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Summary  

Existing research on New Product Development (NPD) teams focusses largely on team 

failure prevention. Yet, despite these efforts, team failure occurs relatively frequently, as only 

one of every seven NPD ideas becomes a commercial success. The question that is rarely posed 

in extant research and is thus central to this paper is: how does this team failure influence future 

team performance? Failure could potentially negatively influence future team processes, which 

in turn could negatively impact future team performance. Thus, instead of finding causes of team 

failure, the goal of this research is to generate insights regarding the effects of NPD team failure 

on future team processes. Based on goal-setting theory and self-regulation theory, the main 

premise is that performance feedback triggers performance evaluations that, together with this 

performance feedback and organizational culture (more specifically, organizational learning 

orientation), determine intentions to increase effort in future team processes. Future team 

processes in turn determine future performance, but since this link has been researched 

abundantly it is not the focus of the present study.  

Using two studies, each with an experimental two by two design (success/failure vs. 

organizational learning orientation/avoiding orientation), these influences were investigated. The 

main finding is that team failure does not influence intentions to increase effort in team processes 

in the next project. However, it does significantly affect motivational, cognitive and affective 

states of team members in a negative way. This is not conducive of team processes, and previous 

research has linked a lack of (intrinsic) motivation to deterioration of performance. However, an 

organizational learning can mitigate these negative effects of failure, and in general increases 

self-efficacy, positive affect, and intrinsic motivation, as well as decreases negative affect.  
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These findings have several implications: 

- The findings support goal-setting theory and self-regulation theory, such that both in case of 

success and failure, team members can intend to increase their efforts. Furthermore, the 

findings confirm the guiding role of performance feedback in the formation of self-

evaluations. Lastly, they confirm the presence of situational aspects that influence the goal-

setting and comparison process, namely organizational learning orientation. 

- The findings add to goal-setting theory and self-regulation theory, by explaining why both in 

case of a failure and in case of a success team members can intend to increase their efforts. 

The explanation lies in differences in motivational states of team members, as success leads 

to intrinsic motivation and failure leads to extrinsic motivation. 

- It was also found that the latter effect can be diminished by a learning orientation, whilst it 

also increases positive affect, self-efficacy and internalized types of motivation. It is clear 

that organizations should adopt a learning orientation in order to mitigate the negative 

effects of team failure on the cognitive, affective and motivational states of team members. 

Furthermore, they should actively monitor these states.  

 

Lastly, these findings, combined with the limitations of this research, also lead to several 

avenues for future research: 

- Measuring actual behavior, as well as actual performance, gives future researchers the 

opportunity to make more concrete statements about the relationship between past and future 

performance.  

- This research needs to be repeated in different settings, using different methods, including 

other control factors, to improve generalizability of the results.  
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- For the purpose of this type of research, measures could be developed, as few existing 

measures are appropriate. The current research has already presented some first drafts with 

indications of reliability.  

- Other ways of mitigating the negative effects of team failure on future performance should 

be investigated (e.g. leadership, reward systems, etc.).  

- The effects of serial failure should also be investigated using a longitudinal approach, as 

well as the role of a learning orientation in serial failure. 
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1. Introduction 

On April 23
rd

, 1985, The Coca Cola Company announced that the original 100 years old 

Coke recipe would be changed. The New Coke, as the new product was called, was a reaction to 

taste tests that favored Pepsi’s Coke. This news was met with world-wide criticism, and in June 

of the same year, taste tests still showed that the public favored Pepsi. Furthermore, sales were 

slowing down significantly. By early July, surveys showed only 30% of the people liked New 

Coke, whilst all this time newspapers and magazines were still criticizing the decision. In fact, 

petitions were started to bring the old Coke back. On July 11
th

, 1985, The Coca Cola Company 

recognized that the team had failed, and announced that the traditional Coke would return. 

The existing body of literature on New Product Development (NPD) teams is full of 

recommendations on how to prevent team failure. Implementing a Stage-Gate System (Cooper, 

2008), implementing NPD portfolio management (Kock, Heising, & Gemünden, 2014), making 

use of cross-functional collaboration (Ernst, Hoyer, & Rübsaamen, 2010), and optimizing team 

dynamics through team composition, leadership, organizational structure and culture (Im, 

Montoya, & Workman, 2013; Sivasubramaniam, Liebowitz, & Lackman, 2012) are all examples 

of such recommendations. Yet, team failure is still a common phenomenon, as only fourteen 

percent of NPD ideas becomes a commercial success (Barczak, Griffin, & Kahn, 2009). 

Although there is an abundance of literature on NPD team failure prevention and optimizing 

chances of success, insights on the effects of such failures on future team processes is lacking. 

Yet, this kind of insight is relevant, given the frequent occurrence of failures within New Product 

Development, and the potential negative effects of failure on future team processes. In turn, less 

efficient and/or effective future team processes can be expected to negatively influence future 

team performance, as has been widely demonstrated by previous research.  
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Therefore, this study does not take the traditional approach of finding causes of team 

failure, but instead focuses on its effects. The aim of this research is to build a framework for the 

effects of NPD team failure on future team processes and to formulate ways of mitigating (or 

minimizing) the negative effects. This framework is based on goal-setting theory (Locke, 1968) 

and self-regulation theory (Bandura, 1977; 1997), given their prominent focus on feedback and 

human performance systems. The main premise is that performance feedback triggers 

performance evaluations that, together with this performance feedback and organizational 

culture, determine intentions to increase effort in future team processes. This is because these 

aspects influence the process of comparison between goals and outcome that is instigated by the 

performance feedback. Future team processes in turn determine future performance, but since 

this link has been researched abundantly it is not the focus of the present study. Instead, this 

research focuses on the actual gap in literature, i.e. the influence of team failure on performance 

evaluations and future team processes. Furthermore, it investigates the role of organizational 

culture, or more specifically, organizational learning orientation in this relationship. The latter 

involves an organization that embraces failure as an opportunity for learning, where employees 

enjoy difficult tasks, as well as learning from them. The opposite of this orientation is an 

avoiding orientation, where failure is avoided and discredited, and difficult tasks are not enjoyed 

by employees as they only increase the chances of failure (VandeWalle, Cron, & Slocum, 2001). 

The decision to include this orientation was based on the expectation that whether the 

organization has an avoiding or a learning orientation plays a critical role in determining team 

members’ interpretation of negative performance feedback, given the difference in attitude 

towards failure. Therefore, this orientation could also be expected to affect the consequences of 

that feedback.  
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In order to test these influences this research used two studies, both involving 

experiments with a 2x2 design (success/failure vs. organizational learning orientation/avoiding 

orientation). The second study aimed to replicate and explain the findings of the first study by 

including affective, cognitive and motivational states of team members. The results of the two 

studies show that team failure and team success cause about an equal degree of intentions of 

team members to increase effort in future team processes. However, the team members’ 

affective, cognitive and motivational states surrounding these intentions differ greatly between 

team failure and team success. That is, although failure and success may both induce intentions 

to increase effort in future team processes, failure is coupled with negative affect and decreased 

motivation and self-efficacy. Furthermore, the results indicate that these negative effects can be 

compensated by a learning orientation. These results add to existing literature by filling the gap 

in existing research regarding the effects of NPD team performance, and more specifically NPD 

team failure, on effort placed in future team processes. Furthermore, this study demonstrates the 

role of an organizational learning orientation in this relationship. Lastly, the mechanisms that 

explain these findings have been (partially) uncovered. As already mentioned, this contribution is 

relevant because of the frequent occurrence of failure, especially in a NPD context.  

This paper is further structured as follows: the next section discusses the theoretical 

framework that is the foundation of the main premise of this research, as well as the expected 

relations between constructs. Hereafter, the methodology that is used for testing the framework 

in the first study is elaborated upon. Then the results of this study is presented, followed by a 

discussion and an introduction to the second study. This is followed by a brief discussion of the 

second study, followed by a discussion of the general theoretical and practical implications of 

this research, as well as directions for future research.  
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2. Theoretical framework 

New product development (NPD) is the process of generating new ideas to eventually 

launch new products: it is a process of exploration and exploitation (Rothaermel & Deeds, 2004). 

The classical NPD process has six stages: (1) exploration, (2) screening, (3) business analysis, 

(4) development, (5) testing, and (6) commercialization. The first three stages (termed the ‘fuzzy 

front-end’) are believed to require the most attention to minimize chances of failure (Griffin, 

1997). Since this process is interdisciplinary, it requires different organizational functions to 

work together (Edmondson & Nembhard, 2009). This is why it is often executed in teams, 

defined as a set of interdependent parties, small in number, who recognize themselves as a team 

and have some degree of shared accountability (Gibson & Gibbs, 2006). 

Teams execute team processes, for which Marks, Matthieu, and Zaccaro (2001) have 

provided a taxonomy using three categories:  Transition processes, action processes and 

interpersonal processes. Transition processes involve mission analysis, formulation and planning, 

goal specification and strategy formulation. Action processes include monitoring progress 

toward goals, systems monitoring, coordination, team monitoring and back-up behavior. Lastly, 

interpersonal processes consist of conflict management, affect management, and motivation and 

confidence building. It is believed that teams – in comparison to individuals – bring more 

perspectives and knowledge, which can be used as resources for creative tasks (Hoever, van 

Knippenberg, van Ginkel, & Barkema, 2012). These resources become particularly useful in 

information elaboration, defined as “the exchange, discussion, and integration of ideas, 

knowledge, and insights relevant to the team’s task” (Hoever, van Knippenberg, van Ginkel, & 

Barkema, 2012, p. 984). Ultimately, using teams is believed to increase chances of NPD success. 
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However, using teams also has some disadvantages. Firstly, there is the potential for 

members to only execute tasks that fit within their area of expertise, thus limiting the potential 

for learning (McCorkle et al., 1999). Secondly, team members may have passive attitudes, 

ranging from simply following to complete free-riding (Johnson & Johnson, 1984). Thirdly, 

without careful and deliberate selection, certain expertise may be missing in the team, or 

personality clashes may occur (Pfaff & Huddleston, 2003). These may all be sources of conflict, 

which has been shown to significantly limit a team’s potential for success (e.g. Kozlowski & 

Bell, 2003; West, Patera, & Carsten, 2009).     

2.1. NPD team performance 

New product success (or failure) has seen multiple definitions in literature, as it can be 

measured at the firm, program and project level. In this research the focus lies on the latter. 

Operational success measures assess NPD performance using both product aspects (e.g. technical 

product performance and product competitive advantage) and process aspects (e.g. development 

costs and market entry timing). External measures, on the other hand, reflect both customer-

based outcomes (e.g. market share, sales volume, revenue, customer satisfaction and acceptance) 

and financial outcomes (e.g. profitability, margin, return on assets and investment, and break-

even time) (Cankurtaran, Langerak, & Griffin, 2013). Although these are objective measures, 

subjective thresholds (i.e. goals) are set for these measures to determine if a product and the team 

behind it is successful. This implies that the assessment of performance is rater-dependent, as 

these thresholds may differ between assessors. For example, although a decision-maker may find 

that one of his/her products, and thus the NPD team behind it, has failed, the team itself may not 

agree with this judgement.  
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Thus, for the purpose of this research, two kinds of performance assessments can be 

identified: the team’s performance as seen by the decision-maker, and the team’s self-evaluation 

of their performance. The former is regarded as an indicator of the degree of success/failure and 

a form of feedback. The latter is regarded as a mediator in the relationship between this 

performance feedback (i.e. success or failure) and intentions to increase effort in future team 

processes. Hence, team performance is defined as the judgement of the decision-maker regarding 

the team’s performance (i.e. success or failure). The team’s evaluation of their own performance 

is then defined as the judgement of the team members regarding their team’s performance.  

It is also likely that these types of performance assessments correlate. For example, it is 

likely that when the decision-maker feels the team has failed, this increases the probability of a 

perception of failure at the side of team members. In fact, as mentioned above, the performance 

evaluation of the decision-maker can be regarded as a form of feedback to the team. This is 

where goal-setting theory and self-regulation theory come into play, which are discussed below.  

2.2. Goal-setting theory and self-regulation of effort 

A goal is a desired outcome of an action or a collection of actions (Tubbs & Ekeberg, 

1991). Goals can be assigned, set jointly through participation, or self-set, although the two 

former types of goals can also be internalized to become self-set goals (Locke & Latham, 2006). 

According to goal-setting theory, self-set goals are the source of self-regulation of effort, as they 

provide a standard by which the adequacy and effectiveness of one’s effort can be judged 

(Bandura & Cervone, 1983). More specifically, goals (along with personal factors such as 

skills/abilities, and environmental factors such as values) instigate a choice process that results in 

a certain intention for effort. This intention leads to action/effort, which in turn results in 

products, or outcomes.  
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Of course, the degree to which these intentions are converted into the desired action and 

outcomes is also influenced by the same personal and environmental factors described above that 

influence the choice process. The eventual outcome instigates a comparison process, where the 

outcome and goal are compared. If a discrepancy is noted such that the outcome does not meet 

the goal, intentions will likely be altered to increase effort (Tubbs & Ekeberg, 1991). However, if 

people attain or exceed the goal they have been pursuing, they also generally set a higher goal for 

themselves. This could also involve intentions to increase effort (Locke & Latham, 2002). 

Another possibility in goal-setting theory, next to increasing effort, is to adjust goals downward. 

However, in the setting of this research, the goals are either assigned or set jointly through 

participation. That is, the organization in which a team member is working eventually decides 

about the work-related goals of its employees. Thus, although it is possible for employees to 

decide not to pursue these goals anymore (or to a lesser extent), this is highly unlikely. This is 

because these goals are set at least partly by the organization, and hence form a standard for the 

output that can be expected by decision-makers. Employees autonomously deciding to lower this 

standard for themselves risk being viewed as non-productive by the decision-makers of the 

organization. This could eventually even lead to these employees losing their job. It is expected 

that, due to this risk, employees will generally choose increasing effort over lowering goals when 

the outcome does not meet the set goal. However, this increase in effort is based on an extrinsic 

motivation of fear. In contrast, meeting or exceeding one’s goal may cause a boost in self-

efficacy and intrinsic motivation. Therefore, it can be expected that when the outcome does not 

meet the goal, intentions for effort will be lower compared to when the outcome exceeds or 

meets the goal. This is because the latter is more intrinsically motivating, and is surrounded with 

more positive affective states.  
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H1: The extent to which NPD team members intend to put more effort in team processes in the 

future is lower in case of a team failure than in case of a team success (as judged by the 

decision-maker). 

 It was already mentioned that self-set goals are the source of self-regulation. This implies 

that, although one can expect a high correlation between the goals of the decision-maker and the 

goals of the team members, the latter are more predictive of effort intentions. Therefore, we can 

expect that the comparison process of goals and outcomes at the side of team members (i.e. their 

self-evaluation) is also more predictive of effort intentions than the evaluation of the decision-

maker. Given that the goals of the team are also partially determined by the decision-maker, 

his/her feedback serves as an input for the team member’s evaluation process, such that positive 

feedback increases the likelihood of positive performance evaluations. Therefore, one can expect 

an indirect effect of the team’s performance (as judged by the decision-maker) on the team 

member’s intentions to increase effort in future team processes, through the effect of the 

decision-maker’s evaluation on the self-evaluation of the team members.  

H2: There is a negative indirect effect of team failure (as judged by the decision-maker) on team 

members’ intentions to increase effort in future team processes, as team failure causes more 

negative self-evaluations of team members than team success, which in turn leads to lesser 

intentions to increase effort in future team processes (as compared to team success). 
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Another important concept in goal-setting theory is goal orientation, which influences 

interpretation of the purpose of feedback (VandeWalle, Cron, & Slocum, 2001). A learning goal 

orientation is defined as a focus on developing one’s competence by acquiring new skills, 

mastering new situations, and learning from experience (VandeWalle, 1997). It is associated 

with interpreting feedback as information on how to correct errors. Members of an organization 

with a learning orientation view failure as something to be embraced, as an opportunity for 

learning. Difficult tasks are enjoyed, and learning is enjoyed for the sake of learning. In contrast, 

an avoiding goal orientation – defined as a focus on avoiding negation of one’s competence and 

the avoiding of negative judgments from others (VandeWalle, 1997) – is associated with 

interpreting feedback as a judgement about one’s competence. Members of an organization with 

this orientation discredit failure, and do not enjoy difficult tasks. Instead, they avoid them to 

avoid failure. Given that a learning goal orientation involves focusing on learning, it can be 

expected that a team operating within an organization with such an orientation will generally set 

higher goals as compared to those operating in an organization with an avoiding orientation 

(where teams will ‘play it safe’). Therefore, they would also generally have greater intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes in order to achieve those goals.  

H3: An organizational learning orientation causes an increase in the extent to which a NPD 

team member intends to put more effort in future team processes.  

A learning orientation should also lead to a focus on successful aspects of past 

performance (Farr, Hofmann, & Ringenbach, 1993). This implies that an organizational learning 

orientation also positively influences self-evaluations of team members of their performance, as 

these are more focused on positive aspects and less on negative aspects (VandeWalle, Cron, & 

Slocum, 2001).  
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Given that, as argued earlier, self-evaluations determine intentions, this also implies that 

there is an indirect effect of an organizational learning orientation on intentions to increase 

effort. This is because of the positive effect of this orientation on self-evaluations, which in turn 

increases intentions to increase effort in future team processes.  

H4: There is an indirect positive effect of an organizational learning orientation on the team 

members’ intentions to increase effort in future team processes, as a learning orientation causes 

more positive self-evaluations of team members than an avoiding orientation, which in turn leads 

to greater intentions to increase effort in future team processes (as compared to an avoiding 

orientation). 

2.3. Resulting research model 

In Figure 1 the resulting research model is presented along with the corresponding 

hypotheses, which are based on the theoretical framework discussed in this chapter. This 

research model was tested with an experimental design involving two studies. The orange 

squares represent the factors that are controlled by the research, whereas the blue square and 

green square represent the variables that are measured, where the green square is the dependent 

variable. These aspects of the methodology are detailed in the next chapter.  

 

Figure 1: Research model 
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3. Research methodology 

The methodology for this research involved two studies, where Study 2 built on Study 1. 

The reason for this was to be able to design a follow-up study that could replicate and further 

explain findings of the first and second study, and to incorporate other insights (e.g. failed 

manipulations, absent relations, etc.). Therefore, the hypotheses and constructs for Study 2 have 

also been determined after execution of Study 1. Because of this, first the methodology and 

results of Study 1 are presented before presenting the hypotheses, methodology and results of 

Studies 2.   

3.1. Study 1 

The first study involved a quantitative experimental research with a 2x2 factorial design, 

in which organizational learning orientation and team performance were manipulated to both 

vary between two extremes (i.e. learning orientation/avoiding orientation and success/failure). 

These manipulations were used to test the hypothesized effects of these two variables on 

performance evaluations and intentions to increase effort in future team processes. This research 

was performed using a combination of Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (a platform where users can 

fill in questionnaires for which they get paid) and the survey creation platform Qualtrics. More 

specifically, a link was posted on Mechanical Turk to the survey in Qualtrics. Once a respondent 

completed the survey, he/she received a unique code that could be used to redeem their payment, 

which was $0.30 for Study 1. Mechanical Turk is known for its large user base, so making use of 

this platform caused responses to be gathered quickly. Furthermore, there is an expected increase 

in quality compared to, for example, face-to-face or social media sampling, as respondents are 

paid for their work and the quality of their work is controlled by the platform.  
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3.1.1. Procedure 

In the survey, participants were first presented with a description of a scenario about a 

hypothetical NPD team they are part of. This scenario described the organization in terms of 

learning orientation, as well as the team’s performance as judged by the decision-maker (see 

Appendix A for the full questionnaire). The descriptions of team performance and organizational 

learning orientation have been varied between two extremes, resulting in a 2x2 design (i.e. 4 

conditions/scenarios). Condition 1 involved a team failure and an avoiding orientation, condition 

2 involved a team failure and a learning orientation, condition 3 involved a team success and an 

avoiding orientation, and condition 4 involved a team success and a learning orientation. 

Participants were randomly assigned one of the four conditions.  

After this description, manipulation check questions have been asked (see questions 1 

and 2 in Appendix A) to measure if the two manipulations (i.e. team performance and learning 

orientation) had succeeded. This was followed by several questions to measure the participant’s 

evaluation of the team’s performance (question 3), as well as his/her intentions to increase effort 

in future team processes (question 4), given the participant had to work again in this team. 

Finally, the survey ended with several demographic questions, requesting the respondent’s 

gender, age, education, as well as the size and type of the organization that the respondent 

worked for, and the respondent’s tenure (see questions 5 up to and including 10 in Appendix A). 

The final question (question 11) allowed for comments on the survey.  
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3.1.2. Participants 

In the first study 198 responses were gathered, of which 51 were in condition 1 (i.e. team 

failure and an avoiding orientation), 50 in condition 2 (i.e. team failure and a learning 

orientation), 46 in condition 3 (i.e. team success and an avoiding orientation), and 51 in 

condition 4 (i.e. team success and a learning orientation). Using G*Power (see Faul, Erdfelder, 

Buchner, & Lang, 2009), it was determined that with the sample size of 198, a targeted power of 

95%, an α of 5%, and 4 conditions, effect sizes of 0.14 could be detected in correlation and 

single linear regression analyses, and effect sizes of 0.26 in analyses of variance including main 

effects and interactions. 

Among the participants were 118 males (59.6%) and 80 females (40.4%), and the average 

age of the sample was about 35 years old (M=34.59, SD=10.06). The median and mode of the 

level of education in the sample corresponded with a Bachelor degree (41.4%), whereas the 

second largest category included those with some college tenure, but no degree (21.2%).  

Participants had to be employed in order to participate in the study. A large majority of 

the respondents worked for a for-profit organization (85.9%). Almost half of the respondents 

(49.0%) had been working between 1 and 5 years at their current employer, and 36.4% for more 

than 5 years. The largest category of respondents’ employers (42.9%) included large-sized 

organizations, followed by middle-sized organizations (36.4%) and small-sized organizations 

(20.7%).  
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3.1.3. Measures 

In the scenario, team performance as judged by the decision-maker has been described 

with a single sentence (i.e. “the product will be launched” versus “the product will not be 

launched”). The description of organizational learning orientation was based on a scale of 

VandeWalle (1997) (e.g. “the majority of people in the organization does not enjoy learning for 

the sake of learning” versus “the majority of people in the organization enjoys learning for the 

sake of learning”).  

Performance evaluation has been measured using a single item (i.e. “considering the 

process and outcome, I think we as a team have performed…”) with a seven-point Likert scale 

ranging from “very poorly” to “very well”. Using multiple items was expected not to work well 

in hypothetical situations, due to the fact that scales for performance evaluation generally 

measure very specific process aspects that are unknown in such a hypothetical situation.  

Intentions to increase effort in future team processes were measured for several types of 

team processes, namely transition processes, action processes and interpersonal processes (see 

Marks, Matthieu and Zaccaro (2001)). The scale of Pineda and Lerner (2006), which measures 

effort in these types of team processes, was adjusted to measure intentions to increase effort in 

future team processes. The first four sub-questions measure intentions to increase effort in 

transition processes (e.g. “establishing team goals”), the following two measure intentions to 

increase effort in action processes (e.g. “tracking progress of pre-established deadlines”), and the 

last three measure intentions to increase effort in interpersonal processes (e.g. “working through 

disagreement”). These questions were all answered using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 

“much less effort” to “much more effort”.  
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Reliability analyses showed that these sub-scales have sufficient reliability (α=0.89, 

α=0.80, and α=0.78, respectively). However, an exploratory factor analysis showed that the best 

solution includes one factor (see Appendix B), indicating that this scale can be treated as a scale 

of overall intentions to increase effort in future team processes. Therefore, it will be treated as 

such in the upcoming analyses, by computing the mean of all nine questions. This total scale also 

has a better reliability (α=0.92).  

Lastly, as mentioned above, two manipulation checks were added to the questionnaire to 

measure the effectiveness of these manipulations. More specifically, to test the manipulation of 

team performance, respondents were asked to indicate the motivation of the decision-maker to 

launch the product. To test the manipulation of organizational learning orientation, respondents 

were asked to indicate the motivation of the organization to learn from failures. Both 

manipulation checks were measured on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from “not at all” to 

“very”.  

3.1.4. Analyses 

To test the hypotheses in this study, the data was analyzed using regression analyses, 

analyses of variance and correlation analyses. More specifically, the direct relations 

hypothesized in hypotheses 1 and 3 were examined with correlations. The direct and indirect 

effects of hypotheses 2 and 4 were tested using the PROCESS macro for SPSS (version 2.16.3, 

model 4) developed by Hayes (2013), which is based on regression analyses. Based on the 

results, an interaction effect was also hypothesized (discussed in section 3.1.7), which was tested 

with an analysis of variance. The indirect effect model was then also re-tested to include this 

interaction effect, using model 5 of the PROCESS macro.  
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3.1.5. Manipulation checks 

As mentioned above, manipulation checks were added to the questionnaire to test 

whether the manipulations were successful. Respondents in conditions 3 and 4 (the conditions in 

which the product was launched) reported a higher motivation of the manager to launch the 

product (M=5.19, SD=1.31) compared to respondents in conditions 1 and 2 (the conditions in 

which the product was not launched) (M=3.40, SD=1.73); t(186.86)=8.22, p<0.001. Respondents 

in conditions 2 and 4 (the conditions in which the organization had a learning orientation) 

reported a higher motivation of the organization to learn from failure (M=6.21, SD=1.02) 

compared to respondents in conditions 1 and 3 (the conditions in which the organization did not 

have a learning orientation) (M=2.41, SD=1.77); t(152.29)=18.36, p<0.001. Given that a 4 on 

these scales corresponds to a neutral standpoint, and the means of these groups fell on opposite 

sides of this point and were significantly different, it can be concluded that both manipulations 

succeeded. 

3.1.6. Effects of demographics 

Descriptive statistics and correlations among the variables of this study are presented in 

Table 1. The effects of organization type and gender were analyzed using t-tests, after noticing 

significant correlations. The results indicate that respondents working at a non-profit 

organization were less positive about the performance of the team (M=4.11, SD=1.42) than 

employees from for-profit organizations (M=4.81, SD=1.50); t(196)=-2.33, p=0.02). Regarding 

gender, females were less under the impression that the organization discussed in the scenario is 

motivated to learn from failure (i.e. the manipulation check question; M=3.94, SD=2.34) 

compared to men (M=4.63, SD=2.38); t(196)=-2.01, p=0.05.  
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Table 1 

Descriptive statistics and correlations among the study variables (N = 198) 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Performance 

evaluation 

4.71 1.50 
1 -.03 .10 .02 .06 .03 -.16

*
 .24

**
 .19

**
 -.40

**
 

2. Gender N/A N/A  1 .20
**

 -.04 -.10 -.07 .02 -.12 .10 -.02 

3. Age 34.59 10.06   1 .07 .07 .40
**

 -.01 -.07 -.03 -.09 

4. Education N/A N/A    1 .18
*
 .09 .14 .10 .06 .05 

5. Organization 

size 

N/A N/A 
    1 .27

**
 .05 -.02 -.02 -.07 

6. Tenure N/A N/A      1 .04 -.01 .04 -.01 

7. Organization 

type 

N/A N/A 
      1 .11 -.12 .14 

8. Learning 

orientation 

N/A N/A 
       1 -.04 -.03 

9. Effort intentions 5.05 1.12         1 .06 

10. Team failure N/A N/A          1 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

 

3.1.7. Tests of hypotheses 

The first hypothesis stated that there is a negative relationship between team failure (as 

judged by the decision-maker) and team members’ intentions to increase effort in future team 

processes. As can be seen concluded from the correlation matrix of this study (presented in Table 

1), this relationship is non-significant, leading to the rejection of the first hypothesis.  

The second hypothesis stated that there is a negative indirect effect of team failure (as 

judged by the decision-maker) on team members’ intentions to increase effort in future team 

processes, through its negative effect on team members’ self-evaluations of their performance. 

This hypothesis was tested using model 4 of the SPSS macro PROCESS (see Tables 2 and 3 for 

the results). 
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The results in Table 2 show that team failure (as judged by the decision-maker) and 

performance evaluations are indeed negatively related (β=-0.40, p<0.001). Moreover, they show 

that performance evaluation is also directly positively related to intentions to increase effort in 

future team processes (β=0.26, p<0.001). Table 3 also shows that this indirect negative effect is 

significant (β=-0.10, p<0.05), supporting hypothesis 2. Lastly, it shows that when accounting for 

this indirect effect through performance evaluation, team failure as judged by the decision-maker 

has a positive direct effect on intentions to increase effort in future team processes (β=0.17, 

p<0.05). This is why the total effect of team failure on intentions to increase effort in future team 

processes is non-significant (β=0.06, p=0.37), which was already concluded from correlations. 

The third hypothesis stated that there is a positive relationship between organizational 

learning orientation and intentions to increase effort in future team processes. As can be 

concluded from the correlation matrix of this study (see Table 1), this relationship is non-

significant, meaning there is no support for this hypothesis.  

The fourth and final hypothesis of this study stated that there is a positive indirect effect 

of an organizational learning orientation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes, 

through its positive effect on team members’ self-evaluations of their performance. Again, this 

hypothesis was tested using model 4 of the SPSS macro PROCESS (see Tables 4 and 5 for the 

results). The results in Table 4 show that organizational learning orientation and performance 

evaluations are indeed positively related (β=0.24, p<0.001). Moreover, it shows that performance 

evaluation is also directly positively related to intentions to increase effort in future team 

processes (β=.21, p<0.01). Table 5 also shows that this indirect positive effect is significant 

(β=0.05, p<0.05), supporting hypothesis 4. However, as already indicated by the correlations, the 

total effect is negative, but non-significant.  
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Table 2 

Summary of regression analysis for indirect effect of team failure on intentions to increase effort 

in future team processes (through performance evaluation) 

 Performance evaluation Effort intentions 

Variable β β 

Team failure -.40*** .17* 

Performance evaluation 
 

.26***
 

R
2
 .16 .06 

F  38.24***
 

6.06** 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Table 3 

Summary of direct and indirect effects (through performance evaluation) of team failure on 

intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Effort intentions 

Effect β 

Team failure (direct effect) .17* 

Team failure (indirect effect through 

performance evaluation) 

-.10*
 

Team failure (total effect) -.06 

* p<0.05  

Note: Significance and effect size of indirect effect was determined with bootstrapping with 

5000 samples. 
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Table 4 

Summary of regression analysis for indirect effect of learning orientation on intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes (through performance evaluation) 

 Performance evaluation Effort intentions 

Variable β β 

Learning orientation .24*** -.09 

Performance evaluation 
 

.21**
 

R
2
 .06 .04 

F  11.61***
 

4.31* 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

Table 5 

Summary of direct and indirect effects (through performance evaluation) of learning orientation 

on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Effort intentions 

Effect β 

Learning orientation (direct effect) -.09 

Learning orientation (indirect effect 

through performance evaluation) 

.05*
 

Learning orientation (total effect) -.04 

* p<0.05  

Note: Significance and effect size of indirect effect was determined with bootstrapping with 

5000 samples. 



27 

 

3.1.8. Additional analysis 

Hypotheses 1 and 3, which stated that there is a negative relation between team failure 

and intentions to increase effort in future team processes, and that a learning orientation towards 

failure would facilitate these intentions, were rejected earlier on. Yet, it might be the case that 

these relations are individually not present, but instead represent an interaction effect.  

As explained earlier, a learning orientation is all about interpreting feedback as a means 

for improvement. It therefore seems plausible that failure is then also seen as an opportunity for 

learning, such that feedback is indeed effectively used to improve. In contrast, an avoiding 

orientation is about avoiding failure and avoiding doubts about one’s competence. Negative 

feedback could then be viewed as an expression of this doubt, and thus a more personal attack. It 

therefore also seems plausible that there is only a negative relation between team failure and 

intentions to increase effort in future team processes if there is an avoiding orientation. This is 

because negative feedback is then interpreted as a personal attack, leading to little motivation to 

exert more effort in the future, whereas positive feedback expresses confidence in the individual, 

leading to more motivation. With a learning orientation, this negative feedback is interpreted as 

information on improvement, leading to the use of feedback for that cause. Positive feedback, on 

the other hand, is in this case interpreted as a sign that there is little to improve, leading to lesser 

intentions to increase effort in future team processes when compared to negative feedback.  

To test if this interaction effect is present, an ANOVA was performed. The ANOVA 

(including learning orientation, team failure and an interaction term) showed that this interaction 

effect was indeed present (F(1)=5.76, p=0.02, with insignificant main effects. Figure 2 shows the 

interaction in more detail.  
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Figure 2: Interaction effect of team performance (as judged by the decision-maker) and 

organizational learning orientation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes 

However, post-hoc tests using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the means of these 

groups are not significantly different (see Appendix C). Still, the interaction term is significant, 

justifying further investigation, as this finding also affects the interpretation of the total effect of 

team failure on intentions to increase effort in future team processes. Therefore, it was decided to 

also re-test the indirect effect model of hypothesis 2 by including this interaction, using model 5 

of the PROCESS macro. More specifically, the  indirect effect of team failure on intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes (through its effect on performance evaluations) was 

tested jointly with the interaction effect between team failure and organizational learning 

orientation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes.  
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The results (see Tables 6 and 7) show that performance evaluation still has a positive 

effect on intentions to increase effort (β=0.29, p<0.001), that learning orientation still has no 

significant direct effect (β=-0.10, p=0.15), that the indirect effect of team failure on intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes (through its effect on performance evaluation) is still 

significant (β=-0.12, p<0.01), and that the interaction term is indeed significant (β=0.18, p<0.01). 

Regarding the conditional direct effects of team failure: in case of a learning orientation, the 

effect of team failure on intentions to increase effort is positive (β=0.36, p<0.001), whereas in 

case of an avoiding orientation, the effect is negative, but non-significant (β=-0.01, p=0.95). This 

analysis thus also supports the existence of this interaction effect, and somewhat changes the 

interpretation of the effects of team failure.  

Table 6 

Summary of regression analysis for interaction effect between team failure and learning 

orientation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Performance evaluation Effort intentions 

Variable β β 

Team failure -.40*** .18* 

Learning orientation 
 

-.10
 

Performance evaluation 
 

.29*** 

Team failure * learning orientation 
 

.18** 

R
2
 .16 .10 

F  38.24***
 

5.38*** 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Table 7 

Summary of direct and indirect effects (through performance evaluation) of team failure on 

intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Effort intentions 

Effect β 

Team failure (conditional direct effect) 

If learning orientation 

If avoid orientation 

 

.36*** 

-.01 

Team failure (indirect effect through 

performance evaluation) 

-.12**
 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01  

Note: Significance and effect size of indirect effect was determined with bootstrapping with 

5000 samples. 

 

To conclude, the results of this study are summarized in Figure 3.  

 

Figure 3: Resulting model of Study 1 
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3.1.9. Discussion of Study 1 

The analyses discussed so far have generated some interesting results. For instance, as 

hypothesized, team failure (as judged by the decision-maker) turns out to cause more negative 

self-evaluations of team members. In turn, this reduces intentions to increase effort in future 

team processes. On the other hand, an organizational learning causes more positive self-

evaluations, therefore leading to greater intentions to increase effort in future team processes. 

Furthermore, team failure also impacts intentions to increase effort in future team processes 

directly, although this effect is conditional on the presence of a learning orientation. That is, in 

case of learning orientation, a team failure increases these intentions, whereas in case of an 

avoiding orientation, team failure does not influence these intentions. This implies that within an 

organization that has a learning orientation, a team that fails will have greater intentions to put 

more effort in future team processes when compared to teams that succeed. However, within an 

organization that has an avoiding orientation, teams that fail will have lesser intentions to put 

more effort in future team processes when compared to teams that succeed.  

Based on existing literature, these differences in intentions for effort in future team 

processes can be expected to result in differences in future team performance, as team 

performance benefits from effort in team processes. Yet, these differences in the extent to which 

team members intend to put more effort in future team processes turn out to be insignificant in 

this study. This may, however, be related to insufficient power, which is why a second study was 

performed with a larger sample size, in order to increase power, as well as find the processes that 

can explain the findings.    
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3.2. Study 2 

Given the results of Study 1 were somewhat different from expectations, it was decided 

to aim at replicating and explaining those findings in Study 2, with more power. More 

specifically, the goal for Study 2 was replicating and explaining the process behind the found 

interaction effect between team failure and organizational learning orientation on intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes. In order to find possible explanations for this interaction 

effect, literature will be reviewed next in order to find cognitive, motivational and affective 

explanations (i.e. respectively: self-efficacy; motivation from intrinsic motivation, external 

regulation, identified regulation and amotivation; and positive and negative affect).   

First, as was already mentioned in the literature review, a learning orientation towards 

failure influences the interpretation of performance feedback. That is, a learning orientation 

causes recipients of feedback to interpret it as a source of information on how to improve their 

performance. In contrast, an avoiding orientation causes recipients to interpret it as criticism on 

one’s abilities. A learning orientation and team failure have also been respectively positively and 

negatively linked to self-efficacy (Phillips & Gully, 1997), defined as personal judgments of 

one’s capabilities to organize and execute courses of action to attain designated goals (Bandura, 

1997). We can therefore expect that in case of team failure, this negative feedback damages self-

efficacy of team members operating in an organization with an avoiding orientation, whereas in 

an organization with a learning orientation, this effect will be decreased or even eliminated. In 

turn, self-efficacy has been associated with a lower likelihood to be immobilized by anxiety 

(Betz & Hackett, 1983), and a higher likelihood of adopting strategies to change environments 

(Bandura, 1997). Therefore, it is expected that self-efficacy is positively related to intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes.  
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In other words, we can expect that the interaction found in Study 1 can be explained by 

the effect of this interaction on self-efficacy. In turn, self-efficacy impacts intentions to increase 

effort in future team processes.  

H1: There is an interaction effect between team failure and organizational learning orientation 

on intentions to increase effort in future team processes, such that a failure causes greater 

intentions to increase effort in future team processes, but only in case of a learning orientation.  

H2: Team failure and organizational learning orientation interact to indirectly impact effort 

intentions for future team processes through self-efficacy.  

Using the same line of reasoning, this could also hold true for motivation, as negative 

feedback could decrease motivation if it is given in an organization with an avoiding orientation, 

whereas in an organization with a learning orientation this effect will be diminished or even 

absent. Here, motivation is viewed as having four sources: intrinsic motivation, external 

regulation, identified regulation and amotivation (Guay, Vallerand, & Blanchard, 2000). These 

four sources of motivation are all expected to be affected by the combination of team 

performance and learning orientation. For example, given that a learning orientation focuses on 

learning rather than succeeding, it is expected that persons will experience lower degrees of 

external regulation, defined as a feeling of obligation to act in a certain way (Guay, Vallerand, & 

Blanchard, 2000). However, as a failure involves a discrepancy between goal and outcome, this 

effect is expected to diminish in case of a failure. That is, the feeling of obligation to change 

behavior will differ less between a learning orientation and an avoiding orientation in case of 

failure than in case of success. This is because people will feel at least some obligation to prevent 

that discrepancy the next time, regardless of the presence of a learning orientation.  
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Likewise, negative performance feedback can be devastating for intrinsic motivation. 

Intrinsically motivated behaviors are those that are engaged in for their own sake, in other words, 

for the pleasure and satisfaction derived from performing them (Guay, Vallerand, & Blanchard, 

2000). One can expect that negative performance feedback deprives recipients from the pleasure 

of performing these activities, if this feedback is interpreted as criticism (i.e. in an organization 

with an avoiding orientation). However, in case of learning orientation, this effect may be absent 

or reversed, as recipients of this feedback will now see it as ways of improving, which could 

actually enhance intrinsic motivation (Harackiewicz, 1979).  

Amotivation is defined as a perceived lack of contingency between an individual’s 

behaviors and outcomes. Behaviors of amotivated individuals are neither intrinsically nor 

extrinsically motivated, and there is no sense of purpose and no expectations of reward or 

possibility of changing the course of events (Guay, Vallerand, & Blanchard, 2000). It can 

therefore be expected that negative feedback in an organization with an avoiding orientation 

increases amotivation, given the amotivating effect of viewing this feedback as criticism, 

whereas this effect may not be present in an organization with a learning orientation.  

Identified regulation, on the other hand, occurs when a behavior is valued and perceived 

as being chosen by oneself. Yet, the motivation is still extrinsic because the activity is not 

performed for itself but as a means to an end (Guay, Vallerand, & Blanchard, 2000). In case of 

negative feedback given in an organization with an avoiding orientation, activities could no 

longer be viewed as means to an end. This is because the recipients feel these activities are not 

valued by superiors, therefore decreasing motivation from identified regulation (Guay, 

Vallerand, & Blanchard, 2000).  
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In an organization with a learning orientation, however, feedback is viewed as something 

that conveys opportunities for improvement. Hence, the negative effect of negative feedback on 

identified regulation could be absent in such a situation.  

In turn, amotivation, given its definition and the notion that working harder is a result of 

motivational processes (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996), is expected to negatively affect intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes. In contrast, intrinsic motivation has been shown to result 

in increased effort (Guay, Vallerand, & Blanchard, 2000). Both types of regulated motivation 

(i.e. identified and external regulation) are also expected to regulate behavior (as the names 

imply), such that more regulation leads to greater intentions to increase effort in future team 

processes.  

H3: Team failure and organizational learning orientation interact to indirectly impact effort 

intentions for future team processes through 

(a) external regulation 

(b) intrinsic motivation 

(c) identified regulation 

(d) increased amotivation 

Lastly, this logic can also be applied to affective states of team members. Positive 

affective states include feelings of excitement, enthusiasm, pride and inspiration, whereas 

negative affective states include feelings of distress, guilt, fear, and hostility. Negative feedback 

given in an organization with an avoiding orientation can cause negative affect and diminish 

positive affect (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996), as this may be interpreted as a personal attack.  
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In contrast, a learning orientation may diminish negative affect and increase positive 

affect as a result of negative feedback, as the recipients are presented with opportunities to 

improve their performance. Furthermore, they will view this feedback as less of a personal 

attack. This also seems likely, given that a learning orientation is associated with viewing 

demands as challenges rather than threats (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Finally, positive affect 

has been shown to positively influence intentions to increase future effort (Foo, Uy, & Baron, 

2009), where the opposite is expected for negative affect.   

H4: Team failure and organizational learning orientation interact to indirectly impact effort 

intentions for future team processes through 

a) positive affect 

b) negative affect 

3.2.1. Design and procedure 

In order to test the hypotheses formulated in the previous section, Study 2 was a 

repetition of Study 1. It thus also involved a quantitative experimental research, for which a link 

was posted on Mechanical Turk to a survey in Qualtrics. Once a respondent completed the 

survey, he/she received a unique code that could be used to redeem their payment, which was 

also $0.30 for this Study. The procedure for the second study was identical to that of Study 1, 

with the addition of questions to measure the concepts discussed above (i.e. affect, the four types 

of motivation, and efficacy; see Appendix D for the full questionnaire). 
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3.2.2. Participants 

In the second study 400 responses were gathered, of which 94 were in condition 1 (i.e. 

team failure and an avoiding orientation), 97 in condition 2 (i.e. team failure and a learning 

orientation), 105 in condition 3 (i.e. team success and an avoiding orientation), and 104 in 

condition 4 (i.e. team success and a learning orientation). Among the participants were 222 

males (55.5%) and 178 females (44.5%), whereas the average age of the sample was about 35 

years old (M=34.82, SD=10.48). The median and mode of the level of education in the sample 

corresponded with a Bachelor degree (40.8%), whereas the second largest category included 

those with some college tenure, but no degree (21.5%). A large majority of the respondents 

worked for a for-profit organization (83%). Participants had to be employed in order to 

participate in the study. More than half of the respondents (51.8%) had been working between 1 

and 5 years at their current employer, and 36.0% for more than 5 years. The largest category of 

respondents’ employers (41.3%) included large-sized organizations, followed by middle-sized 

organizations (38.8%) and small-sized organizations (20.0%).  

3.2.3. Measures 

The complete survey of Study 2 can be found in Appendix D, where the affect, efficacy 

and motivation scales can be found in questions 4, 5 and 7, respectively. The description of the 

scenario (including the description of team performance and organizational learning orientation) 

in Study 2 was identical to that of Study 1, where again the same two manipulation checks 

questions were posed to determine if the manipulations had succeeded.  
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Performance evaluation and intentions to increase effort in future team processes were 

also measured in the same way as in Study 1. Reliability analyses showed that the sub-scales of 

the latter have sufficient reliability in this study (α=0.88, α=0.80, and α=0.80, respectively). 

However, an exploratory factor analysis showed that the best solution again includes one factor 

(see Appendix E), indicating that this scale can be treated as a scale of overall intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes. Therefore, it will again be treated as such in the 

upcoming analyses, by computing the mean of all nine questions. This total scale also has a 

higher reliability (α=0.92). 

Efficacy was measured using the four-item scale of Salanova, Gumbau, Cifre and 

Schaufeli (2003), where participants had to indicate their agreement with several statements, 

such as “I feel confident about the capability of my team to perform the tasks very well” on a 

seven-point Likert scale ranging “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”. Again, the average of 

the four items was used as the total score on efficacy. This scale had a reliability of .96, and a 

factor analysis also confirmed a one-factor solution (see Appendix E).  

Motivation was measured using the 16-item scale of Guay, Vallerand and Blanchard 

(2000). This scale consists of four sub-scales: intrinsic motivation (items 1, 5, 9 and 13), 

identified regulation (items 2, 6, 10 and 14), external regulation (items 3, 7, 11 and 15), and 

amotivation (items 4, 8, 12 and 16). More specifically, participants had to indicate their 

agreement with certain statements regarding why they would put more or less effort in future 

team processes on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly 

agree”. Examples of the sub-scales include “Because I think that these activities are interesting”, 

“Because I am doing them for my own good”, “Because I am supposed to do them” and “There 

may be good reasons to do these activities, but personally I don’t see any”, respectively.  
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Scores on each sub-scale were calculated using the average of all items within the 

respective sub-scale. Reliability analyses showed that all sub-scales also have sufficient 

reliability (α=0.89, 0.81, 0.81 and 0.89, respectively). A factor analysis showed that a 3-factor 

solution fitted the data best (see Appendix E), where all items of identified regulation are placed 

under intrinsic motivation. However, for the purpose of this research, it was believed that it 

would be more convenient to differentiate between intrinsic motivation and identified regulation, 

as the effects of other variables on these two constructs may differ.  

Finally, positive and negative affect were measured using the 20-item PANAS scale 

(Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988), with ten items for positive affect and ten items for negative 

affect. Participants had to indicate to what extent they would feel certain feelings of positive 

affect (e.g. “interested”) and negative affect (e.g. “upset”), given they would have to work with 

this team again, on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from “very slightly or not at all” to 

“extremely”. The positive affect scale had a reliability of 0.94, whereas the negative affect scale 

had a reliability of 0.93. Scores on positive and negative affect were calculated using the average 

of the respective ten items of each sub-scale. A factor analysis showed that a 3-factor solution 

fitted the data best (see Appendix E), but since the third factor only included two items 

(“Attentive” and “Alert”), it was decided to maintain the factors as suggested by the original 

authors.  

3.2.4. Analyses 

The indirect interaction effects hypothesized in hypotheses 1 up to and including 4 were 

tested using the PROCESS macro for SPSS (version 2.16.3, models 1, 4, 5 and 7) developed by 

Hayes (2013), which is based on regression analyses. The additional analyses performed after 

testing the hypotheses also made use of regression analyses.  
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3.2.5. Manipulation checks 

As mentioned above, manipulation checks were added to the questionnaire to test 

whether the manipulations were successful. Respondents in conditions 3 and 4 (the conditions in 

which the product was launched) reported a higher motivation of the manager to launch the 

product (M=5.37, SD=1.25) compared to respondents in conditions 1 and 2 (the conditions in 

which the product was not launched) (M=3.46, SD=1.87); t(326.76)=11.88, p=0.00.  

Respondents in conditions 2 and 4 (i.e. with a learning orientation) reported a higher 

motivation of the organization to learn from failure (M=6.10, SD=1.20) compared to respondents 

in conditions 1 and 3 (i.e. the conditions in which the organization did not have a learning 

orientation) (M=2.28, SD=1.68); t(357.53)=-26.17, p<0.001. Given that a 4 on these scales 

corresponds to a neutral standpoint, and the means of these groups fell on opposite sides of this 

point and were significantly different, it can be concluded that both manipulations succeeded.  

3.2.6. Effects of demographics 

Descriptive statistics and correlations among the variables of this study are presented in 

Table 8. A significant positive correlation was found between age and external regulation 

(r=0.10, p<0.05). Furthermore, significant negative correlations were found between education 

and intrinsic motivation (r=-0.10, p<0.05) as well as identified regulation (r=-0.10, p<0.05).  

 



41 

 

Table 8 

Descriptive statistics and correlations among the study variables (N = 400) 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

1. Performance 

evaluation 

4.75 1.62 
1 -.08 .05 .04 -.01 .09 .00 .39** .23** -.35** .34** .24** -.03 -.10* .71** .55** -.41** 

2. Gender N/A N/A  1 .11* .06 -.03 -.09 .16** -.02 .07 -.03 -.01 -.02 .03 -.05 .04 -.05 -.02 

3. Age 34.82 10.48   1 .05 .15** .37** .05 .00 .04 .01 -.10 -.00 .10* -.07 .04 .08 -.09 

4. Education N/A N/A    1 .29** .07 .24** .06 -.06 -.01 -.10* -.10* .06 -.01 -.04 .06 .07 

5. Organization size N/A N/A     1 .27** .07 .04 .06 .06 -.05 .03 .00 -.08 -.02 .09 .08 

6. Tenure N/A N/A      1 .02 .06 .01 -.04 .03 .08 .03 -.04 .02 .14** .00 

7. Organization type N/A N/A       1 .04 .02 -.09 .03 .02 -.02 -.07 .03 .07 .02 

8. Learning 

orientation 

N/A N/A 
       1 .05 .01 .16** .03 -.11* -.09 .36** .25** -.29** 

9. Effort intentions 4.97 1.12         1 -.03 .42** .55** .16** -.31** .42** .43** -.09 

10. Team failure N/A N/A          1 -.16** -.13** .04 .10* -.19** -.29** .17** 

11. Intrinsic 

motivation 

4.11 1.39 
          1 .57** -.17** -.02 .47** .52** -.19** 

12. Identified 

regulation 

4.79 1.24 
           1 .10* -.28** .36** .47** -.14** 

13. External 

regulation 

4.45 1.34 
            1 .18** -.08 -.09 .16** 

14. Amotivation 2.97 1.50              1 -.23** -.23** .26** 

15. Efficacy 4.93 1.55               1 .66** -.49** 

16. Positive affect 4.29 1.53                1 -.31** 

17. Negative affect 2.29 1.30                 1 

** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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3.2.7. Tests of hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 of this study stated that there is an interaction effect between team failure 

(as judged by the decision-maker) and organizational learning orientation on intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes, as was found in Study 1. This hypothesis was tested 

using model 5 of the PROCESS macro for SPSS. Surprisingly, this interaction effect is now 

insignificant (β=0.01, p=0.80). This is also true for the direct effects of team failure and learning 

orientation (β=0.07, p=0.19, and β=-0.06, p=0.27, respectively; see Table 9). However, the 

indirect effect of team failure (as judged by the decision-maker) on intentions to increase effort 

in future team processes (through its effect on performance evaluation) is significant (β=-0.10, 

p<0.001; see Table 10). In conclusion, hypothesis 1 is not supported. Figure 4 shows the means 

of intentions to increase effort in future team processes for each condition.  
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Table 9 

Summary of regression analysis for interaction effect between team failure and learning 

orientation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Performance evaluation Effort intentions 

Variable β β 

Team failure -.34*** .07 

Learning orientation 
 

-.06
 

Performance evaluation 
 

.28*** 

Team failure * learning orientation 
 

.01 

R
2
 .12 .06 

F  53.71***
 

6.26*** 

*** p<0.001 
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Table 10 

Summary of direct and indirect effects (through performance evaluation) of team failure on 

intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Effort intentions 

Effect β 

Team failure (conditional direct effect) 

If learning orientation 

If avoid orientation 

 

.08 

.06 

Team failure (indirect effect through 

performance evaluation) 

-.10***
 

*** p<0.001 

Note: Significance and effect size of indirect effect was determined with bootstrapping with 

5000 samples. 

 

 

Figure 4: Means of intentions to increase effort in future team processes for each condition 
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Hypothesis 2 stated that there is an indirect interaction between team failure and 

organizational learning orientation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes, 

through the effect of this interaction on self-efficacy. This hypothesis was tested using model 7 

of the PROCESS macro for SPSS. Model 8, which represents mediated moderation, was not 

chosen because the moderation effect (hypothesized in H1) was not present. Therefore, model 7 

was chosen, which tests an interaction effect that indirectly impacts the dependent variable 

(without any direct effect of the interaction).  

Team failure and learning orientation both turned out to impact self-efficacy, although 

not through interaction (β=0.02, p=0.69), but directly (β=-0.19, p<0.001, and β=0.36, p<0.001, 

respectively). In turn, self-efficacy impacted intentions to increase effort in future team processes 

(β=0.43, p<0.001; see Table 11). Therefore, this hypothesis is not supported. Using model 4 of 

the PROCESS macro, it turned out that the indirect effects of both team failure and 

organizational learning orientation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes, 

through their effects on self-efficacy, were significant (β=-0.08, p<0.01, and β=0.17, p<0.001, 

respectively; see Table 12).  
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Table 11 

Summary of regression analysis for indirect interaction effect between team failure and learning 

orientation through self-efficacy on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Efficacy Effort intentions 

Variable β β 

Team failure -.19*** .06 

Learning orientation .36***
  

Team failure * learning orientation .02
 

 

Efficacy 
 

.43*** 

R
2
 .17 .18 

F  26.70***
 

43.38*** 

*** p<0.001 
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Table 12 

Summary of direct and indirect effects (through self-efficacy) of team failure and learning 

orientation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Effort intentions 

Effect β 

Team failure (direct effect) .06 

Team failure (indirect effect through 

self-efficacy) 

-.08**
 

Team failure (total effect) -.03 

Learning orientation (direct effect) -.12* 

Learning orientation (indirect effect 

through self-efficacy) 

.17*** 

Learning orientation (total effect) .05 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001  

Note: Significance and effect size of indirect effect was determined with bootstrapping with 

5000 samples. 

 

 Hypotheses 3a through 3d stated that there is an indirect interaction between team failure 

and organizational learning orientation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes, 

through its effect on external regulation, intrinsic motivation, identified regulation, and 

amotivation, respectively. These hypotheses were tested using model 7 of the PROCESS macro 

for SPSS.  
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Firstly, the coefficient of the effect of the interaction term on external regulation was 

significant (β=0.11, p<0.05). This was also true for the direct effect of a learning orientation (β=-

0.11, p<0.05), and the effect of external regulation on intentions to increase effort in future team 

processes (β=0.17, p<0.001). However, the conditional indirect effect of team failure on 

intentions to increase effort in future team processes, through its effect on external regulation, 

was non-significant in case of a learning orientation as well as in case of an avoiding orientation 

(β=0.02, p=0.09 and β=-0.01, p=0.47, respectively). Using model 1 of the PROCESS macro, it 

was determined that the effect of team failure on external regulation is only significant in case of 

a learning orientation (β=0.15, p=0.04), and non-significant otherwise (β=-0.07, p=0.33). Post-

hoc tests using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean of external regulation in case of a 

success differed significantly between a learning orientation and an avoiding orientation 

(p=0.01). The differences between the other groups were not significant (see Appendix F). To 

test whether the indirect effect of learning orientation on intentions to increase effort in future 

team processes (through its effect on external regulation) was significant, model 4 of the 

PROCESS macro was used. This indicated that this was not the case (β=-0.02, p=0.08). In 

conclusion, the results partially support hypothesis 3a, as the interaction is present, although it 

does not have a significant influence on intentions to increase effort in future team processes. 

The statistics for this analysis are summarized in Tables 13 and 14, and the interaction effect is 

visualized in Figure 5.  
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Table 13 

Summary of regression analysis for indirect interaction effect between team failure and learning 

orientation through external regulation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 External regulation Effort intentions 

Variable β β 

Team failure .04 -.03 

Learning orientation -.11*
  

Team failure * learning orientation .11*
 

 

External regulation 
 

.17*** 

R
2
 .03 .03 

F  3.47*
 

5.72** 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Table 14 

Summary of direct and indirect effects (through external regulation) of team failure and learning 

orientation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Effort intentions 

Effect β 

Team failure (direct effect) -.03 

Team failure (conditional indirect 

effect through external regulation) 

If learning orientation 

If avoiding orientation 

 

 

.02 

-.01 

Learning orientation (direct effect) .07 

Learning orientation (indirect effect 

through external regulation) 

-.02 

Learning orientation (total effect) .05 

Note: Significance and effect size of indirect effect was determined with bootstrapping with 

5000 samples. 
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Figure 5: Interaction effect of team performance (as judged by the decision-maker) and 

organizational learning orientation on external regulation 

Secondly, the coefficient of the interaction term on intrinsic motivation was non-

significant (β=-0.02, p=0.77). However, the direct effects of both learning orientation and team 

failure were significant (β=0.17, p<0.001, and β=-0.16, p<0.001, respectively). Furthermore, the 

effect of intrinsic motivation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes was also 

significant (β=0.43, p<0.001). Thus, hypothesis 3b was not supported (see Table 15). To test 

whether the indirect effects of learning orientation and team failure on intentions to increase 

effort in future team processes (through their effect on intrinsic motivation) were significant, 

model 4 of the PROCESS macro was used (see Table 16). The results indicated that this was 

indeed the case (β=0.07, p<0.01, and β=-0.07, p<0.01, respectively).  
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Table 15 

Summary of regression analysis for indirect interaction effect between team failure and learning 

orientation through intrinsic motivation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Intrinsic motivation Effort intentions 

Variable β β 

Team failure -.16*** .04 

Learning orientation .17***
  

Team failure * learning orientation -.02
 

 

Intrinsic motivation 
 

.43*** 

R
2
 .05 .18 

F  7.42***
 

44.12*** 

*** p<0.001 
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Table 16 

Summary of direct and indirect effects (through intrinsic motivation) of team failure and 

learning orientation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Effort intentions 

Effect β 

Team failure (direct effect) .04 

Team failure (indirect effect through 

intrinsic motivation) 

-.07** 

Team failure (total effect) -.03 

Learning orientation (direct effect) -.02 

Learning orientation (indirect effect 

through intrinsic motivation) 

.07** 

Learning orientation (total effect) .05 

** p<0.01 

Note: Significance and effect size of indirect effect was determined with bootstrapping with 

5000 samples. 

 

Thirdly, the coefficient of the effect of the interaction term on identified regulation was 

non-significant (β=0.05, p=0.34), which was also true for the direct effect of learning orientation 

(β=0.04, p=0.48). However, the direct effect of team failure was significant (β=-0.13, p<0.01). 

Furthermore, the effect of identified regulation on intentions to increase effort in future team 

processes was also significant (β=0.55, p<0.001). Thus, hypothesis 3c was not supported (see 

Table 17).  
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To test whether the indirect effect of team failure on intentions to increase effort in future 

team processes (through its effect on identified regulation) was significant, model 4 of the 

PROCESS macro was used. The results indicated that this was indeed the case (β=-0.07, p<0.05; 

see Table 18).  

Table 17 

Summary of regression analysis for indirect interaction effect between team failure and learning 

orientation through identified regulation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Identified regulation Effort intentions 

Variable β β 

Team failure -.13** .05 

Learning orientation .04
  

Team failure * learning orientation .05
 

 

Identified regulation 
 

.55*** 

R
2
 .02 .30 

F  2.75*
 

84.48*** 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 
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Table 18 

Summary of direct and indirect effects (through identified regulation) of team failure on 

intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Effort intentions 

Effect β 

Team failure (direct effect) .05 

Team failure (indirect effect through 

identified regulation) 

-.07* 

Team failure (total effect) -.03 

* p<0.05 

Note: Significance and effect size of indirect effect was determined with bootstrapping with 

5000 samples. 

 

Fourthly, the coefficient of the effect of the interaction term on amotivation was non-

significant (β=0.01, p=0.78), which was also true for the direct effect of a learning orientation 

(β=-0.01, p=0.06). However, the direct effect of team failure was significant (β=0.10, p<0.05). 

Furthermore, the effect of amotivation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes 

was also significant (β=-0.31, p<0.001). Thus, hypothesis 3d was not supported (see Table 19). 

To test whether the indirect effect of team failure on intentions to increase effort in future team 

processes (through its effect on amotivation) was significant, model 4 of the PROCESS macro 

was used. The results indicated that this was not the case (β=-0.03, p=0.07; see Table 20).   
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Table 19 

Summary of regression analysis for indirect interaction effect between team failure and learning 

orientation through amotivation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Amotivation Effort intentions 

Variable β β 

Team failure .10* .01 

Learning orientation -.10
  

Team failure * learning orientation .01
 

 

Amotivation 
 

-.31*** 

R
2
 .02 .10 

F  2.57
 

20.79*** 

*** p<0.001, * p<0.05 
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Table 20 

Summary of direct and indirect effects (through amotivation) of team failure on intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes  

 Effort intentions 

Effect β 

Team failure (direct effect) .01 

Team failure (indirect effect through 

amotivation) 

-.03 

Team failure (total effect) -.03 

Note: Significance and effect size of indirect effect was determined with bootstrapping with 

5000 samples. 

 

Lastly, hypotheses 4a and 4b stated that there is an indirect interaction effect between 

team failure and organizational learning orientation on intentions to increase effort in future team 

processes, through its effect on positive affect and negative affect, respectively. These 

hypotheses were tested using model 7 of the PROCESS macro for SPSS. The coefficient of the 

effect of the interaction term on positive affect was non-significant (β=-0.02, p=0.66). However, 

the direct effects of team failure and a learning orientation were significant (β=-0.29, p<0.001, 

and β=0.26, p<0.001, respectively). Furthermore, the effect of positive affect on intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes was also significant (β=0.46, p<0.001). Thus, hypothesis 

4a was not supported (see Table 21).  
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To test whether the indirect effects of team failure and a learning orientation on intentions 

to increase effort in future team processes (through their effects on positive affect) were 

significant, model 4 of the PROCESS macro was used, which indicated that this was indeed the 

case (β=-0.13, p<0.001, and β=0.11, p<0.001, respectively; see Table 22).  

Table 21 

Summary of regression analysis for indirect interaction effect between team failure and learning 

orientation through positive affect on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Positive affect Effort intentions 

Variable β β 

Team failure -.29*** .11 

Learning orientation .26***
  

Team failure * learning orientation -.02
 

 

Positive affect 
 

.46*** 

R
2
 .15 .20 

F  23.31***
 

47.97*** 

*** p<0.001 
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Table 22 

Summary of direct and indirect effects (through positive affect) of team failure and learning 

orientation on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Effort intentions 

Effect β 

Team failure (direct effect) .11 

Team failure (indirect effect through 

positive affect) 

-.13*** 

Team failure (total effect) -.03 

Learning orientation (direct effect) -.07 

Learning orientation (indirect effect 

through positive affect) 

.11*** 

Learning orientation (total effect) .05 

*** p<0.001 

Note: Significance and effect size of indirect effect was determined with bootstrapping with 

5000 samples. 

 

Finally, the coefficient of the effect of the interaction term on negative affect was non-

significant (β=-0.02, p=0.62), whereas the direct effects of team failure and a learning orientation 

were both significant (β=0.18, p<0.001, and β=-0.29, p<0.001, respectively). Yet, the effect of 

negative affect on intentions to increase effort in future team processes was borderline non-

significant (β=-0.09, p=0.07). Thus, hypothesis 4b was not supported (see Table 23).  
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Table 23 

Summary of regression analysis for indirect interaction effect between team failure and learning 

orientation through negative affect on intentions to increase effort in future team processes  

 Negative affect Effort intentions 

Variable β β 

Team failure .18*** -.01 

Learning orientation -.29***
  

Team failure * learning orientation -.02
 

 

Negative affect 
 

-.09 

R
2
 .12 .01 

F  17.43***
 

1.74 

*** p<0.001 

3.2.8. Additional analyses 

Given that team failure and organizational learning orientation were found to directly 

influence self-efficacy, positive and negative affect, and the four sources of motivation, it was 

decided to investigate whether these relationships are mediated by performance evaluations 

using model 4 of the PROCESS macro for SPSS. The results for these analyses for team failure 

are presented in Table 24.  
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As can be concluded from the table, the relationship between team failure and self-

efficacy is indeed fully mediated by performance evaluations, as the significant indirect effect 

(β=-0.25, p<0.001) renders the direct effect insignificant (β=0.06, p=0.09). This also holds true 

for the relation between team failure and intrinsic motivation, where the direct effect is non-

significant (β=-0.05, p=0.33) after taking into account the indirect effect (β=-0.11, p<0.001). 

Regarding identified regulation, the indirect effect through performance evaluation (β=-0.08, 

p<0.001) also reduces the direct effect of team failure to non-significance (β=-0.05, p=0.31), 

supporting full mediation. However, the relationship between failure and amotivation is not 

mediated by performance evaluations, as the indirect effect (β=0.03, p=0.18) and direct effect 

(β=0.07, p=0.17) both are non-significant. For positive affect, the results support partial 

mediation, as both the indirect effect (β=-0.18, p<0.001) and the direct effect are significant (β=-

0.11, p<0.01), although the latter has reduced in significance. Lastly, for negative affect, the 

results support full mediation, as the indirect effect (β=0.14, p<0.001) renders the direct effect 

(β=0.03, p=0.49) insignificant. 
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Table 24 

Summary of regression analysis for testing mediation by performance evaluation of the relation between team failure and 1) self-

efficacy, 2) intrinsic motivation, 3) identified regulation, 4) amotivation, 5) positive affect, and 6) negative affect.  

 Performance 

evaluation 

Self-efficacy Intrinsic 

motivation 

Identified 

regulation 

Amotivation Positive affect Negative 

affect 

Variable β β β β β β β 

Team failure -.35*** .06 -.05 -.05 .07 -.11* .03 

Performance 

evaluation 

 
.73*** .32*** .22*** -.08 .51*** -.40*** 

R
2
 .12 .51 .12 .06 .02 .32 .17 

F  53.71*** 203.76*** 26.63*** 12.87*** 3.07* 91.07*** 41.21*** 

*** p<0.001, * p<0.05 

 

 

 



63 

 

The results for these analyses for learning orientation are presented in Table 25. 

Regarding the relationship between learning orientation and self-efficacy, the results support 

partial mediation, as both the direct effect (β=0.10, p<0.01) and indirect effect are significant 

(β=0.26, p<0.001), although the former has reduced in significance.  The results also show that 

the relationship between learning orientation and external regulation is not mediated by 

performance evaluation, as the indirect effect is insignificant (β=0.00, p=0.87). The relationship 

between learning orientation and intrinsic motivation is fully mediated by performance 

evaluations, as the direct effect is insignificant (β=0.04, p=0.46) when taking into account the 

indirect effect (β=0.13, p<0.001). For positive affect, the results also support full mediation, 

given the indirect effect (β=0.21, p<0.001) renders the direct effect insignificant (β=0.05, 

p=0.28). Finally, the results for negative affect support partial mediation, as both the direct effect 

(β=-0.16, p<0.01) and indirect effect (β=-0.14, p<0.001) are significant.  
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Table 25 

Summary of regression analysis for testing mediation by performance evaluation of the relation between learning orientation and 1) 

self-efficacy, 2) intrinsic motivation, 3) identified regulation, 4) amotivation, 5) positive affect, and 6) negative affect.  

 Performance 

evaluation 

Self-efficacy External 

regulation 

Intrinsic 

motivation 

Positive affect Negative affect 

Variable β β β β β β 

Learning 

orientation 

.39*** .10** -.12* .04 .05 -.16** 

Performance 

evaluation 

 
.70*** .01 .33*** .53*** -.35*** 

R
2
 .15 .72 .11 .12 .31 .19 

F  69.15*** 208.49*** 2.52 26.39*** 87.20*** 47.07*** 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 

 



65 

 

As a final analysis of this study, it was decided to determine whether the measured 

explanatory variables (i.e. external regulation, identified regulation, intrinsic motivation, 

amotivation, self-efficacy, positive affect, and negative affect) indeed measure separate effects. 

This was determined by executing a regression analysis including all these variables. From Table 

26, which shows the results of this analysis, it can be concluded that this is indeed the case. 

Table 26 

Summary of regression analysis for intrinsic motivation, identified regulation, external 

regulation, amotivation, efficacy, positive affect and negative affect predicting intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes  

 Effort intentions 

Variable B(SE) β 

Constant 1.71 (.29) N/A 

Intrinsic motivation .17 (.04) .21*** 

Identified regulation .22 (.05) .24*** 

External regulation .18 (.03) .22*** 

Amotivation -.18 (.03) -.25*** 

Efficacy .16 (.04) .22*** 

Positive affect .05 (.04) .07 

Negative affect .12 (.04) .14** 

R
2
 .44 

F  44.09*** 

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01 
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To conclude, the results of this study are summarized in Figure 6.  

 

Figure 6: Resulting model of Study 2
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4. Conclusions and general discussion 

The two studies of this research have generated some interesting insights regarding the 

relationship between team failure and future team performance. This research has illuminated the 

effects of failure on affect, motivation, self-efficacy, self-evaluations and intentions to increase 

effort in future team processes. Moreover, it was found that the affective, motivational and 

cognitive states of team members differ significantly between team failure and team success. 

Team failure was related to a decrease in positive affect, identified regulation, intrinsic 

motivation, and self-efficacy, as well as an increase in negative affect and amotivation. 

Furthermore, a failure was related to more negative self-evaluations of team members regarding 

the team’s performance. In contrast, the opposite was found for positive and negative affect, the 

four types of motivation, self-efficacy and self-evaluations in case of team success. Additionally, 

in case of a learning orientation, team failure was related to a decrease in external regulation, 

whereas in case of an avoiding orientation, this relation was not present. A learning orientation 

was also associated with higher self-efficacy, intrinsic motivation, identified regulation, positive 

affect, and lower negative affect and amotivation.  

Although these influences have been shown to be significant, in the end team failure and 

team success did not lead to significantly different degrees of intentions to increase effort in team 

processes in the next project. That is, the net (combined) effect of these influences on those 

intentions did not differ significantly between failure and success, also when differentiating 

between an organizational learning orientation and an organizational avoiding orientation.  
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Still, that is not to say that these influences are of no theoretical or practical importance. 

Firstly, this could be attributed to a lack of statistical power in this research to detect those 

differences. Second, even if that is not the cause and the net effects of these influences on 

intentions to increase effort simply do not differ between success and failure, these influences 

still matter for theorists and practitioners.  

4.1. Theoretical implications 

From a theoretical perspective, the findings generate support for goal-setting theory 

(Locke, 1968) and self-regulation theory (Bandura, 1977; 1997). That is, this study confirms the 

notion from these theories that both in case of success and failure, team members can intend to 

increase their efforts in future team processes. It also confirms the role of performance feedback 

from the decision-maker as influencing/guiding self-evaluations. Lastly, it has validated the 

notion from goal-setting and self-regulation theory that situational aspects influence the goal-

setting process, as well as the comparison between goal and outcome. The situational aspect that 

was investigated in this research was the organizational goal orientation (learning versus 

avoiding), which was shown to positively influence performance evaluations. This finding is also 

in line with the definition of the concept by VandeWalle (1997).  

This research also adds to those theories by finding the underlying processes that explain 

why both success and failure lead to increased intentions for effort in future team processes. In 

short, success causes an increase in positive affect, self-efficacy and internalized types of 

motivation. Although failure causes a decrease in positive affect and self-efficacy, it also causes 

an increase in extrinsic types of motivation. This explains why this also leads to intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes.  
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It was also found that the latter effect can be diminished by a learning orientation, which 

also causes an increase in positive affect, self-efficacy and internalized types of motivation. As 

compared to an avoiding orientation, a failure in an organization with a learning orientation thus 

involves lower extrinsic motivation and negative affect as a result from the failure, as well as 

higher intrinsic motivation, positive affect and self-efficacy. The positive effect of a learning 

orientation on self-efficacy is also in line with the findings of VandeWalle, Cron, and Slocum 

(2001).   

Especially the motivational aspect of this finding is an interesting and important one. 

Feelings of self-determination, control, and satisfaction have long been linked to an intrinsically 

motivated state, whereas intrinsic motivation has been linked to creativity of performance, 

longer-lasting learning, and perseverance (Hennessey, Moran, Altringer, & Amabile, 2015). In 

turn, these concepts have all been related to (team) performance. Therefore, although effort 

intentions may not have differed in this research between success and failure, we could expect 

differences to occur between teams that have failed and teams that have succeeded in terms of 

their actual future performance. This also holds true for teams operating in organization with a 

learning orientation versus teams that operate in an organization with an avoiding orientation. 

For example, a team that has failed in an organization with an avoiding orientation has to deal 

with lowered positive affect, intrinsic motivation, and self-efficacy in the next project, which in 

turn damages performance (Hennessey, Moran, Altringer, & Amabile, 2015). However, a team 

that has failed in an organization with a learning orientation may not experience these negative 

effects of failure. Similarly, a team that has succeeded will also not have to deal with these 

effects, but instead probably benefits from increased positive affect, intrinsic motivation, and 

self-efficacy.   
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In conclusion, this opens up some opportunities for future research to expand team 

performance literature. This will be discussed in more detail in section 4.3. 

4.2. Practical implications 

There are also some important practical implications of these findings. As discussed 

above, although there is no difference in intentions to increase effort in team processes for the 

next project, the decrease in positive affect, intrinsic motivation, and self-efficacy that comes 

with a failure can have profound effects in the next project.  

Negative affect, low self-efficacy, and acting based on extrinsic motivation can lead to 

dissatisfaction with and detachment from the job, which ultimately could lead to turnover 

intentions, depression and/or burn-outs. Furthermore, negative affect, as well as a lack of 

intrinsic motivation and self-efficacy, may hinder team performance in the next project, as this 

may damage the  efficiency and effectiveness of team processes (Hennessey, Moran, Altringer, 

& Amabile, 2015). It is clear that organizations should adopt a learning orientation in order to 

mitigate the negative effects of team failure on the cognitive, affective and motivational states of 

team members. According to the framework of Calantone, Cavusgil and Zhao (2001), this means 

an organization’s management should create a shared vision, and facilitate intra-organizational 

knowledge-sharing. The latter can for instance be achieved through software, periodical 

dedicated meetings, and/or creating a layout of an organization’s office that stimulates 

knowledge sharing (e.g. flexible working spaces). The shared vision should also include open-

mindedness and a commitment to learning, which should radiate through in the organization’s 

culture. It is therefore important that a team’s leader, as well as the decision-maker, also shares 

these views.  
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Another practical implication is that organizations should look further than effort alone. 

This research has clearly demonstrated that effort, or intentions for effort, is not the only 

important outcome of success and failure. Organizations should monitor how team performance 

affects team members’ affective, motivational and cognitive states, and not just look at how hard 

members are working (or intend to work) in order to deduct how well they are going to perform. 

Post-mortem project evaluation meetings could serve this purpose.   

4.3. Limitations and areas for future research 

Although this research was executed with great care, every research comes with its 

limitations. This research used an experimental design which, although giving control over 

extraneous variables, can create artificial situations that do not always represent real-life 

situations. Therefore, reactions of respondents may also not be true indicators of their behaviors. 

This is further enhanced by the fact that true behavior is not even measured. Instead, respondents 

were asked to indicate their expected reactions and feelings towards a certain situation. 

Respondents may be prompted to give socially desirable or acceptable answers, which can alter 

results. Measuring actual behavior, as well as actual performance, gives future researchers the 

opportunity to make more concrete statements about the relationship between past and future 

performance. Because of this, this research needs to be repeated in different settings, using 

different methods. This is also desirable, given that personal beliefs may also influence results. 

For instance, this research measured the effects of an organizational learning orientation. 

However, a person can also have a learning orientation, which may cause this respondent to 

answer the survey of this research based on his/her own orientation, rather than the orientation of 

the fictional organization. This also holds true for other factors, such as mood, health, life 

experiences, etc.  
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Therefore, by including different constructs and using different methods, the relationship 

between past and future performance can be uncovered with more certainty. This also helps deal 

with another limitation of this study, namely the generalization of the results. This study focused 

on an NPD context, and only had American respondents. Therefore, different contexts and 

ethnicities may also be investigated to determine and enhance the generalizability of the results.  

The study is also limited by the measures used, as few measures exist of the constructs 

that were measured that fit the exact purpose of this study. This is also related to the fact that the 

effects of performance on future performance are relatively little researched. The current 

research used adaptations of scales that came close to the types of scales that were believed to be 

required. However, measures could be developed for this exact purpose, which could be a task 

for further research. The current research has already presented some first drafts with indications 

of reliability.  

Moreover, in this research, an organizational learning orientation was believed to play a 

key role in mitigating the negative effects of failure on the motivational, affective and cognitive 

states of team members; hence its inclusion. However, further research should investigate other 

ways of mitigating these negative effects of failure on future performance, such as through 

leadership or reward systems.  

Lastly, the findings make the researcher wonder about the effects of continuous/serial 

failure. More specifically, do these decreases in motivation, self-efficacy and positive affect as a 

result of failure keep occurring every time a team fails? If that is the case, one could expect that 

eventually differences in intentions for effort in future team processes will appear between teams 

that have had success and teams that have failed multiple times in a row.  
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This is due to the constant decreases in motivation, self-efficacy and positive affect in the 

latter case, as well as possible cases of detachment, dissatisfaction, depression and burn-outs. 

Another question that may be interesting to find an answer to involves the role of an 

organizational learning orientation. That is, can a learning orientation also mitigate the effects of 

serial failure? Or, in other words, is a learning orientation as effective with a second or third 

failure as it was with the first? Future research with a longitudinal approach could start 

answering these questions.   
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Appendix A: Survey of Study 1 

Introduction 

The following is a study conducted by researchers at the University of Eindhoven, located in the 

Netherlands. The survey takes approximately 3 minutes to complete. Workers will receive $0.30 

cents as compensation for their time. You will receive a completion code at the end of the study. 

In order to receive payment, you must copy this code into the HIT. In the current study, we are 

interested in team performance. You will be given a short scenario of a hypothetical team you 

have worked in, after which you are asked to answer several questions regarding your thoughts 

and intentions. 

Please carefully read the scenario:        

As part of a product development team, you have been working on a new product for the past six 

months. You have shown a fair amount of effort to help the team get organized like setting goals, 

assigning roles, establishing procedures, monitoring progress, and helping others. Today, your 

manager has to decide whether to actually launch the product or not. Your manager tells you that 

the product will/will not be launched.       

You are convinced that the people in the organization, and the managers in particular, view 

failure as something to be avoided/embraced, not as/as an opportunity for learning and skill 

development. The majority of people in the organization does not enjoy/enjoys learning for the 

sake of learning. They like/do not like difficult tasks that force them to think hard, and they are 

not/are willing to take on a challenging task so they can learn from it. 

Scenario questions 

Q1: How motivated was your manager to launch the product? 

1 

Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very 

Q2: To what extent is the organization motivated to learn from failure? 

1  

Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7  

Very 

Q3: Considering the process and outcome, I think we as a team have performed … 

1  

Very 

poorly 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very well 
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Q4: Suppose you would have to work with this team again. As compared to the earlier 

project, to what extent would you invest more or less effort in the teamwork activities 

described below? 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Establishing 

team goals 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Establishing 

team rules and 

guidelines 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Assessing the 

areas of 

expertise of 

each member 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more  

effort 

Assigning 

roles and 

responsibilities 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Tracking 

progress of 

pre-established 

deadlines 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Coordinating 

the actions of 

team members 

 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Working 

through 

disagreements 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Generating 

enthusiasm or 

excitement 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Dealing with 

members’ 

emotions 
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Outro 

Thank you for your time. The study is almost complete. Please answer the following questions 

before completing the survey. You will receive your completion code which you will need to 

copy in order to receive compensation for this HIT. 

Demographic questions 

Q5: What is your gender? 

1  

Male 

2  

Female 

Q6: What is your current age? 

[Short answer field] 

Q7: What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

1 

Less than 

high 

school 

2 

High 

school 

degree 

3 

Some 

college, 

no degree 

4 

Associate 

degree 

5 

Bachelor 

degree 

6 

Master 

degree 

7 

Professional 

degree 

8 

Doctorate 

Q8: The organization I work for is a … 

1  

Small-sized organization (10 

employees or less) 

 

 

2  

Middle-sized organization 

(more than 10 but less than 

100 employees) 

3  

Large-sized organization (100 

employees or more)  

 

Q9: I have been working for this organization … 

1  

For less than a year 

2  

Between 1 and 5 years 

3  

For more than 5 years 

Q10: Is the organization a for-profit or a non-profit organization? 

1  

A for-profit organization 

2  

A non-profit organization 

Q11: Your personal completion code is [Code] (some people experience difficulty with 

copying this code, in that case you have to type it in manually at AMAZON). This is the 

end of this survey, please enter the code above at the AMAZON website. If you have any 

comments, please post them in the box below. Thank you for participating. 

[Short answer field] 
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Appendix B: Factor analysis of scales in Study 1 

Factor loadings based on principal components analysis for 9 items of the scale for intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes (N = 198) 

Item Factor 1 

Intentions to increase effort in establishing team goals  .83 

Intentions to increase effort in establishing team rules and guidelines .81 

Intentions to increase effort in assessing the areas of expertise of each member .86 

Intentions to increase effort in assigning roles and responsibilities .81 

Intentions to increase effort in tracking progress of pre-established deadlines .82 

Intentions to increase effort in coordinating the actions of team members .84 

Intentions to increase effort in working through disagreements .74 

Intentions to increase effort in generating enthusiasm or excitement .75 

Intentions to increase effort in dealing with member’s emotions .63 

 



83 

 

Appendix C: Post-hoc tests for interaction effect of team 

performance and learning orientation on effort intentions 

Post-hoc tests using Tukey HSD for the interaction effect of team performance (as judged by 

the decision-maker) and organizational learning orientation on intentions to increase effort 

in future team processes 

(I) 

condition 

(J) 

condition 

Effort Intentions 

Mean Difference  

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

FA FL -.29 .22 .55 -.86 .28 

SA -.25 .23 .69 -.83 .34 

SL .22 .22 .75 -.35 .79 

FL FA .29 .22 .55 -.28 .86 

SA .04 .23 1.00 -.54 .63 

SL .51 .22 .10 -.06 1.08 

SA FA .25 .23 .69 -.34 .83 

FL -.04 .23 1.00 -.63 .54 

SL .47 .23 .17 -.12 1.05 

SL FA -.22 .22 .75 -.79 .35 

FL -.51 .22 .10 -1.08 .06 

SA -.47 .23 .17 -1.05 .12 

Note: FA = Team failure & avoid orientation; FL = Team failure & learning orientation;  

SA = Team success & avoid orientation; SL = Team success & learing orientation. 
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Appendix D: Survey of Study 2 

Introduction 

The following is a study conducted by researchers at the University of Eindhoven, located in the 

Netherlands. The survey takes approximately 3 minutes to complete. Workers will receive $0.30 

cents as compensation for their time. You will receive a completion code at the end of the study. 

In order to receive payment, you must copy this code into the HIT. In the current study, we are 

interested in team performance. You will be given a short scenario of a hypothetical team you 

have worked in, after which you are asked to answer several questions regarding your thoughts 

and intentions. 

Please carefully read the scenario:        

As part of a product development team, you have been working on a new product for the past six 

months. You have shown a fair amount of effort to help the team get organized like setting goals, 

assigning roles, establishing procedures, monitoring progress, and helping others. Today, your 

manager has to decide whether to actually launch the product or not. Your manager tells you that 

the product will/will not be launched.       

You are convinced that the people in the organization, and the managers in particular, view 

failure as something to be avoided/embraced, not as/as an opportunity for learning and skill 

development. The majority of people in the organization does not enjoy/enjoys learning for the 

sake of learning. They like/do not like difficult tasks that force them to think hard, and they are 

not/are willing to take on a challenging task so they can learn from it. 

Scenario questions 

Q1: How motivated was your manager to launch the product? 

1 

Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very 

Q2: To what extent is the organization motivated to learn from failure? 

1  

Not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7  

Very 

Q3: Considering the process and outcome, I think we as a team have performed … 

1  

Very 

poorly 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very well 
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Now suppose you are to do another project with this team.  

 

Q4: How would you feel about this?  

Interested 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Distressed 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Excited 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Upset 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Strong 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Guilty 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Scared 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Hostile 

 

 

1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Enthusiasti

c 

1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Proud 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Irritable 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Alert 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Ashamed 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Inspired 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 
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Nervous 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Determined 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Attentive 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Jittery 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Active 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Afraid 1 

Very slightly 

or not at all 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely 

Q5: To what extent do you agree with these statements? 

I feel 

confident 

about the 

capability 

of my team 

to perform 

the tasks 

very well 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

My team is 

able to 

solve 

difficult 

tasks if we 

invest the 

necessary 

effort 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

I feel 

confident 

that my 

team will 

be able to 

manage 

effectively 

unexpected 

troubles 

 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 
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My team is 

totally 

competent 

to solve the 

task 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

Q6: As compared to the earlier project, to what extent would you invest more or less effort 

in the teamwork activities described below? 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Establishing 

team goals 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Establishing 

team rules and 

guidelines 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Assessing the 

areas of 

expertise of 

each member 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more  

effort 

Assigning 

roles and 

responsibilities 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Tracking 

progress of 

pre-established 

deadlines 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Coordinating 

the actions of 

team members 

 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Working 

through 

disagreements 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Generating 

enthusiasm or 

excitement 

1 

Much 

less 

effort 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

Much 

more 

effort 

Dealing with 

members’ 

emotions 
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Q7: Why would you invest more/less effort in those teamwork activities? 

Because I 

think that 

these 

activities are 

interesting 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

Because I am 

doing them 

for my own 

good 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

Because I am 

supposed to 

do them 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

There may 

be good 

reasons to do 

these 

activities, but 

personally I 

don’t see any 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

Because I 

think that 

these 

activities are 

pleasant 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

Because I 

think that 

these 

activities are 

good for me 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

Because they 

are 

something 

that I have to 

do 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

I do these 

activities but 

I am not sure 

if they are 

worth it 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

Because 

these 

activities are 

fun 

 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 
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By personal 

decision 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

Because I 

don’t have 

any choice 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

I don’t know; 

I don’t see 

what these 

activities 

brings me 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

Because I 

feel good 

when doing 

these 

activities 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

Because I 

believe that 

these 

activities are 

important for 

me 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

Because I 

feel that I 

have to do 

them 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

I do these 

activities, but 

I am not sure 

it is a good 

thing to 

pursue them 

1 

Strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly 

agree 

 

Outro 

Thank you for your time. The study is almost complete. Please answer the following questions 

before completing the survey. You will receive your completion code which you will need to 

copy in order to receive compensation for this HIT. 



90 

 

Demographic questions 

Q8: What is your gender? 

1  

Male 

2  

Female 

Q9: What is your current age? 

[Short answer field] 

Q10: What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

1 

Less than 

high 

school 

2 

High 

school 

degree 

3 

Some 

college, 

no degree 

4 

Associate 

degree 

5 

Bachelor 

degree 

6 

Master 

degree 

7 

Professional 

degree 

8 

Doctorate 

Q11: The organization I work for is a … 

1  

Small-sized organization (10 

employees or less) 

 

 

2  

Middle-sized organization 

(more than 10 but less than 

100 employees) 

3  

Large-sized organization (100 

employees or more)  

 

Q12: I have been working for this organization … 

1  

For less than a year 

2  

Between 1 and 5 years 

3  

For more than 5 years 

Q13: Is the organization a for-profit or a non-profit organization? 

1  

A for-profit organization 

2  

A non-profit organization 

Q14: Your personal completion code is [Code] (some people experience difficulty with 

copying this code, in that case you have to type it in manually at AMAZON). This is the 

end of this survey, please enter the code above at the AMAZON website. If you have any 

comments, please post them in the box below. Thank you for participating. 

[Short answer field] 
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Appendix E: Factor analysis of scales in Study 2 

Factor loadings based on principal components analysis for 9 items of the scale for intentions to 

increase effort in future team processes (N = 400) 

Item Factor 1 

Intentions to increase effort in establishing team goals  .82 

Intentions to increase effort in establishing team rules and guidelines .78 

Intentions to increase effort in assessing the areas of expertise of each member .83 

Intentions to increase effort in assigning roles and responsibilities .84 

Intentions to increase effort in tracking progress of pre-established deadlines .83 

Intentions to increase effort in coordinating the actions of team members .85 

Intentions to increase effort in working through disagreements .78 

Intentions to increase effort in generating enthusiasm or excitement .77 

Intentions to increase effort in dealing with member’s emotions .62 

 

Factor loadings based on principal components analysis for 4 items of the scale for self-efficacy 

(N = 400) 

Item Factor 1 

I feel confident about the capability of my team to perform the tasks very well  .90 

My team is able to solve difficult tasks if we invest the necessary effort .88 

I feel confident that my team will be able to manage effectively unexpected troubles .89 

My team is totally competent to solve the task .89 
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Factor loadings based on principal components analysis with varimax rotation for 16 items of 

the scale for motivation (N = 400) 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Because I think that these activities are interesting  .83   

Because I am doing them for my own good .61  .43 

Because I think that these activities are pleasant .81   

Because I think that these activities are good for me .79   

Because these activities are fun .77 .23 -.21 

By personal decision .52 -.35  

Because I feel good when doing these activities .83   

Because I believe that these activities are important for me .68 -.35 .26 

I do these activities, but I am not sure it is a good thing to pursue 

them 

 .85  

There may be good reasons to do these activities, but personally I 

don’t see any 

 .87  

I don’t know; I don’t see what these activities bring me  .86  

I do these activities, but I am not sure if they are worth it  .81  

Because I don’t have any choice -.27 .34 .62 

Because these activities are something that I have to do   .84 

Because I am supposed to do them   .81 

Because I feel that I have to do them   .82 

Note: Strongest loadings are printed bold, loadings below .2 are left out 
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Factor loadings based on principal components analysis with varimax rotation for 20 items of 

the scale for affect (N = 400) 

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Upset .79 -.29  

Distressed .83 -.28  

Guilty .68  -.42 

Scared .85   

Hostile .74  -.25 

Irritable .72 -.28  

Ashamed .79  -.34 

Nervous .74 -.20 .23 

Jittery .76   

Afraid .87   

Excited  .88  

Interested  .77 .31 

Strong  .79 .21 

Enthusiastic  .87  

Proud  .87  

Inspired  .85  

Active  .71 .43 

Determined -.23 .61 .54 

Alert  .46 .71 

Attentive  .52 .71 

Note: Strongest loadings are printed bold, loadings below .2 are left out 
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Appendix F: Post-hoc tests for interaction effect of team 

performance and learning orientation on external regulation 

Post-hoc tests using Tukey HSD for the interaction effect of team performance (as judged by 

the decision-maker) and organizational learning orientation on external regulation 

(I) 

condition 

(J) 

condition 

Effort Intentions 

Mean Difference  

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

FA FL -.00 .19 1.00 -.50 .49 

SA -.19 .19 .76 -.67 .30 

SL .39 .19 .17 -.10 .88 

FL FA .00 .19 1.00 -.49 .50 

SA -.18 .19 .76 -.67 .30 

SL .39 .19 .16 -.09 .88 

SA FA .19 .19 .76 -.30 .67 

FL .18 .19 .76 -.30 .67 

SL .58* .18 .01 .10 1.05 

SL FA -.39 .19 .17 -.88 .10 

FL -.39 .19 .16 -.88 .09 

SA -.58* .18 .01 -1.05 -.10 

* p < 0.05 

Note: FA = Team failure & avoid orientation; FL = Team failure & learning orientation;  

SA = Team success & avoid orientation; SL = Team success & learing orientation. 

 


