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Abstact

Computer monitoring without feedback was found to
increase work effort on a simple, data entry task but, alsc
resulted in greater atress. Without monitering, feedback
(espacially negative) yielded greater effort. Performance
measurement at the work group level was assoclated with less
percaeived prassure and more positive wWord experiences.



The Impact of Feedback and Individual/Group
Computer Monitoring on-Werk ETfforrt

Feedback on task performance has been reported to be a major

factor in improving learning, mectivation, and performance {Ilgen,

Fisher, & Taylor, 1979). How employees recelve and respond o

feedback from supervisors often plays an important role in
thelr

determining the degree to which they successfully perfcorm th
tasks.

Recent technologlcal advances in <computers and developments in
computer scftware have snabled supe&rviscrs in many organizations
to have moment-to-moment, performance suwmmary information
avallable whenever they want. While this provides the obportunity
for glving performance feedback to emplovees in a manner rarely
aver possible in most organizations, how will this feedback be
recelved and responded to 1f employees fael thelr privacy 1s being
invaded by this electronic surveillance and consequently,
experlence creater stress at work?

The present study was designed to investlgate the potential
effectz of computer monitoring, at an individual or work group
lavel, and evaluarive performance feedback on the amount of affort
expended by subjects engaged in a data entry task, Two hundred
and thirteen subjects ware randomly assigned to conditiocns. They
were instructed that they would be monitored by thelr supervisor
(actually present on the other side of the large room) through his
or her terminal or that they would ngt be meonitored by thelr
superviscor but would instead have their entered data summarized at
their own terminal, and informed whether thelr data were being
aggregated at an individual or work group level. At the half-way
polnt of their task, they were provided with no fzedback, negative
avaluative feedback, or positive evaluative feedback.

Work effort. When subjects were electronlically monitored by
thelr supervisors and 4did not receive feedback from them. they
worked harder (le., attempted to enter more data) than thelr
nonmenitcred counterparts (ses Table 1), On the other hand
nonmonitored subjects who received negative feedback subsequently
tried hardest of all (F=7.12, p<.C1l).

Subjects’ Percepticns. Subjects receiving (randomly assigned)
negative feedback reported rthat rthey performed less well on the
data entry %ask (£=3.Z1, p<.0%S) and generallzed this negative
fealing to how well they perform this type of task in general
(F=4.39, p¢.059).

Subjects whose data were aggregated at the work group level:
characterized their work atmosphere as more positive (f=4.53,
p<.0%) and pleasant (F=5.47, p¢.05); repcrted that they tried
harder to do well (F=4.47, p<.035%); perceived any feedback they
received as more positive (F=3.54, p¢.0%); and weare generalily morce

gatisfied with thelr performance (F=3.97, p<.03). They also fel:t
less pressure from their superviscr (F=4.86, p<.053), as did
aonmonltored zubiects more generally (F=235.93, p<.0l}). Monitored

aubjects who received feedback from their supervisor experienced
the greatest preassure (E=6.29, pd.01).

In sum, electronic monitoring of workers (without providing
feedback) increases work effzrt but, the cost 13 added stress for
these workers. Monirtoring combined with {eedbacy yields Jgreater
presaure and somewhat lower effcrt. When monitoring is not used,
feedback (especially negative f{eedback) produces greater e=ffort.
Subjects whose performance was measured at the work group level
feir less pressure and report the most positive work experience,



Level of Feedback

Presence of No Negativae Poglitive

Monitoring Feedback Feedback Faadback

Hat

Monitored 158.2 {52.7 174.3

Computer

Monitored 184.7 169.7 161.3
Eeference
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