. Table 22 showsuhe oéthe
analyses. The results indicate that all eight variables of the giislgsmodel are significantly
and positively related to police officers’ work motivation.

The results of the Pearson Correlation Coefficients between the motivatidmearad t
eight variables are goal difficulty (r=.20, p<.001), goal specificty4®, p<.001), commitment
(r=.43, p<.001), task significance (r=.48, p<.001), self-efficacy (r=.4404s.Geedback (r=.29,
p<.001), participatively-set goals (r=.24, p<.001), and rewards (r=.26, p<.001). The=se s
suggest that the increase in the police officers’ sense of any of thieg#esresults in police
officers having more motivation to perform their assigned tasks. For éxaifrthe police
officers feel that their assigned tasks are difficult and/or spgettiey are more likely to perform
better. In addition to these variables, police officers’ perceived signiBaafitask in assigned
departments is also positively and significantly related to police officersvation. Keeping in
mind the limitation of bivariate analyses, like omitting the effect of a tariable on the
dependent variable, it can be concluded that these results verified all of Hrehrdsgotheses
at the bivariate level.

With respect to control variables, all control variables but gender and high schsad ve
other variables are significantly related to the motivation of police offidectual monetary

rewards (r=.12, p<.001) and letters of commendation (r=.06, p<.001) that policescéfaceed
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during 2011, working in the plainclothes department (r=.25, p<.001), and holding a college
degree (r=.07, p<.01) were positively related to police officers’ motivaiimmage (r=-.05,
p<.05), seniority at TNP (r=-.09, p<.001), working at the airport (r=-.11, p<.001) or pubiie
order department (r=-.14, p<.001), and holding a two-year college degree (r=-.06, pada)
negative and significant relationship with police officers’ work motivation.

The results suggest that actual rewards including money and lettersraéodation
police officers earned during 2011 had a positive effect on their work motivaticheFmore,
holding a college degree, as compared to other types of degrees, and workirnplean¢thethes
department, rather than either of the other two departments, had a positivereffestivation
as well. However, as police officers age and gain seniority, thaypame likely to lose their
motivation to perform their assigned tasks.

Table 22 indicates relations among other variables as well. For examplesuhs r
suggest that goal difficulty (r=.13, p<.001), goal specificity (r=.36, p<.001), tgsiticance
(r=.52, p<.001), self-efficacy (r=.65, p<.001), and feedback (r=.21, p<.001) were sigthjfic
related to goal commitment. Furthermore, monetary rewards (r=.13, p<.001)tarsldét
commendation (r=.07, p<.01) had a positive and significant relation to goal coemhis well.
The results suggest that police officers working in the plainclothestdepdr(r=.06, p<.01) had
a higher sense of goal commitment compared to those in other departmengsoffiobcs
holding a college degree (r=.13, p<.001) were more committed to their assidcsedstagell.

The results imply that feedback (r=.28, p<.001) and past experiences with monetar
rewards (r=.13, p<.001) and letters of commendation (r=.08, p<.001) were relatedeo polic
officers’ perceived level of self-efficacy. Similar to goal comnaty the results also suggest the

same patterns regarding the relationship between self-efficacynesdsigpartment, and
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education level. Police officers working in the plainclothes department (r=.@QJP<ad a
higher sense of self-efficacy than did those in the other two departments, aithputdic
order. Similarly, police officers holding a college degree (r=.13, p<.001 hagher sense of
self-efficacy than did those officers with a high school degree or éao-gollege degree.

Finally, Table 22 reflects the relationship between the departments and indegpende
variables. For example, while police officers working at the airpe¢td6, p<.001) perceived
their assigned goals to be less difficult than in the other two departmeits, gfbters working
in the plainclothes department (r=.17, p<.001) and public order department (r=.07, p<.01) had a
sense of having more difficult goals. However, the results suggest polica®ffiorking at the
airport (r=-.08, p<.001) and in the public order department (r=-.11, p<.001) perceived their
assigned tasks to be less specific, compared to those officers in thegila@s department
(r=.18, p<.001).

Aside from showing the relations among the variables, Pearson correlagangseay
useful tool to identify possible multicollinearity problems. Multicollingagxists when “two
predictors correlate very strongly” (Meyers et al., 2005, p. 180) and it is one faictors that
violates the assumption of OLS regression analyses. Although there is notg@psggestion
for solving this potential problem, researchers (Meyerson et al., 2005; Béiigidnan, 1985)
argued that any Pearson correlations value that is higher than .70 or .80 betweerablesvar
an indicator of possible multicollinearity. Although there were some cdsebigh Pearson
correlations value like commitment and self-efficacy (r=.65, p<.001), or aggeandt TNP
(r=.68, p<.001), the only Pearson Correlations value that was higher than.70 waatithre rel

between the two-year college and college variables (r=-.94, p<.001).
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Table 22.Bivariate Correlations among all Variables (N = 1970)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Motivation 1

Goal Difficulty 20+ 1

Goal Specificity A5x | 25 1

Commitment A8+ | 13 | 367 1

Task Significance A8 | 25 | 46 | 52 1

Self-Efficacy Y I I R IR s 1< B I W 1

Feedback 29 | 289 | 320 | 21 | 320+ | 28 1

Participatively Set Goals 24| 15+ | 33+ | .03 26+ | .04 .36+ 1

Rewards 26+ | 16+ | .35 | .02 28 | .05 B | BT 1

Department Significance | .17+ | .22+ | 17 | 01 AP |05 A9 | 1P | 240 1

Age -.06¢ -.01 .00 .02 .05 .00 -.01 .04 .04 -.04 1

Gender .02 .05 .01 -.03 .00 -.03 .02 .01 .03 7 | .03

Year at TNP -.09* | -.02 -.02 -.01 .01 -.00 -.02 .02 .03 -.03 68

Money Rewards 22 | -.02 08+ | 13 | 149+ | 13 | .06+ .02 -.02 .01 18

Letter of Commendation 66 |.04 .06 07~ 09+ .08+ | .06+ Q7| 0P .04 10+

Airport = 1T | - 250 | - 08 | .03 -.03 .02 I | - Q7 | 22200 | - 200 | -.04

Plain Clothes 2% | AP | 18 | .06 A5G0 | 07 | 169 | A7 | 28 | 14e | -01

Public Order =14 | .07 =1l | - 09 | - 129 | - 09+ | -.03 -10= | -.06+ | .06 .05

High School -.04 .02 -.03 -.03 .00 -.04 .00 *05 | .06+ .00 32

Two Year College -06 | .01 -.05 =120 | 210 | - 129+ | -.01 .00 .03 .03 - 22

College O -.01 .06+ A3 110 | 13+ | .01 -.02 -05 |-.03 10
(continued)

81




Table 22.(continued)

Variables 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
Motivation

Goal Difficulty

Goal Specificity

Commitment

Task Significance

Self-Efficacy

Feedback

Participatively Set Goals

Rewards

Department Significance

Age

Gender 1

Year at TNP .02 1

Money Rewards .00 .01 1

Letter of Commendation -.02 A2 | .15~ 1

Airport =13 | .00 .02 -.05 1

Plain Clothes .03 -¥2 | 15~ 167 - 45+ 1

Public Order 16+ L Qe S APk | S ATk | - B0 | - B4 1

High School -.01 .35+ .01 .03 -.03 -.02 .05 1

Two Year College .02 .06 -18= | -.01 -.01 =12+ | 13 - 130 1
College -.02 =18 | 17 -.01 .02 1P S A4 | S22k | - Qderx

Note: Entries are Pearson Correlation Coefficiengs;05 * p<.01 »* p<.001
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4.4.2 ANOVA Analysis of Demographic Characteristics

A series of one-way ANOVA analyses were carried out to test variation amlcont
variables by department. Table 23indicates that the average agepolitte officers did not
differ significantly among the departmenig2,1967)=2.91, at p<.05 level. Therefore, it can be
concluded that the average age of the police officers was not signifidéferent among the
three police departments.

Controlling possible mean differences regarding police officers’ agexagking year at
TNP by department revealed that there was a significant variatiorgaim®departments:
F(2,1967)=16.66, p<.001. A Tukey’s honestly significant difference (HSD) analysistedlica
that police officers working in the public order department (M=5.04, SD=5.48) had higher
average seniority scores than police officers working at the airport (M=43.&2) or in the
plainclothes department (M=3.72, SD=3.05). Comparing airport police to those in the
plainclothes department suggested that the average working year whsasitipilower for the
plainclothes department than for the airport officers.

A one-way ANOVA showed that actual monetary rewards earned by policersfin
2011 significantly varied among the three police departni€@t1967)= 33.98, p<.001.
Tukey’s HSD post hoc analysis suggested that police officers working inainelpthes
department (M=.87, SD=.33) earned more monetary rewards more than police @ibceng
at the airport (M=.80, SD=.40) or in the public order department (M=.70, SD=.46). Titis res
indicated that the average monetary rewards were significantly highteefairport officers
than for the public order department officers.

The results of a one-way ANOVA analysis showed that the average sctatei® of

commendation received by police officers in 2011 varied significaniyng the three police
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departments=(2,1967)=26.76, p<.001. Post hoc analysis using Tukey's HSD test indicated that
police officers working in the plainclothes department (M=.26, SD=.44) had a laigbierge

score for receiving letters of commendation than the police officers ngpakithe airport

(M=.14, SD=.35) or in the public order department (M=.12, SD=.33). The results suggested
non-significant difference between the airport and public order department.

Finally, a one-way ANOVA analysis indicated that police officers’ agereducation
level varied significantly among the departmdn(®,1967)=22.30, p<.001. Tukey's HSD
analysis indicated that the average education score for police officdisgvior the public order
department (M=2.49, SD=.58) was higher than the average score of police offidargvadr
the airport (M=2.61, SD=.53) or in the plainclothes department (M=2.68, SD=.52). Howwer
results indicated that the average education scores did not differ signyficetween the airport
and plainclothes officers.

Table 23.Summary of one-way ANOVA Analyses of Demographic Variables (970)

Airport Plain Clothes | Public Order
(N=580) (N=651) (N=739)
Variable Name Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD| F Score

Age 26.81| 4.49| 27.04 323 2742 5.68 2.91
Year at TNP 4.43 3.62 3.72 3.06 5.04 5.48 16+66
Monetary Rewards .80 40 .87 .33 .70 46 3348
Letter of Commendatidn 14 .35 .26 44 12 .33 2676
EducatioR 2.61 .53 2.68 52 2.49 .58 22+30

a= 0=No and 1=Yes; b= 1= High School, 2= Two Year College, 3= College

*p<.05,*** p<.001
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Table 24.Summary of Tukey’'s HSD analysis of Demographic Variables (N = 1970)

Variable Name Age Year at TNP I\é(()er\;ve;?(;)s/ Corh?rgteerr\c?;tion Education
Department Mean Dif. | SE | Mean Dif.| SE | Mean Dif.| SE | Mean Dif.| SE | Mean Dif.| SE
Airport Plain Clothes -.22 26 Pl 24 -.08* .02 - 12+ .02 -.07 .03
Public Order -.641 .26 -.62 24 10 .02 .02 .02 i .03
Plain Clothes Airport 22 26 -7l 24 .08+ .02 A2 .02 .07 .03
Public Order -.39 23 -1.38 .23 18 .02 14 .02 19 .03
Public Order Airport .64 .26 .62 24 =10 .02 -.02 .02 =12+ .03
Plain Clothes .39 25 1.88 .23 -.18* .02 -.14% .02 -.19% .03

*p<'05 *% p<01 *kk p<001
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4.4.3 ANOVA Analysis of Dependent and Independent Variables

A one-way ANOVA analysis was conducted to compare the relations betweenitiee pol
officers’ working department and dependent, independent, and control variables. SOYA AN
analyses indicate whether the means differ or not but not how they differ, a possthoc t
Tukey’s honestly significant difference (HSD), was conducted. Table 25 sufjgedisere are
significant effects of departments on the variables.

Table 25 shows that police officers working at the airport had an average mativat
value of 14.71 (SD=3.18); police officers working in the plainclothes department had ageaver
motivation score of 16.42 (SD=3.13); and, police officers working in the public department
had an average motivation value of 14.65 (SD=3.26). The results suggest that policg€ office
motivation varied significantly based on their assigned departng@t4:967)=64.46, p<.001.
Post hoc analyses using Tukey's HSD for differences indicated that policereffrorking in
the plainclothes department had a higher level of motivation for their assignectgogdared to
police officers working at the airport or in the public order departmenteierythe results
suggest that there was no difference regarding motivation towardseabsigks between police
officers working at the airport and those working in the public order department

A one-way ANOVA was carried out to test for police officers’ sense afgpezd goal
difficulty differences among the departments. Perceived goal diffidiffgred significantly
across the three departmerit§2,1967)=71.91, p<.001. Tukey’s post-hoc comparisons of the
three departments indicate that police officers working at in the plainslddpartment
(M=18.350, SD=3.13) perceived their assigned tasks to be more difficult than teqibters
working at the airport (M=15.89, SD=4.13) or in the public order department (M=17.77,

SD=3.73). A comparison between the airport and public order department resultsts tigat
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police officers working in the latter perceived their assigned tasksrwbedifficult than did
the police officers working at the airport.

Another test utilizing one-way ANOVA results indicated that police offiqgesceived
level of goal specificity varied significantly among the three depautisnie(2,1967)=34.11,
p<.001. Tukey's HSD post hoc analysis suggests that perceived sense of goaitypeasi
significantly higher for police officers working in the plainclothes depant (M=15.74,
SD=3.10) than for the police officers working at the airport (M=14.44, SD=3.34) loe jpublic
order department (M=14.39, SD=3.58). However, there was no significant ditfdretween
the police officers working at the airport and those in the public order depargganding
perceived sense of goal specificity.

Table 25 reveals that there was a significant variation among the threedsgaéments
regarding police officers’ sense of commitment to their assigned &&k$967)=8.26, p<.001.
Tukey's HSD post hoc test indicated that police officers working in the public degartment
(M=19.57, SD=3.72) had a lower sense of goal commitment than the police officknsgnadr
the airport (M=20.20, SD=3.66) or the plainclothes department (M=20.33, SD=3.83). Tukey’s
HSD scores did not suggest any differences between airport and plainclotbes offi

Another one-way ANOVA analysis showed that the police officers’ perceived séns
task significance varied significantly based on police officers’ asdiglepartments:
F(2,1967)=24.18, p<.001. Post hoc analysis using Tukey’s HSD criterion indicated that police
officers working in the plainclothes department (M=16.05, SD=3.39) had a higktofe
perceived task significance than the police officers working at the a{iyeft5.18, SD=3.26)

and in the public order department (M=14.84, SD=3.26).The comparison between the
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departments, airport and public order, suggests that there was no signiffemendes between
these two departments regarding police officers’ perceived sensé sfgasicance.

Controlling for possible mean differences regarding police officers’ sereadf-efficacy
by department revealed that there was a significant variation among #rentEms:
F(2,1967)=8.58, p<.001. Tukey’'s HSD analysis indicated that police officers workiing at
airport (M=15.82, SD=2.94) and in the plainclothes department (M=16.07, SD=3.24) had a
higher sense of self-efficacy than those working in the public order depafvivl.40,
SD=3.04). However, the results showed two groups, airport and plainclothes, were not
statistically significant regarding police officers’ sense of-e#itacy.

With respect to feedback, there was a statistically significanteifée between groups
as determined by one-way ANOVA(2,1967)=32.59, p<.001. A Tukey's HSD post hoc test
revealed that police officers working in the plainclothes department (M=7.45, SDhad )
higher sense of receiving feedback in general than the two other groups, pdliees effbrking
at the airport (M=6.59, SD=1.99) and officers working in the public order departmeftq48/
SD=1.86). Police officers working in the public order department had a stdlyssignificant
higher sense of receiving feedback than those officers working at thd.airpor

The results of a one-way ANOVA analysis showed that police officemsesef
participating in decision making regarding their assigned tasks vagi@ficntly among the
departments=(2,1967)=28.81, p<.001. Post hoc analysis using Tukey's HSD test indicated that
police officers working in the plainclothes department (M=6.17, SD=2.29) had a highen$ens
participating in the decision making about their assigned tasks than thegsbdees working at
the airport (M=5.37, SD=2.27) or in the public order department (M=5.34, SD=2.19). The results

suggested a non-significant difference between the airport and public ordersoff
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Table 25.Summary of one-way ANOVA of Study’s Scales by Department (970)

Airport Plain Clothes | Public Order
(N=580) (N=651) (N=739)

Variable Name | Mean| SD | Mean| SD Mean| SD F Score| Min | Max

Y

Motivation 14.71| 3.18 16.4] 3.13 14.65 3.26 6449 4 20

Goal Difficulty 15.89| 4.13) 183% 3.36 1717 3.3 7¥91 5 25

Goal Specificity 1444 334 1574 3.10 1439 3.8 31l 4 20

Commitment 20.20 3.66 20.33 3.83 1957 3[2 B2 5 25

Task Significance| 15.18| 3.26| 16.05 3.39 14.84 3.26 2448 4 20

Self-Efficacy 1582 2.94 1607 324 1540 3.04 858 4 | 20
Feedback 659 199 745 179 6.93 186 32590 2 | 10
Participatively Set o 35 | 557 g17| 229 534 210 2881 2 | 10
Goals

Rewards 1539 583 1977 539 1696 569 9660 6 | 30
Department 282 | 1.12| 340 1.09 326 115 4353 1 5
Significance

k< 001

With a one-way ANOVA, it was found that police officers’ perceived sense of the
possibility of receiving rewards based on their assigned tasks variedcsigtiyf among the
three police departments(2,1967)=96.69, p<.001. Tukey's HSD post hoc analysis suggested
that the perceived sense of the possibility of receiving rewards graBcgintly higher for police
officers working in the plainclothes department (M=19.77, SD=5.39) than for those gvatkin
the airport (M=15.39, SD=5.83) or in the public order department (M=16.96, SD=5.69).
Furthermore, police officers working in the public order department had stistdly significant
greater perception than their airport peers of the possibility of recemivayds.

Finally, a one-way ANOVA analysis indicated that police officers’ peed sense of

their assigned tasks in a given department varied significantly amodgphgments:
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F(2,1967)=43.53, p<.001. Tukey’'s HSD analysis indicated that police officers working in the
plainclothes department (M=3.40, SD=1.09) assigned greater importance to themdapart
tasks than did the police officers working at the airport (M=2.82, SD=1.12) loe jpublic order
department (M=3.26, SD=1.15). Furthermore, the results indicated that two gropps,and
public order officers, differed significantly in that public order polidecefs gave greater
importance to their department tasks than airport officers assignedrtowimediepartmental
tasks.
4.5 Multivariate Analysis

Locke (2000) suggested that (a) the more difficult the goals, the higher tbeerte
achieved; (b) the more specific the goals, the more explicitly perfaenanegulated; and (c)
the more specific and difficult the goals, the highest the performanavadh(p. 44-45).
Therefore, in this part of the study, three main regression models were condugati
difficulty model, a goal specificity model, and a combined model of goal diffieuld goal
specificity. For each of the main models, four different models were utilizegbttine effect of
independent variables on the police officers’ motivation separately. After dorgltaur
models, the full models were carried out by department to test and see how indepeddent

control variables worked for each of the police departments.
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Table 26.Summary of Tukey’'s HSD analysis of Study’s Scales by DepartiNentl©70)

Variable Name Motivation Goal Difficulty | Goal Specificity | Commitment | Task Significance
Department Mean Dif. | SE | Mean Dif.| SE | Mean Dif.| SE | Mean Dif.| SE | Mean Dif.| SE
Airport Plain Clothes -1.7¢ A8 | -2.46+ 21| -1.36+ 19 -.13 21 -8 19
Public Order .06 18 -1.88 21 .05 19 .68 21 .33 .18
Plain Clothes Airport 1.7 .18 2.46+ 21 1.36 19 13 21 RS 19
Public Order 1.76+ A7 .58 .20 1.35 .18 W .20 1.2%+ .18
Public Order Airport -.06 .18 1.88 21 -.05 19 -.68 21 -.33 .18
Plain Clothes -1.76 A7 -.58 20| -1.3% .18 - 76 20| -1.2%~ .18
Variable Name Self Efficacy Feedback Pag;i%aéiavgly Rewards g;ﬂi‘:tcrgﬁgé
Department Mean Dif. | SE | Mean Dif.| SE | Mean Dif.| SE | Mean Dif.| SE | Mean Dif.| SE
Airport Plain Clothes -.25 A8 -.85 A1 -.80* A3 | -4.38 32 -.58* .06
Public Order 48 A7 -.34* 10 .03 A2 -1.5% 31 - 43 .06
Plain Clothes Airport .25 18 .85 A1 .80 13 4,38 32 58 .06
Public Order 6% A7 Ro¥ 10 83 A2 2.8+ .30 14 .06
Public Order Airport -.48 17 34+ 10 -.03 A2 1.5% 31 A3 .06
Plain Clothes -.6F A7 -5k .10 -.83* A2 | -2.8F~ .30 -.14 .06

*p<_05 *% p<01 kK p<00
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4.5.1 Goal Difficulty Model

Table 27 shows the results of the multivariate OLS regression antigsegere
conducted based on the theoretical model and existing literature. Four diffeckis were
examined with the ordinary least square (OLS) regression analyses.stimeofiel included
variables only from the goal-setting model. Perceived task significance giwéredepartment
was added into the second model. The third model was composed of goal-setting model
variables, perceived task significance in a given department, and contablesyrincluding
police officers’ seniority and the actual monetary rewards and leftecammendation police
officers earned in 2011. The final model combined these variables with the defisrtiech
were coded as other vs. plain clothes and other vs. public order.

Before interpreting the findings, OLS regression diagnostics wereanedtbriefly for
the full model. A regression diagnostic was performed to find influential cas@y, in the
models. Although there were some outliers, Cook’s D values suggested that onlgeonasa
found that was different than the rest. The case had a Cook’s D value greaté2thnother
OLS regression analysis was conducted without the case. The resultsesigggsihere was no
major change regarding the strength and significance level of the variBbtéhermore, it is
suggested that cases having Cook’s D values higher than 1.0 are problematic. Hooveef
the cases had a Cook’s value greater than .02. Finally, the case was ihcpeftély by the
researcher and no value was found lower or more than the possible minimum and maximum
values. Therefore, the case was kept for the study.

In addition to examining influential cases, possible multicollinearity probleithén the
study were examined. According to Weisburd & Britt (2007), a tolerance leledthan .20

indicates a serious multicollinearity problem. However, none of the models blgdeente value
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less than .20. The smallest tolerance value of each model was equal to .51.d Datlyin-
Watson test was conducted to see whether the study violated the assumption oflieatepe
errors. According to Field (2009), the test statistic can vary from O to 4. Maluesthan 2
mean positive correlation, while values higher than 2 mean negative torréletween the
residuals. The value 2 means no correlation between the residuals. Although loéeckear
cut point, it is suggested that values less than 1 and more than 3 are problemdti2@e&L
However, the result of the Durbin-Watson test showed that the value was equal to 1.86s whic
very close to 2 and within the acceptable limit. Therefore, it can be concluddaetistudy did
not violate the assumption of independent errors.

According to Table 27, thE value is equal to 139.10, and it is significanp<at001
level. Therefore, it can be concluded that 33%-=(83) of the variance in police officers’ work
motivation was significantly explained by the first model. All independanéables, respectively
goal difficulty (B=.04, p<.05), commitment (B=.16, p<.001), task significance2®B+<.001),
self-efficacy (B=.19, p<.001), feedback (B=.10, p<.01), participativelgsais (B=.11,
p<.001), and rewards (B=.07, p<.001), significantly and positively contributed to the model.
Therefore, all hypotheses were verified by Model 1.

As shown in Model 1, when all other variables were held constant, a unit increase in
police officers’ sense of goal difficulty led to a .04-unit increase ircpalificer motivation. A
one-unit increase in police officers’ sense of commitment resulted in a tliGarease in
officer motivation. Furthermore, for each additional increase in polfaed’ sense of task
significance, police officers’ motivation increased by .20 unit. One-umgases in police
officers’ sense of self-efficacy led to a .19-unit increase in politeecs’ sense of motivation.

The results also indicated that a unit increase in feedback led to a .10-@aseor motivation.
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A one-unit increase in participatively-set goals resulted in a .11-uniaseia motivation.
Finally, a one-unit increase in police officers’ sense of rewards led teumiDincrease in
motivation.

It is possible to compare the effect of the independent variables on the dependétd vari
based on thf values of the independent variables. According to Table 27, task signifigance (
.20) had the strongest effect on the dependent variable, followed by comm{imelr&)(and
self-efficacy = .18). Police officers’ sense of rewar@s (12) had the fourth strongest effect on
the dependent variable. Finally, participatively-set ggas@8), feedbackpE .06), and goal
difficulty (p=.05) had the weakest effect on the dependent variable.

In terms of Model 2, the ®alue (R=.34) indicates that 34% of the variance in police
officers’ sense of work motivation was significantly explained by the mé&€l34.06, p<.001).
Although police officers’ perception of task significance in a given departmasignificant
(B=.20, p<.001), the goal difficulty variable lost its strength and was nofisggmti at the p<.05
level. Therefore, it can be concluded that a unit increase in police offieas® sf task
significance by the given department led to a .20-unit increase irepleadent variable.

Table 27 presents that thevalue is equal to 86.19, and it is significanpat001 level
for the Model 3. Thirty-five percent of the variancé<£R5) was explained significantly by the
model. All variables except letters of commendation and goal difficulty ggnify contributed
to Model 3. However, while the monetary rewards variable (B=.34, p<.05) had iagosit
significant effect on police officers’ work motivation, seniority in TNR{B7, p<.001) was
significantly and negatively related to the dependent variable. foheré can be suggested that
police officers who earned monetary rewards in 2011 had a .34-unit greateofsensie

motivation compared to police officers who did not receive monetary rewatdgetra
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Additionally, a unit increase in seniority in TNP led to a .07-point decrease i pdlicers’
work motivation.

Table 27 shows the results of multivariate regression analyses for thefldl.m
According to Table 27, thE value is equal to 78.65, and it is significanpat001 level. The R
value (R=.36) indicates that 36% of the variation in police officers’ motivation is explained by
the model. In addition to goal difficulty and letters of commendation, adding two police
departments into the model caused monetary rewards to be not significant at p<.0%h&evel. T
results suggest that while working in the plainclothes department is pgsénelsignificantly
related to work motivation compared to working at the airport, the public order mepadid
not contribute significantly to the model. Therefore, it can be concluded that wankime i
plainclothes department led to a .94-unit increase in police officers’ watikation compared
to working at the airport. These results suggest that possible varietishamong the
departments. To see the variations, if any, a full model was conducted for eaeldpplartment
separately.

Table 28 shows the regression analyses by the departments. According $oltke re
revealed in Table 28, all models had signifidamalues, respectively;=24.94, p<.001 for the
airport,F=25.08, p<.001 for the plainclothes department,&r@4.35, p<.001for the public
order department. The’Ralues indicate that 35% of the variancé<(R5) was explained by the
airport model; 32% of the variance?&R32) was explained by the plain clothes model; and 36%
of the variance (R.36) was explained by the public order model. However, the results indicated
that the effect and the strength of the independent variables on the dependent vaigable va

among departments.

95



Table 27.Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Police€#i Work Motivation (N=1970)

01

Goal Difficulty Model Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Variable B SEB| B B SEB| B B SEB| B B SEB| B
Constant 2. 74 44 2.44 45 2.63 46 3.06 46

Goal Difficulty 0% .02 .05 .08 .02 .04 .03 .02 .04 .02 .02 .02
Commitment 16+ .02 18 A7 .02 19 16~ .02 A9 | A7 .02 A9
Task Significance 2O .02 .20 19 .02 .19 19 .02 .19 19 .02 .19
Self-Efficacy S .03 18 26 .03 .18 19 .03 A8 | .19~ .03 18
Feedback L) .04 .06 .09 .04 .05 .08 .04 .05 .07 .04 .04
Participatively-Set Goals i .04 .08 A .03 .08 i .03 .08 | .12~ .03 .08
Rewards O .01 A2 .06+ .01 A1 .06+ .01 A1 | .04 .01 .08
Department Importance 20 .06 .07 19 .06 .07 A7 .06 .06
Year in TNP -0 .01 -09| -.06+ .01 -.07
Monetary Rewards 84 | .15 .04 22 15 .03
Letter of Commendation .04 16 .0 -11 A -
Educatiofl -.08 A3 | -.01 -.16 A3 -.02
Plain Clothes .94 A7 A3
Public Order .03 15 .01
R? 33 34 35 .36

F 139.10* 124.06* 86.19* 78.65*

b= 0=other, 1=college degreg<.05 * p<.01 ** p<.001,p<.10
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Table 28 shows that while the independent variables of commitment (B=.14, p<.001),
task significance (B=.22, p<.001), self-efficacy (B=.27, p<.001), feedback5Bp<.05), and
participatively-set goals (B=.15, p<.05) were positively and signifigaelated to motivation,
goal difficulty (B=-.09, p<.01) was negatively and significantly ediato motivation in the
airport model. Police officers’ sense of rewards (B=.05, p<.10), actual mpneteards earned
in 2011 (B=.53, p<.10), and education (B=-.43, p<.10) were significantly related to work
motivation at p<.10 level. However, perceived sense of task significance by a graetmamnt,
seniority in TNP, and letters of commendation variables did not contribute to thé mode
significantly.

For the plainclothes department, the results suggest that goal difficuly2(g=.001),
commitment (B=.15, p<.001), task significance (B=.23, p<.001), and particiyaseefoals
(B=.14, p<.05) had a positive and significant effect on police officers’ sense lohwativation.
However, seniority (B=.08, p<.05) affected dependent variables signifieartt negatively. The
variable of police officers’ perceived sense of task significancesigres] department (B=.17,
p<.10) and monetary rewards (B=.62, p<.10) contributed to the model positively at p<I10 leve
The variables of self-efficacy, feedback, police officers’ sensevednds, and letters of
commendation did not have a significant effect on police officers’ sense of warkatiant.

Table 28 reveals that while the variables of goal difficulty (B=.06,5)<dmmitment
(B=.20, p<.001), task significance (B=.15, p<.001), self-efficacy (B=.28, p<.05)emdficers’
perceived sense of rewards (B=.06, p<.01), and perceived sense of tasknogpioressigned
department (B=.20, p<.01) were significantly and positively related taxdepevariables,
seniority in TNP (B=-.06, p<.001) and education (B=-.45, p<.10) had a negative andamgnifi

effect on work motivation in the public order department. The participatietlgesal (B=.10,
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p<.10) variable was positively related to work motivation at p<.10 level. Howeveratiabies
of feedback, actual monetary rewards, and letters of commendation didebipatice officers’
motivation significantly.

The results showed that goal difficulty had an adverse effect on policersffic
motivation in the airport model. This result is surprising and unexpected, sinceatfseting
model assumes that difficult goals lead to higher performance. Therafdse examination
was conducted to identify possible reasons for such an adverse relatiombgbakdifficulty
and motivation. The goal-setting model suggests that the level of satisfadtin rewards is
related to accepting future difficult goals (see Figure 1). A conpaoéthe three departments
regarding police officers’ sense of receiving rewards (see Talda®Jable 26) demonstrates
significant variation among the departments. Police officers workitigeairport had a lower
sense of the possibility of receiving rewards (M=15.39, SD=5.83) than officekgwgan the
plainclothes department (M=19.77, SD=5.39) and public order department (M=16.96, SD=5.69),
even if they worked hard and accomplished their tasks. Additional one-way AND&jses
were carried out to examine the effects of the reward scaleis itedividually.

Looking at Table 29 and Table 30 suggests that police officers’ sense wgmiédastly
for each item (respectivel= 55.23, p<.001F= 45.96, p<.001F= 63.20, p<.001F= 52.69,
p<.001;F=42.74, p<.001; and= 102.88, p<.001). Further, the results show that perceived
sense of receiving rewards was generally lower for airport police i&ffilcan for other police
officers. In particular, Item 1 (respectively M=2.70, SD=1.32; M=3.47, SD=1.25; M=3.10,
SD=1.29) and Item 6 (respectively M=2.32, SD=1.33; M=3.40, SD=1.29; M=3.10, SD=1.38)

varied significantly among the departments.
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Table 28.Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Policedd$f Work Motivation by Department

01

Goal Difficulty Model Airport (N=580) Plain Clothes (N=651) Public Order (N=739)
Variable B SEB B B SEB B B SE B B
Constant 2.82+ .87 3.83+ .85 2.0% .76

Goal Difficulty -0+ .03 -.12 12 .03 A2 .06 .03 .07
Commitment e .04 .16 A5+ .04 19 20+ .03 .23
Task Significance 2% .04 .23 28 .04 .25 A5 .04 15
Self-Efficacy 2 .05 .25 .04 .05 .04 .28 .04 .26
Feedback 15 .06 10 .08 .07 .05 -.05 .06 -.03
Participatively-Set Goals 15 .06 .10 14 .06 .10 10 .06 .07
Rewards .04 .03 .07 .04 .03 .06 .66 .02 A1
Department Importance A7 A1 .06 £17 .10 .06 .20 .09 .07
Year in TNP -.04 .03 -.04 -.68 .04 -.08 -.06~ .02 -11
Monetary Rewards .63 .29 .08 57 32 .06 -.18 22 -.03
Letter of Commendation -.05 31 -.01 -.26 .24 -.04 10 .3
Educatiofl -43 24 -.07 34 .23 .05 -.45 .20 -.07
R? 35 32 .36

F 24,94+ 25.08* 34.35*

b= 0=other, 1=college degreg<.05 * p<.01 =+ p<.001,p<.10
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Table 29.Summary of One-Way ANOVA Analyses of Reward Scale’s items byrttepat

(N = 1970)

Airport Plain Clothes | Public Order

(N=580) (N=651) (N=739)
Variable Name | Mean| SD | Mean| SD | Mean| SD F Score | Min | Max
ltem 1 270 | 1.32 3.47 1.2% 3.10 1.29 5523 1 5
Item 2 3.13| 1.28 3.57 1.18  2.93 1.31 4596 1 5
ltem 3 286 | 1.36 3.63 1.19 3.0 1.32 6320 1 5
ltem 4 236 | 1.25 3.10 1.26 2.8p 1.27 5269 | 1 5
ltem 5 199 | 1.200 2.61 1.32 2.13 1.21 4274 1 5
ltem 6 232 | 133 3.40 1.29 3.00 1.38 10288 1 5

Item 1= When | improve my performance, my accomplishments are recddnyizey
supervisors; Item 2= | have seen good job performance rewarded in my work omB=Ité |

accomplish my work objectives, it increases my changes to get extra moegig®r letter of
commendation; Item 4= If | accomplish my work objectives, it increaseshiayces to choose
people | work with; Item 5= If | accomplish my work objectives, it iases my chances to

choose shift | work; Item 6= If | accomplish my work objectives, it increasg chances to be
assigned a better department

%< 001
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Table 30.Summary of Tukey’s HSD analysis of Rewards Scale ltems by Degatr{N = 1970)

Variable Name Item 1 Item 2 Item 3
Department Mean Dif. SE Mean Dif. SE Mean Dif. SE
Airport Plain Clothes - PP .07 - 43 .07 - TP .07
Public Order -.36* .07 2 .07 -.15 .07
Plain Clothes Airport PP .07 A3 .07 T .07
Public Order A .07 .64 .07 62+ .07
Public Order Airport .36+ .07 -2 .07 15 .07
Plain Clothes - 41 .07 -.64* .07 -.62% .07
Variable Name Item 4 Item 5 Item 6
Department Mean Dif. SE Mean Dif. SE Mean Dif. SE
Airport Plain Clothes - P .07 -.61+ .07 -1.07 .08
Public Order -.50* .07 -.13 .07 -.6%* .07
Plain Clothes Airport Wi .07 61 .07 1.07 .08
Public Order 28 .07 A8 .07 42 .07
Public Order Airport 50* .07 13 .07 .65+ .07
Plain Clothes -.23 .07 - 48 .07 - 42 .07

*p<.05 = p<.01 = p<.001

101




This is an important finding since, as a rule, the most desirable depatmerndrk in,
like narcotics and organized crime, choose their new members from thelqilaes and public
order departments. However, police officers should perform consistently in the topf 2084
departments to be interviewed and chosen for these more desirable depbhassegrienents.
Furthermore, if they do not perform satisfactorily and fall into the low@¥t @f their
department’s performance ranking, they are assigned to other departmeetpalcerofficers
do not prefer to work. Therefore, police officers perform at higher levels intortherassigned
to better departments. Since this process was implemented a couple ofjgeafficers have a
greater belief that if they perform well and accomplish their tasks, tedikaly to be assigned
to better departments. However, unless they perform very poorly or are involzed i
administrative or criminal investigation, airport police officers arsg li&gly to be assigned to a
less desirable position. Similarly, they are less likely to be assigndukttea department,
whatever their level of performance. Therefore, as the model suggestsaispurt police
officers have less job satisfaction and a lower expectation of the pagsibiewards, they are
less likely to accept future difficult goals.

Therefore an additional regression analysis was conducted by including only the
plainclothes department and public order department. Table 31 shows the resultgrietteaoe
analyses. The results suggest that all main variables except fesdiratikantly and positively
contributed to the goal difficulty model. The variables having an effect on thee @ificers’
sense of motivation were goal difficulty (B=.09, p<.001), commitment (B=.18, p<.@8k), t
significance (B=.20, p<.001), self-efficacy (B=.16, p<.001), participatiget goals (B=.13,
p<.01), and perceived sense of rewards (B=.06, p<.001). Additionally, while perceivedtens

importance of task in a given department (B=.20, p<.01) is related positivelygaifctantly,
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seniority in TNP (B=-.08, p<.001) is negatively and significantly relatgublice officers’ sense
of motivation. Finally, monetary rewards, letters of commendation earned in 2011, aaticeduc
did not have a significant effect on the dependent variable.

Table 31.Summary of Regression Analysis for Work Motivation by Plain Clothes Department
and Public Order Department (N=1390)

Goal Difficulty Model

Variable B SEB B
Constant 2.48* .56

Goal Difficulty 09+ .02 .09
Commitment 18 .03 .20
Task Significance 2 .03 .19
Self-Efficacy 16 .03 15
Feedback .03 .05 .01
Participatively-Set Goals A3 .04 .09
Rewards .06+ .02 A1
Department Importance 20 .07 .07
Year in TNP -.08+ .02 -11
Monetary Rewards .26 18 .03
Letter of Commendation .07 19 .01
Educatiofi .04 15 .01
R? .36

F 63.6F*

b= 0=other, 1=college degreg@<.05 = p<.01 =+ p<.001,p<.10

As discussed previously, valance and instrumentality refer to “how indigiguatess
and respond to incentives” (Locke & Latham, 1990a, p. 145) in a goal-setting modelofieheref
it can be concluded that police officers’ attitudes differ regarding dlotiral and expected

rewards. Finally, as the results suggest, when police officers have a setiseitiperformances
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and accomplishments are recognized and subsequently lead to rewards, thest dkelmnto
accept difficult goals and perform better.

Monetary rewards were significant for airport (B=63, p<.05) and plainclaiffiesrs
(B=.57, p<.10), but an independent sample t-test was conducted to examine whyymonetar
rewards did not contribute to the model even a minimum of p<.10 for the public ordersoffi
The results of the independent sample t-test analysis compared the eféeetivahg monetary
rewards (did not receive=0, received=1) in 2011 on officers’ motivation. The resgtsst that
there was not any significant difference between the two groups regardiivguon and scale
items and these two scales. Therefore, it can be argued that since thef bensg rewarded for
the police officers who did not receive monetary rewards was as high as teegbfadiers who
were entitled to monetary rewards, they have a sense of motivation as higicasffioers who
earned monetary rewards.

Table 28 indicates that commitment (respectively B=.14, p<.001; B=.15, p<.8@0,B
p<.001) and task significance (respectively B=.22, p<.001; B=.23, p<.001; B=.15, p<.001)
significantly contributed to all three sub-models. However, while sktfaely affected
motivation in the airport (B=.27, p<.001) and public order departments (B=.28, p<.004), it di
not have a significant effect on motivation in the plainclothes department. Pdliezsdfsense
of receiving feedback had a significant and positive effect on motivation only airgoat
model (B=.15, p<.05). Participatively-set goals was significantly andiyelgirelated to
motivation in the airport (B=15, p<.05), plainclothes (B=.14, p<.05), and public order (B=.10,
p<.10) departments. Finally, police officers’ perceived sense of possibiliégeiimng rewards

significantly affected their sense of work motivation in the public order ttepat (B=.06,
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p<.01). It did not have any effect on the dependent variable in the airport andbgii@isic
department.
4.5.2 Goal Specificity Model

Table 32 indicates the results of the multivariate OLS regression anédyske goal
specificity model. Similar to the goal difficulty model, four models and threersdels by
department were tested. OLS regression diagnostics were also examitnedgioal specificity
model. The results indicated that none of the cases has a Cook’s D value greater than 1.
However, two cases were found to be different than the rest. The OLS regreshisesana
conducted without these two cases only affecte@3Rpoint and the significance level of the
feedback from p<.10 to p<.05 level. Close examination of these two cases suggestedmtorea
drop these two variables from the model. Therefore, these two cases weaszrigtghe model.
Additionally, the results suggested that the smallest tolerance valtneforodel is .50, which is
well above the critical limit of .20. Finally, Durbin-Watson analysis showetdlileavalue is
equal to 1.82, which is close to the accepted limit of 2. Based on the regression diagnosti
analyses, it can be concluded that the goal specificity model did not violatefext pe
multicollinearity and independent errors assumptions.

Table 32 indicates that titevalue is equal to 153.96, and it is significanp«t001
level. Therefore, it can be concluded that 36%-=(86) of the variance in police officers’ work
motivation was significantly explained by the first model. All independanéables, goal
specificity (B=.19, p<.001), commitment (B=.14, p<.001), task signific§Beel7, p<.001),
self-efficacy (B=.17, p<.001), feedback (B=.09, p<.01), participativelgcais (B=.07,
p<.001), and rewards (B=.05, p<.001), significantly and positively contributed to Model 1.

Therefore, it can be concluded that Model 1 confirmed all hypotheses of the study.
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As shown in Table 32, when all other variables were held constant, it can bkeagesen t
unit increase in police officers’ sense of goal specificity led to a .1%angase in police
officers’ sense of motivation. A one-unit increase in police officers’esehsommitment
resulted in a .14-unit increase in their motivation. Furthermore, for eddioadl! increase in
police officers’ sense of task significance, police officers’ motivatioresmed by .17 unit. A
one-unit increase in police officers’ sense of self-efficacy led to a .17Agn#ase in police
officers’ sense of motivation.

The results also indicate that a unit increase in feedback led to a .09-unitanoréees
dependent variable. A one-unit increase in participatively-set goalsectgul .07-unit increase
in motivation. Finally, a one-unit increase in police officers’ sense of rekedds a .05-unit
increase in police officers’ motivation. Comparing the effect of the indepeudeables based
on thep values suggested that goal specificy (19) had the strongest effect on the dependent
variable, followed by task significancg=(.17), commitmentp= .16) and self-efficacyp€ .16).
However, rewards3E .09), participatively-set goalg< .05), and feedbaclg£ .05) had the
weakest effect on the dependent variable.

Regarding Model 2, The?Ralue (R=.36) indicated that 36% of the variance in police
officers’ sense of work motivation was significantly explained by the mé&€l37.00, p<.001).
The results suggested that police officers’ sense of goal specifiakytfistrength and
significance level in Model 2. Furthermore, none of the other variables redateel goal-setting
model lost their strength and significance level, either. The results edlitedt police officers’
perceived sense of task significance in a given department (B=19, p<.00d9sitasely and

significantly related to the dependent variable. Therefore, it caariduded that a unit increase
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in police officers’ sense of task significance by the given departmerd BedlB-unit increase in
the dependent variable.

Table 32 presents that thevalue is equal to 94.66, and it is significanpat001 level
for the Model 3. Thirty-seven percent of the variance(B7) was explained significantly by the
model. Aside from the letter of commendation and education variables, alilearsgnificantly
contributed to Model 3. Similar to the goal difficulty model, while the monetamards variable
(B=.31, p<.05) was significantly related to police officers’ sense of watkvation, seniority in
TNP (B=-.07, p<.001) had a significant and negative effect on the dependent variable.
Therefore, it can be suggested that police officers who earned monetargsen 2011 had a
.31-unit greater sense of work motivation than police officers who did not receivéamyone
rewards that year. Finally, it can be concluded that a unit increase in $&nidiNP led to a
.07-point decrease in police officers’ sense of work motivation.

According to Table 32, thé value is equal to 85.85, and it is significanpat001 level
for the full model. The Rvalue (R=.38) indicated that 38% of the variation in police officers’
sense of motivation was explained by the full model. Comparing the effewts pbtice
departments on the model caused monetary rewards to become no more significant inlthe mode
and feedback to become significant at B=.06, p<.10 level. The results suggastearking in
the plainclothes department (B=.92, p<.001) had a positive and significant effect on the
dependent variable. Therefore, it can be concluded that working in the plainclothesdepart
led to a .92-unit increase in the officers’ sense of work motivation, as cedngaworking at the
airport. However, the results indicated that working in the public order depénvas not

significantly related to police officers’ sense of motivation compared tkimgpat the airport.
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Table 32.Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Police€#i Work Motivation (N=1970)

01

Goal Specificity Model Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Variable B SEB| B B SEB| B B SEB| B B SEB| B
Constant 2.6% 40 2.29+ 41 2.52 A2 2.79 43

Goal Specificity 19+ .02 19 18 .02 19 18+ .02 19 A7 .02 .18
Commitment e .02 .16 e .02 .16 A .02 A6 | 14~ .02 .16
Task Significance T .02 A7 16+ .02 .16 16+ .02 .16 16+ .02 16
Self-Efficacy Wi .03 16 A .03 16 AP .03 16 A .03 16
Feedback .09 .04 .05 .08 .04 .05 .07 .04 .04 .06 .04 .04
Participatively-Set Goals .07 | .03 .05 .08 .03 .05 .08 .03 .05 .09 .03 .06
Rewards .05+ .01 .09 0% .01 .08 | .05+ .01 .08 .08 .01 .05
Department Importance LG .05 .07 18 .05 .06 16 .05 .05
Year in TNP -0 .01 | -.09| -.06+ .01 -.07
Monetary Rewards 81| .15 .04 .20 15 .03
Letter of Commendation .06 16 .0 -.09 ] -
Educatiofl -.09 13 -.01 -.17 13 -.03
Plain Clothes .92 .16 13
Public Order .07 .15 .01
R? .36 .36 .37 .38

F 153.96* 137.00* 94.66* 85.85*

b= O=other, 1= college; *p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.00%<.10

108



Table 33 shows the results of the OLS regression analyses by departmerdir&cto
the results in Table 33, all models have signifidamalues, respectivelly=24.50, p<.001 for
the airportf=30.56, p<.001 for the plainclothes department,Ex85.56, p<.001for the public
order department. The’Ralues indicated that 34% of the variancé=B4) was explained by
the airport model, 37% of the variancé£E87) by the plain clothes model, and 37% of the
variance (B=.37) by the public order model. However, the results indicated that the effect and
the strength of the independent variables on the dependent variable varied among dispartme

According to Table 33, the variables of goal specificity (B=.11, p<.01), ¢tmant
(B=.12, p<.01), task significance (B=.19, p<.001), self-efficacy (B=.24, p<.@at)monetary
rewards (B=.74, p<.05) had a positive and significant effect on the policergfSemse of
motivation in the airport model. Additionally, the variables of feedbackl(B4€<.10) was
significantly and positively related to the dependent variable at p<.10. Howsveesults
indicated that participatively-set goals, rewards, police offisersse of task importance in a
given department, seniority in TNP, letters of commendation, and educationatere
significantly related to police officers’ sense of motivation in the ainmadel.

Table 33 indicated that while goal specificity (B=.30, p<.001), commitnisni B,
p<.001), and task significance (B=.19, p<.001) were positively and significalatlgd¢o the
dependent variable, years in TNP (B=-.07, p<.05) affected police officer& sen®tivation
negatively and significantly in the plain clothes model. Participativelgeas (B=.10, p<.10)
had a positive effect on the dependent variable at p<.10. However, the rest ofabkesari
including self-efficacy, feedback, rewards, police officers’ sense tastirtance in a given
department, monetary rewards, letters of commendation, and education did not gavfecargi

effect on police officers’ sense of motivation.

109



Regarding the public order model, Table 33 shows that goal specificity3B3=.001),
commitment (B=.18, p<.001), task significance (B=.12, p<.01), self-effi@ey7, p<.001),
rewards (B=.05, p<.05), and task significance in a given department (B=.22) pada
positive and significant effect on the police officers’ sense of motivation. Hoywear in TNP
(B=-.05, p<.01) and education (B=-.45, p<.05) had a negative and significant effect on the
dependent variable. The variables of feedback, participatively-seat goahetary rewards, and
letters of commendation were not related significantly to police offioesvation.

Table 33 indicates that specific goals (respectively B=.11, p<.01; B=.3I)}<B=.13,
p<.001), commitment (respectively B=.12, p<.01; B=.13, p<.001; B=.18, p<.001) and task
significance (respectively B=.19, p<.001; B=.19, p<.001; B=.12, p<.01) had asp@siti
significant effect on the dependent variable for all models. Similar tgdhledifficulty model,
while self-efficacy affected motivation in airport officers (B4, p<.001) and public order
officers (B=.27, p<.001), it was not significantly related to the dependgiable for
plainclothes officers. Police officers’ sense of receiving feedbackelated to police officers’
sense of motivation in the airport model (B=.11, p<.10) at p<.10. Similarly, parte|yatiet
goals (B=10, p<.10) was found to be significant only in the plainclothes departnpeni @t

Police officers’ sense of rewards had a positive effect on the dependebtevarithe
public order department (B=.05, p<.05). Police officers’ sense of task signifian&b,

p<.01) in a given department had a significant effect only in the public ordetrdepar
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Table 33Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Police€#i Work Motivation by Department

Goal Specificity Model

Airport (N=580)

Plain Clothes (N=651)

Public Order (N=739)

Variable B SEB B B SEB B B SE B B
Constant 1.86 .84 4,12+ 75 2.48~ .68

Goal Specificity A% .04 A1 30 .04 .29 18 .03 14
Commitment A2 .04 14 A8+ .04 .16 18+ .03 .20
Task Significance Ny .04 .20 19 .04 .20 A2 .04 12
Self-Efficacy 24+ .05 22 .02 .05 .02 2F .04 .26
Feedback A1 .06 .07 .08 .06 .04 -.04 .06 -.02
Participatively-Set Goals .09 .06 .07 110 .06 .07 .06 .06 .04
Rewards .04 .03 .07 .00 .02 .00 *05 .02 .09
Department Importance .09 A1 .03 10 A0 .0 .22 .09 .08
Year in TNP -.04 .03 -.04 -.67 .03 -.07 -.06~ .02 -11
Monetary Rewards F4 .29 .09 .29 31 .03 -.22 21 -.03
Letter of Commendation -.07 31 -.01 -.18 24 -.0 A1 .3
Educatiofl -.35 24 -.05 19 22 .03 -45 .20 -.07
R? 34 37 .37

F 24 .50+ 30.56* 35.56*

01

b= O=other, 1= college; *p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.00%<.10
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Seniority in TNP affected dependent variable negatively and significarithe plainclothes (B
=-.07, p<.05) and public order departments (B=-.05, p<.001). Monetary rewards (B=.74, p<.05)
was a significant contributor only to the airport model. Education (B=-.45, p<.@s}edfpolice
officers’ sense of motivation negatively in the public order department. Fittadlyesults
indicated that letter of commendation was not related to the dependent variamennodel.
4.5.3 Combined Model

The results of the OLS regression analyses for the combined model, including#loth g
difficulty and goal specificity variables, are presented in Table 34. &i®ssion diagnostics
were carried out for the final model as well. The results suggested thatvontyases had a
Cook’s D value greater than .02. However, these two cases had values lower traicdhe
point of 1. Similar to previous models, an additional OLS regression analysisiwed oat to
test the effect of these two variables on the final model. The results indicatélet same two
cases caused the same effects on the model as mentioned for the goeitgpecdel. The
OLS regression analyses conducted without these two cases had a .05 indRéase i
Additionally, the feedback variable was found to be significant (B= .07, p<. 05) redghession
model. However, for the same reasons, these two cases were retainechalytbesa In addition
to influential cases, the multicollinearity analyses indicated that th#esntolerance value was
equal to .50, which is above the cutoff point of .20. Finally, the Durbin-Watson value for the
final model was equal to 1.81, which is close to the accepted limit of 2.

Table 34 indicates that titevalue is equal to 135.11, and it is significanp«t001
level. Therefore, it can be concluded that 36%-=(86) of the variance in police officers’ work
motivation was significantly explained by the first model. Aside from ddculty, all

independent variables, goal specificity (B=.18, p<.001), commitment (B=.14, p<.GX), ta
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significance (B=.16, p<.001), self-efficacy (B=.17, p<.001), feedback (B=.08, p<.01),
participatively-set goals (B=.07, p<.001), and rewards (B=.05, p<.001),hgdifecaint and
positive effect on the dependent variable in Model 1. Therefore, it can be concluded that al
hypotheses except hypothesis one are confirmed by the final model.

Table 34 shows that, when all other variables were held constant, a unit inareases
police officers’ sense of goal specificity led to a .18-unit increapelioe officers’ sense of
motivation. A one-unit increase in police officers’ sense of commitmentedsalt .14-unit
increase in the motivation of police officers. Furthermore, for each additrmnease in police
officers’ sense of task significance, their motivation increased by .16Amihe-unit increase in
police officers’ sense of self-efficacy led to a.17-unit increase in $keese of motivation. The
results also indicated that a unit increase in feedback led to a .08-uniténicréas dependent
variable. A one-unit increase in participatively-set goals resulted in a .Oihcngiase in
motivation. Finally, a one-unit increase in police officers’ sense of rewaddto a .05-unit
increase in their motivation. Thevalues indicated that the effects of independent variables on
the dependent variables can be listed in order from highest to lowest as gi@itypgs- .19),
task significancepE .17), commitmentpE .16), self-efficacyf= .16), rewardsp= .09)
participatively-set goal$€ .05), and feedbaclg€ .05).

As shown in Table 34, the’Ralue (R=.36) indicated that 36% of the variance in police
officers’ sense of work motivation was significantly explained by the Mode+241.91,
p<.001). Adding police officers’ sense of task significance by the giventdep# caused
feedback to drop in strength and significance level from B=.08, p<.05 to B=.07, p<.10. However,

the variable significantly and positively contributed to the model (B=.18, p<.001). Ohesrigf
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can be said that a one-unit increase in police officers’ sense of task amggefin a given
department led to a .18unit increase in the dependent variable.

Regarding Model 3, Table 34 indicates thatFhealue of the model equals F&=87.49,
which is significant at p<.001 level. Adding control variables into the model did nat eaus
major change in the model. The results indicated that year in TNP (B=-.07, p<.G@L) ha
negative and significant effect on the dependent variable. However, it was found itteat pol
officers who earned monetary rewards in 2011 had a .32-unit greater serce/afiom than
officers who did not receive monetary rewards. Finally, the letters of eowation and
education variables were not significantly related to police officersesainmotivation in
Model 3.

As shown in Table 34, 38% {&38) of the variance in police officers’ sense of
motivation was explained significantly by ModelE=80.09, p<.001). In this model the effect
of departments was examined. The results indicated that the major changehgasonetary
rewards and feedback, which were not significantly related to the depead@ble in this
model. With respect to the effect of working in a specific departmente Bdbshows that police
officers’ sense of motivation was .91 unit greater for police officers wgriki the plainclothes
department, compared to those working at the airport. However, no signifitfaregrtie in
officers’ motivation was seen between working at the airport and workitg ipublic order

department.
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Table 34.Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Police€#i Work Motivation (N=1970)

Combined Model Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Variable B SE B B B SE B B B SE B B B SEB B
Constant 2.39 44 2.13 44 2.33* 45 2.73 46

Goal Difficulty .03 .02 .03 .02 .02 .02 .02 .02 .02 .01 .02 .01
Goal Specificity 18 .02 19 18+ .02 19 18 .02 A8 | 1P .02 .18
Commitment NE .02 .16 NE .02 16 N .02 A6 | 14~ .02 16
Task Significance sy .02 A7 16+ .02 16 16~ .02 A6 | .16+ .02 .16
Self-Efficacy AP .03 .16 A7 .03 16 A7 .03 A6 | A7 .03 .16
Feedback .08 .04 .05 .07 .04 .04 .08 .04 .04 .06 .04 .03
Participatively-Set Goals .87 | .03 .05 .08 .03 .05 .08 .03 .05 .09 .03 .06
Rewards .05 .01 .09 O .01 .08 .05~ .01 .08 .08 .01 .05
Department Importance 18+ .06 .06 A .06 .06 A% .06 .05
Year in TNP -0 .01 -.09| -.06+ .01 -.07
Monetary Rewards 82| .15 .04 .20 A5 .03
Letter of Commendation .06 16 01 -.09 16 -01
Educatiof -.09 A3 | -01 -7 13 -.03
Plain Clothes 9% .16 A3
Public Order .07 15 .01
R? .36 .36 37 .38

F 135.1%* 121.9% 87.49* 80.09*

b= 0=other, 1= collegep<.05 = p<.01 =+ p<.001,p<.10

115



Table 35 shows that OLS regression analysis by department indicdtad thiiee sub-
models had significari values (respectivelly=23.97, p<.001F=28.66, p<.001; anB=33.25,
p<.001). Therefore, it can be concluded that the variance explained in the polica’'cfgose
of motivation by the departments was, respectively, 36%.88 for airport), 37% (&.37 for
plainclothes), and 37% (R.37 for public order). Regarding the airport model, the results
indicated that goal specificity (B=.11, p<.01), commitment (B=.12, p<.01), tgsKisance
(B=.22, p<.001), self-efficacy (B=.24, p<.001), feedback (B=.14, p<.05), particijyasee
goals (B=.13, p<.05), and monetary rewards (B=.68, p<.05) were positively arfatargly
related to police officers’ sense of motivation. However, similar to thedyifigulty model, the
results indicated a negative and significant relation between the goallgif{iB=-.10, p<.001)
and motivation. The other variables, including rewards, police officers’ sens& sfgagicance
in a given department, year in TNP, letter of commendation, and education wsignifaantly
related to police officers’ sense of motivation in the airport model.

Table 35 expresses that goal difficulty (B=.07, p<.05), goal specificity2@ p<.001),
commitment (B=.13, p<.001), and task significance (B=.19, p<.001) had a positive and
significant effect on the dependent variable. Additionally, participatisetygoals affected
motivation (B=.10) at p<.10 level. However, year in TNP (B=-.07, p<.05) wagdeiathe
dependent variable negatively and significantly. The results suggested arfigasitnelation

between the other independent and control variables and motivation.
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Table 35.Summary of Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Policedd$f Work Motivation by Department

Combined Model

Airport (N=580)

Plain Clothes (N=651)

Public Order (N=739)

01

Variable B SEB B B SEB B B SEB B
Constant 2.69 .86 3.45= .82 1.83 75

Goal Difficulty =10 .03 -.13 .07 .03 .07 .05 .03 .06
Goal Specificity A% .04 A2 28 .04 .28 2 .03 13
Commitment oy .04 A3 18+ .04 .16 18+ .03 21
Task Significance 2P .04 23 19 .04 .20 A .04 A1
Self-Efficacy 24+ .05 22 .02 .05 .02 2F .04 .25
Feedback 14 .06 .09 .05 .06 .03 -.05 .06 -.03
Participatively-Set Goals 43 .06 .09 .10 .06 .07 .07 .06 .04
Rewards .03 .03 .05 .01 .02 .01 *05 .02 .09
Department Importance 15 A1 .05 .08 AP .0 =20 .09 .07
Year in TNP -.04 .03 -.05 -.07 .03 -.07 -.06~ .02 -.10
Monetary Rewards .68 .29 .09 .35 31 .04 -.20 21 -.03
Letter of Commendation -.06 31 -.01 -.19 24 -.0 13 .3
Educatiofi -.40 24 -.06 .20 22 .03 -44 .20 -.07
R? .36 37 .37

F 23.97 28.66* 33.25%

b= 0=other, 1= collegep<.05 = p<.01 =+ p<.001,p<.10
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Table 35 indicates that goal difficulty (B=.05, p<.05), goal specificity. 1B=p<.001),
commitment (B=.18, p<.001), task significance (B=.11, p<.01), self-effi@ey27, p<.001),
rewards (B=.05, p<.05), and perceived sense of task significance in a given dapéBm20,
p<.01) affected the dependent variable positively and significantly in the puiidicroodel. The
variables which had a significant adverse effect on the dependent variablgeaem TNP
(B=-.05, p<.01) and education (B=-.44, p<.05). All other variables, including feedback,
participatively-set goals, monetary rewards, and letter of commendatiomptdcontribute to the
public order model significantly.

Finally, another OLS regression analysis was conducted by excluding polassoffi
working at the airport in order to test the theory, since the findings regardiggahdifficulty
were similar to the goal difficulty model. Table 36 indicates that 38%.8R) of the variance in
police officers’ sense of motivation was significantly explained by the h{e¢€5.64, p<.001).
Aside from the feedback variable, all core variables of the goal-settdglrhad a positive and
significant effect on the dependent variable, respectively, goal diffifBi#y07, p<.01), goal
specificity (B=.20, p<.001), commitment (B=.15, p<.001), task significance (B=.14, p<.001),
self-efficacy (B=.14, p<.001), participatively-set goals (B=.08, p<.05), amards (B=.04,
p<.05). Based on the comparison of the models presented in Table 34 and Table 36, it can be
concluded that the differences in the airport model altered the strength afidasigeilevel of

the goal difficulty model, when the model was combined with the other two models.
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Table 36.Summary of Regression Analysis for Work Motivation by Plainclothes Depattme
and Public Order Department (N=1390)

Combined Model

Variable B SEB B
Constant 2.18* .55

Goal Difficulty 07 .02 .07
Goal Specificity 26+ .03 .20
Commitment 15 .03 .18
Task Significance . .03 14
Self-Efficacy W .03 13
Feedback .01 .04 .01
Participatively-Set Goals .08 .04 .06
Rewards .04 .02 .07
Department Importance &7 .07 .06
Year in TNP - Q7 .02 -.10
Monetary Rewards .18 .18 .02
Letter of Commendation .10 .18 .01
Educatiof -.00 15 .00
R? .38

F 65.64+

b= O=other, 1= collegep<.05,*p<.05,** p<.01,** p<.001,p<.10
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION

This study reviews the literature on goal-setting models and exarhapsadictors of
police officers’ sense of motivation. Although it was found that motivation and thesgtalg
model have been examined extensively, the goal-setting model has receivetlle#atydntion
from public organizations, especially police departments. Additionally, Haerbeen little
research done regarding policing and motivation in Turkey. Therefore, the maastiatethis
study was to examine predictors of police officers’ sense of motivation in Turkegd®n the
goal-setting model, eight hypotheses were suggested to acquire a meyad geture of the
motivational behaviors of police officers.

The main research question of the study was that whether goal diffindltyoal
specificity influences police officers’ motivation or not. Additionally, asvargued that goal-
commitment, task significance, self-efficacy, feedback, rewards, aticipatively-set goals
have a positive effect on the police officers’ motivation. Existing literadnrgoal-setting
suggests that goal difficulty and goal specificity are not dependent to é&clant effect
employees’ motivation independently (Locke, 2000). Therefore, three maissiegrenodels
were conducted: goal difficulty model, goal specificity model, and a combionddIraf goal
difficulty and goal specificity. By doing so, the individual effects of gh#iculty and goal
specificity on the police officers’ motivation were assessed. The falpigia discussion of the
main findings of the research, implication of the results, limitations ofttky,sand

recommendations of future research.
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5.1 Discussion

As discussed in the literature review and methodology sections, thifetudgd on the
relationship between Turkish police officers’ perceived sense of goalttijyfend goal
specificity and their motivational attitudes. Existing literaturel@ngoal-setting theory (Locke
et al., 1981, Locke & Latham, 1990a) suggested that difficult goals and smafs lead to
higher performance. Based on the theoretical model, three different OleSsiegranalyses
were conducted. These were goal difficulty, goal specificity, and a ocechionodel of goal
difficulty and goal specificity.

With the first regression model, only the effect of police officers’ sengeaifdifficulty
on their motivation was examined. Four different OLS regression models xeenened by
adding additional variables and demographic characteristics of the polasfihto the goal-
setting model. In the first model, the goal-setting model was examitledaviables including
goal difficulty, commitment, task significance, self-efficacy, fee#tbaad participatively-set
goals. The results indicated that all variables were related signtifigand positively to police
officers’ sense of motivation. From the focus of the study, police officensesef goal
difficulty (B=.04, p<.05) had a positive and significant effect on motivation.

In the second model, police officers’ sense of task significance in a givertindepiwas
added to the model. This variable was added into the model since, as mentioned ear&er, polic
officers’ motivational attitudes might differ based on their assigned daegart As Table 25 and
Table 26 indicated, police officers’ perceptions varied on the task significealecfs=24.18,
p<.001) and task significance in a given departmend 8.53, p<.001). The tables showed that
while airport police officers’ sense of task significance (M=15.18, SD=3.2@&redf

significantly and negatively from the police officers working in the plathes department
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(M=16.05, SD=3.39), there was no significant difference between the police offic&iagvatr
the airport and police officers working in the public order department.

However, when police officers were asked whether they perceive thairtgsieto be
significant compared to any task in another department, the tables reaalde: perceived
task significance in a given department was significantly lower fposdiofficers (M=2.82,
SD=1.12) than for plainclothes (M=3.40, SD=1.09) or public order (M=3.26, SD=1.15) officers.
Therefore, the variable of police officers’ sense of task significemaeayiven department was
held in the models. The variable (B=.20, p<.001) was significantly and positilaiydd¢o
motivation. However, adding the variable into the goal-setting model caused gicaltgtitb
lose its strength. It is no longer significant at p<.05 level (B=.03, p<.10).

In the third model, year in TNP, monetary rewards, letter of commendation, and
education variables were added to the model. While the year in TNP model had easigaiid
negative effect on motivation (B=-.07, p<.001), monetary rewards affected polo®©fEense
of motivation positively (B=.34, p<.05). However, goal difficulty was no longetedlto the
police officers’ sense of motivation in the model. Similarly, goal difficulas found to be
insignificant in the full model, in which the effects of departments wenmieea. However, the
results of the full model indicated that there could be variation among the policeteayia,
showing that goal difficulty had no effect on the police officers’ sense of niotiva herefore,
another OLS regression analysis was carried out by departmertttteetgeal difficulty model.

The OLS regression analysis for departments indicated an unexpeciefses Table
28). While goal difficulty was positively and significantly related to motoain the models of
the plainclothes department (B=.12, p<.001) and public order department (B=.06, p<.05), it

affected police officers’ sense of motivation negatively and significamthe airport model
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(B=-.09, p<.001). Therefore, additional analyses were conducted to examine and fine possibl
reasons for the negative relations between the goal difficulty and nnmtigathong airport
officers.

A one-way ANOVA analysis (Table 29 and Table 30) showed that aside fromwtem t
the scores of police officers’ sense of rewards were lower for the dinporfor the plainclothes
and public order departments. Airport police officers had a lower sense of beggired by
their supervisors (M=2.70, SD=1.32), having a chance to choose the people they work with
(M=2.36, SD=1.25), and having a chance to be assigned to a better department (M=2.32,
SD=1.33). The model (see Figure 1) by Locke & Latham (1990a; 2002) suggested tha
satisfaction with performance and rewards are related to acceptingtues/thallenges.
Therefore, as consistent with the model, it is argued that since airpo# pfficers had a lower
sense of being rewarded even if they accomplished their tasks and perforreedhimt sense
of goal difficulty was negatively related to their sense of motivation.dlf& regression
analysis (see Table 31) conducted by excluding airport officers indicategbtdatifficulty
(B=.09, p<.001) was significantly and positively related to police officensss of motivation.

Regarding goal specificity, Table 32 indicates that goal specifi@as/related to police
officers’ sense of motivation in all OLS regression models. Adding other indepenaknt
demographic variables into the goal-setting model did not lead to any saghititange in the
relation between the police officers’ sense of goal specificity and #mesesf motivation
(respectively B=.19, p<.001 for model 1; B=.18, p<.001 for model 2; B=.18, p<.001 for model 3;
and B=.17, p<.001 for model 4). Additionally, as revealed in Table 33, goal specificity had a

positive and significant effect on the police officers’ sense of motivation in dllelnthat

123



included all police departments (respectively B=.11, p<.01 for airport; B=.30, p<.001 plai
clothes department; and B=.13, p<.001 for public order department).

In the final model, the combined model of goal difficulty and goal spegifiagide from
goal difficulty, all other variables, goal specificity (B=.18, p<.001), cament (B=.14,
p<.001), task significance (B=.16, p<.001), self-efficacy (B=.17, p<.001), feedback (B=.08,
p<.05), participatively-set goals (B=.07, p<.05), and rewards (B=.05, p<.05), had a positive and
significant effect on the police officers’ sense of motivation in Model 1Tabée 34). Adding
other independent and demographic variables into the model removed the effect okfeedbac
the dependent variable. Feedback was no longer significant in the full model. The other
variables, goal specificity (B=.17, p<.001), commitment (B=.14, p<.001), taskisayaé
(B=.16, p<.001), self-efficacy (B=.17, p<.001), participatively-set goals (B=.09, p<«0d)
rewards (B=.03, p<.05), still affected the dependent variable positively@mticsintly in the
full model.

The combined model of OLS regression was carried out for each police department
separately (see Table 35). The results of the OLS regression analysesnsgstent with
previous models. While goal difficulty (B=-.10, p<.001) had a negative and satifffect on
the police officers’ sense of motivation in the airport model, it was positinelys@nificantly
related to the dependent variable in the plainclothes model (B=.07, p<.05) and public order
model (B=.05, p<.05). Additionally, the goal specificity model was a sigmfiand positive
contributor in all models (respectively, B=.11, p<.01; B=.28, p<.001; and B=.12, p<.001).

Table 36 indicates that both goal difficulty (B=.07, p<.01) and goal specificity2(B
p<.001) affected police officers’ sense of motivation positively and signtfican the model in

which an OLS regression analysis was conducted by including only the plagscttgpartment
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and public order department. Therefore, it can be concluded that consistent with thettyyol-
model, if police officers believe that their performances and accomplisharentscognized by
their supervisors and lead rewards, difficult goals lead to a higher senseatioot
Additionally, when specific goals are regulated in police departmentads [@lice officers to
have a higher sense of motivation towards their assigned tasks.

Finally, Table 27 indicates that the explained variance in the goal diffitdtel was
36% (R=.36, p<.001), whereas it was 38%¢88, p<.001) in the goal specificity model (see
Table 32) and 38% (.38, p<.001) in the combined model, as well (see Table 34). Therefore,
it could be argued that since there was no changé iefveen goal specificity and the
combined model, researchers could use only the goal specificity model insteadarhtheed
model. However, one of the regression assumptions asserts that no relevard isaeatilded,
or no irrelevant variable is included, as a cause in the regression modelBsxkis1980).

When a relevant variable is omitted from the regression equation, the slopes of the
variables in the model are unreliable, since their slopes’ value would be ovatedton
underestimated based on the value of the excluded relevant variable (Schrdddro&6n
However, including an irrelevant variable into a regression model causeseasaof the
standard error and a decrease ratios of the relevant variables if the irrelevant variable is
correlated with the relevant variables (Schroder et. al., 1980). To prevent specifisation of
the model for this study, the independent variables were chosen based on goahseitingrtd
existing literature.

In addition to these theoretical grounds, researchers (Allen, 1997; McDaniel, 2009)
argued that the contribution of an independent variable to the model can be examined by

comparing the full model and a nested or restricted model through condarctintest.
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According to Allen (1997), “Nested hypotheses arise whenever we are teteiresomparing
two regression equations that are identical except that one containsioesttitat are not
imposed on the other” (p. 113).Full model refers to a regression model in which all #idesari
are kept, whereas restricted/nested models refer to a regression maddiehimaweast one
independent variable is omitted from the model.

The result of the F-test analysis (McDaniel, 2009) comparing the godicgpemodel
(only the goal difficulty variable was omitted) and combined model indichtgdhere were no
statistical differences between the models. However, another nesistdfdlysis was
performed, since the airport officer results affected the streargl significance level of the goal
difficulty model adversely. This time, a nested F-test analysssomaducted including only the
plainclothes and public order departments in the goal specificity and combined nTduel
result of the nested F-test was found to be significant between the two nfddef$=0.51,
p<.05). Therefore, it can be concluded that adding goal difficulty to the model iedbas
explained variances significantly in the full model. Since it contributed to theaflel
significantly in a given set of independent variables within the multiple seigre equation, it
should not be dropped from the model.

Regarding other findings, consistent with the goal-setting model, commitmne task
significance had a positive and significant effect on the police officersesaf motivation in all
models and for all police departments. However, the findings suggested that Vitafecsey
was a significant and positive predictor for the airport and public order depds, it was found
to be insignificant for the plainclothes department. However, the goalegsattdel assumes that
self-efficacy has a positive, direct and moderate effect on performaneav&y ANOVA

analysis F=8.58, p<.001) suggested that police officers working in the plainclothes department
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(M=16.07, SD=3.24) had higher scores on self-efficacy than police officers waitkihg
airport (M=15.82, SD=2.94) and those working in the public order department (M=15.40,
SD=3.04). Therefore, further analyses were conducted to examine possibketfatted to
such an insignificant relation between the self-efficacy and motivatithegdlainclothes
officers.

Locke & Latham (1990a; 2002) argued that self-efficacy is highly and signify
related to goal commitment. Table 22 shows that the correlation analysig athvariables
indicated a positive and strong correlation between self-efficacy andayoalitment (r=.65,
p<.001). However, since the plainclothes department had the highest mean vallfes of se
efficacy (M=16.07, SD=3.24) and goal commitment (M=20.33, SD=3.83), the correlation
between self-efficacy and goal commitment should be highest for thelptags department.

The Pearson correlation analysis indicated that goal commitment ardfiealty were highly

and significantly related to each other (r=.72, p<.001) for the plainclothes depiarftumeher,
another correlation analysis indicated that there was a positive arficaigmelation between
self-efficacy and motivation (r=.38, p<.001) and commitment and motivation (r=.41, p<.001) in
the plainclothes department.

Therefore, a close examination for a possible multicollinearity probiahei OLS
regression analyses of the combined model for the plainclothes departrearundacted.
Multicollinearity exists “whenever an independent variable is highly caeelwith one or more
of the other independent variables in a multiple regression equation” (Allen, 1997, p. 11%6). Hig
multicollinearity results in unstable coefficients and higher standasdsdor the slope
coefficients. Subsequently, the sldpalues will decrease and the slope coefficients will be seen

as less significant. The collieanarity diagnostics of the combined nardékf plainclothes
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department indicated that none of the independent variables had smaller tolaltaes¢han
42, which was higher than the accepted level of .20 (Field, 2009). However, comnaibdent
self-efficacy had the smallest tolerance values, respectively, .44 and .4&ofdeanother
regression analysis was conducted by omitting the commitment varaimehe model.

Table 37 shows that self-efficacy (B=.10, p<.01) had a positive and significectt @ff
the police officers’ sense of motivation, when the variable commitment wasleddrom the
model. Therefore, it can be concluded that since goal commitment and selfyeffiere highly
correlated, the standard error of the self-efficacy variable waseidféand became insignificant
in the model. Although self-efficacy (B=.17, p<.001) and goal commitment (B=.14, p<.001)
were significant in the full model of the combined model including all departrrssdsiable
34), the nested F-test was carried out to examine the contribution of sedtefto the model.
The result of the nested F-test procedure suggested that adding satiyetifithe model led to a
significant increase in the explained variance for the mod&f%210.72, p<.05). Therefore, it
could be suggested that even self-efficacy and goal commitment weredmghdygnificantly
correlated, so both variable should be kept in the model.

Regarding feedback, participatively-set goals, and rewards, resuttatediihat they had
a significant effect on the police officers’ sense of motivation in Model 1. Howastding other
variables into the model caused them to lose their strength and significaglda the model. In
the full model of the combined model, while participatively-set goals (B=.09, p<.05¢waadds
(B=.03, p<.05) were related to the dependent variable positively and signifidaatipack was
insignificant in the full model (see Table 34). Similar to goal difficulty a#ltiefficacy, each of
these three departments had different effects on the dependent variablaverngegartment

model. For example, feedback (B=.14, p<.05) and participatively-set goals (B=.03) p<
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affected police officers’ sense of motivation significantly only in the ainmo@del. Police
officers’ sense of rewards (B=.05, p<.05) was found to be a significant contrimlyan the
public order department.

Table 37.Summary of Regression Analysis for Work Motivation by Plainclothes Depattme

(N=651)

Combined Model

Variable B SE B B
Constant 4,02+ .81

Goal Difficulty 07 .03 .08
Goal Specificity 29+ .04 .29
Task Significance 2% .04 24
Self-Efficacy 10 .04 A1
Feedback .05 .07 .03
Participatively-Set Goals .09 .06 .07
Rewards .01 .03 .01
Department Importance .05 .10 .02
Year in TNP -.08 .03 -.07
Monetary Rewards .32 31 .03
Letter of Commendation -.15 24 -.02
Educatiof 22 22 .03
R? .36

F 29.7G

*p<'05 *% p<01 *kk p<001
As discussed in the literature review section, existing literature dsggesnsistent
findings regarding feedback, participatively-set goals, and rewards,. &though feedback has

a positive effect on performance, the effect of feedback on performance dependsandbe
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the message, and the nature of the feedback. Since the nature of work varies amoiugthe pol
departments, police officers might get feedback differently. Subsequéeilyworkplace might
affect how police officers evaluate feedback they get from others. Fopkxgmlice officers
working at the airport work within the airport perimeter. They work closdély their
supervisors and their colleagues. Therefore, it was not difficult for them amgéeedback,
positive or negative, from their supervisors or colleagues. However, police oificeespublic
order department work in their assigned city divisions as a team. It malkisult for police
officers to be controlled or contacted by their supervisors. The plaincloffiess work alone
and in plainclothes. Each group has its own working conditions and feedback process. 8herefor
further analyses should be conducted on how police officers perceive the sourcesshgeme
and the nature of feedback in their assigned department.

Similar to feedback, existing research on the effect of participatsetlgoals on
employee motivation suggests inconsistent finding. Although participativefyeaét was found
to be a significant contributor to the combined and full model (see Table 34), pauatipaet
goals affected police officers’ sense of motivation only in the airport mibaeas related to the
dependent variable at p<.10 level in the plainclothes model and had no effect on motivation in
the public order model. Similarly, additional analyses should be performed onttive that
make participatively-set goals a significant contributor to the goahgettodel.

In the literature review section, it was argued that rewards work indegbnidlem the
goal-setting model. In other words, existing literature suggests tmadeawards is an
important factor in performance when the employees believe the distribwinnmsot too
general, and routine (Doherty, 1998). Although it was found to be a significant prefict

police officers’ sense of motivation in the combined model, it was an insignifaetot in the
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airport and plainclothes departments. Based on the argument raised above, Pe@iatiorcor
analyses were conducted for each police department to examine the relati@taleien rewards
and other variables.

Table 38Summary of Pearson Correlation Analyses

Variable Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Rewards bkkk %% *% - %% %% - *% %% kkk
Airport (N=580) 14 16+ 25 16 18 A7 3F 57
Rewards *% *% %% %% % %% *%
Plain Clothes (N=651) .25+ .09 .36 AF 28 12+ .34 .62+
Rewards

23 .07 35 .05 32 .07 | .26* | .60+

Public Order (N=739)

1= Motivation; 2= Goal Difficulty; 3= Goal Specificity; 4= Commitment; 5=sK&ignificance
6=Self-Efficacy; 7=Feedback; 8=Participatively-Set Goals

*p<.0§5 = p<.0] =+ p<.001

Table 38 shows the results of the correlation analyses between rewards and other
variables. According to Table 38, there was a negative correlation be®svesmls and
commitment (r=-.16, p<.001) and rewards and self-efficacy (r=-.11, p<.01) in the anque|.
As discussed earlier, the one-way ANOVA analyses (see Table 25 and2Gabidicated that
while police officers’ sense of the possibility of being rewarded was lwéehose working at
the airport (M=15.39, SD= 5.83) than for the other two groups, it was highest for the police
officers working in the plainclothes department (M=19.77, SD=5.39) comparing tdhére ot
police department (F=96.69, p<.001). The results suggest that further analysé$shoul
conducted on police officers’ perceptions of the fairness of rewards. Additiohablle 38 also
indicates that police officers’ sense of rewards was correlated to otledslgain the
plainclothes model. Although the highest correlation score was .60, p<.001 between esdards

participatively-set goals in the plainclothes model, the correlation bettheeewards and other
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independent variables might cause rewards to become insignificant inlthernate regression
analyses of the plainclothes model.

Locke & Latham (1990a) argued that age is not related to goal-settingamnparce.
However, the result of the study indicated that age had a negative effect on te@fiickrs’
sense of motivation in the full model. The OLS regression analyses by depastiggest that
year at TNP affected the dependent variable in the plainclothes and public ordendefsa
However, it was insignificant in the airport model. It can be assumed thatvgarking in the
plainclothes and public order departments requires more physical challgrogespolice
officers might prefer to engage in more routine and ordinary work rathemnibiking on the
streets. Further, these two groups of officers deal with people who are in wouhtelved in a
crime. Therefore, working on the streets also requires more emotional lsttengtared to other
police department jobs offering desk work.

It was found that the monetary rewards variable was a significatitfmeof police
officers’ sense of motivation in the combined model for the airport. Additionatipetary
rewards was significantly related to police officers’ sense of mativddir the plainclothes
department in the difficult goal models. However, the monetary rewards eanabl
insignificant in all models for the public order department. The rotation of the jpdficers into
and from the public order department occurred more frequently than in the other police
departments. The independent santjitst analyses showed that there were no significant
differences between the police officers who earned monetary rewat¢gobce officers who
did not get any monetary rewards with respect to motivation and the pogsibideing

recognized and rewarded. Therefore, it was argued that, since policesofffaeivere not
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entitled to monetary rewards in 2011 had as great a sense of being rewagrdisckasficers
given monetary rewards, they showed the same level of motivation as the other fickes. of

Although the letter of commendation variable was found significant at thedis/éavel,
none of the models indicated that it was a significant predictor of motivation in the OLS
regression analyses. Finally, it was found that police officersudé® might differ towards their
tasks by their assigned departments. The combined model indicated that pmlérs’&énse of
task significance in a given department was a significant contributor todtlel. Similarly, the
contribution of the task significance by a given department varied among thexdsgar While
it affected the dependent variable in the public order department, it was icsighin the
airport and plainclothes department. Therefore, further analyses should be cboduitte
effect of task significance by a given department.
5.2 Implications of the Results

This study enhances our understanding about work motivation and its predictors in the
context of Turkey. Although private policing has grown steadily during thedagtie of
decades (Nalla & Newman, 1990), the government still largely accommsqaldibc policing to
maintain order, protect people’s lives and property, and investigate ciifdBsalso employs
more than 200,000 police officers around the country. The findings of this studyemalicat
positive relationship between the goal-setting model and police officexse £ motivation.
Therefore, these findings can be used to develop a number of important implications for
enhancing police officers’ sense of motivation.

This study indicates that goal context, goal difficulty and goal spigifiave a positive
effect on police officers’ sense of motivation. Therefore, the securitgtdiseof cities in general

and supervisors of police officers use a goal-setting model in the policeéndepis under their
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command. As suggested by Locke (2001), they should make causal maps. On such a map,
supervisors should show how individuals’ performances lead to personal and depédugoeat
or outcomes. For example, police officers working in the public order and plaeslot
departments know how their performances and accomplishments are recognized edetirewa
They try to place in the top 20% of their department to be rewarded or assigned to anothe
department. This model can be extended to other police departments.

For example, a private organization responsible for airport security afs@are to
measure and increase the performances of airport staff. The softagranprishows restricted
and prohibited items, which are fake items on the screen of x-ray machweesedurity official
who is responsible for following the screen should identify 90% of the fake irapgearing on
the screen. If he/she fails, he/she should be required to participataimragtprogram.

Similarly, supervisors control the quality of the products in departments wheze pfficers
work at desk jobs. By doing so, they set a difficult goal for their subordinates whyctathe
attain and see the results.

Regarding goal specificity, this study shows that goal specificitksmorall models and
all police departments. When police officers have a clear understanding @fsisigned tasks,
their sense of motivation increases. As mentioned earlier, specifcrggalate the performance
of employees. Supervisors should explain clearly to police officers ssgned tasks.
Supervisors should collect feedback from the officers about whether theg g
understanding of their assigned tasks. Further, they should set specH#itogqullice officers.
For example, supervisors could ask police officers to focus on certain crimhesliog with a
certain number of crimes instead of setting more abstract goals like salhikngds of crimes

and as many crimes as possible. Related to specific goals, Locke (26§43ted that
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supervisors should assign many goals to their employees. Similarly, sapgiwi police
departments should assign a certain number of tasks to police officers. By doingcgo, poli
officers can focus on the top one or two of their assigned tasks.

This study also indicates that goal commitment is a significant poeditpolice
officers’ sense of motivation. Supervisors should take necessary steps tearmobee officers’
sense of goal commitment. Regarding goal commitment, Locke (2001) argugddhat
commitment requires two steps, goal importance and self-efficacy inrghpléice. Similarly,
the results indicated that goal commitment was related to police effsmarse of self-efficacy
and task significance in the bivariate level. Therefore, supervisors augmeatgifiters’ sense
of goal commitment by enhancing their sense of self-efficacy and taskicance.

Supervisors should convince police officers about the importance of their tasks in two
ways. First, supervisors can persuade police officers that their assaglksdte very important
from a more general perspective. For example, they can argue that teeartds
accomplishments serve the interest of TNP, people’s lives, and ultimhteilyhble country.
Second, supervisors should assure that the results of officers’ tasks amglégluments are in
the interest of the police officers themselves.

According to Locke (2001), self-efficacy can be gained through trainingtiggaand
suitable role models. Supervisors should ensure that police officers get apprioamatg based
on their assigned departments. Although police officers had similar traiamtheducation
programs in police vocational schools and police education centers, the nature of piice wor
requires different skills and practices based on the assignments. Falexacan be argued
that street work requires police officers to have physical strength, akdédf-defense, and

knowledge of human psychology. However, desk jobs require police officers to have good
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communication skills, good knowledge of the procedures and laws, and so on. Finally,
supervisors may assign police officers who can be a role model to others asoa geanp
leader under their command.

According to the results, police officers’ sense of the possibility ogewarded
affected work motivation positively. Supervisors can make police offieetbnfident that (a)
their accomplishments and performances are recognized, (b) the allafaherrewards is fair,
(c) and the allocation of rewards is dependent on the goals of the departooemdig to
Locke (2001), any accomplishment, especially at the nonsupervisory level, shoulkebbated
and granted in some way, including personal notes, badges, pins, pictures (p. 53). Supervisors
should recognize all accomplishments of their police officers and cedébheam. However,
Locke (2001) noted that it was important to “motivate by goals but reward toyrmpance” (p.
52).

Supervisors can ask police officers to participate in setting goals af@miation
exchange device for developing task strategies” (Locke, 2001, p. 47). It would serve as a
feedback mechanism between the police officers and their supervisors. Adiitisuaérvisors
should provide feedback to police officers regarding their performances reievtheir assigned
tasks and goals. However, it should be kept in mind that police officersaayetceaccept
feedback based on who provides the feedback and how and when feedback is presented.
Therefore, supervisors also may consider participating in in-servicengamwhich human
psychology and communication skills are presented.

Existing literature on policing indicates that police officers’ attitutiéfer towards their
assigned departments. This study indicated that police officers’ sensk sigiificance in a

given department had a significant effect on the police officers’ semsetofation. Although it
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could be very difficult in practice, supervisors can consider police officensiand about their
assignment at the very beginning. Additionally, they can work to make policersfproud of
their assigned department. Finally, the results indicated negativienslaetween age and work
motivation. As discussed earlier, street work requires physical and enhsti@maths.
Therefore, when police officers become older, they may lose their motiat their assigned
tasks, especially those who work on the streets. Therefore, older policesofhcee assigned
to departments where police officers engage in routine work.
5.3 Limitations and Future Research

Similar to any scientific study, this study also has several limtst One of the
limitations is related to research in that translated scales wet@eute study. The scales that
were included in the study were translated from English into Turkish. Althoughméiceg
interview was conducted before the study, several problems could remain rgglaedirse of
translated questionnaires and scales. For example, cultural differencegyarsti¢ differences
between the populations may cause problems. Second, OLS regression anabtysesdeted
to examine the relations between the dependent and independent variables. Ok®megres
analysis examines the relations between the variables in an additive ntémuever, the
Pearson correlation analysis and the model indicated relations amondédperident variables.
Therefore, it can be assumed that independent variables might have moderatisgafthe
dependent variable as well. Therefore, additional analyses and statistivatjues can be used.
Third, the police officers’ motivation was measured by the motivation scakr tatan by their
actual performances. Although a principal component analysis and rgliabiilyses were
conducted for the motivation scale, the motivation scale represents policesotiiea

perceptions, which were subject to bias.
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Finally, since this study was conducted on police officers working in threetohepds,
the generalizability of the study is limited for several reasons. Rirstpbvious that there could
be differences among these three departments and other police deslitagutlice stations,
or the public order, counter-terrorism, and intelligence departments. Regéuelisgmpling
strategy, it could be argued that there could be variation among the citielé &eeoend, the
mean scores of the police officers’ age (M=27.11, SD=4.63) and year at TNP (M=4.42,
SD=4.30) indicated that participants of the study consisted of relatie@l police officers.
Therefore, the results cannot be generalized to police officers who arefataally, since the
gender variable was omitted from the study because of the low number of woneceroffaters
(N=51), the findings cannot be generalized to women police officers in TNRyFtha study
used a purposive sampling strategy. Although the researchers’ intentionsxpiaiaed earlier,
it should be noted that a purposive sampling strategy is not free from sampling bias.

The limitations and results of this study suggest some recommendations for future
research. First, researchers may use and measure police officeatpa@cformances. Further,
an experimental research design which includes a comparison group can be userhto thea
goal-setting model in policing. Second, further analyses and stattstibaliques can be carried
out to examine the direct and moderating effects of independent variables opethéeahd
variables. Third, researchers may include other cities and police deparimiieis studies to
examine possible variations among them. Regarding sampling strategighieseaan use a
purposive sampling strategy to collect information about the women police sffiaak
motivation behaviors. Fourth, a qualitative research design can be conducted bettgt a
picture and greater depth of understanding about the predictors of work motivatienp&ioe

officers answered what they were asked in this study, some possible azpkaat]
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understandings might have been missed. However, with a qualitative study, studeexpliaia
what they think and provide different information on the study topic.

Finally, the results indicated variations among the police departmentsdfople,
police officers working in the plain clothes department had the highest motivatiomedlby
public order department, and airport. It can be speculated that police officgigational
behaviors might be related to their specific work environment and work conditions. ridt®xa
among the departments like being rewarded or punished, working alone or with graapsy we
uniform or not might affect their attitudes. Therefore, researchers omalyice the goal-setting
model with other theoretical frameworks like organizational culture to exahenaossible
reasons that caused variation among the police departments. Furthermore, tierhéagftect
referring to “subjects' knowledge that they are in an experiment modifiebémavior from
what it would have been without the knowledge” (Adair, 1984, p. 334) might affect police
officers’ behaviors as well. In other words, police officers might have thahghthe way they
answer the question might affect their situations or future. To prevent such problems,
participants were informed that although their responses might be recoradedehiiy would
be kept confidential at the beginning of the study. Further, they filled out theoqurastes on
their own and returned and returned completed surveys to collection box in an arranged room.
Therefore, any possible pressure on subjects from their supervisors aneaneherswas
eliminated. However, researchers may consider using other possibleostepete the
Hawthorne effect to a greater extent in future research on this subject.
5.4 Conclusions

This study enhanced our understanding of police officers’ behaviors on work nootivati

by examining existing literature and empirical evidence and analyzngltionship between
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the dependent and independent variables. Goal-setting theory was used in thisestadyre
predictors of work motivation. The results of the study were mainly consistiénthgigoal-
setting model. The results indicated that goal difficulty, goal spegifteisk significance,
commitment, self-efficacy, and rewards were related to police offisense of motivation.
However, the results indicated variations among police departments. Furtlyseaneere
conducted to examine possible factors that might lead to variations among tee poli
departments.

Additionally, although the results indicate that police officers’ sense of wotkation
was explained by goal-setting model variables, it should be noted that the quid#yresults
mostly depends on the ability of the police officers. Police officers’ matival behaviors
influence the quality of their performance to some degree. To reach the loksit @nod
performance, police officers’ abilities and motivational behaviors should be ingporoles
study helps researchers to understand work motivation better. Further, thisfeuslpolicy
implications to increase police officers’ sense of motivation, goal conenttreelf-efficacy, and

task significance.
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APPENDIX A: Consent Form

ASESSING POLICE OFFICERS’ MOTIVATIONAL BEHAVIOURS

Thank you for participating in this research study. The aim of this resgabhis to
broaden the scope of existing knowledge regarding a range of policesdffittéudes and
behaviors about work motivation. The survey administrators do not know the names of the
respondents who choose to participate in the research study nor do the surveys have any
identification marks. All responses are completely anonymous and will not be usgdway
that may identify the participant. Your privacy will be protected to the maxinxiemte
allowable by law.

Participation in this survey is voluntary. This paper based survey will take 2Bbout
minutes to complete. If you have agreed to respond to the survey, you may refuseipajgart
in certain procedures, answer certain questions, or discontinue your paoticgiany time
without penalty or loss of benefits. You indicate your voluntary agreement to eieticiy
completing and returning this questionnaire. We do not foresee any identifiblerrtsenefits

to you for responding to this survey.
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APPENDIX B: Survey Instrument

Section I. In the following sections we would like your views about som&sues.Please
answer the following questions by placing an “X” in the corresponding box tbla¢Xgresses
your personal view: SD (Strongly disagree-1), D (Disagree - 2), C (Nobsiuteclear - 3) A
(Agree - 4), and SA (Strongly Agree - 5).
1 2 3 4 5
1. Work Motivation
1.1 | put my best effort to get my job done regardless of the difficulties
1.2 I am willing to start work early or stay late to finish a job
1.3 It has been hard for me to get very involved in my current assignments (R)
1.4 1 usually do not work as hard as others who do the same type of work (R)
1.5 1 do extra work for my job that isn’t really expected of me
1.6 Time seems to drag while | am on the job (R)
2. Goal Content Specificity
2.1 My responsibilities at work are very clear and specific.
2.2 I understand fully which of my job duties are more important than others
2.3 It is difficult to evaluate success or failure on my job (R).
2.4 1 know exactly what | am supposed to do on my job.
2.5 My supervisor clearly explains to me what my goals are.
3. Goal Content Difficulty
3.1 The work objectives in my job require a great deal of effort.

3.2 A high degree of skill and know-how is necessary to do my job well.
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3.3 Jobs like mine are quite demanding day after day.

3.4 My work is very challenging.

3.5 I have new and interesting things to do in my work

4. Goal Commitment

4.1 It's hard for me to take the kinds of things | must do in my position. (R)

4.2 Quite frankly, | don’t care if | achieve my responsibilities or not. (R)

4.3 | am strongly committed to pursuing assignments given to me

4.4 It wouldn’t take much to make me just get by assignments given to me. (R)
4.5 | am very committed to doing my assignments well.

4.6 | sometimes fail to accomplish my assignments

5. Task Significance

5.1 A lot of people will be affected by how | do my job in this department

5.2 The work | do in this department is extremely meaningful to me

5.3 I understand the importance of accomplishing my work objectives

5.4 | work on assignments that seem useless or unnecessary (R)

5.5 My assignment is really important and worthwhile

5.6 Sometimes, | am not sure | completely understand the purpose of what | am doing
5.7 | often wonder the importance of my assignment really is

6. Self Efficacy

6.1 | am confident that | can successfully perform any tasks assigned to nyscarremt job.
6.2 | am not as well prepared as | could be to meet all the demands of my job (R).
6.3 | can’t get my work done on time even when | try very hard (R).

6.4 Doing my work as well as | am able to leads to high quality results.
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7. Feedback

7.1 1 get regular feedback indicating how | am performing

7.2 1 get coaching from my supervisor to help me do a better job.

7.3 | get helpful information from others about how well | am performing at my job.

7.4 | receive useful evaluations of my strengths and weaknesses at work.

8. Participatively-Set Goals

8.1 My supervisor lets me participate in the setting of my goals.

8.2 My supervisor lets me have some say in deciding how | will go about implememting m
goals.

9. Rewards

9.1 When | improve my performance, my accomplishments are recognized by myssupe
9.2 | have seen good job performance rewarded in my work unit

9.3 If I accomplish my work objectives, it increases my changes to getnesitray rewards or
letter of commendation.

9.4 If I accomplish my work objectives, it increases my chances to choose peoypkewitin.
9.5 If I accomplish my work objectives, it increases my chances to choose stk | w

9.6 If I accomplish my work objectives, it increases my chances to be assigritat a be
department

15. Public Service

15.1 Some other departments are actually more important to society than mine is.

15.2 | think that my assignments here are more important than any assignments in another

department for society.
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15.3 The importance of being a police officer in this department is sometimefressed.
Section II. Background Information
1. How old you are on January 2012 old
2. Gender A. Female B. Male
3. Your highest education:
A. High School B. Two Year College C. College Degree and above
4. What is the best estimate of your monthly salary?

TL

5. How many years have you worked? (If you work less than one year in your current
department and current position, please indicate how many months have you worked in your

current department and position?)

in Turkish National Police years
in Istanbul years
in your current department years months
in your current position years months

6. Before being assigned to your current position, have you worked in public ordentsaya

(including police stations, public order department, and riot police department, and etc).
A. Yes B. No

7. Please name top three departments where you would like to be assigned indudingrent

position

1 2 3

8. Did you get monetary rewards during 20117

A. Yes B. No
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If you received, how many times times
9. Did you get letter of commendation during 2011?

A. Yes B. No

If you received, how many times times

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND CONTRIBUTION TO THIS RESEARCH
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