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Abstract
The primary purpose of this research was to examine how goal orientation heterogeneity
in teams relates to both individual satisfaction with the team and team conflict. Based on current
research on team member heterogeneity and goal orientation, I hypothesized, at the individual
level of analysis, that goal orientation dissimilarity would be negatively related to individual
satisfaction with the team and, at the team level of analysis, that goal orientation diversity would
be positively related to relationship and task conflict. Data were collected from a sample of 420
engineering students working on complex design projects in 101 project teams. Results indicate
that goal orientation dissimilarity is negatively, albeit modestly, related to individual satisfaction
with the team for the learning-avoid, performance-approach, and performance-avoid dimensions.
For no dimension of goal orientation was diversity related to relationship or task conflict at the
team level of analysis.

KEYWORDS: teams, work groups, team composition, heterogeneity, diversity, dissimilarity,
goal orientation, satisfaction with the team, team member satisfaction, conflict
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1
Introduction
The pervasive use of teams is a well-documented feature of the modern workplace (e.g.,
Devine, Clayton, Phillips, Dunford, & Melner, 1999; Ilgen, 1999). Though we often think about
teams as a single unit, anyone who has experienced life in a team can attest to the reality that
individual team members can differ in countless ways. Naturally, researchers have developed a
keen interest in team composition or the combination of team members’ individual attributes
(Mohammed, Hamilton, & Lim, 2009) and regard it as an important influence for both team
processes and outcomes (Bell, 2007).
A significant portion of team composition research is dedicated specifically to team
member differences (e.g., Harrison, Price, & Bell, 1998; Jackson et al., 1991; Mannix & Neale,
2005). While some differences, such as team member expertise, can be beneficial (e.g., Bell,
Villado, Lukasik, Belau, & Briggs, 2011), others lead to undesirable processes such as conflict
(e.g., Klein, Knight, Ziegert, Lim, & Saltz, 2011). In order to compose teams more effectively, it
is important that we seek further knowledge about which team member differences lead to
desirable outcomes and which do not.
One way in which team members may differ is their goal orientation. Goal orientation
refers to the dispositional or situational goal preferences one holds in achievement contexts and
has been established as a useful predictor of a variety of work behaviours and outcomes (see
Payne, Youngcourt, & Beaubien, 2007). Because behaviour in work teams is largely goal
directed, a team’s goal orientation composition may be a useful consideration.
Though team members are often linked by a common a purpose, they may
simultaneously hold differing, and perhaps competing, individual goals (Brett & VandeWalle,
1999). These goal differences have the potential to affect individuals’ interactions with their
team members, ultimately shaping their experiences and influencing team processes. The
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primary purpose of the research presented herein was to examine how a team’s goal orientation
composition influences both the experiences of individual team members and team processes.
Specifically, I investigate how team member heterogeneity, in regard to goal orientation, relates
to both individual satisfaction with the team and team conflict.
Theory and Research
Goal orientation. Goals are considered to be foundational to human behaviour,
influencing the information to which we attend, the actions we take in response, and the
persistence with which we engage in those actions (Latham, 2006). While specific goals
sometimes change, research suggests that individuals also hold superordinate goals that are
relatively stable across time and situations (Payne et al., 2007). Goal orientation refers to these
superordinate goals that are activated in achievement settings (VandeWalle, 1997).
Origins and lineage. The construct of goal orientation has received substantial attention
in organizational research over the last two decades. That being said, goal orientation has its
origins in developmental psychology. Based on their work with adolescents, Dweck (1975,
1986) and her colleagues (Dweck & Elliott, 1983; Dweck & Legget, 1988) observed that
individuals do not all approach achievement situations with the same fundamental goals. These
researchers originally distinguished individuals who demonstrated a preference for developing
ability from those with a preference for demonstrating ability, eventually labelling the two
learning goal orientation and performance goal orientation respectively.1 While individuals
with a learning orientation tend to approach tasks with a desire for personal growth and mastery,

1

The dimensions of goal orientation have been described using various terminology within the literature. For
example, learning and mastery orientation are used synonymously. For clarity’s sake, I remain consistent
throughout this manuscript using the terms learning goal orientation and performance goal orientation.
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those with a performance orientation strive to demonstrate competence relative to others in order
to gain favourable, or avoid negative, judgements.
Farr, Hofmann, and Ringenbach (1993) first introduced goal orientation into
organizational research as a theoretical framework for describing how individuals interpret and
respond to performance situations at work. They examined how goal orientation influenced a
number of work relevant variables including: task interest, goal setting, feedback seeking, and
trainee motivation. These investigators found that, generally, learning goal orientation was
positively related to these desirable work attitudes and behaviours while performance goal
orientation was negatively related. Subsequent research has generally supported their conclusion
that learning goals are correlated with positive behaviours and outcomes, but evidence regarding
performance goals has been less conclusive (see Payne et al., 2007).
Dimensionality. In the midst of inconclusive and contrasting findings for the role of
performance goal orientation, some researchers were prompted to revisit the dimensionality of
the goal orientation construct. Elliot and his colleagues (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot &
Harackiewicz, 1996) pointed to a distinction, initially made by Dweck, that performance
orientations could be described as either trying to approach favourable judgements by
demonstrating competence or as trying to avoid negative judgements caused by displays of
incompetence. This observation led many researchers to adopt a triarchic view of the goal
orientation construct, distinguishing between performance-approach goal orientation and
performance-avoid goal orientation.2 This conceptualization received repeated empirical
support (Elliot & Church, 1997, VandeWalle, 1997; Zweig & Webster, 2004).

2

The approach and avoid elements of goal orientation have been referred to using a variety of terms, but are used
consistently throughout this manuscript to describe the valence characteristic of each orientation.
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In more recent work, scholars have considered goal orientation in terms of two
characteristics of competence – definition and valence (e.g., Baranik, Barron, & Finney, 2007;
Elliot & McGregor, 2001). Definition refers to the idea that competence can be defined against
different standards including: intrapersonal standards (i.e. one’s past attainment or maximum
potential attainment) and normative standards (i.e. the performance of others or some other
external benchmark; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). It is largely from this distinction that the
learning and performance goal orientations were initially drawn – one’s standard for
achievement can be linked to personal growth and mastery or to the performance of others.
Competence can also be described by its valence, depending on whether achievement
situations are construed positively (i.e. as an opportunity to succeed) or negatively (i.e. as an
opportunity to fail). Considering competence in light of these characteristics yields a tidy 2 x 2
framework for considering goal orientation (see Figure 1). The primary contribution of this
framework is the introduction of the learning-avoid goal orientation. Individuals that hold
learning avoidance goals are mainly concerned with failing to learn all that they have the
opportunity to learn. Such individuals hold absolute or intrapersonal standards of competence
and are primarily concerned with not living up to these standards. Empirical investigations that
have considered this 2 conceptualization of goal orientation have consistently uncovered a fourfactor solution that demonstrated superior fit compared to the previously discussed two- and
three-factor solutions (e.g., Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Baranik et al., 2007). Additionally, in one
study that asked participants to report their dominant goal orientation, nearly 30 per cent of
individuals reported that learning-avoid goal orientation was their dominant orientation (Van
Yperen, 2006).
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Figure 1. The 2 x 2 achievement goal framework (adapted from Elliot & McGregor, 2001).

Definition

Valence

Positive
(approaching success)
Negative
(avoiding failure)

Absolute/intrapersonal
(learning)

Normative
(performance)

Learning-approach
goal
Learning-avoidance
goal

Performance-approach
goal
Performance-avoid
goal

Trait vs. state. Another key point of discourse in the goal orientation literature is whether
the construct is best conceptualized as a trait or as a state (see Payne et al., 2007). Goal
orientation has been primarily approached as a relatively stable individual difference or trait;
however, some researchers have adopted a state-based view, assuming that the achievement
context influences the saliency of certain goals (e.g., Dragoni, 2005; Dragoni & Kuenzi, 2012).
This question was the subject of a meta-analysis conducted by Payne, Youngcourt, and Beaubien
(2007) who provided evidence for the fact that goal orientation operates as both a trait and as a
state. While the achievement context does influence the activation of certain goals, goal
orientation also remains relatively stable over time, particularly over short periods.
Team composition. In this research, I was primarily interested in how team members’
goal orientations combine to influence individual attitudes and team processes. Team
composition describes this combination of individual team member attributes (Mohammed et al.,
2009). Depending on the research question and individual characteristic of interest, team
composition can be conceptualized in a number of ways (see Chan, 1998; Kozlowski & Klein,
2000). Most commonly, researchers are concerned with team members’ average level on a
particular trait. For example, research has shown that teams with higher mean levels of cognitive
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ability and conscientiousness routinely demonstrate superior performance (Barrick, Stewart,
Neubert, & Mount, 1998). Sometimes a research question makes it appropriate to consider other
aspects of a team’s composition, such as the highest or lowest score of a team member on a
certain characteristic. In this research, I was specifically interested in team member differences
and the role of goal orientation heterogeneity. In the next sections, I discuss how team member
differences are most often conceptualized in team research.
Conceptualizing member differences in teams. Researchers interested in team member
differences typically distinguish between two forms of heterogeneity: (1) diversity – a team-level
characteristic reflecting “…the presence of differences among members of a social unit” on some
particular attribute (Jackson, May, & Whitney, 1995, p.217) and (2) dissimilarity – an individuallevel characteristic reflecting how different a particular team member is from his or her
teammates on some attribute (Jackson et al., 1991). While both diversity and dissimilarity reflect
team member differences, the two operate at different levels of analysis.
To further illustrate this distinction, it is helpful to consider a simple example. Imagine a
five-member team in which four members are 60 years old and one member is 20 years old. At
the team level, this team is not particularly diverse (i.e. most of its members are the same age).
However, when dissimilarity is considered, it is plain to see that the 20-year-old is quite
different, in respect to age, from his or her teammates.
Theoretical perspectives on heterogeneity. Scholars have made the argument for both
positive and negative effects of team member differences. For instance, when team member
variability facilitates the consideration of multiple perspectives and diverse information, teams
should be able to generate more solutions to problems and innovate more effectively (Bell et al.,
2011). In contrast, when team members have different values, there may be contrasting
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expectations about how team members ought to behave and which courses of action the team
should take (Klein et al., 2011), leading, potentially, to team conflict. Generally, hypotheses
surrounding the effects of diversity and dissimilarity are framed around three dominant
theoretical perspectives: the similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1971); the informationprocessing/decision-making approach (Williams & O’Reilly, 1998); and social-identity and selfcategorization theories (Tajfel, 1978; Turner, 1982).
Similarity-attraction paradigm. The similarity-attraction paradigm, initially outlined by
Byrne (1971) suggests that individuals are attracted to those who are similar to them because of
an implicit belief that similar others will uphold one’s own values and beliefs. This theory is
most often used in concert with visible and, thus, readily apparent demographic differences (see,
for example, Linnehan, Chrobot-Mason, & Konrad, 2006), but has also been used to explain the
negative effects of dissimilarity on ‘deep-level’ characteristics such as conscientiousness (Gevers
& Peeters, 2009). From this perspective, heterogeneity leads to negative outcomes for teams
because members’ values are incongruent. This can lead to the frustration of individual pursuits
and team process difficulties.
Information-processing and decision-making approaches. In contrast to the similarityattraction paradigm, the information-processing and decision-making approaches are used to
support hypotheses about the value of diversity. This perspective maintains that “diverse groups
are more likely to possess a broader range of task relevant knowledge, skills, and abilities that
are distinct and nonredundant and to have different opinions and perspectives on the task at
hand” (van Knippenberg, De Dreu, & Homan, 2004, p.1009).
Social-identity and self-categorization theories. According to social-identity and selfcategorization theories, heterogeneity makes it more difficult for individual members to identify
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and integrate with a team (Tajfel, 1978; Turner, 1982). As people categorize others into groups
based on similarities and differences, “in-groups” and “out-groups” are formed and the two
groups can experience competition that leads to potential process difficulties in a team. Like the
similarity attraction paradigm, this theory has its roots in more prototypical workplace diversity
research (see Konrad, 2003) and relational demography (Linnehan, Chrobot-Mason, & Konrad,
2006), but has also been used to develop theory according to a trait model of heterogeneity (e.g.,
Kammeyer-Mueller, Livingston, & Liao, 2011; Zellmer-Bruhn, Maloney, Bhappu, & Salvador,
2008).
Team goal orientation composition. Now that I have generically explained both the
goal orientation construct and team composition, I consider the combination of team members’
goal orientations. In the following sections, I review findings surrounding team goal orientation
composition and consider more explicitly how goal orientation dissimilarity might influence
individual satisfaction with the team, as well as how goal orientation diversity might contribute
to team conflict.
Research exploring goal orientation composition. Past empirical work has already
examined goal orientation through a team composition lens, but much of this research has simply
looked at mean levels and considered only team-level outcomes. For example, mean levels of
learning goal orientation have been linked to team backing up behaviour, team efficacy, team
commitment (Porter, 2005), and team adaptability (LePine, 2005). Additionally, evidence
suggests that teams with high mean levels of learning goal orientation use task conflict
productively to increase team performance (Huang, 2012). Performance goal orientation, on the
other hand, is negatively related to team efficacy, commitment (Porter, 2005), and adaptability
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(LePine, 2005). Furthermore, task conflict in teams characterized by high mean levels of
performance goal orientation is associated with decreased team performance (Huang, 2012).
In terms of goal orientation heterogeneity, Klammer (2008) investigated the effect of goal
orientation diversity on team viability and performance. She discovered that, generally, diversity
on the approach dimensions of goal orientation was negatively related to viability and
performance while diversity on the avoidance dimensions was positively related. In similar
research, Pieterse, van Knippenberg, and Ginkel (2011) found that diversity in both learning and
performance goal orientation is related to decreased group performance.
Dierdorff and Ellington (2012) suggested that team members’ individual goal orientations
combine to create a social context within which each member operates. They also proposed that
an individual’s goal orientation may interact with this context to influence individual
experiences. One possible manifestation of this interaction is parallelism which occurs when the
individual’s goal orientation matches that of the team. The alternative form is dissimilarity
which occurs when an individual’s goal orientation is in contrast to that of most team members.
These two situations can be mapped on to the 2 x 2 goal orientation framework (Table 1).
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Table 1
Linking Individual Goal Orientation and Team Goal Orientation Composition
Team goal orientation composition
Individual goal
orientation
LAPGO

Team mean
LAPGO

Team mean
LAVGO

Team mean
PAPGO

Team mean
PAVGO

Parallelism

Dissimilarity
(approach-avoid)

Dissimilarity
(internalexternal
referent)

Dissimilarity
(internalexternal referent
& approachavoid)

LAVGO

Dissimilarity
(approach-avoid)

Parallelism

Dissimilarity
(internalexternal referent
& approachavoid)

Dissimilarity
(internalexternal
referent)

PAPGO

Dissimilarity
(internalexternal
referent)

Dissimilarity
(internalexternal referent
& approachavoid)

Parallelism

Dissimilarity
(approach-avoid)

PAVGO

Dissimilarity
(internalexternal referent
& approachavoid)

Dissimilarity
(internalexternal
referent)

Dissimilarity
(approach-avoid)

Parallelism

Note. Interactions between individual goal orientation and team goal orientation composition. (Adapted from
Dierdorff & Ellington, 2012). LAPGO = learning-approach goal orientation; LAVGO = learning-avoid goal
orientation; PAPGO = performance-approach goal orientation; PAVGO = performance-avoid goal orientation.

Using a framework similar to the one in Table 1, Dierdorff and Ellington (2012)
examined the influence of team goal orientation composition on individual self-regulation during
team training. The authors found main effects at the individual-level (i.e. learning goal
orientation was positively related to self-regulation and performance goal orientation was
negatively related), but also discovered that these relationships were moderated by team goal
orientation composition. For example, when individuals had a high performance goal
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orientation, mean learning goal orientation amplified the negative effects of performance goals
on changes in self-efficacy.
Composition vs. climate approaches. It should also be noted that some researchers have
considered team goal orientation as a shared team climate rather than considering the
combination of individual members’ goal orientations (e.g. Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2003;
Dragoni & Kuenzi, 2012; Mehta, Feild, Armenakis, & Mehta, 2009; Porter, Webb, & Gogus,
2010). These scholars make the argument that the combination of individual characteristics and
situational cues lead to the emergence of a team goal orientation that is shared by the team’s
members. Because I was interested in the dispositional goal orientations of individual team
members and the effects of heterogeneity, this approach was not adopted in the current research.
Dependent Variables in the Current Research
Individual satisfaction with the team. An emphasis on team-level outcomes in team
member heterogeneity research has led certain researchers to call for more work conducted at the
individual level of analysis. For example, Gevers and Peeters (2009) claim that “due to a general
focus on team-level performance variables in diversity (heterogeneity) research, little is known
about the effects of diversity (heterogeneity) on individual-level affective outcomes such as team
member satisfaction” (p. 379; clarification in italics added). Given the prevalence of work
teams, team member satisfaction is an important consideration because teamwork experiences
will have an increasing effect on individual job satisfaction and other work-related attitudes and
behaviours such as commitment, turnover, and contextual performance (Gevers & Peeters,
2009). Dissatisfied team members may restrict their effort, withdraw from the team, or become a
source of disruption for other team members (de la Torre-Ruiz, Ferron-Vilchez, & Ortiz-de-
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Manodjana, 2014). Additionally, team member satisfaction can be considered an important
individual outcome in its own right and an important contributor to overall well-being.
Team conflict. Some degree of conflict is inevitable in work groups (Jehn, 1995) and
the past two decades have been marked by a surge of research aimed at understanding this
fundamental team process (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; de Wit, Greer, & Jehn, 2012; O’Neil,
Allen, & Hastings, 2013). A research question that has driven much of the empirical work
surrounding team conflict is whether all conflict is inherently detrimental. Specifically, it has
been argued that relationship conflict (e.g., interpersonal tension, resentment, etc.) harms team
performance while task conflict (e.g., the presentation of different ideas, perspectives, and
viewpoints regarding the work itself) has the potential to improve team performance (Jehn, 1995;
O’Neil, Allen, & Hastings, 2013). Conflict in teams is inherently about differences. Indeed, past
empirical work has generally supported the notion that team member differences in respect to
personality (e.g., Mohammed & Angell, 2004; Molleman, 2005) and values (e.g., Klein, Knight,
Ziegert, Lim, & Saltz, 2011; Woehr, Arciniega, & Poling, 2013), for example, contribute to the
emergence of conflict in teams.
Hypotheses
Because so much of behaviour in teams is goal-directed, differences in goal orientation
should have an opportunity to manifest themselves, particularly in achievement-oriented
situations. Past work surrounding person-organization fit has provided evidence for the fact that
similarity on personal characteristics such as goals (Vancouver & Schmitt, 1991), values (Boxx,
Odom, & Dunn, 1991; Chatman, 1991), personality, and attitudes (Bretz & Judge, 1994) can
improve individuals’ attitudes, performance, and participation in collective activities. With
regard to goals specifically, Vancouver and his colleagues (Vancouver, Millsap, & Peters, 1994;
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Vancouver & Schmitt, 1991) showed that self-other congruence is related to increased
satisfaction and reduced turnover. At the individual level, Kristof-Brown and Stevens (2001)
found that perceived self-other congruence in regard to performance and mastery goals is
positively related to individual satisfaction and contribution to the team task. These findings
support the investigation of team goal orientation composition and its relation to individual
satisfaction with the team.
The various goal orientations lead to different interpretations of information and response
tendencies in achievement settings (Farr et al., 1993). For example, individuals with a high
learning goal orientation maintain motivation in challenging circumstances, focus on task
mastery, and actively seek out challenges (VandeWalle, Cron, & Slocum, 2001). In contrast,
those with a high performance goal orientation can often experience decreased motivation after
failure and tend to focus on external information about their competence (Dierdorff & Ellington,
2012).
When faced with challenging work assignments, individuals with a performance goal
orientation can consider failure to be an indication that they are incompetent. When this occurs,
such individuals may restrict their effort because sustaining it is no longer rewarding. In
contrast, individuals who hold learning goals are more likely to sustain effort in the face of
failure because they are less concerned about the implications of failing and can obtain useful
information about the inadequacy of current task strategies through failure (Kristof-Brown &
Stevens, 2001).
As a specific illustration, consider an individual who seeks out opportunities to learn and
master new skills, but works with team members who are particularly worried about looking like
failures compared to others. Because the team would be inclined to primarily focus on external
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information about its competence and to fear any achievement situations that might result in a
display of incompetence, the individual could be thwarted from approaching his or her own
learning goals and, consequently, might become frustrated.
When team members hold compatible goals, members should find that the team provides
a supportive context for the pursuit of their own, individual goals. When team members hold
competing goals, however, the attention to different sources of information and the various
response tendencies may negatively influence individuals’ attitudes toward the team. Following
this reasoning, I made these hypotheses at the individual level of analysis:
Hypothesis 1a: Learning-approach goal orientation dissimilarity is negatively related to
individual satisfaction with the team.
Hypothesis 1b: Learning-avoid goal orientation dissimilarity is negatively related to individual
satisfaction with the team.
Hypothesis 1c: Performance-approach goal orientation dissimilarity is negatively related to
individual satisfaction with the team.
Hypothesis 1d: Performance-avoid goal orientation dissimilarity is negatively related to
individual satisfaction with the team.
As the team negotiates priorities and task assignments, members who hold different goal
orientations may experience conflict surrounding the appropriate choice of task strategies
(Kristof-Brown & Stevens, 2001). This incongruence may also lead to reduced interpersonal
attraction and escalated relationship conflict. As an illustration, when some teams members hold
a performance-approach orientation and others hold a performance-avoid orientation, there may
be conflict surrounding the amount of risk members are willing to assume in selecting a task
strategy. While those concerned with approaching success may desire creative solutions,
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adopting a ‘high risk, high reward’ mentality, those concerned with avoiding displays of
incompetence might have a strong leaning toward safe and well-established task strategies that
have a low risk of resulting in failure. As another example, team members may vary in terms of
whether competence is evaluated by normative or intrapersonal standards. Conflict may quickly
result if the former camp is continually comparing the group’s performance to that of other
teams. In light of these considerations, I formulated the following hypotheses at the team level:
Hypothesis 2a: Learning-approach goal orientation diversity is positively related to task conflict.
Hypothesis 2b: Learning-avoid goal orientation diversity is positively related to task conflict.
Hypothesis 2c: Performance-approach goal orientation diversity is positively related to task
conflict.
Hypothesis 2d: Performance-avoid goal orientation diversity is positively related to task conflict.
Hypothesis 3a: Learning-approach goal orientation diversity is positively related to relationship
conflict.
Hypothesis 3b: Learning-avoid goal orientation diversity is positively related to relationship
conflict.
Hypothesis 3c: Performance-approach goal orientation diversity is positively related to
relationship conflict.
Hypothesis 3d: Performance-avoid goal orientation diversity is positively related to relationship
conflict.

16
Method
Participants
Participants in this research included 420 undergraduate students (81% male and 19%
female) enrolled in an engineering design course. Students participated on project teams (N =
101) to complete three different design projects during the academic year. Team performance on
these projects, taken together, constituted 62.5% of the students’ final course grade.
Participation in the study was optional and involved completion of three surveys. Students were
awarded a half point toward their final grade for each survey in which they participated and an
additional half point if they participated in each of the three surveys.
The study sample was 60.5% Caucasian, 16.9% Asian, 11.9% Arabic/East Indian, and
10.7% other ethnicities. English was the first language for 76.2% of respondents. The average
participant age was 18.86 years and respondents reported working for an average period of 2.31
years.
Procedure and Task
Prior to team assignment, students completed a survey that included demographic
information and the goal orientation measure. Though research suggests that goal orientation has
both dispositional (e.g., Button, Mathieu, & Zajac, 1996; Phillips & Gully, 1997) and situational
(e.g., Harackiewicz & Elliot, 1993; Stevens & Gist, 1997) antecedents, my focus was on the
dispositional goals that individuals hold. By administering the goal orientation measures prior to
team formation, I was able to minimize the influence of many situational effects.
After the initial questionnaire, students were quasi-randomly assigned to project teams on
the basis of a short questionnaire in which students ranked their proficiency in four skills
(communication, analytical, “hands-on”, and computer) considered to be important by members
of the engineering department. Over the next 10 weeks, teams completed the first design project
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and began work on the second. For the first project, teams were contracted to “design or modify
the existing design of an everyday object to maximize the safety of the object” (ES 1050, 2013a,
p. 1). The teams had to identify a problem and possible solutions, build a prototype, present their
design, and submit a final report for this project. In the second project, teams were given a
mousetrap to use as the power source for a device that would launch a projectile with the
objective of hitting a target at an unknown distance (ES 1050, 2013b). Satisfaction and conflict
data were collected while the teams were in the midst of testing and revising their initial designs
for this second project.
Measures
Goal orientation. Because of the empirical evidence in support of the 2 x 2 goal
orientation framework and the apparent importance of learning avoidance goals in a university
context (van Yperen, 2006), Elliot and McGregor’s (2001) measure of goal orientation was
selected. This measure was purposefully constructed to assess the goal orientations of
undergraduate students, making it additionally appropriate for the current research context. The
measure yields four scores, one for each of the goal orientation dimensions. Sample items
include: “It is important for me to do better than other students”, “I just want to avoid doing
poorly in this class”, “It is important for me to understand the content of this course as
thoroughly as possible”, and “I worry that I may not learn all that I possibly could in this class”.
Responses to the 12-item measure (3 items per dimension) were recorded on a seven-point scale.
Coefficient alpha for each subscale showed good internal consistency (.86, .79, .80, and .86 for
the performance-approach, performance-avoid, learning-approach, and learning-avoid
orientations respectively).
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Individual satisfaction with the team. There is a proliferation of scales constructed to
measure team members’ satisfaction with the team (e.g., Foo, Sin, & Yiong, 2006; Gevers &
Peeters, 2009; Humbyrd, 2010; Park & DeShon, 2010; Rockmann & Northcraft, 2010; Van der
Vegt, Emans, & Van de Vliert, 2001; Zeitun, Abdulqader, and Alshare, 2013). Upon evaluating
these different scales, it was apparent that there was an opportunity for measurement refinement
and consolidation. My approach for developing a revised scale is outlined in subsequent
sections. The final scale included nine items, taken or adapted from Barrick, Stewart, Neubert,
and Mount (1998), Gevers and Peeters (2009), Humbyrd (2010), Park and DeShon (2010), and
Rockmann and Northcraft (2010), that have been previously used to capture satisfaction with the
team, its members, and the team’s performance. Sample items include: “I am pleased with the
way my team members and I work together” and “I am satisfied with the quality of my team’s
work”. Responses were recorded on a seven-point scale. This measure showed excellent internal
consistency (α = .95).
Team conflict. Task conflict was measured using a three-item scale developed by
Behfar, Mannix, Peterson, and Trochim (2011). The items are: “To what extent does your team
argue the pros and cons of different opinions”, “How often do your team members discuss
evidence for alternative viewpoints”, and “How frequently do members of your team engage in
debate about different opinions or ideas”. Responses were recorded on a five-point scale. This
scale demonstrated acceptable levels of internal consistency (α = .72).
Relationship conflict was measured using four items from Jehn (1995). Sample items
include: “How much friction is there among members of your team” and “How much emotional
conflict is there among team members”. Responses were recorded on a five-point scale and also
demonstrated strong reliability (α = .89).
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Computation of Variables at Different Levels of Analysis
Individual-level goal orientation dissimilarity. Goal orientation dissimilarity was
calculated for each team member using the formula for Euclidean distance (Tsui & Gutek, 1999).
This measure is the predominant method for operationalizing dissimilarity in similar research
(e.g., Allen & Williams, 2003; Gellatly & Allen, 2012; Gevers & Peeters, 2007; Jackson et al.,
1991) where si the individual’s score on the attribute of interest, sj is the score for each other
group member (from member 1 to j) and n is the number of individuals in the group.

Equation 1
∑𝑛 (𝑠 − 𝑠𝑗 )2
√ 𝑖=1 𝑖
𝑛

A difference score was calculated for each individual on each dimension of goal
orientation. This score represents the average squared distance of the individual’s score relative
to each of the other members of their team (Equation 1). All participants who completed the
goal orientation measure were included in the computation of dissimilarity scores, regardless of
whether they completed the subsequent survey that included all dependent variables.
Team-level goal orientation diversity. Goal orientation diversity was operationalized
using the standard deviation for each team. This measure is preferred when diversity is
conceptualized as separation, as it was in this research (see Harrison & Klein, 2007 for a
complete discussion). All participants who completed the goal orientation measure were
included in the diversity calculation for each team.
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Mean goal orientation. The use of difference scores in dissimilarity research is
complicated by the fact that they mask whether the discrepancy is caused by an individual who is
high on a particular characteristic being nested in a team of low-scoring individuals or vice versa.
For this reason, I was also concerned with the team’s overall level of each goal orientation. An
additive approach was taken for aggregating individual goal orientations to the team level and a
mean score was calculated for each team on each dimension.
Team conflict. Relationship and task conflict were conceptualized as team-level
variables. As such, team member responses were aggregated and the mean response was used.
The degree to which team members agreed about the amount of conflict their team experienced
was assessed by calculating the rwg(j) statistic (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1993). The mean rwg(j)
statistics were 0.78 for relationship conflict and 0.82 for task conflict, suggesting adequate
within-team agreement about the amount of conflict. In addition, intraclass correlations (ICCs)
were calculated to determine the validity and reliability of the team-level conflict variables
(Bliese, 2000). The intraclass correlations provide an indication about whether there is sufficient
intragroup agreement and intergroup variability to justify aggregating the responses of individual
team members. The ICC(1) value was statistically significant for relationship conflict [ICC(1) =
0.28, F = 2.527, p < .001], but only marginally significant for task conflict [ICC(1) = 0.07, F =
1.275, p = .063]. This indicates that more variance exists in the responses between teams than
within teams for relationship, but not task, conflict. The ICC(2) values indicated that team-level
means were reliable measures of relationship conflict only: relationship conflict, 0.60; task
conflict, 0.21. Although the intraclass correlations for task conflict were only marginally
significant, I proceeded with all analyses that used task conflict as the dependent variable. The
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rationale for this decision was that team members did demonstrate adequate agreement and the
lack of between-group variability would only serve to suppress any effects.
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Analytical Approach
Scale refinement: individual satisfaction with the team. Given the proliferation of
scales used to measure team member satisfaction, I first engaged in measure refinement. I began
with a list of all the items (n = 50) I found that have previously been used to measure individual
satisfaction with the team. After generating this item bank, I removed the items (n = 30) that
seemed to be redundant or to poorly reflect the construct. This was done prior to administering
the items because of time constraints and to reduce the burden on respondents. I included the
remaining twenty items in the survey. Because I was uncertain about the underlying factor
structure, I elected to use exploratory procedures. The nine items for the final scale were
selected on the basis of principal axis factor analysis, inter-item and reliability analyses, and face
validity, following recommendations by Hinkin (1998).
Tests of hypotheses. Because participants were nested in teams, Hypotheses 1a-1d,
which pertained to goal orientation dissimilarity and individual satisfaction with the team, were
tested using multilevel modeling in HLM 7 (Raudenbush, Bryk, & Congdon, 2010) in order to
account for the non-independence of observations. For each model tested, I began by
constructing a null model that partitioned the variance in individual satisfaction into within- and
between-team components. In other words, satisfaction was first predicted on the basis of the
team grouping variable alone. I constructed multilevel models to test the relationship between
goal orientation dissimilarity and individual satisfaction with the team using a staged approach
by first examining a random-coefficient regression model in order to establish whether there was
sufficient between-group variability in the goal orientation dissimilarity-satisfaction slope to
warrant adding mean goal orientation as a team-level predictor. I then proceeded to test a full
random coefficients (intercepts-and-slopes-as-outcomes) model to investigate possible cross-
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level interactions (Raudenbush & Byrk, 2002). A full random coefficients model was used to
examine the level 1 slopes of satisfaction on goal orientation dissimilarity as moderated by the
level 2 grouping variable and covariate of mean goal orientation. The full random coefficients
model is depicted in Figure 2.
Figure 2: Generic Form of the Full Random Coefficients Model

TeamID

Satisfaction with
the team intercept

Mean Goal
Orientation

Slope x goal
orientation
dissimilarity

Level 2

Level 1

Hypotheses 2a-3d, which pertained to the relationship between goal orientation diversity
and team conflict, were tested using a combination of bivariate correlation and multiple
regression analyses. First, bivariate correlations were examined to see whether there were
significant relationships between diversity on each goal orientation dimension and either
relationship or task conflict. Second, two multiple regression analyses were performed in order
to examine the cumulative effect of goal orientation diversity on each dimension.
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Results
Table 2 and Table 3 show the means, standard deviations, reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha)
and intercorrelations for all of the individual- and team-level variables included in this study.
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Scale Refinement: Individual Satisfaction with the Team
An exploratory factor analysis was conducted in order to determine the underlying factor
structure of the items selected to measure individual satisfaction with the team. I used principal
axis factoring with an oblique rotation because I expected that the factors would be related (see
Bandalos & Boehm-Kaufman, 2009; Hinkin, 1998). The scree plot indicated that a three-factor
solution best explained the data. The first factor accounted for 65.6% of the variance and
included items related to satisfaction with the benefits of team membership. The second factor
accounted for 5.7% of the variance and was composed of items related to satisfaction with the
team’s members. The third factor accounted for 4.3% of the variance and contained items
regarding satisfaction with the team’s performance. The correlations between factors are
displayed in Table 4. I removed four items due to low- or cross-loadings.

Table 4
Correlations between Latent Factors for Individual Satisfaction with the Team
Factor
1
2
1. Satisfaction with the benefits of membership
2. Satisfaction with team members
.666
3. Satisfaction with the team's performance
.664
.698
Note. Extraction method: principal axis factoring; rotation method: direct oblimin

I also desired to reduce the number of items per dimension. Using item-total statistics, I
sequentially removed one item after another from each scale, keeping the most face-valid items
that would retain variance and reliability. I retained three items per factor and each subscale
demonstrated excellent reliability (Factor 1, α = .91; Factor 2, α = .95; Factor 3, α = .89). The
entire scale, composed of all nine items, also demonstrated excellent internal consistency (α =
.95; see Appendix A for item bank and final scale).
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Tests of Hypotheses
Goal orientation dissimilarity and individual satisfaction with the team. The results
of the HLM analyses used to test the relationship between goal orientation dissimilarity and
individual satisfaction with the team are presented in Tables 5-8. The results for the null model
(i.e. the model based only on team membership) indicated that the mean satisfaction score was
5.22 (γ00 = 5.22, t(99) = 74.01, p < .001) and that there was significant between-group variation
(τ00 = .22, Χ2 (99) = 182.09, p < .001). Indeed, 18.3% of the variation in satisfaction could be
explained by group membership. Therefore, using multilevel modeling was the appropriate
approach. I constructed the multilevel models using a staged approach – first examining a
random-coefficient regression model to establish whether there was sufficient between-group
variability in the goal orientation dissimilarity-satisfaction slopes to warrant adding team-level
predictors and testing an intercepts-and-slopes-as-outcomes model (though, for the sake of
completion, all intercepts-and-slopes-as-outcomes models are presented in Tables 5-8).
Following Hofmann and Gavin’s (1998) recommendation for cross-level interactions, individuallevel variables in the analyses were group-mean centered to avoid confounding cross-level and
between group interactions. Level 2 predictors were grand-mean centered to reduce
multicollinearity.
As shown in Table 5 the random-coefficient regression model showed that there was not
a significant effect of learning-approach goal orientation dissimilarity on team member
satisfaction (γ10 = .15, t(99) = .655, p = ns). Additionally, the results revealed that there was not
significant between-group variation in the learning-approach goal orientation dissimilaritysatisfaction slope (τ11 = .07, Χ2 (95) = 87.52, p = ns). The lack of between-group variation for the
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slope suggested that further modeling of cross-level interactions (i.e. including the mean level of
learning-approach goal orientation) was unjustified.
In contrast, the random-coefficient regression model in Table 6 shows that learning-avoid
goal orientation dissimilarity was negatively related to individual satisfaction with the team
(γ10 = -.35, t(99) = -2.23, p = 0.03). Following the guidelines outlined by Woltman, Feldstain,
MacKay, and Rocchi (2012), I calculated that this relationship explained 7% of the variance in
satisfaction. Furthermore, between-group variability was present for the learning-avoid goal
orientation dissimilarity-satisfaction slope (τ11 = .33, Χ2 (97) = 129.26, p = .06). This suggested
that consecutive modeling of this variance using an intercepts-and-slopes-as-outcomes model
was warranted. The results of this model show that the mean level of learning-avoid goal
orientation did not contribute significantly to the prediction of either the satisfaction intercept
(γ01 = -.04, t(99) = -.37, p = ns) or slope (γ11 = -.04, t(99) = -.17, p = ns). Dissimilar team
members were less satisfied regardless of whether they were higher or lower than the average
team member on learning-avoid goal orientation. There was significant variation in the slopes
across groups (τ11 = .35, Χ2 (97) = 120.69, p = .05), suggesting potential level 2 moderators of the
relationship between learning-avoid goal orientation dissimilarity and individual satisfaction
with the team.
Table 7 shows that performance-approach goal orientation dissimilarity was also
negatively related to individual satisfaction with the team (γ10 = -.33, t(99) = -2.09, p = 0.02).
This relationship accounted for 1.4% of the variance. Because there was not significant
between-group variation in the performance-approach goal orientation dissimilarity-satisfaction
slope (τ11 = .13, Χ2 (95) = 101.09, p = ns), it was unnecessary to test an intercepts-and-slopes-asoutcomes model that included the mean level of performance-approach goal orientation.
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Finally, the random-coefficient regression model in Table 8 revealed a marginally
significant, negative relationship between performance-avoid goal orientation and individual
satisfaction with the team (γ10 = -.25, t(99) = -1.95, p = 0.06), accounting for 3.2% of the
variance in satisfaction. Again, this relationship did not differ significantly across groups (τ11 =
.09, Χ2 (98) = 108.26, p = ns) and I did not interpret more complex models.

Table 5
Results for HLM models of Individual Satisfaction with the Team on LAPGO Dissimilarity
Parameter Estimates
Model
γ00
γ01
γ10
γ11
σ2
τ00
τ11
Null model
L1: TMSij = β0j + rij
L2: β0j = γ00 + U0j
5.22**
1
.23**
Random coefficient model
L1: TMSij = β0j + β1j*(LAPGO_DISij) + rij
L2: β0j = γ00 + U0j
β1j = γ10 + U1j

5.22**

0.15

Intercept-and-slope-as-outcome model
L1: TMSij = β0j + β1j*(LAPGO_DISij) + rij
L2: β0j = γ00 + γ01*(LAPGO_MEANj) + U0j
β1j = γ10 + γ11*(LAPGO_MEANj) U1j
5.22** 0.05 0.11
Note. LAPGO = Learning-approach goal orientation
^p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01

1

-0.27

.23** 0.07

1.01 .23** 0.07
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Table 6
Results for HLM models of Individual Satisfaction with the Team on LAVGO Dissimilarity
Parameter Estimates
γ00

Model
Null model
L1: TMSij = β0j + rij
L2: β0j = γ00 + U0j

5.22**

Random coefficient model
L1: TMSij = β0j + β1j*(LAVGO_DISij) + rij
L2: β0j = γ00 + U0j
β1j = γ10 + U1j

5.22**

Intercept-and-slope-as-outcome model
L1: TMSij = β0j + β1j*(LAVGO_DISij) + rij
L2: β0j = γ00 + γ01*(LAVGO_MEANj) + U0j
β1j = γ10 + γ11*(LAVGO_MEANj) U1j
Note. LAVGO = Learning-avoid goal orientation
^p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01

5.22**

γ01

γ10

γ11

-.35*

-.04

-.35*

σ2

τ00

1

.23**

τ11

.94 .23** .33^

-.04

.94 .23** 0.35*

31
Table 7
Results for HLM models of Individual Satisfaction with the Team on PAPGO Dissimilarity
Parameter Estimates
γ00

Model
Null model
L1: TMSij = β0j + rij
L2: β0j = γ00 + U0j

5.22**

Random coefficient model
L1: TMSij = β0j + β1j*(PAPGO_DISij) + rij
L2: β0j = γ00 + U0j
β1j = γ10 + U1j

5.22**

γ01

γ10

γ11

-.33*

σ2

τ00

1

.23**

τ11

.99 .23** .02

Intercept-and-slope-as-outcome model
L1: TMSij = β0j + β1j*(PAPGO_DISij) + rij
L2: β0j = γ00 + γ01*(PAPGO_MEANj) + U0j
β1j = γ10 + γ11*(PAPGO_MEANj) U1j
5.22**
Note. PAPGO = Performance-approach goal orientation
^p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01

-.06

-.31*

.25

.99 .23** .02
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Table 8
Results for HLM models of Individual Satisfaction with the Team on PAVGO Dissimilarity
Parameter Estimates
γ00

γ01

γ10

Model
Null model
L1: TMSij = β0j + rij
L2: β0j = γ00 + U0j

5.22**

Random coefficient model
L1: TMSij = β0j + β1j*(PAVGO_DISij) + rij
L2: β0j = γ00 + U0j
β1j = γ10 + U1j

5.22**

-.24^

5.22** .15*

-.24^

Intercept-and-slope-as-outcome model
L1: TMSij = β0j + β1j*(PAVGO_DISij) + rij
L2: β0j = γ00 + γ01*(PAVGO_MEANj) + U0j
β1j = γ10 + γ11*(PAVGO_MEANj) U1j
Note. PAVGO = Performance-avoid goal orientation
^p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01

γ11

σ2

τ00

τ11

1.00 .23**

.05

.97

.23** .09

.97

.23** .11
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Goal orientation diversity and team conflict. Hypotheses 2a-3d were concerned with
the relationship between goal orientation diversity and team conflict. As can be seen from Table
3, for no dimension of goal orientation was diversity related to relationship or task conflict (r =
.016-.146, p = ns). I conducted a post hoc analysis including all diversity scores in multiple
regression analyses to examine their combined effect. Even considering all dimensions, goal
orientation diversity did not account for a significant portion of variance in either relationship (R2
= .032, F(4,96) = .79, p = ns) or task (R2 = .058, F(4,96) = 1.47 , p = ns) conflict.
Table 9
Multiple Regression Analysis of Goal Orientation Diversity and Team Conflict
Relationship Conflict
Task Conflict
Variable
β
β
LAPGO_DIV
.073
-.143
LAVGO_DIV
-.121
.140
PAPGO_DIV
.123
.142
PAVGO_DIV
.001
.039
R2
F

.032
.787

.058
1.472

Note. N = 100. β = standardized regression coefficients.
** p < .01; * p < .05

Discussion
The purpose of this study was to investigate whether goal orientation heterogeneity is an
important consideration for team composition decisions. At the individual level of analysis, the
results generally support the hypothesis that team members who are more dissimilar in terms of
goal orientation are less satisfied with their team. Though dissimilarity on each dimension of
goal orientation explained only a modest amount of the variance in satisfaction, the results are
comparable to other research examining similar relationships (e.g., Gevers & Peeters, 2009). At
the team level of analysis, the proposed relationships between goal orientation diversity and team
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conflict were not supported. A number of conceivable explanations exist for these null to small
relationships.
First, it is possible that goal orientation is a sufficiently deep-level characteristic that it
does not frequently cause detectable behaviours that would influence individual satisfaction with
the team or team conflict. Deep-level differences may become apparent only after extensive and
rich periods of interaction (Harrison et al., 1998). Relatedly, some researchers have argued that,
in order to be meaningful, differences must be perceived (e.g., Harrison et al., 1998; ZellmerBruhn et al., 2008). According to this line of reasoning, if individual differences on a particular
characteristic go unnoticed by team members, it is unlikely that they will influence member
experiences and team outcomes. Again, it is possible that goal orientation does not often
manifest itself in distinct and recognizable behaviours. Furthermore, individuals may exercise
some degree of self-regulation. For example, an individual who is extremely concerned with
their performance relative to others might consciously choose not to express that fact. Taken
together, these possibilities might explain the modest relations found in this research. KristofBrown and Stevens (2001) point out that the effects of actual goal congruence on individuals’
reactions or behavior may depend on whether other members’ actual goals are readily apparent
to the individual. Past research has, in fact, shown that perceptions of congruence are more
strongly associated with individual reactions than is actual congruence (Cable & Judge, 1997).
Second, and at odds with the previous explanation, it is conceivable that there are
important moderating variables that suppressed any negative effects caused by goal orientation
heterogeneity. Indeed, some scholars have suggested that the effects of team diversity are highly
contingent in nature and that focusing on main effects is unlikely to capture diversity’s influence
(e.g., Pieterse et al., 2009; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007). For example, Pieterse and her

35
colleagues (2009) examined team reflexivity (i.e. the extent to which the team discusses
objectives, strategies, and processes) as a moderator of the relationship between goal orientation
diversity and team performance. Their research indicated that goal orientation diversity led to
decreased team performance, but only for teams low in reflexivity. Though achievement
situations might inherently invite the expression of individual differences in goal orientation,
situational influences may simultaneously act to bring individuals’ goals into alignment. For
example, in the context of the present research, characteristics of the course instructor may have
increased the salience of specific achievement goals, leading to convergence within the team
and, thus, negating the effects of dispositional differences. This is consistent with emerging
views on team goal orientation that conceptualize it as a shared team property that has situational
antecedents (e.g., Dragoni & Kuenzi, 2012; Porter et al., 2010). The explicitly competitive
nature of the second design project, for instance, might have led learning-oriented individuals to
be more concerned with performance goals.
Though peripheral to the primary aims of this study, perhaps the greatest contribution of
the current research is the preliminary attempt to consolidate measures that have been previously
used to capture individual satisfaction with the team. This construct is generally considered
important by many scholars – so much so that at least nine scales have been developed for its
measurement. Additionally, some researchers have advocated for considering dimensions of
individual satisfaction with the team distinctly (e.g., Gevers & Peeters, 2009). The present
exploration of satisfaction with the team suggests that the construct can, indeed, be considered in
terms of multiple dimensions – satisfaction with the benefits of team membership, satisfaction
with one’s team members, and satisfaction with the team’s performance. I was able to reduce the
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nine existing scales to nine items that seem to reliably capture the entire content domain
considered in past research.
Implications
The current findings suggest that individuals who are more dissimilar than their team
members in terms of goal orientation are less satisfied; however, the explanatory power is
modest. Additionally, goal orientation diversity does not seem to contribute to team conflict.
Taken together, the results of this study suggest that goal orientation heterogeneity is not a
particularly utile consideration for composing effective and satisfied teams. It is also worth
noting that goal orientation was initially introduced in developmental psychology and has mostly
been used to explain motivation in an educational context such as this one; as such, it does not
seem reasonable to expect that more substantial effects would emerge in an organizational
setting. Of course, to make any absolutely dismissive claims on the basis of one study would be
premature (see Stanley & Spence, 2014).
Study Limitations
I measured goal orientation prior to team composition. Though this was beneficial in that
it helped remove many conceivable situational influences from the measure, it is possible that
individuals’ attention was later shifted toward a goal type to which they were not predisposed
(Harckicwicz & Elliot; Stevens & Gist, 1997). In other words, I did not incorporate the fact that
goal orientation has both trait and state components into the present research. As a result, it is
possible that any effects of goal orientation heterogeneity had already dissolved when the
dependent variables were collected 10 weeks later. Future work could consider a more rigorous
longitudinal methodology to address this limitation.
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Another methodological concern with the present research surrounds the omitted-variables
problem (James, 1980). I elected to assess the influence of dissimilarity on each goal orientation
dimension in order to determine their unique relationships with individual satisfaction with the
team. As can be seen from the correlation matrix in Table 3, however, the relations between
some goal orientation dimensions are statistically significant. By conducting analyses
individually, I may have inadvertently inflated Type I error. Additionally, it is possible that there
are other correlates with the goal orientation dimensions that account for the effects found in the
present research. For example, dissimilarity in terms of avoidance goals may share a substantial
portion of variance with dissimilarity in neuroticism.
Some researchers may also take issue with the use of student teams. Indeed, it is possible
that the findings of this research are not fully generalizable to an organizational setting.
However, the teams used in this study share a number of important characteristics with project
teams in organizations and the course itself was designed to closely parallel a real, team-based,
engineering experience. The students were assigned to their teams, given particular project
parameters, allotted constrained time and resources, and rewarded based on performance. The
teams completed consequential and complex projects and their performance had a significant
bearing on the personal outcomes of individual members.
Future Directions
Above, I proposed two competing theories for why goal orientation heterogeneity
demonstrated non-significant or small relations to the dependent variables in this study. The first
explanation is that an insufficient amount of time elapsed between team composition and the
measurement of the dependent variables. The second explanation is that situational factors led to
the convergence of team members’ activated goals. Future research could examine these
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competing theories. Toward this end, I collected both dependent variables, once again, at the
end of the course. In the future, this will allow me to take a rudimentary look at whether the
effects changed over time.
In future work, it might also be useful to consider perceptions of goal orientation
heterogeneity. For example, one could consider whether an individual’s goal orientation is
congruent with their perception of the team’s goal orientation (e.g., Kristof-Brown & Stevens,
2001). Conceptualizing heterogeneity in terms of perceptions might lead to stronger
relationships with dependent variables. Though my primary interest in this research was actual
differences in goal orientation, I also measured individuals’ perceptions of team goal orientation
to examine this possibility at a later date. Alternatively, researchers could examine perceived
differences in goal orientation by constructing items that measure perceptions directly (e.g.,
Zellmer-Bruhn et al., 2008).
In an independent sample, I intend to confirm the factor structure of the newly revised
measure of individual satisfaction with the team. Additionally, I believe that it is possible to
develop a reliable, three-item short version of the scale that would be useful in time sensitive
research contexts. Another consideration for the future is whether goal orientation dissimilarity
relates differently to each dimension of individual satisfaction with the team. As a foundation
for this idea, Gevers and Peeters (2009) found that similarity in conscientiousness was positively
related to satisfaction with the team, but had no bearing on members’ satisfaction with the team’s
performance. Of course, though it is possible that goal orientation dissimilarity will also
demonstrate differential relationships with the various dimensions of satisfaction with the team,
the practical importance of any difference could be a matter of debate.
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Finally, the exclusive use of difference scores to operationalize dissimilarity assumes that
both positive and negative self-other discrepancies have equal and symmetrical relationships
with individual outcomes. Put more simply, a large difference score does not reveal whether an
individual is either low on a particular characteristic in a team of high-scoring individuals or vice
versa. As a result, the relationships between dissimilarity and individual outcomes can often be
underestimated (Edwards, 1994; Edwards & Parry, 1993). In the future, it might be worthwhile
to analyze this data using surface modeling/polynomial regression techniques (Edwards, 1994;
Edwards & Parry, 1993). This methodology, reportedly, enables greater precision in testing
congruence relationships such as those specified in the present research (Kristof-Brown &
Stevens, 2001).
Conclusion
Team composition can be a powerful lever for improving team processes and
performance (Bell, 2007). It can also be a tool for altering team members’ attitudes (Gevers &
Peeters, 2009). The present research focused on whether goal orientation heterogeneity is an
important consideration for team composition. The results indicate that while dissimilar
members, in respect to goal orientation, are less satisfied with their team, this relationship does
not explain a large amount of the variance in satisfaction. Furthermore, goal orientation diversity
demonstrates a small and non-significant relationship with team conflict. A number of
theoretical explanations were offered for the small relationships found in this study that may
guide future research; however, the findings presented here suggest that goal orientation
heterogeneity is not an especially practical consideration for team composition decisions.
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APPENDIX A
Measures
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Individual Satisfaction with the Team
Initial Item Bank (Previously used Satisfaction/Viability Scales):
Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, and Mount (1998)
1. This team has helped me to meet the personal goals I had in mind when I joined it.
2. I feel that working with this particular team will enable me to attain my personal goals.
3. I believe that my personal well-being has been improved as a result of participating in this
team.
4. I believe my team approaches its task in an organized manner.
5. This team accomplishes what it sets out to do.
6. My team achieves as much as I thought we would.
7. This team should continue to function as a team.
8. This team is capable of working together as a unit.
9. This team probably should work together in the future.
10. I have learned a lot from participating in this team.
11. This team has influenced me in a lot of positive ways.
12. I think this team has been very helpful to me.
Foo, Sin, and Yiong (2006)
1. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with the team (Hackman, 1988).
2. I frequently wish I could quit the team (Hackman, 1988).
3. I am generally satisfied with the work I do on the team (Hackman, 1988).
Gevers and Peeters (2009)
1. Taken as a whole, I was satisfied with the composition of our team (Peeters, Rutte et al.,
2006).
2. If I ever had to participate in a similar project again, I would like to do it with this team
(Peeters, Rutte et al., 2006).
3. Taken as a whole, things went pleasantly within our team (Peeters, Rutte et al., 2006).
4. How satisfied are you with your team's performance?
5. How satisfied are you with the quality of the project output?
Humbyrd (2010)
1. I am satisfied with the present members of my team.
2. I am pleased with the way my team members and I work together.
3. I have a positive working relationship with my team members.
4. I would like to work on this team again.
Park and DeShon (2010)
1. All in all, how satisfied are you with your members in your team?
2. All in all, how satisfied are you with your team's performance on the task?
3. How satisfied are you with the progress you made in the task?
4. Considering the effort you put into the task, how satisfied are you with your team's
performance?
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Rockmann and Northcraft (2010)
1. I am satisfied with how things went during the exercise.
2. I am satisfied with how my fellow group members performed during the exercise.
3. I am satisfied with how my fellow group members and I worked together on the exercise.
4. I was frustrated working on the exercise (reversed).
5. I felt our group effectively coordinate to complete the exercise.
Tesluk and Mathieu (1999)
1. I really enjoyed being part of this team (Tesluk & Mathieu, 1999).
2. I get along with the people on this team (Tesluk & Mathieu, 1999).
3. I felt like I get a lot out of being a member of this team (Tesluk & Mathieu, 1999).
4. I'm very happy that I was a member of this team (Tesluk & Mathieu, 1999).
Van der Vegt, Emans, and Van de Vliert (2001)
1. I am satisfied with my present colleagues (Gladstein, 1984).
2. I am pleased with the way my colleagues and I work together (Gladstein, 1984).
3. I am very satisfied with working in this team (Gladstein, 1984).
Zeitun, Abdulqader, and Alshare (2013)
1. I enjoyed working with my team members.
2. Our team was able resolve conflicts very well.
3. Our team members worked well together.
4. Our team members had low stress.
5. Our team had high level of trust among members.
6. I would like to work with the same team members in the future.
7. Our team had a clear communication plan.
8. Our team members were very cooperative.
9. Our team had a clear statement of role and responsibility for each member.
10. I consider my team among the best ones I had.
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Items Used to Measure Individual Satisfaction with the Team:
1. I am satisfied with the present members of my team (Humbyrd, 2010).
2. I am pleased with the way my team members and I work together (Humbyrd, 2010).
3. I have a positive working relationship with my team members (Humbyrd, 2010).
4. I would like to work on this team again (Humbyrd, 2010).
5. I really enjoyed being part of this team (Tesluk & Mathieu, 1999).
6. I get along with the people on this team (Tesluk & Mathieu, 1999).
7. I felt like I get a lot out of being a member of this team (Tesluk & Mathieu, 1999).
8. I'm very happy that I was a member of this team (Tesluk & Mathieu, 1999).
9. All in all, how satisfied are you with your members in your team (Park & DeShon, 2010)?
10. This team has helped me to meet the personal goals I had in mind when I joined it (Barrick
et al., 1998).
11. I feel that working with this particular team will enable me to attain my personal goals
(Barrick et al., 1998).
12. I believe that my personal well-being has been improved as a result of participating in this
team (Barrick et al., 1998).
13. I have learned a lot from participating in this team (Barrick et al., 1998).
14. This team has influenced me in a lot of positive ways (Barrick et al., 1998).
15. I think this team has been very helpful to me (Barrick et al., 1998).
Items Used to Measure Individual Satisfaction with the Team’s Performance:
1. I am satisfied with how my fellow group members performed on this team (adapted from
Rockmann & Northcraft, 2010).
2. I felt our group effectively coordinated to complete the exercise (Rockmann & Northcraft,
2010).
3. All in all, how satisfied are you with your team's performance (adapted from Park &
DeShon, 2010)?
4. Considering the effort you put into the task, how satisfied are you with your team's
performance (Park & DeShon, 2010)?
5. How satisfied are you with the quality of your team's work (adapted from Gevers &
Peeters, 2009)?

55
Individual Satisfaction with the Team Scale (For Future Refinement):
Satisfaction with team members:
1. I am satisfied with the present members of my team (Humbyrd, 2010).
2. I am pleased with the way my team members and I work together (Humbyrd, 2010).
3. I have a positive working relationship with my team members (Humbyrd, 2010).
Satisfaction with the benefits of team membership:
1. I believe that my personal well-being has been improved as a result of participating in
this team (Barrick et al., 1998).
2. This team has influenced me in a lot of positive ways (Barrick et al., 1998).
3. I think this team has been very helpful to me (Barrick et al., 1998).
Satisfaction with team performance:
1. All in all, how satisfied are you with your team’s performance (adapted from Park &
DeShon, 2010)?
2. How satisfied are you with the quality of your team’s work (Gevers & Peeters, 2009)?
3. How satisfied are you with how your fellow group members performed on this team
(Rockmann & Northcraft, 2010)?
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Achievement Goal Questionnaire (Elliot & McGregor, 2001)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

It is important for me to do better than other students.
It is important for me to do well compared to others in this class.
My goal in this class is to get a better grade than most of the other students.
I worry that I may not learn all that I possibly could in this class.
Sometimes I’m afraid that I may not understand the content of this class as thoroughly as
I’d like.
I am often concerned that I may not learn all that there is to learn in this class.
I want to learn as much as possible from this class.
It is important for me to understand the content of this course as thoroughly as possible.
I desire to completely master the material presented in this class.
I just want to avoid doing poorly in this class.
My goal in this class is to avoid performing poorly.
My fear of performing poorly in this class is often what motivates me.

Relationship Conflict (Jehn, 1995)
1. How much friction is there among members of your team?
2. How much are personality conflicts evident in your team?
3. How much tension is there among team members?
4. How much emotional conflict is there among team members?
Task Conflict (Behfar et al., 2011)
1. To what extent does your team argue the pros and cons of different opinions?
2. How often do your team members discuss evidence for alternative viewpoints?
3. How frequently do members of your team engage in debate about different opinions or ideas?
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