
     

 

    
 

 
   

 

 

 

   

 

   

  

   

   

 

   

  

 

 

 

 

 

AN ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS OF
 

Irma Suryani for the degree of Master of Business Administration in Business Administration 
presented on June 6, 2014 

Title: Goal Orientations and the Providing of Novel Knowledge 

Abstract approved: 

Michele L. Swift 

This thesis objective is to examine the relationship between individuals' goal orientations 

(learning–prove, learning–avoid, performance–prove, and performance–avoid) and the extent to 

which they provide knowledge. Included in this document is a review of literature pertaining to 

knowledge sharing and goal orientations. The author surveyed 64 College of Pharmacy students 

at Oregon State University and used correlation analysis and ordinary least squares (OLS) 

regression analysis to test the hypothesized relationships. The results indicated a significant 

relationship between learning-prove goal orientation and the providing of knowledge perceived 

as novel. But, the relationships between the remaining goal orientations and the providing of 

knowledge perceived as novel are not significant. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

©Copyright by Irma Suryani
 
June 6, 2014
 

All Rights Reserved
 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  

Goal Orientations and the Providing of Novel Knowledge 

by
 
Irma Suryani
 

A THESIS
 

Submitted to
 

Oregon State University
 

in partial fulfillment of
 
the requirements for the
 

degree of
 

Master of Business Administration
 

Presented June 6, 2014
 
Commencement June 2014
 



     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Master of Business Administration thesis of Irma Suryani presented on June 6, 2014. 

APPROVED: 

Major Professor, representing Business Administration 

Dean of the College of Business 

Dean of the Graduate School 

I understand that my thesis will become part of the permanent collection of Oregon State 
University libraries. My signature below authorizes release of my thesis to any reader upon 
request. 

Irma Suryani, Author 



 

 

  

 

  

   

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I would like to first express my sincere thanks to each of my committee members, 

Michele Swift, Keith Leavitt, Lacey McNeely, and Aurora Sherman for the guidance and 

encouragement throughout this process. You have made a huge contribution to my learning 

process at Oregon State University. 

I also want to express my sincere thanks to my family, my mother Asnah, my father 

Ismail, and my siblings, Nidia Sofa, Ellyzar, Darma Putra, and Sari Rahmani, who have given 

me a huge encouragement and motivation. Without you, I would have never come this far. You 

are the reason I chase my dreams, and this achievement is for you. 

This journey would not be complete without full support from my friends. My super 

friend Matthew Shuman who teaches me how to be an independent person and always believes 

that I can be successful in dreams I pursue. As well as his Dad, Thomas Shuman who has 

donated the most important tool for my thesis writing, his wireless mouse. My best friends, 

Qinqing Song and Yizhe Yang who have shared encouragement and motivation to be success in 

our master program. And Tracie Tung for being such a great example of learning prove goal 

orientation individual. Thank you very much for all the incredible knowledge you shared with 

me. 



 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CONTRIBUTION OF AUTHORS 

In conducting this research study, I must acknowledge each of my advisor, Michele 

Swift, Keith Leavitt, and Lacey McNeely for their contributions. This thesis will not be a 

complete achievement without their full support, guidance, and amazing contribution. Finally, I 

want to recognize the OSU Writing Center, with special thanks to Coral Rost for the help and 

guidance to my writing process. 



 
 

 
 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

TABLE OF CONTENTS
 

Page 

1. INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................................... 1

1.1 Research questions ......................................................................................................... 4

1.2 Statement of Purpose and Objectives ............................................................................. 4

1.3 Methodology .................................................................................................................. 5

2. LITERATURE REVIEW ........................................................................................................ 7

2.1 Overview ........................................................................................................................ 7

2.2 Motivation to Share Knowledge..................................................................................... 7

2.3 Knowledge Properties .................................................................................................... 8

2.4 Goal orientations .......................................................................................................... 10

2.5 Development of Hypotheses ........................................................................................ 13

3. METHODOLOGY ................................................................................................................ 18

3.1 Overview ...................................................................................................................... 18

3.2 Research design ............................................................................................................ 18

3.3 Sample and Data Collection ......................................................................................... 18

3.4 Measures....................................................................................................................... 19

3.5 Common Method Variance .......................................................................................... 21

3.6 Data Analysis ............................................................................................................... 23

3.7 Chapter Summary ......................................................................................................... 24

4. DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS.................................................................................... 25

4.1 Sample and Respondents .............................................................................................. 25

4.2 Preliminary Data Analysis............................................................................................ 26

4.3 Correlations .................................................................................................................. 29



  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

 

 
 
  

4.4 Hypothesis Testing ....................................................................................................... 30

4.6 Chapter Summary ......................................................................................................... 32

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION ................................................................................... 33

5.1 Theoretical Implication ............................................................................................... 33

5.2 Practical Implications ................................................................................................... 34

5.3 Limitations and Future Research.................................................................................. 36

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................. 38

APPENDIX A ............................................................................................................................... 51

Survey Items and Factor Analysis ......................................................................................... 51

APPENDIX B ............................................................................................................................... 52

Pearson Correlation Coefficients, Means, and Standard Deviations..................................... 52



 

                 

   

   

   

    

LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

2.1 Goal Orientations................................................................................................................... 13

4.1 Demographic Distribution ..................................................................................................... 26

4.2 Pearson Correlation Coefficients........................................................................................... 30

4.3 Linear Regression Results ..................................................................................................... 32
 



	   1 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 

Creativity is the generation and development of ideas that are both novel and 

useful (Amabile, 1988; Shalley, Zhou, & Oldham, 2004). Zhou and George (2001) argue 

that full potential of an organization will be boosted by the presence of creativity inside 

the organization. With the implementation of the creative ideas, an organization is able to 

react on market conditions and opportunities, as well as to adapt and compete (Nonaka, 

1991; Oldham, 2002). Studies have found positive contribution for organizational 

innovation and effectiveness from employees’ creativity (Amabile, 1996; Nonaka, 1991). 

Research in creativity suggests a key factor that influences creativity is knowledge 

sharing (Amabile, 1996; Ford, 1996; Thompson & Heron, 2005; Woodman, Sawyer, & 

Griffin, 1993). Through knowledge sharing people have opportunities to exchange 

knowledge that may lead them to reflect on and refine their knowledge, and ultimately 

enhance individuals’ creativity as well as organization’ creativity.  

Research also suggests that not all knowledge is necessarily beneficial for 

creativity and individuals may be selective in the extent to which they share knowledge 

with specific properties (Matzler & Mueller, 2011). Research suggests that novel 

knowledge is one type of knowledge that may be beneficial for creativity; however 

people may also be motivated to not share it (Cerne, Nerstad, Dysvik, & Skerlavaj, 

2012). Novel idea is a source of creativity in such that it includes suggestion from 

incremental to radical adaptation which brings breakthroughs in new products 
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developments (Mumford & Gustafson, 1988). A person’s knowledge is novel when it is 

different from ideas or knowledge others have seen or known before. As such, novel 

knowledge represents knowledge that others find to be new and unfamiliar.  

 While research has identified a number of factors that influence people’s 

motivations to share their knowledge and their ability to generate novel ideas, there is 

still little understanding of what motivates people to provide to others knowledge or ideas 

they perceive as novel. One factor research finds affects individuals’ willingness to share 

their knowledge is their goal orientation (Matzler & Mueller, 2011). Goal orientations 

represent the nature of the goals that an individual pursues (Dweck, 1988; Dweck & 

Leggett, 1988; Elliott & Dweck, 1998) and research finds they are a strong predictor of 

employees’ behavior and their performance outcomes (e.g., Cellar, Stuhlmacher, Young, 

Fisher, et al., 2011; Porath & Bateman, 2006). Two primary types of goal orientation 

have been identified: learning goal orientation and performance goal orientation (Dweck, 

1986; Nichols, 1984). A learning goal orientation can be organized by an emphasis on 

individuals’ performance relative to either an absolute standard or past performance 

which leads to develop competence or mastering a task, whereas a performance goal 

orientation reflects a focus on individuals’ performance relative to others which lead to 

demonstrate competence and avoid the appearance of incompetence and unfavorable 

evaluations. Each goal orientation has further been differentiated into an approach 

dimension and an avoidance dimension according to whether competence is valenced 

from a positive perspective or a negative perspective (Baranik, Barron, & Finney, 2007; 
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Elliot & McGregor, 2001; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997). When competence is 

construed in terms of a positive outcome (i.e., success), the focus is on enhancing their 

performance, whereas when competence is construed in terms of a negative outcome (i.e., 

failure), the focus is on avoiding performing worse than previous instances. 

Individuals are selective in the knowledge they provide (Matzler & Mueller, 

2011) and researchers have suggested that the different goal orientations may also be 

associated with providing knowledge with different properties (Swift, Balkin, & Matusik, 

2010). Matzler and Mueller (2011) agreed that a learning goal orientation is associated 

with knowledge sharing, however their research did not focus specifically on novel 

knowledge or distinguish between a learning-prove goal orientation and a learning-avoid 

goal orientation. Individuals’ goal orientations influence how they cognitively value the 

costs and benefits associated with sharing knowledge such that specific goal orientations 

are likely to be associated with a preference for providing specific types of knowledge. 

Drawing on this research, this study examines the relationship between the different goal 

orientations and a person’s sharing of knowledge they perceive as new or unfamiliar to 

others. I propose that the different goal orientations each influence the extent to which 

individuals provide knowledge they perceive as novel.   
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1.1 Research questions 

 The research question in this study is “do individuals’ learning and performance 

goal orientations affect their knowledge providing behavior?” 

 

1.2 Statement of Purpose and Objectives 

 The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between individuals' goal 

orientations (learning–prove, learning–avoid, performance–prove, and performance–

avoid) and the extent to which they provide knowledge they perceive as novel. The 

conceptual model in this study is shown in Figure. 1.  
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Figure 1 
Conceptual Model 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
	  

	  

1.3 Methodology 

 In this study, data was collected through a paper-based survey. The sample 

consisted of first and second year students in Oregon State University’s College of 

Pharmacy who attended the College of Pharmacy career fair on January 22-23, 2014. 

Correlation analysis and ordinary least squares (OLS) regression were used to test the 

specific hypotheses. 

 

 

Learning-Prove 
Goal Orientation 
(LPGO)  

Willingness to 
provide novel 
knowledge 

Performance-Avoid 
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(PAGO)  
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(LAGO) 
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 The next chapter of this thesis reviews the literature on knowledge properties, the 

motivation to share knowledge, and goal orientation, as well as develops the hypotheses 

to be tested. Chapter three and four discuss the methodology used in this study and the 

results of the data analysis. Finally, chapter five provides a discussion of the findings. 
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW  
	  

2.1 Overview 

In this study, I examine the relationship between goal orientations and the 

providing of novel knowledge. This chapter reviews the literature on knowledge 

properties, the motivation to share knowledge, and goal orientations, as well as develops 

the hypotheses to be tested in this study.  

2.2 Motivation to Share Knowledge  

 Knowledge sharing has been defined in various terms. Nonaka and Takeuchi 

(1995) define knowledge sharing as the dynamic processes of interpersonal interaction 

(e.g. discussion, debate, or joint problem solving) through which one unit (e.g. group, 

department, or division) is affected by the experience of another. Knowledge sharing has 

also been defined as “the provision or receipt of task information, know-how, and 

feedback regarding a product or procedure” (Cummings, 2004; Hansen, 1999) and as 

individuals sharing organizational relevant information, ideas, suggestions, and 

expertise with one another (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002). Knowledge sharing can also 

occur among individuals, teams, organizations, and departments or functional levels 

(Crossan, Lane, & White, 1999; Ipe, 2003). In this study, the focus is on the individual 

level with knowledge providers as the main actors.  

 Researchers have put considerable attention on identifying the factors that 

influence individuals’ willingness to share their knowledge (e.g., Bordia, Irmer, & 
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Abusah, 2006; Bock et al., 2005; Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Quigley et al., 2007; Reagans 

& McEvily, 2003).  Much of this research takes a social exchange perspective (Blau, 

1964; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998) where the motivation to provide knowledge is treated 

as a function of a cost-benefit analysis (e.g., Bordia et al., 2006; Bock et al., 2005; 

Kankanhalli et al., 2005; Lin, 2007; Reagans & McEvily, 2003; Watson & Hewett, 

2006). Social exchange theory indicates that individuals behave in ways that maximize 

their benefits while minimizing their costs (Molm, 1997). The cost of sharing knowledge 

has been associated with the time and effort associated with sharing the knowledge 

(Reagans & McEvily, 2003). Cost has also been connected with the potential loss of 

power due to others being in possession of the knowledge (e.g., Kankanhalli et al., 2005). 

The benefits are represented in the intrinsic and extrinsic rewards one might receive if 

they do share their knowledge (e.g., Bock et al., 2005; Burgess, 2005; Kankanhalli et al., 

2005; Kwok & Gao, 2004; Lin, 2007). These rewards include the satisfaction associated 

with helping or making a contribution to others (Bock et al, 2005; Kankanhalli et al, 

2005; Lin, 2007; Lu, Lehng, & Koch, 2006; Wasko & Faraj, 2000). 

 

2.3 Knowledge Properties  

 Researchers identified knowledge properties in terms of how much it is retained, 

transferred, and accumulated (Argote, McEvily, & Reagan 2003). The most common 

types are tacit versus explicit (Polanyi, 1966, Kogut & Zander, 1995), public versus 

private (Matusik & Hill, 1998; Uzzi & Lancaster, 2003), and uniquely possessed versus 
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commonly shared (Thomas Hunt et al, 2003; Stasser & Titus, 1985). This study is 

concerned with knowledge that is new and representative of alternative ways of 

completing tasks and thus, would be viewed as novel.  The Merriam-Webster (2013) 

dictionary defines novel as “new and not resembling something formerly known or used, 

or original or striking especially in conception or style.” This suggests that a person’s 

novel knowledge is also likely to be uniquely possessed in that others would not be aware 

of the knowledge prior to it being shared. Uniquely possessed knowledge was introduced 

by Shiflett (1979) who divided the knowledge into two categories: ‘unique resources’ and 

‘redundant resources.’ Unique resources are resources held only by one member of the 

group, whereas redundant resources are resources held by all members. 

 Research suggests that individuals have incentives for sharing and not sharing 

novel knowledge. Cerne et al (2012) found that when individuals possess knowledge that 

is highly novel, they may engage in knowledge hiding behavior. These authors reasoned 

that novel knowledge may provide a source of competitive advantage, but may also lead 

to criticism. If the knowledge generates improvement, then sharing it may help to 

enhance the reputation and status of the person who possessed the knowledge. But novel 

knowledge can also fail, which makes sharing this knowledge risky in that if the 

knowledge fails, others would be aware of the failure. Further, not all people are 

welcoming of new ways, strategies, or procedures that could replace the existing ones 

(Nemeth & Staw, 1989), so they may reject or criticize the knowledge, even if the 

knowledge is likely to be beneficial. In an experiment examining knowledge sharing in a 
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group discussion, Stasser & Titus (1985) found that uniquely possessed knowledge is less 

likely to be mentioned, repeated, and attended to than knowledge that is commonly 

shared. These authors reasoned that the more members in the group who are exposed to 

an item of information, the more likely it is that at least one of them will recall and 

mention it during discussion. In contrast, uniquely possessed knowledge is less likely to 

be attended to and therefore voiced.  

  

2.4 Goal orientations 

 Goal orientation refers to one’s tendency to pursue specific learning or 

performance goals in achievement situations (Dweck & Legget, 1988). Originally 

developed in the educational literature to explain differences in student learning, goal 

orientation was conceived of as a single continuum where students were theorized to hold 

either a learning (or mastery) goal orientation or a performance goal orientation (e.g., 

Dweck, 1986; Nicholls, 1984). A learning goal orientation is concerned with developing 

one’s competence or mastering a task, whereas a performance goal orientation is 

concerned with demonstrating one’s competence relative to others and avoiding the 

appearance of incompetence, thus gaining favorable evaluations while avoiding 

unfavorable evaluations. Further, Dweck (1986) attributed these goal orientations to 

one’s beliefs regarding intelligence. The belief that intelligence and performance can be 

improved through increased effort is associated with the pursuit of learning goals, while 

the belief that intelligence and performance is fixed is associated with the pursuit of 
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performance goals. In general, research finds that a learning goal orientation is associated 

with a variety of adaptive behaviors and outcomes, including the search for and 

acquisition of knowledge (Gray & Meister, 2004), viewing failure as a learning 

experience (Payne, Youngcourt, & Beaubien, 2007) and higher levels of self-efficacy and 

motivation to learn (Baranik et al, 2007). However, some studies have linked a 

performance goal orientation with adaptive outcomes, while other researches also have 

found its association with maladaptive outcomes (Baranik et al, 2007). These findings 

have generated question on why does a performance goal orientation generate both 

contradicting outcomes. 

 To overcome these contradicting findings, several researchers (e.g., Elliot & 

Church, 1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; VandeWalle, 1997) expanded the two-factor 

goal orientation framework into a three-factor framework, suggesting that the 

performance goal orientation can be differentiated into performance-prove and 

performance-avoid orientations. Integrating the work of Dweck (1986) and Elliot (Elliot 

& Harackiewicz, 1996), VandeWalle (1997) defined a learning goal orientation as “the 

desire to develop the self by acquiring new skills, mastering new situations, and 

improving one’s competence”; a performance-prove as “the desire to prove one’s 

competence and to gain favorable judgments about it”; and performance-avoid as “the 

desire to avoid the disproving of one’s competence and to avoid negative judgments 

about it” (p.1000). Results of VandeWalle’s (1997) and Bret & VandeWalle’s (1999) 

studies provide support for the three-factor framework, finding that individuals with a 
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performance-prove orientation tend to pursue tasks requiring less effort that enable them 

to show their competency and receive positive appraisal, while individuals with a 

performance-avoid goal orientation focus on avoiding situations where they risk 

demonstrating their incompetence and receiving negative evaluations. 

 Elliot and McGregor (2001) later proposed that the pursuit of learning goals can 

also be differentiated according to whether the focus is on achieving success or avoiding 

failure, thus extending the three-factor model of goal orientation into a four-factor model. 

Building on this four-factor conceptualization, Baranik et al (2007) extended 

VandeWalle’s (1997; 2001) three-factor goal orientation model to a four-factor model.  

In this adapted/ new model, individuals with a learning-prove goal orintation focus on 

gaining new skills and achieving better performance than their past performance, while 

individuals with a learning-avoid goal orientation focus on not losing their current skills 

or abilities and avoiding performing worse than their past performance (DeShon & 

Gillespie, 2005; Elliot & McGregor, 2001).  

 A summary of the goal orientations is shown in Table 2.1. 
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Table 2.1 Goal Orientations 

Goal orientation Description of the Goal Orientations 
Learning-prove orientation The desire to develop oneself by acquiring new skills, 

mastering new situations, and improving one’s 
competence. 

Learning-avoid orientation The desire to avoid making mistakes, failing to learn, and 
losing one’s skills and abilities. 

Performance-prove 
orientation 

The desire to prove one’s competence and gain favorable 
judgments about it. 

Performance-avoid 
orientation  

The desire to avoid the disproving of one’s competence 
and avoid negative judgments about it. 

 

 

2.5 Development of Hypotheses   

The focus for a learning-prove goal orientation is on developing one’s 

competence through acquiring new skills and mastering new situations (DeShon & 

Gillespie, 2005). The providing of novel knowledge creates opportunities for receiving 

comments and feedback that can help to refine the knowledge and shape the new ideas 

into more useful or advanced concepts, thus contributing to the development of new skills 

and the mastery of new situations. As such, the providing of knowledge becomes a 

strategy for acquiring knowledge from others, and research finds a positive relationship 

between a learning goal orientation and the sourcing of knowledge (Gray & Meister, 

2004). A learning-prove goal orientation is also likely to be associated with providing 

knowledge that is more novel and therefore entails more risks when shared. Providing 

novel knowledge can require more effort to articulate so that others understand and may 

also generate greater levels of feedback and criticism because the knowledge is new and 
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unfamiliar to others. Because a learning-prove goal orientation is associated with high 

levels of self-efficacy (Baranik et al, 2007; Payne et al, 2007) and the perspective that 

failures represent opportunities to learn (Payne et al, 2007), individuals with a learning-

prove goal orientation are more accepting of the feedback, and therefore are more likely 

to take the risks associated with providing novel knowledge. As a result, a learning-prove 

goal orientation is expected to have a positive relationship with the providing of novel 

knowledge. 

H1: A learning-prove goal orientation will be positively related to the 

providing of novel knowledge.	  

 

 The focus for a learning-avoid goal orientation is on mastering existing 

procedures (Baranik et al, 2007) with a desire to not perform worse than in the past 

(Elliot, 2005; Elliot & McGregor & Thrash, 2002). When these individuals provide 

knowledge, the knowledge is likely to be less novel and be related to routines and 

procedures that are commonly known. Providing knowledge that is familiar to others also 

decreases the risk that others will misunderstand the knowledge, reject the knowledge, or 

that the knowledge will fail. Stasser & Titus (1985) suggested that when a person’s 

knowledge is new, unique, and unfamiliar to the receivers, it increases the possibility the 

knowledge will not be successfully transferred and therefore, could fail. In transferring 

knowledge that is highly new and unique, misunderstanding might occur, which 

individuals with a learning-avoid goal orientation might interpret as their own inability to 
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communicate and transfer knowledge. Since one of the characteristics of a learning-avoid 

goal orientation is to avoid making mistakes, individuals with this orientation are likely to 

avoid sharing knowledge that others may not understand or may criticize and reject. 

Based on this, the following is hypothesized. 

 

H2: A learning-avoid goal orientation will be negatively related to the 

providing of novel knowledge. 

	  

The focus with a performance-prove goal orientation is on proving one’s 

competence relative to others and gaining favorable judgments about it (Dweck, 1986). 

Providing ideas that others are not familiar with offers the opportunity to demonstrate 

one’s competence (Husted & Michailova, 2002). Bolino (1999) proposed one motivation 

for engaging in exchange related behaviors, such as knowledge sharing, is to maintain 

high self-esteem from management. Research finds that individuals with a performance-

prove goal orientation tend to pursue opportunities where they can demonstrate their 

ability and gain these positive evaluations (DeShon & Gillespie, 2005). An individual’s 

unique knowledge is a source of power (e.g., Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000; Kim & 

Mauborgne, 1998; Szulanski, 1996) that may enable an individual to receive positive 

evaluations in human resource systems (e.g., performance appraisals and staffing), as 

well as other personal gains such as promotions or other rewards (Husted & Michailova, 

2002). Sharing this knowledge is one strategy for people to present themselves favorably 
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in order to gain status and be accepted by others (Thomas-Hunt et al, 2003). Overall, the 

benefits individuals with a performance-prove goal orientation expect to achieve by 

sharing novel knowledge are increased positive status, reputation, performance 

evaluation, and other extrinsic benefits that could potentially show their high competence 

relative to others. Based on this, the following is hypothesized. 

H3: A performance-prove goal orientation will be positively related to the 

providing of novel knowledge. 

 

 A performance-avoid goal orientation is associated with the desire to avoid 

appearing incompetent and receiving negative evaluations (DeShon & Gillespie, 2005). 

Sharing novel knowledge entails risks in that others may not understand the knowledge 

being shared, the knowledge may fail, or others may reject or criticize the knowledge 

(Cerne et al, 2012). Consistent with this, Thomas-Hunt et al (2003) found that group 

members were more critical of individuals who shared knowledge that was more unique. 

Because a performance-avoid goal orientation is associated with the desire to avoid 

outcomes that may suggest incompetence, individuals with this orientation are therefore 

less likely to provide knowledge that could be misunderstood, be criticized, or fail to 

generate the desired performance outcomes. By hiding new concepts, these individuals 

will avoid the risk of criticism, having their idea fail, or having others perceive them as 

less competent (Cerne et al, 2012). Based on this, the following is hypothesized.   
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H4: A performance-avoid goal orientation will be negatively related to the 

providing of novel knowledge. 

 

2.6 Chapter Summary 

 From the existing literature review regarding the providing of novel knowledge 

and goal orientations, four hypotheses have been developed to examine the extent to 

which individuals with their specific goal orientation will provide knowledge they 

perceive as novel. In the next chapter, the research methodology used in this study is 

outlined and discussed.  
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3. METHODOLOGY 
 

3.1 Overview 

 This study examines the relationship between individuals’ goal orientations and 

the extent to which they perceive they provide knowledge that is novel. To assess these 

relationships, the hypotheses developed in chapter two will be tested based on data 

collected using a paper-based survey. The methods for this study are explained in this 

chapter. 

 

3.2 Research design 

 This study consists of four independent variables and one dependent variable. The 

dependent variable is the providing of novel knowledge, whereas the independent 

variables are learning-prove goal orientation, learning-avoid goal orientation, 

performance-prove goal orientation, and performance-avoid goal orientation. A survey 

will be used to collect data on these variables.  

 

3.3 Sample and Data Collection 

 Participants in this study were first and second year students in Oregon State 

University’s College of Pharmacy. Data were collected with a paper survey administered 

during the OSU College of Pharmacy Career Fair held January 22-23, 2014. 

Approximately one to two weeks prior to the career fair, the College of Pharmacy’s 
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Director of Professional Development and Alumni Relations sent out an email to the first 

and second year students announcing the survey and inviting them to participate. On the 

career fair day, the researcher handed out the surveys to students who attended the event. 

The students were asked to fill out the questionnaires in the private space arranged to 

complete the survey. The students were told that this is an anonymous survey where all 

the information they provide in the survey is confidential. The first part of the survey 

consisted of demographic information questions that will be used as control variables in 

the data analysis, followed by six sections with items pertaining to participants’ 

knowledge providing behaviors, their learning and performance goals, and several other 

measures.  

 

3.4 Measures 

To increase the construct validity and the external validity of the study, when 

possible I utilized measures previously used in empirical literature and subjected to 

scrutiny regarding their propensity to measure the intended variables (e.g., Baranik et al, 

2007). Measures developed for the study, such as the providing of novel knowledge, were 

taken from Zhou & George (2001). Reliability tests (coefficient alpha) were calculated 

for all constructs to ensure internal reliability for the items in the same scale, although the 

scales have been previously validated in the literature. One issue in this study is common 

method variance since all data came from a single source using a single method. Steps 
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were taken to minimize the risk of common method variance and are discussed in a 

separate section after the measures are presented. 

 

3.4.1 Dependent variable 

The items for the dependent variable (providing novel knowledge) were selected 

from the creativity scale developed by Zhou and George (2001). However, because I was 

concerned with the act of providing of novel knowledge and the Zhou and George (2001) 

scale also included items related to the generation and implementation of ideas, I only 

selected those that reflected the expression of ideas or knowledge that is new and novel. 

Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which each of the behaviors was 

characteristic of him or her. All items used a five-point scale from Not to all 

characteristic to Very characteristic and are presented in the Appendix A. 

 

3.4.2 Independent variables 

The items for the four different goal orientations are from Baranik et al (2007). 

Included in the survey are 4 learning-approach items, 6 learning-avoid items, 4 

performance-prove items, and 4 performance-avoid items. Respondents were asked to 

indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with each item. All items used a 

seven-point scale from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree and are presented in the 

Appendix A. A description of the four goal orientations is provided in Table 3.1. 
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3.4.3 Control variables 

 The age, sex, and race variables were included based on past research on social 

exchange (e.g., Brandes et al, 2004; Flynn & Brockner, 2003; Redman & Snape, 2005) 

and knowledge sharing (e.g., Cross & Cummings, 2004; Reagans & McEvily, 2003) as 

these variables could possibly affect individuals’ knowledge providing and their 

propensity or willingness to share certain types of knowledge. Age was coded in years. 

For sex, males were coded “1” and females were coded “2”. Because several respondents 

indicated more than one racial category, dummy codes were entered for each category 

(Caucasian, Asian-Pacific, African-American, Other). Racial categories selected by the 

respondents were coded “1” and the non-selected categories were coded “0”. 

 

3.5 Common Method Variance 

 Since the variables under investigation in the model are within person variables, 

self-report measures in the form of a survey were chosen for the primary data collection 

method. As a result, common method variance is a potential problem. Common method 

variance is the systematic variance introduced from the measurement method rather than 

the constructs or variables of interest and their relationships (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; 

Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).  When data on the independent variables and the dependent 

variables are collected from the same source, and are collected using the same method, 

common method variance may be a problem. 
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 Common method variance was minimized by using previously validated measures 

where possible and following the procedures recommend by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, 

and Podsakoff (2002). Separation of measurement was included in the research design by 

placing the measures for the independent variables and dependent variables on different 

pages with other measures between. Further, the order of the measures was such that it 

did not correspond with the independent variables being followed by the dependent 

variables. A research design that separates measurement mitigates the potential problems 

associated with consistency motif, social desirability, or stimulus cues; all identified as 

potential causes of common method variance (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986).  

 A Harmon single-factor test and a confirmatory factor analysis were conducted, 

the results of which are discussed in chapter 4. For the Harmon single-factor test all the 

survey items for the independent variables were entered with each dependent variable 

into an orthogonal factor analysis with a varimax rotation. If common method variance is 

a serious problem in the study, a single factor or one general factor will emerge that 

accounts for the majority of the covariance in the independent and dependent variables. 

Following the procedures described by Podsakoff et al. (2002), two confirmatory factor 

analyses were also conducted, one with no common method factor and one with common 

method factor. If common method variance is an issue, the variance extracted in the CFA 

with the common method factor will be at least 25% greater than the variance extracted 

in the CFA without the common method factor (Williams, Cote, & Buckley, 1989), 
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3.6 Data Analysis 

 Data analysis consists of two parts. The first part consists of an exploration of the 

data and the second part consists of hypotheses testing. 

 

 3.6.1 Exploratory Data Analysis 

 An initial exploration of the data provides insights into the data characteristics and 

the interrelationships between the variables. This initial exploration of the data consists of 

an examination of the collected data, descriptive statistics, factor analysis, and 

correlations between variables. The results from this examination will provide me a basic 

understanding of the data prior to testing the hypotheses. 

 

 3.6.2 Hypotheses Testing 

 The hypotheses were tested using both correlation analysis and Ordinary Least 

Squares (OLS) multiple regression analysis. According to Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and 

Black (1998), multiple regression analysis considers how multiple independent variables 

influence (in terms of direction and relative strength) a single dependent variable, 

meaning that multiple regression makes it possible to test the prediction of a dependent 

variable from several independent variables. Multiple regression analysis provides 

estimates on sign and significance of the regression coefficients and tests if the regression 

coefficient for each of the independent variables is different from zero, thereby assisting 

in explaining the dependent variable. 
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3.7 Chapter Summary 

 This chapter addresses research design and methodology used in this study. The 

research design consists of a cross-sectional administration of a paper-based survey 

distributed to students in Oregon State University’s College of Pharmacy. The survey 

primarily consists of widely used measures that have been validated in the empirical 

literature. Measures adapted or developed for the study will be tested to ensure construct 

validity. Tests will be performed to ensure common method variance will not be a threat 

for this study and the principal statistical techniques used for analysis will be correlation 

analysis and ordinary least squares (OLS) multiple regression analysis 
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4. DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
	  

 This chapter presents the data collected using methods explained in chapter three 

as well as data analyses and the results. This chapter covers analysis of the data 

collection, hypothesis testing, and summary.  

 

4.1 Sample and Respondents 

 The sample for this study consisted of students enrolled in their first and second 

years in the School of Pharmacy at Oregon State University and attended the School of 

Pharmacy career fair event on 22-23, January 2014. It is uncertain how many students 

attended the career fair event where the surveys were administered however, 70 surveys 

were given out and 64 (91%) were collected and applicable for the study. The average 

age of the respondents was 25 and ranged from 20 years to 44 years of age. In terms of 

gender, 47 percent of the respondents identified as male and 53 percent as female. In 

terms of race, 29 respondents indicated White Caucasian, 28 respondents indicated Asia-

Pacific, 1 respondent indicated African-American, 2 respondents indicated Other, and 3 

respondents indicated more than one race. Of those that indicated more than one race, one 

indicated White Caucasian and Other, one indicated White Caucasian and Asia-Pacific, 

and one indicated African-American, Asia-Pacific, and Other.  

 From the total 64 respondents, 41 of them (64%) indicated they are students in the 

first year of their pharmacy degree, 20 respondents (31%) indicated they are in their 
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second year of the pharmacy degree, and 3 respondents did not mention their year of 

study. Additionally, 7 respondents (11%) indicated they are also working on a Master of 

Business Administration. A summary of demographic data is shown in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1 Demographic Distribution 

Variables  
Average Age: 25 years 
Gender: 

Males 
Females 

 
47% 
53% 

Race: 
White Caucasian 
Asia-Pacific 
African-American 
Other 
More than one race 

 
45% 
44% 
2% 
3% 
5% 

Year of the Pharmacy Degree: 
Students in the first year 
Students in the second year 
Joint pharmacy/MBA 

 
64% 
31% 
11% 

 
 

4.2 Preliminary Data Analysis 

 4.2.1 Reliability 

 The reliability test is conducted to measure the internal consistency among items 

in variables. Cronbach alpha indicates the internal consistency; values that are higher 

than .70 are acceptable.  

 The test result indicates that all variables show a high Cronbach alpha value, 

which identifies that a high internal consistency among items is present. Cronbach alpha 

for the Providing of Novel Knowledge is .95, Learning-Prove Goal Orientation is .88, 
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Learning-Avoid Goal Orientation is .81, Performance-Prove Goal Orientation is .91, and 

Performance-Avoid Goal Orientation is .93.  

 

 4.2.2 Factor analysis 

 To see the underlying factors that explain the correlation among a set of variables, 

both an exploratory and a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) test was conducted. For the 

exploratory factor analysis the items for all five variables were entered into a factor 

analysis test. Since there is one dependent variable (the providing of novel knowledge) 

and four independent variables (learning-prove, learning-avoid, performance-prove, 

performance-avoid), the result indicated five factors underlying the measurements. One 

learning-avoid goal orientation item had a low communality and low factor loading in the 

component matrix table.  

 For the CFA tests, in the first test the learning-avoid goal orientation item with the 

low factor loading was included and in the second test the item was excluded. The results 

showed that the measurement model that did include the learning-avoid goal orientation 

item was a slightly better fitting model (χ2 = 292.67, df= 240, p = .011; CFI = .956; 

RMSEA = .059) than the model without the item (χ2 = 272.14, df= 218, p = .007; CFI = 

.954; RMSEA = .063). Further, the reliability for learning-avoid goal orientation with the 

item (α = .87) was comparable to the reliability when the item was excluded (α = .89). 

Thus, to be consistent with prior research (Baranik et al, 2007), I elected to include the 

item in my final data analysis. The final items associated with each variable and their 
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corresponding factor loadings, eigenvalues, and percent of variance explained are listed 

in Appendix A.  

 

 4.2.3 Common method variance 

 In this study common method variance is a concern because this study relied on 

self-reported data collected using a survey (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). To minimize the 

risk of common method variance, I followed the recommendations from Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff (2003). First, to reduce item ambiguity and create the 

appearance that measures were not related to each other as well as decreased the salience, 

availability, and relevance of prior response, items for the dependent variable and each of 

the independent variables were placed on separate pages. In addition, respondents were 

assured of complete confidentiality and encouraged to answer the questions as honestly 

as possible to help reduce evaluation apprehension and discourage socially desirable 

responses.  

 The Harman’s single factor test was also conducted to evaluate the extent of the 

common method problem (Harman, 1967, Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). An unrotated 

factor analysis of the four independent variables and the dependent variable indicated the 

presence of five factors. Because a single factor did not emerge and the first factor only 

accounted for 27.2% of the 76.7% total explained variance, the results of Harman’s single 

factor test indicated that the sample lacked a significant presence of common method 

variance.   
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 Following the procedures outlined by Podsakoff and colleagues (2003), an 

additional CFA was also conducted that included a common method factor in order to 

capture the variance associated with the common method (Carlson & Kacmar, 2000). The 

results showed that there was some difference (approximately 9.5%) in explained 

variance between measurement model with the common method factor and without the 

factor. However, the difference was significantly lower than the threshold of 25% 

(Williams, Cote, & Buckley, 1989), which suggests common method bias should not be a 

threat to these results.  

 

4.3 Correlations 

 Prior to correlation and regression tests, tests for the assumptions of normality, 

linearity, homoscedasticity, independence, and multicolinearity were conducted to see 

whether linear regression analysis is an appropriate statistical technique for the data 

analysis. The results showed that all the assumptions are tenable.  

 The Table 4.2 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the 

study variables. Correlation results show the learning-prove goal orientation has a 

significant positive correlation (r = .48, p < .05) with the providing of novel knowledge, 

consistent with Hypothesis 1, but that the remaining three goal orientation variables 

(learning-avoid, performance-prove, and performance-avoid) are not significantly 

correlated with the providing of perceived novel knowledge. With regards to the control 

variable, neither age nor gender is significantly related with the providing of perceived 
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novel knowledge, but the Caucasian race variable has a significant positive correlation 

with the providing of perceived novel knowledge and the Asia-Pacific race variable has a 

significant negative correlation with the providing of perceived novel knowledge. In the 

hypotheses test, only the significant control variables are included in the regression 

analysis. The full correlation table is in Appendix B. 

 
Table 4.2 Pearson Correlation Coefficients 

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 

1. Providing of  
Novel Knowledge 3.80 .93     

2. Learning-Prove Goal 
Orientation 5.95 .84 .48**    

3. Learning-Avoid Goal 
Orientation 4.45 1.46 .13 .06   

4. Performance-Prove 
Goal Orientation 4.20 1.56 .21 .08 .45**  

5. Performance-Avoid 
Goal Orientation 2.97 1.53 -.15 -.43** .32* .36** 

n = 64, * p < .05, two-tailed, ** p < .01, two-tailed 
 
 
4.4 Hypothesis Testing 

 The hierarchical regression analysis in which the providing of novel knowledge is 

the dependent variable was performed in the following sequence: (a) the control variables 

and (b) the four independent variables. In the first step the following control variables 

were entered: dummy variables for each of the race categories (Caucasian and Asia-

Pacific). In the second step, the four goal orientation variables were entered.  
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 Hypothesis 1 predicted a learning-prove goal orientation would be positively 

related to the providing of novel knowledge. As expected and consistent with 

correlational results, a learning-prove goal orientation showed a significant positive 

relationship with the providing of novel knowledge (β = .38, p < 0.01), providing support 

for hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 2 predicted a learning-avoid goal orientation would have a 

negative relationship with the providing of novel knowledge. Unexpectedly, both the 

correlational and regression results show a positive relationship, but the relationship is 

not significant. Thus, hypothesis 2 is not supported. Hypothesis 3 predicted that 

performance-prove goal orientation would be positively related to the providing of novel 

knowledge sharing. As expected and consistent with correlational results, the relationship 

between a performance-prove goal orientation and the providing of novel knowledge was 

positive. However, this relationship was not significant thus hypothesis 3 was also not 

supported. Finally, hypothesis 4 predicted that performance-avoid goal orientation would 

be negatively related to the providing of novel knowledge. As expected and consistent 

with correlational results, the relationship between a performance-avoid goal orientation 

and the providing of novel knowledge was negative. However, this relationship was not 

significant thus hypothesis 4 was also not supported. A summary of these results is in 

Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3 Linear Regression Results 

Step/Variables Model 1 Model 2 
Step one: Control Variables   

Caucasian -.04 -.25 
Asia-Pacific -.36 -.39 

 
Step Two: Independent Variables   

LPGO  .38* 
LAGO  .04 
PPGO  .17 
PAGO 
 

 -.07 

R2 .11 .3 
Adjusted R2 .08 .16 
F 3.63 3.47* 
Note: Only standardized beta coefficients are reported. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 

LPGO = Learning-prove goal orientation, LAGO = Learning-avoid goal orientation,  
PPGO = Performance-prove goal orientation, PAGO = Performance-avoid goal orientation. 

 
4.6 Chapter Summary 

 In this chapter the data were analyzed to see their feasibility to examine 4 

hypotheses proposed in this thesis. Using reliability and factor analysis tests, the data 

generated good values, which signify the eligibility to test the hypotheses. Hypotheses 

were tested using correlation analysis and linear regression analysis, which showed each 

variable’s correlation as well as independent variables’ prediction toward sharing 

knowledge that is perceived as novel. Results showed that learning-prove goal orientation 

has a significant positive relationship with the providing of novel knowledge, whereas the 

remaining independent variables have a non-significant relationship with the providing of 

novel knowledge.  
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5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 

 This study aimed to examine the relationship between individuals’ goal 

orientations and the extent to which they provide knowledge they perceive as novel. 

Drawing on the knowledge sharing and goal orientation literature, hypotheses were 

developed and data was collected from students in Oregon State University’s College of 

Pharmacy using measurement items from Baranik (2007) and Zhou & George (2010). 

Correlation analysis and ordinary least squares (OLS) regression were used to test the 

hypotheses. The results indicated a significant positive relationship between learning-

prove goal orientation and the providing of novel knowledge, but no significant 

relationship between the remaining goal orientation types and the providing of novel 

knowledge. There was also no significant relationship between control variables and the 

providing of novel knowledge.  

5.1  Theoretical Implication 

 The findings of this study add to the research on knowledge sharing and goal 

orientation in that while Matzler and Mueller (2011) found a learning goal orientation to 

influence knowledge sharing, their study did not differentiate between a learning-prove 

goal orientation and a learning-avoid goal orientation or focus on the sharing of novel 

knowledge. In this study, the association between a 2x2 framework of goal orientations 

and the providing of novel knowledge was tested. Consistent with Matzler and Mueller 

(2011), this study found a significant positive relationship between a learning-prove goal 
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orientation and the providing of novel knowledge. However, the learning-avoid goal 

orientation is not significantly related to the providing of novel knowledge. These 

findings suggest that it is important to also consider the nature of the learning goal 

orientations. Specifically, whether individuals are approaching learning from a prove or 

an avoid perspective. It appears that in this study, only learning-prove goal orientation 

individuals are approaching to share novel knowledge. Further, including each of the four 

different goal orientations adds to the small but growing number of studies that 

differentiate the learning goal orientation into learning-prove and learning-avoid. 

5.2 Practical Implications 

 The findings in this study have important implications for management practices. 

For example, in situations where the sharing of novel ideas is highly valued and 

innovation provides a source of competitive advantage, supervisors may want to 

incorporate the identification of goal orientations into the selection process in order to 

determine candidates’ preferred goal orientation. This strategy could help supervisors to 

not only be aware of which individuals prefer a learning-prove goal orientation, but also 

by increasing their awareness of which employees prefer the other goal orientations 

supervisors can target efforts towards those employees at motivating and encouraging 

them to display a learning-prove goal orientation.  

 Considering the characteristics of learning-prove goal orientation, supervisors 

could recognize employees who are high in learning-prove goal orientations and 

encourage them to share novel knowledge to other employees as well as give those 
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individuals feedback on their novel knowledge. This strategy could help those employees 

to engage in the learning process as well as acquire new skills, competence, abilities, and 

creativity. 

 In addition, supervisors could also recognize employees who are high in learning-

avoid and performance-prove goal orientations. These employees are motivated to learn 

existing skills in order to show a better performance than in the past, avoid making 

mistakes, and gain positive evaluation. However, those with a learning-avoid goal 

orientation might be avoiding or reluctant to a change because they have to always keep 

up and learn new concepts, which moves them outside of their comfort zone. While those 

with a performance-prove goal orientation may be providing knowledge that is novel, 

their focus on demonstrating their competence may lead them to not provide novel 

knowledge that has a greater risk of misunderstanding and therefore possibly not generate 

favorable evaluations. To encourage those with a learning-avoid orientation to adopt a 

learning-prove orientation, supervisors can create a climate that encourages 

experimentation and tolerates mistakes, as this will help those individuals to feel safe to 

make mistakes, have confident, and have higher self-efficacy for the sake of their self-

development that could benefit the company. Finally, consistent with previous research 

that associate the benefit of sharing unique knowledge with gaining power and status 

(Husted & Michailova, 2002), supervisors can encourage employees who are high in 

performance-prove goal orientation to share knowledge by providing them with the 

opportunity to gain power and status. However, supervisors should also consider 
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reducing the competition from these individuals and instead encourage them in engaging 

with collaborative actions. 

5.3 Limitations and Future Research 

 In conducting this study, some limitations exist. First, the sample consisted of 

individuals who are students and are high achievers may have biased their goal 

orientation and the extent to which they perceive themselves as providing novel 

knowledge. From the data analysis, it appears that means for both the providing of novel 

knowledge and learning-prove goal orientation were high and the variance for each was 

relatively low. Thus, the finding that a learning-prove goal orientation was significantly 

related to the providing of novel knowledge may be due to the nature of the sample used 

for this study. In addition, the number of respondents may not be a sufficient size to 

capture the relationship between all of the goal orientations and the providing of novel 

knowledge. This small sample size is associated with lower statistical power and 

decreases the ability to reject the null hypotheses which may explain the non-significant 

relationships for the remaining goal orientations. Also, the majority of the respondents 

have limited work experiences. The study might generate different results with 

respondents with multiple years of experience. Future study should attempt to examine 

this relationship with a larger sample and people who are working. 

 Second, the data was collected at one point in time, from the same source, using a 

single method. This method prevents the causal direction to be applied for this study 

since the condition to make causality requires longitudinal design with multiple data 
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collection points that could assess the temporal sequence of variances (Cook & 

Campbell, 1979). It also raises the potential for common method bias. However, steps 

were taken to minimize the risk of bias. The results of the confirmatory factor analysis 

and Harman’s test suggest common method bias is not a threat to this study. 

 Third, the study only tested the main effect of goal orientations and the providing 

of novel knowledge. The study does not examine what might enhance or reduce the effect 

of the different goal orientations on the providing of novel knowledge. Future research 

should also look at possible moderating variables. For examples, the extent to which 

novel knowledge is valued and risks are encouraged may influence the relationship 

between the goals orientations and the providing of novel knowledge such that 

individuals with either a performance-prove goal orientation or a learning-avoid goal 

orientation may be more motivated to provide their novel knowledge. In addition, the 

availability of certain incentives might also enhance the motivation of individuals with a 

performance-prove goal orientation to engage in providing novel knowledge.  
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APPENDIX A 
Survey Items and Factor Analysis 

 
Item Component 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Providing of novel knowledge 
1. Suggests new ways to achieve goals or objectives. 
2. Suggests new ways to increase quality. 
3. Promotes and champions ideas to others. 
4. Suggests new ways of performing work tasks. 
5. Suggests new and innovative ideas. 
6. Suggests a fresh approach to problems. 

 
 

.84 

.87 

.81 

.91 

.89 

.91 

    

Learning-prove goal orientation 
1. I am willing to select a challenging work assignment that I can learn a lot 

from. 
2. For me, development of my work ability is important enough to take risks. 
3. I often look for opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge. 
4. I enjoy challenging and difficult tasks at work where I’ll learn new skills. 

    

 
.83 

 
.95 
.69 
.77 

Learning-avoid goal orientation 
1. I just try to avoid being incompetent at performing the skills and tasks 

necessary for my job. 
2. When I am engaged in a task at work, I find myself thinking a lot about 

what I need to do to not mess up. 
3. At work, I focus on not doing worse than I have personally done in the 

past on my job. 
4. My goal is to avoid being incompetent at performing the skills and tasks 

necessary for my job. 
5. I just hope I am able to maintain enough skills so I am competent at my 

job. 
6. At work, I am just trying to avoid poorly performing the tasks required for 

my job. 

 

 
.32 

 
.86 

 
.91 

 
.83 

 
.76 

 
.58 

   

Performance-prove goal orientation 
1. I like to show that I can perform better than my coworkers. 
2. I prefer to work on projects where I can prove my ability to others. 
3. I try to figure out what it takes to prove my ability to others at work. 
4. I enjoy it when others at work are aware of how well I am doing. 

   

 
.79 
.87 
.89 
.86 

 

Performance-avoid goal orientation 
1. I’m concerned about taking on a task at work if my performance would 

reveal that I had low ability. 
2. I would avoid taking on a new task if there was a chance that I would 

appear rather incompetent to others. 
3. Avoiding a show of low ability is more important to me than learning a 

new skill. 
4. I prefer to avoid situations at work where I might perform poorly. 

  

 
.94 

 
.92 

 
.82 

 
.75 

 

  

Eigenvalues 4.57 3.27 2.96 2.91 2.66 

Percent of Variance Explained 76% 54% 74% 73% 66% 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients, Means, and Standard Deviations 

 
Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Providing of  

Novel Knowledge 3.80 .93      

2. LPGO 5.95 .84 .48**     
3. LAGO 4.45 1.46 .13 .06    
4. PPGO 4.20 1.56 .21 .08 .45**   
5. PAGO 2.97 1.53 -.15 -.43** .32* .36**  
6. Age 25.55 5.17 .08 -.02 -.15 -.03 -.12 
7. Sex (1=M, 2=F) 1.53 .50 .07 .23 0.00 -.27* -.32* 
8. Caucasian .50 .50 .26* .39** -.13 .14 -.30* 
9. Asia-Pacific .48 .50 -.33** -.31* .05 -.15 .16 
10. African-American .03 .18 -.08 -.23 -.01 -.01 .20 
11. Other race .06 .24 .07 -.08 -.01 .06 .26* 
Note: LPGO = Learning-Prove Goal Orientation, LAGO = Learning-Avoid Goal Orientation, PPGO = Performance-
Prove Goal Orientation, PAGO = Performance-Avoid Goal Orientation. 
n = 64, * p < .05, two-tailed, ** p < .01, two-tailed 
 
 
 
Variables M SD 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Providing of  

Novel Knowledge 3.80 .93      

2. LPGO 5.95 .84      
3. LAGO 4.45 1.46      
4. PPGO 4.20 1.56      
5. PAGO 2.97 1.53      
6. Age 25.55 5.17      
7. Sex (1=M, 2=F) 1.53 .50 -.06     
8. Caucasian .50 .50 .07 0.00    
9. Asia-Pacific .48 .50 -.04 -.03 -.84**   
10. African-American .03 .18 -.07 -.01 -.18 .01  
11. Other race .06 .24 -.05 -.15 -.13 -.12 .33** 
 

 


