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ABSTRACT 

Although goal orientation has been conceptualized as a multi-dimensional 
construct, researchers typically examine the simple relationships between the 
different dimensions and outcome variables of interest. Recently however, Fortu
nato and Goldblatt (2006), using cluster analytic procedures, found that a four
cluster solution best explained variance in individuals' scores on a trichotomous 
measure of goal orientation, as well across a variety of dispositional and motiva
tional variables. This investigation was designed to validate the four-cluster goal 
orientation solution and expand current organizational research by examining a 
variety of stress and attitudinal variables. Data from two work samples were 
collected: bank employees (N = 156) and retail customer service personnel (N = 
212). A four-cluster solution similar to that observed by Fortunato and Goldblatt 
was the best solution across both samples. Because a profile approach is consist
ent with theory. I recommend that goal orientation researchers take a multi
dimensional (Le., profile) approach when analyzing their data. 

INTRODUCTION 

Goal orientation has been conceptualized as a multi-dimensional individual 
difference variable, influencing the cognitive framework by which individuals 
interpret and react to achievement-oriented situations (Dweck, 1986; Dweck & 
Leggett, 1988; Elliot, 1999; VandeWalle, 1996). In recent years, goal orientation 
has become an increasingly popular construct of interest among social, education
al, sports, and organizational researchers. However, despite theoretical perspec
tives indicating that individuals can be characterized by having multiple goal 
orientations (e.g., Button, Mathieu, & Zajac, 1996; Dweck, 1986; Elliot, 1999; 
Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, & Elliot, 2002; Nicholls, Cheung, Lauer, & Patash
nick, 1989; Pintrich, 2000), researchers typically limit their examination of goal 
orientation to the relationships between the different goal orientation dimensions 
and outcome variables of interest. As a result, researchers may be drawing 
incomplete conclusions regarding the influence of goal orientation on important 
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achievement-oriented processes and outcomes. One notable exception (Fortunato 
& Goldblatt, 2006) used cluster analytic techniques to sort individuals into rela
tively homogeneous 'profiles' and examined how the resulting profiles differed 
across a range of dispositional and motivational variables. This investigation was 
designed to validate the four-cluster solution noted by Fortunato and Goldblatt 
and to extend their findings. 

GOAL ORIENTATION 

Although originally dichotomized into two dimensions, current theory and 
research supports a trichotomous framework of goal orientation that includes 
three orientations: learning goal orientation, performance - approach goal orien
tation, and performance - avoidance goal orientation (e.g., Elliot, l 999; Elliot & 
Church, 1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; VandeWalle, 1996, 1997).1 In gener
al, individuals with a learning goal orientation tend to approach achievement 
contexts with a superordinate goal of developing task competence (e.g., Diener & 
Dweck, 1978, 1980; Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Nicholls, 1984). 
These individuals tend to score high on measures of achievement orientation, 
conscientiousness, generalized self-efficacy, motivation to learn, and positive 
emotionality, have an internal locus of control, and view failure as an opportunity 
to learn (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Colquitt & Simmering, 1998; Elliot & Church, 
l 997; Fortunato & Goldblatt, 2006; Phillips & Gully, l 997). Moreover, individu
als with a learning goal orientation tend to set difficult goals for themselves, 
engage in effective strategy development, perform well, attribute performance to 
effort, and report high levels of intrinsic motivation and job satisfaction (e.g., Bell 
& Kozlowski, 2002; Button, Mathieu, & Zajac, 1996; Chen, Gully, Whiteman, & 
Kilcullen, 2000; Elliot & Church, l 997; Elliot & McGregor, 200 l; Phillips & 
Gully, 1997; Schmidt & Ford, 2003; Van Yperen & Janssen, 2002). 

Conversely, individuals with a performance - avoidance goal orientation 
tend to approach achievement contexts with a superordinate goal of avoiding 
demonstrations of incompetence. These individuals tend to score low on measures 
of achievement orientation, generalized self-efficacy, motivation to learn, consci
entiousness, and score high on negative emotionality and fear of failure (Elliot & 
Church, 1997; Elliot & Sheldon, 1997; Fortunato & Goldblatt, 2006; Vande
walle, 1997). Moreover, individuals with a performance - avoidance goal orien
tation tend to set low performance goals for themselves, engage in ineffective 
strategy development, demonstrate low performance, perceive difficult tasks as 
threatening, and report high levels of anxiety (e.g., Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot 
& McGregor, 2001; Fortunato & Goldblatt; VandeWalle, Brown, Cron, & 
Slocum, 1999; VandeWalle, Cron, & Slocum, 2001). 

Finally, individuals with a performance - approach goal orientation tend to 
approach achievement contexts with a superordinate goal of demonstrating 
normative competence. They tend to score moderately high on measures of con
scientiousness, generalized self-efficacy, motivation to learn, and positive and 
negative emotionality and fear of failure (Elliot & Church, 1997; Elliot & Shel
don, I 997; Fortunato & Goldblatt, 2006; VandeWalle, 1997). Moreover, they 
tend to manifest a positive motivational response pattern, depending on their per
ceived level of competence (Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; Elliot, l 997; 1999; 
VandeWalle, 1996, 1997). 
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GOAL ORIENTATION PROFILES 

Despite ample research that individuals with different goal orientations manif
est different motivational response patterns, theoretical approaches to goal orien
tation indicate that the learning, performance - approach, and performance 
- avoidance dimensions of goal orientation are not mutually exclusive and that 
individuals may adopt or manifest characteristics of more than one goal orienta
tion simultaneously (e.g., Button et al., 1996; Dweck, 1986; Elliot, 1999; Harack
iewicz, Barron, Tauer, & Elliot, 2002; Hodge & Petlichkoff, 2000; Nicholls, 
Cheung, Lauer, & Patashnick, l 989~ Pintrich, 2000). For example, some individ
uals may strive for both self-referential and normative mastery while being less 
concerned with perceptions of failure. Others may focus instead on avoiding 
failure while being less concerned with mastery or normative success. Still others 
may focus on normative mastery and avoiding failure, while being relatively 
unconcerned with task mastery. 

Unfortunately, with only a few exceptions, researchers who study goal orienta
tion typically examine and report only the relationships between the different goal 
orientation dimensions and dependent variables of interest, despite the fact that 
research participants usually complete multi-dimensional measures of goal orien
tation and receive separate scores on each dimension. Moreover. those studies 
that have taken a profile approach have typically adopted (a) a two-dimensional 
model of goal orientation, despite widespread acceptance and support of a three
dimension model of goal orientation, (b) a three dimensional approach inconsist
ent with current conceptualizations of goal orientation, or (c) the use of multiple 
regression analyses to examine interactions among goal orientation dimensions 
rather than el(amining goal orientation profiles (see Fortunato & Goldblatt, 2006 
for a review of this literature). 

Only one study to date has taken a profile approach using a theoretically based 
construct valid three-dimensional measure of goal orientation: Fortunato and 
Goldblatt (2006). In their study, Fortunato and Goldblatt used cluster analysis to 
derive goal orientation profiles based on college students' scores on VandeWal
le' s (l 997) measure of learning, performance - approach, and performance 
avoidance goal orientation. They found that a four-cluster solution best explained 
variance in individuals' scores on the goal orientation measures as well as across 
a variety of dispositional and motivational variables compared to other potentially 
viable cluster solutions. These profiles were as follows: · 

One cluster of students consisted of those who scored above average on 
measures of both learning and performance - approach goal orientation and 
below average on performance - avoidance goal orientation. These individuals 
also scored relatively high on measures of achievement orientation, conscien
tiousness, generalized self-efficacy, positive affecti vity and motivation to learn, 
and relatively low on fear of failure and negative aff ecti vity. In addition, they 
consistently set relatively high distal and proximal performance goals, performed 
well, believed that ability is malleable, and attributed performance to internal 
factors. Fortunato and Goldblatt (2006) labeled these individuals 'high achievers'. 

A second cluster of students consisted of those who scored above average on 
all three goal orientation dimensions. These individuals also scored relatively 
high on measures of achievement orientation, conscientiousness, generalized self
efficacy, positive affecti vity, motivation to learn, and fear of failure and negative 
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affectivity. On average, they maintained relatively high levels of performance, 
and generally attributed performance more to internal than to external factors. 
However, although they initially set high distal performance goals for themselves, 
they tended to revise their goals downward over time. Fortunato and Goldblatt 
(2006) labeled these individuals 'moderate achievers'. 

A third cluster of students consisted of those who scored about average on 
learning goal orientation and below average on performance- approach and 
performance- avoidance goal orientation. These individuals tended to score 
moderately high on measures of achievement orientation, conscientiousness, 
generalized self-efficacy, positive affectivity and motivation to learn and tended 
to score relatively low on measures of fear of failure and negative affectivity. 
They also tended to believe that ability is malleable, set low distal and perfor
mance goals for themselves, perform relatively poorly, and attribute performance 
to external rather than internal factors. Fortunato and Goldblatt (2006) labeled 
these individuals 'low achievers'. 

The last cluster of students were those with below average scores on both 
learning and performance - approach goal orientation and above average scores 
on performance - avoidance goal orientation. These individuals tended to score 
relatively low on measures of conscientiousness, generalized self-efficacy, moti
vation to learn, positive affectivity and relatively high on fear of failure and nega
tive affectivity. They also believed that ability is not malleable, set low distal and 
proximal goals for themselves, and attributed performance to external rather than 
to internal factors. And although these individuals tended to perform relatively 
poorly at first, they improved their performance scores over time. Fortunato and 
Goldblatt (2006) labeled these individuals 'fear-based achievers·. 

Purpose of Study 

This investigation was designed to validate and extend the findings of Fortu
nato and Goldblatt by examining whether a similar four-profile solution would 
emerge as the best profile solution when samples of other populations of individ
uals were examined and different dependent variables were measured. Data from 
two work samples were collected: one consisted of bank employees and the 
second consisted of retail customer service personnel. To provide a stronger test 
of the robustness of the four-cluster solution, each sample was analyzed separate
ly rather than combining the two samples into one data set. 

This investigation also extends current organizational research by examining 
the relationships between the resulting goal orientation profiles and several stress 
and attitudinal variables. Although abundant research exists examining the rela
tionships between goal orientation and variables pertaining to task-specific 
motivation, such as performance, goal setting, strategy development, and feed
back-seeking behavior (e.g., Ford, Smith, Weissbein, Gully, & Salas, 1998; Lee, 
1989; Brett & Atwater, 2001; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997), organizational 
researchers have largely ignored the influence of goal orientation on broader 
response patterns that also have implications for organizational effectiveness, 
such as job perceptions, work-related strains, and job attitudes. Indeed, models of 
job stress, attitudes, and well-being have shown that individual difference varia
bles also play an important role in the development, perception and experience of 
and reactions to organizational and environmental stimuli (e.g., Bolger & Zuck-
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erman, 1995; Brief, 1998; Cohen & Edwards, 1989; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Lazarus, 
199 l; 1999; McGrath, 1976; Weiss & Crapanzano, 1997: See Cooper, Dewe, & 
O'Driscoll, 2001; James & Mazerolle, 2002; and Jex, 1998 for reviews). There
fore, this study was designed to examine an expanded nomological network of 
goal orientation. 

METI-10D 

Sample I 

Participants. Three hundred and thirty-two employees from a medium-sized 
southeastern commercial bank participated in a survey assessing job stress and 
attitudes. Completed surveys were received from 156 individuals for a response 
rate of 47%. Twenty-seven percent of participants were between 18 and 25 years 
old; 37% between 26 and 35 years old; 27% between 36 and 50 years old, and 
11 % were above SO years old. Seventy-five percent of participants were female; 
79% were Caucasian and 19% were African American. Twenty-five percent of 
participants had only completed high school; 40% attended some college; 7% 
received an Associates degree; 25% received a Bachelors degree; and 6% re
ceived a Masters degree. Ninety percent of participants were full time employees 
with an average tenure of 2.74 years. 

Procedure. Questionnaires were disseminated to organizational employees on
site. Informed consent was obtained at the time of recruitment and completed 
surveys were returned either on-site or via mail using pre-addressed pre-stamped 
envelopes. 

Measures. The questionnaire consisted of measures of the following con
structs in order of presentation to the employee: interpersonal conflict, job ambi
guity, role ambiguity, role conflict, depression, health complaints, frustration, 
organizational citizenship behaviors, affective commitment, continuance com
mitment, normative commitment, job satisfaction, quit intentions, perceived 
organizational support, and goal orientation. All items -.vere measured using a 
seven-point Likert scale with high scores indicating agreement and low scores 
indicaLing disagreement with each item. Note that with the exception of goal 
orientation, additional descriptions of all of the scales used in this study can be 
found in Fields (2002). 

Goal orientation was measured using VandeWalle's (1997) 13-item goal 
orientation scale. Four items assessed learning goal orientation (LGO; e.g., "I 
often look for opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge"); five items 
assessed performance-approach goal orientation (PPGO: "I'm concerned with 
showing that I can perform better than my peers"), and five items assessed per
formance - avoidance goal orientation (PAGO: "I would avoid taking on a new 
task if there was a chance that I would appear rather incompetent to others"). 
Coefficient alpha estimates of reliabiliLy in this study for the three scales 
were .83, .81, and .86, respectively. Note that VandeWalle adopted the nomencla
ture 'performance - prove' goal orientation, and 'performance - avoid' goal 
orientation to refer to the performance - approach and performance -
avoidance orientation dimensions, respectively. However, for clarity of discussion 
the three goal orientation constructs will be referred to as learning, perfor
mance - approach, and performance - avoidance goal orientations, respective-
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ly, whereas the measures of these dimensions will be referred to as LGO, PPGO, 
and PAGO, respectively. 

Interpersonal contlict at work was measured using a four-item scale developed 
by Spector (1987: e.g., "I get into arguments at work often"). Work demands 
was measured using a six-item scale developed by Karasek ( 1979; e.g., "My job 
requires a great deal of work to be done"). Job ambiguity was measured with a 
six-item scale developed by Breaugh and Colihan ( 1994: "I am not exactly sure 
what the best way is to go about getting my work done"). Role ambiguity (six 
items: e.g., "Clear, planned goals and objectives don't exist for my job") and 
role conflict (eight items: e.g., "I receive incompatible requests from two or more 
people") were measured using scales developed by Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman 
(1970). Depression was measured with a nine-item scale modified by Quinn and 
Shephard (1974: "I often feel downhearted and blue") and based upon a 20-item 
scale originally developed by Zung (1965). A IO-item measure of health com
plaints (e.g., "I have frequent headaches") was developed based on Goldberg's 
(l 978) General Health Questionnaire. Frustration at work was measured with a 
three-item scale developed by Peters, O'Connor, and Rudolf (1980: "Overall, I 
experience a lot of frustration on the job"). 

Organizational citizenship behavior was measured using the six altruism items 
from Smith, Organ, and Near (1983: "I help new people even though it is not 
required"). Perceived organizational support was measured with a six-item scale 
adapted from Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson, and Sowa ( 1996: "My 
company cares about my opinions"). Affective, normative, and continuance 
commitment were measured using four items each adapted from Meyer & Allen's 
( 1997) Organizational Commitment scale. Examples of affective and normative 
commitment are "I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with 
[company name here}" and "I feel an obligation to remain with [company name 
here]"), respectively. Two of the continuance commitment items were selected 
from the high sacrifice sub-scale (CCHS: e.g., "It would be very hard for me to 
leave {company name here/ right now, even if I wanted to") and two were select
ed from the low alternatives sub-scale (CCLA: e.g., "I believe that I have too few 
options to consider leaving [company name here]"). Note that the CCHS and 
CCLA subscales typically correlate negatively with one another (e.g., Meyer & 
Allen, 1997). Note also that the commitment items selected for inclusion in this 
study were those reported by Meyer and Allen (1997) to have the highest correla
tions with their respective scales. 

Job satisfaction was measured with a three-item scale adapted from Cam
mann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh's (1979) Michigan Organizational Assessment 
Questionnaire (MOAQ: e.g., "In general, I like my job"). Quit intentions was 
measured with a five-item scale adapted from Wayne, Shore, & Liden (1997: "I 
am seriously thinking about quitting my job"). 

Sample 2 

Participants. Two hundred and twelve employees from a discount retail 
organization completed a job perceptions and attitude questionnaire as part of a 
larger study examining the criterion validity of a person-environment fit selection 
instrument (Lundquist, Kudisch, Fleming, & Fortunato, 2004 ). Eighty-three 
percent of participants were female; 54.3% were African-American, 36% were 
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Caucasian, 6.9% were Native American, and 3.2% indicated 'Other'. Nineteen 
percent were between the ages of 16 and 20; 32% between 21 and 30 years old; 
20.2% between 31 and 40 years old; 20.2% between 41 and 50 y(?ars old; and 
8.4% over 50 years old. Fifty-one percent of participants were full time em
ployees and were 90.1 % employed with the organization for less than one year. 

Procedure. After completing a selection instrument, job incumbents were 
given a questionnaire to assess their reactions to the selection procedure as well as 
their general organizational attitudes. The questionnaire also contained a measure 
of goal orientation. All measures were administered on-site during working hoiurs. 

Measures. The questionnaire consisted of measures of the following con
structs, in order of presentation to the employee: perceptions of job-relatedness 
and perceived invasiveness, trust, job satisfaction, affective commitment, norma
tive commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, quit intentions, and goal 
orientation. Goal orientation was measured using Vande Walle:' s ( 1997) 13-item 
scale described for Sample 1. Individuals' reactions to the selection test were 
assessed using a three-item measure of job-relatedness (Kudisch, Poole, Dobbins, 
& Ladd, 1994: e.g., "I could clearly see the relationship between the test and 
what is required on the job") and a three-item measure of perceived invasiveness 
(Kudisch et al.. 1994: e.g., "Parts of this test could be considered an invasion of 
privacy"). Trust was measured using Robinson's (1996) six item measure (e.g., I 
am not sure that I fully trust my employer [reverse scored]). Job satisfaction, 
affective and continuance commitment, and quit intentions were measured using 
scales described for Sample 1. Four items were used to measure organizational 
citizenship behaviors directed toward individuals (OCB-I: e.g., "I help others 
who have been absent") and two items were used to measure organizational 
citizenship behaviors directed toward organizations (OCB-O: e.g., "I make 
innovative suggestions to improve my organization"). The OCB-I and OCB-O 
items were taken from Williams and Anderson (1991). All items were measured 
on a five-point Likert-type scale. To allow the reader to compare profile scores 
across the two work samples, scores on the goal orientation measure for Sample 2 
were transformed from a five-point scale to a seven-point !icale. First, individuals' 
scores were converted to converting them to z-scores. Next, the z-scores were 
transformed back into raw scores using the mean and standard deviation from 
Sample 1 (scores based on seven-point scale). 

RESULTS 

Test for Common Method Variance -
Because all variables were assessed using a self-report measure, Harmon's 

one-factor test was used (see Podsakoff & Organ, 1996) to examine whether a 
large portion of covariance in the dependent variables was the result of common 
method variance. The assumption of this test is that if common method variance 
is present, then (a) one general factor would account for a large portion of the 
covariance among the measured variables or (b) a single factor would be_found. 
However, the factor analysis indicated that four factors with.eigenvalues over 1.0 
explained 65% of the variance among scores on the measures for Sample 1 and 
three factors explained 71 % of the variance among scores on the measures for 
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Table 1. Zero-Order Correlation Coefficients Among Measured Variables for Sample 1 (N = 156) 

Variable M SD 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 IO 11 

l.LGO 5.79 .96 (.83) 

2. PPGO 4.84 1.28 .32** (.81) > 
3. PAGO 3.17 1.35 -.31** .12 (.86) '"O 

rE 
4. IPC 1.77 1.04 -.21 ** .15* .24** (.79) -tT1 

5.WD 4.00 1.45 .09 .24** .12 .22** (.83) 
t, 

6. JA 2.14 1.28 -.14* .12 .26** .34** .53** (.90) 
3:: 
c:: 

7.RA 2.51 1.38 -.17* .13* .33** .26** .56** .78** (.88) q -- 8. RC 3.07 1.38 -.09 .18* .23** .24** .57** .65** .70** (.89) ~ 
L,; - 9. POS 1.19 .37** -.04 -.13 -.16* -.09 -.12 c! 

4.75 -.05 -.02 (.78) 

~ 10. DEPR 2.59 1.34 -.24** . l l .29** .21 ** .33** .42** .55** .56** -.12 (.88) 

11.HC 3.05 I .45 -.21 ** .07 .23** .25** .21 ** .21 ** .25** .15* -.06 .57** (.89) ~ 
C/'l 

12. FRUST 3.18 1.67 -.15'" .26** .14* .32** .49** .47** .47** .52* -.19* .48** .4 1** m 
> 

13.JS 5.71 1.22 .36** -.10 -.21 ** -.24** -.26** -.29** -.33** -.28* .42** -.34** -.19* :;ti n 
14.AC 4.78 1.52 .29** .09 -.13 -.18* .03 -.04 -.14* -.03 .49** -.14* -. 12 :c: 
15. NC 4.09 1.60 .34** .l 7* .02 -.03 -.01 .01 -.05 -.07 .44** -.04 -.06 

16. CCHS 4.23 1.73 .26** .09 -.09 -.14* .09 -.03 -.03 -.01 .33** .06 .09 

17. CCLA 3.87 1.71 -.02 -.05 .15* -.02 .06 -.03 -.03 -.07 .02 . I 5* .19* 

18. OCB 5.31 .94 .31 ** .20** -. 13 -.02 .04 -.06 -.09 .06 .22** -.07 .07 

19. QI 2.88 1.62 -.29** .09 .15* .27** .17'" .29** .33** .23** -.30** .39* .28** 



vJ 
N 

Table 1 ( Continued) 

Variable 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

12. PRUST (.86) 

13. JS -.39** (.80) 

14. AC -.13 .58** (.88) 

15. NC -.05 . .41** .68** (.84) 

16. CCHS -.04 .38** .61 ** .65** (.73) 

17. CCLA .00 .15* .16* .39** .50** (.66) 

18. OCB -.04 .23** .31 ** .25** .26** .05 (.80) 

19. QI .27** -.ocfu -.52** -.47** -.39** -.15* -.28** (.88) 

* p < .05, one-tailed. * * p < .01, one-tailed. 

Notes. Coefficient alpha estimates of reliability are on. the diagonal. LGO = learning goal orientation; PPGO = performance - approach (prove) 
goal orientation; PAGO= performance .- avoidance goal orientation; NA= negative affectivity; PA = positive affectivity; IPC = interpersonal 
conflict; WD = work demands; JA = job ambiguity; RA = role ambiguity; POS = perceived organizational support; DEPR = depression; HC = 
health complaints; FR UST= frustration; JS= job satisfaction; AC= affective commitment; NC= normative commitment; CCHS = continuance 
commitment - high sacrifice; CCLA = continuance commitment - low alternatives; OCB = organizational citizenship behavior; QI = quit inten
tions. All items were scored using a 7-point Likert-type scale. 
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Sample 2. For Sample 1, the first factor (29% of variance explained) consisted of 
all the job stressor variables; the second factor ( 19% of variance explained) con
sisted of all of the job attitude measures except for CCLA and quit intentions; the 
third factor ( 19% of variance explained) consisted of the strain measures and 
CCLA; and the fourth factor (8% of variance explained) consisted of the OCB 
and quit intentions measures. For Sample 2, the first factor (37% of variance 
explained) consisted of the trust, satisfaction, and affective commitment meas
ures; the second factor (19% of variance explained) consisted of the continuance 
commitment measure; and the third factor (15% of variance explained) consisted 
of the OCB and quit intentions measure. Moreover, an examination of the correla
tion matrices indicates that several strongly negative correlations, even among 
scores of measures that loaded on a single factor (e.g., job satisfaction and quit 
intentions [-.60] in Sample 1 ). Thus, although common method variance cannot 
be completely ruled out, the findings indicate that it was not a cause for concern 
in this investigation. 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Coefficients 

Tables 1 and 2 show the means, standard deviations, coefficient alpha esti
mates of reliability (where applicable), and correlation coefficients between 
measured variables for Samples 1 and 2, respectively. LGO, PPGO, and PAGO 
scores averaged M = 5.79, M = 4.84, and M = 3.17 for Sample I; and M = 5.30, M 
= 4.46, and M = 3.27 for Sample 2. In general, across both samples, learning goal 
orientation correlated negatively with perceptions of job stressors and strains, and 
withdrawal behaviors, and positively with positive job perceptions, attitudes, and 
behaviors. Conversely, performance - avoidance goal orientation correlated 
positively with job stressors and strains and quit intentions, and negatively with 
positive job perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors. Finally, individuals high in 
performance - approach goal orientation generally manifested a largely mixed 
response profile: performance- approach goal orientation related positively with 
a limited number of job stressors, strains, attitudes, and behaviors. These correla
tions were all consistent with theory. 

Cluster Analysis 

Cluster analytical procedures were used to generate the goal orientation pro
files. Cluster analysis sorts objects based on multiple characteristics so as to 
maximize between-group heterogeneity and within-group homogeneity. Several 
clustering methods are available (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). In 
this study, Hair et al.' s recommendations were followed by using a combination 
of hierarchical and non-hierarchical clustering methods to derive the goal orienta
tion clusters. With hierarchical agglomeration clustering, each object starts out as 
its own cluster, and in subsequent steps, the two closest objects ( or clusters) are 
combined into a new aggregate cluster. This process repeats until a single cluster 
is formed. One disadvantage of hierarchical methods is that they are sensitive to 
outliers in the data that can lead to undesirable combinations of clusters that 
persist throughout the analysis. However, to reduce the impact of outliers, a hier
archical method can be used as a preliminary step in identifying several possible 
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Table 2. Zero-Order Correlation Coefficients Among Measured Variables in Sample 2 (N = 212). 

Variable M SD I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. Loo· 5.30 .92 (.76) 

2. PPGO 4.46 1.26 .38** (.77) 

3. PAGO 3.27 1.32 -.15* .28** (.78) 

4. Job-Relatedness 3.46 -.74 .12 .24** -.03 (.64) 8 
5. Invasiveness 2.41 .92 -.06 -.06 .06 -.23** (.73) > 

~ 
6. TRUST 3.61 .87 .28** -.00 -.20** .04 -.08 (.82) 0 
7. JS 3.81 .88 .26** .05 -.14* .00 -.13 .53** (.81) ~ m 
8.AC 3.32 .75 .22** -.01 -.23** .03 -.10 .63** .58** (.68) ~ ~ 9. CCHS 3.18 .83 .16* .19** .06 -.01 .05 .25** .37** .26** (.72) 

~ i-3 -10.CCLA 2.90 .95 -.08 .19** .23** -.02 .02 -.14* -.02 -.17** .47** (.75) 0 

11. OCB-I 3.84 .58 .44** .24** -.02 -.03 .07 .11 .16** .16** .15* -.05 (.76) 
z 
"'tl 

12. OCB-0 4.31 .74 .32** .00 -.31 ** .03 -.00 .26** .14* .19** .08 -.07 .30** (.56) ::io 
0 

13. QI 2.48 .99 -.20** .09 .21•• -.04 .12 -.54** -.56** -.52** -.21•• .08 -.10 .23** (.83) "T1 

~ 
en 

* p < .05, one-tailed. •• p < .01, one-tailed. 

Notes. Coefficient alpha estimates of reliability are on the diagonal. LGO = learning goal orientation; PPGO = performance - approach (prove) 
goal orientation; PAGO= performance- avoidance goal orientation; JS= job satisfaction; AC= affective commitment; NC= nonnative com-
mitment; CCHS = continuance commitment - high sacrifice; CCLA = continuance commitment - low alternatives; OCB-1 = organizational 
citizenship behavior directed toward individuals; OCB-O = organizational citizenship behavior directed toward organizations; QI = quit inten-
tions. All items were scored using a 5-point Likert-type scale. 
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cluster solutions and in providing input for subsequent non-hierarchical pro
cedures (Hair et al.). 

With non-hierarchical or k-means procedures, objects are assigned to a speci
fied number of clusters. Unlike the hierarchical method, which aggregates clus
ters sequentially until a single cluster remains, with k-means clustering the best 
solution is derived for the specified number of clusters. In the first step of the 
process, a cluster seed is selected as the initial cluster center and all objects within 
a specified threshold distance are included in the resulting cluster. Then another 
seed is selected and the assignment continues until all objects are assigned. Note 
that objects may be reassigned to different clusters as the process continues. 
Because cluster assignment using k-means procedures depends on the initial 
cluster centers provided, hierarchical techniques can be used to determine differ
ent preliminary cluster solutions that can be "fine-tuned" (Hair et al., 1998, p. 
498) using k-means procedures. 

In this investigation, the agglomeration hierarchical method with Ward's 
clustering algorithm was used to derive several possible cluster solutions. Ward's 
method was chosen because it minimizes within-cluster differences and avoids 
several problems associated with other algorithms (see Hair et al., 1998). With 
Ward's method, the distance between two clusters is the sum of squares between 
the two clusters summed over all variables. At each stage, the within-cluster sum 
of squares is minimized across the separate clusters by combining two clusters 
from the previous stage. · 

To facilitate the selection of cluster solutions, changes in the agglomeration 
coefficients (the within cluster sum of squares), for the last ten clustering steps, 
were computed. Small changes indicate that fairly homogeneous clusters were 
merged, whereas large changes indicate that two different clusters were merged. 
At each of the last 10 steps (i.e., 10 clusters merged to nine; nine merged to eight, 
etc.), the percentage change in the clustering coefficient was calculated, and the 
largest increases were noted. Next, individuals were classified into different 
clusters based on each of the solutions recommended by the hierarchical proce
dure and the means were computed for the three goal orientation dimensions for 
each cluster. These means were then used as initial cluster values for the k-means 
analyses. Finally, individuals were reclassified into clusters based on the k-means 
procedures. · 

As Hair et al. (l 998) indicated, " ... the selection of the final cluster solution 
requires substantial judgment... [especially when] more than two variables are 
measured on each object ... " (p. 479). Hair et al. (p. 499) continues: "In the final 
analysis, it is probably best to compute a number of different cluster solutions and 
then decide among the alternative solutions by using a priori criteria, practical 
judgment, common sense, or theoretical foundations." Based on the research 
question, the intent was to derive clusters that would create the most homogene
ous profiles that would lead to substantive differences on a variety of dependent 
variables across those profiles. As a result, after several possible cluster solutions 
were derived, differences among the clusters for each cluster profile across all of 
the dependent variables were examined to determine which cluster profile con
sistently ex.plained the greatest amount of variance in individuals' scores on the 
dependent variables. 

Cluster analytic findings. An examination of the agglomeration coefficients 
indicated that for both samples, the largest relative increases occurred when four 
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clusters were reduced to three (28.72% and 25.00% for Samples 1 and 2, respec
tively), three clusters to two (31.96% and 34.09%) and two clusters to one 
( 41.54% and 32.54%) indicating the potential viability of cluster so!J.1tions based 
on four, three, and two clusters, respectively. Note that a five-cluster solution 
based on visual inspections of the dendrogram for each cluster analysis was also 
examined. For each sample, average scores on LGO, PPGO, and PAGO were 
computed for each cluster in each cluster solution and used as input values for 
follow-up k-means cluster analyses. Consistent with Fortunato and Goldblatt 
(2006), the four-cluster solution was the most viable cluster solution across both 
samples. The four-factor solution explained more variance in scores on the goal 
orientation measures than either the two-, three- or five-cluster solutions. Moreo
ver, the four-factor solution explained more variance on 15 of 16 stressor, strain, 
and attitudinal measures for Sample 1 and 7 of 9 of the dependent variables for 
Sample 2 than· any of the other cluster solutions. Therefore, only data pertaining 
to the four-cluster solution are presented below. 

Table 3 shows the clustering variable profiles for the four-cluster solution for 
. both samples. In general, the profiles observed acros·s both work samples were 
similar to the profiles reported by Fortunato and Goldblatt (2006) using a student 
sample. In general, individuals in Cluster 1 were those who scored below average 
on learning goal orientation, slightly below average on performance - avoidance 
goal orientation, and moderately above average on performance - avoidance 
goal orientation. Individuals in Cluster 2 were those who scored average to slight
ly above average on learning goal orientation and below average on both perfor
mance - approach and performance-avoidance goal orientation. Individuals in 
Cluster 3 were those who scored slightly above average on learning goal orienta
tion, and above average on performance - approach and perfor
mance - avoidance goal orientation. Finally, individuals in Cluster 4 were those 
who scored above average on learning and performance - approach goal orienta
tion and below average on performance - avoidance goal orientation. 2 

Relationships between profiles and outcome variables. For Sample 1, the goal 
orientation profiles differed statistically significantly on all five stressor variables 
(i.e., interpersonal conflict, work demands, job ambiguity, role ambiguity, and 
role conflict: Fs (3, 154) = 3.55, 3.38, 3.26, 3.69, and 2.37, 11 2 

= .07, .07, .06, .07, .05, respectively, ps < .05); all three strain variables (i.e., 
depression, health complaints, and frustration: Fs (3, 154) =.4.59, 5.29, and 2.56; 
112 = .08, .09, and .05,respectively, ps < .05); job satisfaction, F (3, 154) = 4.74, 
112 = .09, p < .05; and organizational ~ tizenship behavior, F (3,154) = 3.67, 112 

= .07, p < .05. For Sample 2, the goal orientation clusters differed statistically 
significantly on job·relatedness, perceived invasiveness, trust, job satisfaction, 
affective commitment, continuance commitment low alternatives, OCB-I, OCB-
0, and quit intentions, Fs (3, 207) = 5.10, 2.78, 7.06, 4.21, 4.84, 4.76, 7.62, 4.11, 
and 3.37, 112 = .07, .04, .10, .06, .07, .07, .10, .06, and .05, ps < .05, respectively. 

Cluster 1. Sample 1 individuals in Cluster 1 tended to report relatively high 
levels of job stressors (Ms :;:;; 2.05, 4.11, 2.42, 2.84, 3.42, for interpersonal con
flict, work demands, job ambiguity, role ambiguity, and role conflict, respective
ly) and strains' (Ms = 3.02, 3.40, and 3.42, for depression, health complaints, and 
frustration, respectively) and relatively low levels of job satisfaction (M = 5.24) 
and organizational citizenship behavior (M = 5.03). Sample 2 individuals in 
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics and Statistical Significance Tests for the Goal Orientation Profiles based on the Four-Cluster 
Solution for Samples 1 (N = 156) and 2 (N = 212). 

Leaming Performance Performance 

Goal Approach Goal Avoidance Goal 

Orientation Orientation Orientation 

> 
95 CI 95 CI 95 CI 

""O 
""O 
[""' -tTl 

n M z1 Low High M zl Low High M zl Low High 0 
~ 
C: 

Sample l 156 5.79 0.00 5.63 5.94 4.83 0.00 4.63 5.04 3.17 0.00 2.96 3.38 ~ 
Cluster -~ 

w 1 45 4.93 -.89 -1.10 -.66 L 4.36 -.37 -.51 -.23 SL 4.06 .66 .51 .81 MH 
-.I ~ 

2 40 5.83 .04 -.27 .36 A 3.47 -1.07 -1.30 -.84 L 2.10a -.79 -.97 -.62 ML ~ 
3 29 6,133 .37 .03 .70 SH 5.97 .88 .66 I. 11 H 4.73 1.16 .92 1.41 H 

4 42 6.4 J a .65 .47 .83 MH 5.87 .81 .63 .98 MH 2.15 3 -.75 -.93 -.58 ML ~ 
29.71"' 112 = .37 96.46* 112 = .66 112 = .70 

r./) 

F(3,152) = 115.58* tTl· 
► :::0 

Sample 2+ 212 5.30 0.00 5.63 5.94 4.46 0.00 4.63 5.04 3.27 0.00 2.96 3.38 n 
:I: 

Cluster 
1 65 4.49 -.88 -1.11 -.65 L 3.75 -.55 -.72 -.38 ML 3.78 .38 .25 .51 SH 

2 42 5.60ab .33 .10 .56 SH 3.22 -.98 -1.26 -.70 L l.85 -1.08 -1.24 -.92 L 

3 42 5.55a .27 .05 .48 SH 5.59a .89 .73 1.06 H 4.96 1.28 1.07 1.47 VH 

4 63 5.78b .51 .31 .72 MH 5.25a .63 .49 .75 MH 2.58 -.52 -.67 -.37 ML 

F(3,208) = 38.34* 112 = .35 88.49* 112 = .56 149.69* 112 = .68 
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Cluster 1, tended to report relatively low 
levels of trust (M = 3.33), job satisfaction 
(M = 3.54}, affective comwitment (M = 
3.14), OCB-I (M = 3.58), and OCB-O (M 
= 4.15) and average levels of quit inten
tions (M = 2.6 l). In addition, individuals 
in Cluster 1 tended to report below aver
age levels of perceived job-relatedness (M 
~ 3.25) and above average levels of 
pierceived invasiveness (M = 2.48) with 
respect to the selection instrument. 

Cluster 2. Sample 1 individuals in 
Cluster 2 tended to report relatively low 
levels of interpersonal conflict (M = 
1.36), work demands (M = 336), job 
ambiguity (M = 1.67), role ambiguity (M 
= 2.03), role conflict (M = 2.58}, depres
sion (M = 2.21 ), health complaints (M = 
2.81) frustration (M = 2.56}, and organi
zational citizenship behavior (M = 5.22), 
and relatively high levels of job satisfac
tion (M = 6.12). Sample 2 individuals in 
Cluster 2 tended to report relatively high 
leveis of trust (M = 4.04), job satisfaction 
(M = 3.98), affective commitment (M = 
3.60), and OCB-O (M = 4.55), average 
levels of OCB-I (M = 3.84 }, and low 
levels of CCLA (M = 2.46) and quit inten
tions (M = 2.14). They also perceived the 
selection instrument as not being job 
related (M = 3.31) and as being invasive 
(M= 2.50). 

Cluster 3. Sample 1 individuals in 
Cluster 3 tended to report relatively high 
levels of interper·s-onal conflict (M = 
1.93), work demands (M = 4.29}, job 
ambiguity (M = 2.44 ), role ambiguity (M 
= 2.92), role conflict (M = 3.31), depres
sion (M = 2.96), health complaints (M = 
3.63), and frustration (M = 3.37). These 
individuals also reported average levels of 
job satisfaction and organizational citi
zenship behaviors (Ms = 5.56 and 5.34, 
respectively). Sample 2 individuals in 
Cluster 3 tended to report below average 
levels of trust (M = 3.46}, job satisfaction 
(M = 3.69, affective commitment (M = 
3.15), and OCB-O (M = 4.12), and 
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above average levels of OCB-I (M = 3.98) and quit intentions (M = 2.81). They 
also reported the selection instrument as being job related (M = 3.60) and invasive 
(M = 2.59). 

Cluster 4. Sample I individuals in Cluster 4 tended to report average levels of 
interpersonal conflict (M = 1.74), job ambiguity (M = 2.08), role ambiguity (M = 
2.34), and role conflict (M = 3.19), high levels of work demands (M = 4.30), low 
levels of depression and health complaints (Ms = 2.24 and 2.49), moderately high 
levels of frustration (M = 3.38), and high levels of job satisfaction (M = 5.93) and 
organizational citizenship behavior (M = 5.67). Sample 2 individuals in Cluster 4 
tended to report relatively moderate levels of trust (M = 3.76), high levels of job 
satisfaction and affective commitment (Ms= 4.04 and 3.44), average levels of 
continuance commitment low alternatives (M = 2.85), high levels of OCB-1 and 
OCB-0 (Ms = 4.02 and 4.44 ), and moderately low levels of quit intentions. These 
individuals also tended to perceive the selection instrument as job-related (M = 
3.72) and not invasive (M= 2.13). 

DlSCUSSION 

As discussed in the Introduction, current theory and research indicates that the 
goal orientation construct consists of three independent, but not mutually exclu
sive dimensions. However, with few exceptions, most researchers tend to exam
ine and report the simple correlations between the different goal orientation 
dimensions and outcome variables separately, despite theoretical perspectives that 
indicate that individuals may adopt or manifest more than one goal orientation 
dimension simultaneously (Button et al., 1996; Dweck, 1986; Elliot, 1999; 
Harackiewicz et al., 2002; Nicholls et al., 1989; Pintrich, 2000). One notable 
exception was a recent study by Fortunato and Goldblatt (2006) in which they (a) 
collected data from college students and applied cluster analytic techniques to sort 
these students into different goal orientation profiles and (b) examined differences 
between the resultant profiles and various dispositional and motivational varia
bles. In their study, a four-profile solution was found to be the best solution 
among several possible alternatives. 

The investigation described in this article was designed to (a) validate the 
four-profile solution noted by Fortunato and Goldblatt (2006) and (b) extend 
current organizational research involving the goal orientation construct by includ
ing non-task related motivational variables that are also important for individual 
and organizational effectiveness. Specifically, data were collected from two dif
ferent work samples, and a variety of variables commonly used to assess em
ployees' perceptions of job stressors, job attitudes, self-reported strains and 
behavioral intentions were measured. In summary, across both samples of em
ployees, a four-profile solution emerged as the best profile solution. Moreover, 
the composition of the profiles was consistent with those found by Fortunato and 
Goldblatt. Thus, across three separate data collection efforts using three different 
types of samples and different sets of dependent variables, the same four-profile 
solution emerged as the best goal orientation profile solution. The composition of 
each profile, propositions relating to each, and implications of the findings are 
discussed below. 

Cluster 4 individuals. In this investigation as well as the study by Fortunato 
and Goldblatt (2006), individuals in Cluster 4 were those with relatively high 
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learning and performance - approach goal orientation scores and low perfor
mance- avoidance goal orientation scores. Fortunato and Goldblatt noted that 
these individuals tended to score relatively high on measures of achievement 
orientation, conscientiousness, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control (inter
nal), posilive affectivity, and motivation to learn, set the most difficult distal and 
proximal performance goals, and perform well compared to others. In this inves
tigation, Cluster 4 individuals in both work samples tended to report largely posi
tive job attitudes, moderate levels of trust, high levels of organizational citizen
ship behaviors, and low scores on quil intentions. Moreover, these individuals 
also perceived a new job selection instrument favorably (Sample 2). 

One interesting collection of findings regarding Cluster 4 individuals was that 
they tended to report relatively average levels of interpersonal conflict, job and 
role ambiguity, and role conflict, and high levels of work demands, while at the 
same time reporting low levels of depression and health complaints, but high 
levels of frustration. One explanation for these findings is as follows: Theory and 
research involving occupational stress suggests that highly confident- high 
ability individuals do not appraise challenging work environments as negatively 
as other individuals because they perceive themselves as having the skills neces
sary to cope effectively with their environment (e.g., Csikszentmihalyi, 1982; 
Csikszentmihalyi & LeFevre, 1989; Karasek, 1979; Lazarus, 1991). Moreover, 
such individuals tend to purposely seek out ambiguous and demanding work 
environments and organizational roles. Thus, because the underlying dispositional 
characteristics of highly confident- high ability individuals are those that have 
been shown to correlate positively with achievement-oriented variables (e.g., 
Colquitt & Simmering, 1998; Phillips and Gully, 1997; Fortunato & Goldblatt, 
2006), these individuals may perceive characteristics of the work environment 
that others report as stressful instead as challenging and motivationa1ly stimulat
ing. 

In summary, based on findings from this investigation as well as those of 
Fortunato and Goldblatt (2006), I propose that individuals in Cluster 4 (i.e .. those 
with a high achieving goal orientation profile: Fortunato ·& Goldblatt) compared 
to individuals with other profiles, are most likely to seek out, create, and thrive in 
somewhat ambiguous, highly demanding organizational environments that 
emphasize a continuous learning environment and moderate levels of employee 
competition. These individuals are likely to view and respond to organizational 
challenges positively by setting high personal goals for themselves and exerting 
high levels of effort, while at the same time being generally engaged with their 
organization, supervisors and coworkers (e.g., manifest positive job attitudes and 
work behaviors). I also propose that these individuals are most likely to benefit 
from leadership development programs and 360-degree feedback programs ( e.g., 
Vande Walle & Cummings, 1997). 

Cluster 3 individuals. In this investigation as well as in the study by Fortunato 
and Goldblatt (2006), individuals in Cluster 3 were those with relatively high 
scores on all three goal orientation dimensions. Fortunato and Goldblatt noted that 
these individuals manifested a largely mixed dispositional and motivational 
response pattern. They scored relatively high on conscientiousness, achievement 
orientation, motivation to learn, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, posi
tive affectivity, and negative affectivity and fear of failure. Moreover, although 
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they tended to perform well consistently, they lowered their performance goals 
over time and tended to attribute performance to external rather than internal 
factors. In this investigation, across both work samples Cluster 3 individuals 
tended to report high levels of job stress ors and strains, low levels of perceived 
organizational support, moderate to low levels of job satisfaction and trust, 
moderate to low levels of organizational citizenship behavior, and high levels of 
quit intentions. Moreover, they were largely committed to their organizations 
based upon perceptions of loyalty (normative commitment) and financial consid
erations (continuance commitment - both high sacrifice and low alternatives), 
rather than emotional attachment (affective commitment). 

In summary, the findings of this investigation as well as those of Fortunato 
and Goldblatt (2006) indicate that individuals in Cluster 3 tend to manifest a 
largely positive motivational response pattern and a somewhat negative stress and 
attitude response pattern. Therefore, I propose that individuals with a moderate 
achieving profile (Fortunato & Goldblatt) should perform well in environments 
that emphasize either a continuous learning environment or normative competi
tion. However, because they tend not to be affectively attached to their organiza
tions, they will not be as highly motivated to engage in organizational citizenship 
behavior as individuals with a high achieving goal orientation profile. Moreover, 
because moderate achieving individuals are partly motivated by a fear of failure 
and are characterized by being high in negative affectivity, one possible side 
effect of positive task performance is that they might also experience relatively 
high levels of work-related strain and poor job attitudes, which may lead to in
creased absenteeism and health-related problems and a propensity for turnover. 

Cluster 2 individuals. In this investigation and in the study by Fortunato and 
Goldblatt (2006) individuals in Cluster 2 were characterized by average to low 
learning goal orientation scores, low performance - approach goal orientation 
scores, and low performance - avoidance goal orientation scores. Fortunato and 
Goldblatt noted that individuals with this profile were characterized by a largely 
positive dispositional profile, but a largely negative motivational profile. That is, 
despite being characterized by high scores on measures of conscientiousness and 
related constructs and low scores on fear of failure and negative affectivity, they 
tended to set low performance goals for themselves and consistently under-per
form in relation to individuals from the other profiles. In this investigation, indi
viduals in Cluster 2 also tended to report low levels of job stressors and strains, 
and below average levels of organizational citizenship behavior. However, they 
also reported high levels of job satisfaction and affective commitment. This find
ing is interesting and, although speculative, may have resulted because such 
individuals were employed in organizations whose reward structures were not 
based on merit or whose culture was not one that would be considered a learning 
or performance oriented culture. 

However, based on both sets of findings, I propose that individuals with a low 
achieving profile (Fortunato & Goldblatt, 2006) are likely to manifest a somewhat 
contradictory response pattern, depending on the culture of their organization. 
First, I believe that Cluster 2 individuals are likely to seek out environments in 
which the motivational imperatives for high performance are relatively non-exist
ent and manifest a low motivational profile when hired. If such individuals are 
employed in an organization in which performance is not highly monitored or if 
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the reward systems are not based on merit, they are likely to perceive their envi
ronments positively, report low levels of stress and strain, high levels of job at
titudes, and manifest low levels of withdrawal behaviors. However, in organiza
tions with a strong learning or normative performance culture, I suspect less posi
tive job attitudes and a high degree of turnover and absenteeism from these indi
viduals. Moreover, low achievers are not likely to care about receiving construc
tive feedback, nor are they likely to benefit from employee development pro
grams. 

Cluster 1 individuals. In this investigation as well as the study by Fortunato 
and Goldblatt (2006), individuals in Cluster 1 were those with relatively low 
learning and performance - approach goal orientation scores and relatively high 
performance - avoidance goal orientation scores. Fortunato and Goldblatt noted 
that these individuals were characterized by low scores on achievement orienta
tion, conscientiousness and related constructs and high scores on fear of failure 
and negative affectivity. Moreover, Fortunato and Goldblatt reported that despite 
the fact that such individuals tended to set low performance goals for themselves 
and attribute performance to external factors, they tended to improve their per
formance over time as the possibility of failure become increasingly salient. 

In this investigation, individuals in Cluster 1 tended to manifest the most 
negative stress and attitudinal response pattern in the workplace. Specifically, 
they reported relatively high levels of job stressors and strains, low levels job 
satisfaction and trust, high levels of continuance commitment- low alternatives, 
and low levels of affective and normative commitment. Moreover, these individu
als reported relatively low levels of perceived organizational support and organi
zational citizenship behaviors, and relatively high levels of quit intentions. Final
ly, they also reacted unfavorably to the implementation of a new selection meas
ure (Sample 2). 

Based on the findings from this investigation as well as those of Fortunato and 
Goldblatt (2006), I propose that individuals in Cluster 1 (i.e., those with afear
based achieving profile: Fortunato & Goldblatt) are least likely to seek out and 
thrive in challenging and ambiguous work environments. Although they might 
perform well over time, I suspect that such individuals will not thrive in organiza
tional environments with either a learning or normative-based performance cul
ture, nor will they benefit from employee development programs. Indeed, Cluster 
l type individuals are likely to experience high levels of stress and strain, report 
poor job attitudes, and engage in high levels of absenteeism, turnover, and health
related problems compared to individuals from other types of goal orientation 
profiles. They are also not likely to engage in organizational citizenship be
haviors, which are increasingly being used by organizations as part of their per
formance management systems. 

Implications. The findings indicate that a multivariate approach that allows for 
the simultaneous categorization of individuals on the basis of their scores on 
different goal orientation dimensions is more informative than univariate analyses 
that do not allow for the profiling of individuals. Moreover, the findings are 
consistent with theoretical perspectives of goal orientation that indicate that goal 
orientation is a multi-dimensional construct consisting of independent, but not 
mutually exclusive dimensions. Therefore, one implication of the findings is that 
researchers who limit their examination of the goal orientation construct to simple 
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relationships between the different goal orientation dimensions and outcome 
variables of interest may be drawing incomplete conclusions regarding the in
fluence of goal orientation on important organizational processes and outcomes. 
Thus, I recommend that researchers who conduct goal orientation research take a 
multivariate approach when analyzing their data, an approach that is consistent 
with theoretical models of goal orientation. 

The findings from this investigation also indicate that an individuals' goal 
orientation profile influences not only one's task-related motivational response 
pattern, but one's stress and attitudinal response pattern as well. Goal orientation 
has been conceptualized as a multi-dimensional, hierarchically-ordered, mid-level 
construct that is influenced by underlying dispositional characteristics, and which 
in turn influences achievement - relevant processes and outcomes (Elliot, 1997, 
1999). Given that a workplace provides numerous achievement-oriented cues that 
can influence individuals' response patterns at work (e.g., the level of demands 
expected of individuals; what constitutes effective or ineffective performance; the 
extent to which work efforts and contributions are supported and valued; the 
number of competing demands or obligations; the reward structures of the organi
zation), the findings suggest that goal orientation is a construct that warrants fur
ther attention as an important individual difference variable that predicts individ
uals' strain and attitudinal responses to job stressors and organizational stimuli. 

Indeed, goal orientation may actually predict employees' job related behavior 
and attitudes better than other dispositional variables commonly examined by 
organizational researchers (i.e., the Big Five and related personality constructs), 
especially in a selection context. This may be true even when goal orientation 
profiles are not examined. For example, in this study, statistically significant 
zero-order correlation coefficients ranged from .14 to .37 for learning goal orien
tation, .15 to .24 for performance - approach goal orientation, and .14 to .33 for 
performance - avoidance goal orientation. Compare these findings with recent 
meta-analyses examining relationships between neuroticism (negative 
affectivity), extraversion (positive affectivity), conscientiousness, agreeableness, 
and openness to experience with performance (ps == -.19, .12, .25, .02, and .09, 
respectively: Salgado, 2002)~ job satisfaction (ps = -.29, .25, .26~ .17, and .02, 
respectively: Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002), goal setting (ps == -.29, .15, .28, -.29, 
and .18, respectively: Judge & Ilies, 2002), expectancy motivation (ps = 
-.29, .10, .23, .13. and -.08, respectively: Judge & Hies, 2002), and organizational 
citizenship behavior (ps = -.06, .15, .22, and .13, respectively: Organ & Ryan, 
1995 [note: openness to experience was not reported]. 

More importantly, the variance explained by the goal orientation profiles 
exceeded that explained by each goal orientation dimension separately and by the 
Big Five constructs noted above. For example, variance explained among the 
statistically significant findings ranged from 5 to 10 percent, equivalent to the 
amount of variance explained by correlation values ranging from .23 to .32. Thus, 
the findings suggest that an individuaJs' goal orientation may predict performance 
better than any of the Big Five measures alone. For example. the personality 
characteristics that have been shown to be most predictive of performance, job 
satisfaction, goal setting, expectancy motivation, and organizational citizenship 
behavior (see meta-analyses by Salgado, 2002; Judge et al., 2002; Judge & Ilies, 
2002; and Organ & Ryan, 1995, respectively) are precisely those that have been 
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shown to underlie individuals who comprised Cluster 4 (i .e., the high achieving 
goal orientation profile) described in this study. Conversely, the personality traits 
that characterized the fear-based individual described in this study (e.g., low 
conscientiousness, low emotional stability) typically are those that are practition
ers Lypically avoid by when se]ecting and hiring emp1oyees (e.g., Salgado, 2002). 

Finally, consider a comparison between Cluster 2 and 4 individuals: Fortunato 
and Goldblatt (2006) reported that both profiles scored relatively high on meas
ures of conscientiousness, positive affectivity, and emotional stability, three of the 
Big Five measures that are commonly used to select individuals into organiza
tions. And in this investigation, both profiles tended to report positive job at
titudes. However, according to Fortunato and Goldblatt, individua1s in C1uster 4 
manifested the most positive motivational response pattern by consistently setting 
difficult distal and proximal goals and by performing well compared to others, 
whereas individuals in Cluster 2 tended to manifest a largely apathetic motiva
tional response pattern by setting low performance goals and by performing 
worse, on average, than individuals in the other profi1es. Moreover, in Sample l 
of this study, individuals in Cluster 4 reported that they were more likely to 
engage in organizationa1 citizenship behaviors than individuals in Cluster 2. Thus, 
by selecting individuals into organizations on the basis of the Big Five measures 
and by not taking into account an individuals' goal orientation profile, organiza
tions may inadvertently hire Cluster 2 type individuals, individuals who are not 
likely to perform well in their organization. 

Future research. In the preceding paragraphs, a number of propositions were 
specified indicating how individuals with different goal orientation profiles might 
respond to achievement oriented cues in the work place and also indicated how 
the measurement of goal orientation profiles may be of potential utility when 
selecting individuals into organizations. Clearly future research should be de
signed to examine the propositions indicated in this manuscript. Moreover, re
search should be designed to examine the validity of using goal orientation pro
files as a selection tool. Note also that if future research shows that goal orienta
tion consistently predicts important organizational variables, as well as, or better 
than traditionally examined dispositional variables, one practical advantage of 
measuring goal orientation instead of other personality characteristics is that most 
measures of the former (such as the 13-item VandeWalle, 1997 measure used in 
this study) consist of many fewer items than most measures of the latter (e.g., the 
60-item short version of Costa & McCrae's, 1992 NEO), and as a result may have 
greater economic utility for organizations. 

In recent years, researchers have begun to examine the extent to which the 
different goal orientation dimensions moderate task-related motivational variables 
(e.g .• Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Schmidt & Ford, 2003: Van Yperen & Janssen, 
2002). Thus, research is needed to ex.amine the extent to which the relationships 
among both motivational and non-motivational variables are moderated by indi
viduals' goal orientation profiles. For example, will individuals react differently 
(goal setting, goal revision, effort, performance attributions) to success or fai]ure 
depending on their goal orientation profile? Will individuals report different 
levels of job strains in response to job stressors or engage in different levels of 
positive and negative work behaviors in response to their job perceptions and 
attitudes depending on their goal orientation profile? Will individuals with differ-
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ent profiles be more likely to remain in organizations that have corresponding 
cultural profiles (e.g., a "learning organization") or leave when the organization
al culture differs from their goal orientation profile? And, how will goal orienta
tion moderate the relationship between organizational culture and individual 
effectiveness, with respect to both task and contextual performance? 

Cluster analysis versus moderated multiple regression. Fortunato and Gold
blatt (2006) listed several advantages of using cluster analytic techniques over 
multiple regression techniques, and as such will not be repeated here. However, 
note that the data were also analyzed using moderated multiple regression tech
niques3. In these analyses, four statistically significant two-way interactions and 
seven (out of 16 possible) statistically significant three-way interactions for 
Sample 1 were found, and one statistically significant two-way interaction and 
one statistically significant three-way interaction for Sample 2 were found. Thus, 
a larger number of statistically significant findings were found among the de
pendent variables when cluster analytic techniques were used to sort individuals 
into profiles (10 of 16 comparisons for Sample I, and 9 of lO for Sample 2), 
compared to examining interaction terms using multiple regression techniques. 
Moreover, the amount of variance explained by the cluster profiles was greater 
than the amount of variance explained by any of the two- or three-way interaction 
terms. For example, the amount of statistically significant variance explained by 
the cluster profiles ranged from .05 to .09 for Sample 1, and from .05 to . l O for 
Sample 2, whereas the amount of variance explained by any statistically signifi
cant three-way interaction never exceeded 2% and the amount of variance ex
plained by any statistically significant two-way interaction never exceeded 5%. 

Strength and Limitations. A strength of this investigation was that data were 
collected from two separate work samples and analyzed separately in order to 
determine the best profile solution for each. One sample consisted of bank per
sonnel and the other consisted of retail customer service personnel. As it turns 
out, a four-cluster solution, similar to that found by Fortunato and Goldblatt 
(2006), was the best solution for each sample. Thus, across three separate data 
collection efforts using three different types of samples and different sets of 
dependent variables, the same four-profile solution emerged as the best profile 
solution. Another strength of this investigation was that the cluster solutions were 
validated using an alternative cluster analytic procedure (see Footnote 3), produc
ing nearly identical results to those reported in the Results section were found. 

There were several limitations with this study. First, because the data were 
collected via self-report measures, common method variance may have been a 
problem. However, the results of Harmon's one factor test for common method 
variance indicated that although common method variance could be completely 
ruled out, it was not a cause for concern in this investigation. A second limitation 
was that the amount of variance explained in the dependent variables by the goal 
orientation profiles was typically less than ten percent. Although it is possible that 
the 112 values that were found might reflect the relatively large samples sizes used 
in this study, the findings are consistent with research examining the relationships 
between personality and job attitudes and stress. This literature has consistently 
shown that the amount of variance explained by personality is typically less than 
10% (Judge & Dies, 2002; Judge, Locke, Durham, & Kluger, 1998; Judge, Mar
tocchio, & Thoresen, 1997; Judge et al., 2002). 
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Third, for a few of the measures, estimates of reliability were less than ade
quate. Unreliability of measures can be a threat to statistical conclusion validity; 
i.e., attenuates ability to determine statistic significance. However, for all meas
ures in which estimates of reliability were less than .80, statistically significant 
correlation coefficients (both positive and negative) between these scales and 
many of the other measures were found. Moreover, although Sample I cluster 
differences were not statistically significant for measures with less than adequate 
estimates of reliability, three of the four cluster differences for Sample 2 were 
statistically significant despite their relatively low estimates of reliability. Indeed, 
note that although the estimate of reliability of the affective commitment measure 
in Sample l was .88, differences across the cluster profiles were not found. 
Conversely, despite an estimate of reliability of .68 for the affective commitment 
measure in Sample 2, statistically significant differences across the clusters were 
found. Thus, ·it appears that sample size (N = 156 for Sample I and N = 212 for 
Sample 2) may have affected the power to detect statistically significant relation
ships among some of the dependent variables for Sample l. 

Conclusion. In conclusion, evidence was found supporting the robustness of 
the four-cluster solution previously noted by Fortunato and Goldblatt (2006). 
First, the four-cluster solution was the best solution across entirely different types 
work samples. Second, the profile patterns observed were similar to those pre
viously noted by Fortunato and Goldblatt. Although further validation of the four
cluster solution is needed, the findings are quite promising in indicating the utility 
of sorting individuals into clusters based upon their scores on multiple goal orien
tation dimensions and in using the resulting profiles for the prediction of a variety 
of outcome variables that are important for individual and organizational effec
tiveness. 

FOO1NOTES 

1. More recently, Elliot and associates, (e.g., Elliot, 1999; Elliot and Mc
Gregor, 200 I) suggested a four-dimensional approach to goal orientation in which 
learning goal orientation is further differentiated between approaching task mas
tery and avoiding task mastery. However, with one exception (Elliot & Mc
Gregor, 200 l ), there is little empirical support for adopting a four-dimensional 
approach at this time. Indeed, as Elliot ( 1999) stated, "it seems reasonable to 
focus exclusively on the three goals in the trichotomous achievement goal frame
work in most achievement goal research ... but [to] bear in mind that in some 
situations or for some populations, the fourth cell of the full 2 x: 2 framework is 
also likely to be operative" (p. 182). 

2. On the advice of an anonymous reviewer on a previous version of this 
manuscript, a parallel set of cluster analyses and analyses of variance to those 
reported in this article were computed. First, to assess whether cluster member
ship would differ if a different hierarchical clustering technique were used to 
generate input values for the k-means analysis, the centriod method was used 
instead of Wards method, to generate input values for the k-means analysis. Note 
that there was I 00% retention of individuals from Sample l and 91 % retention of 
individuals from Sample 2. Second, because of the differences in cluster member-
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ship for Sample 2 between the two clustering methods, the data were re-analyzed 
using the revised cluster profiles. With one exception (perceived invasiveness 
- Sample 2), all statistically significant findings were still statistically significant 
for the new cluster profiles. 

3. These data are available on request. 
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