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Individuals vary in their tendency to take action to control their environment. 

Proactive individuals actively create environmental change, while less proactive people 

take a more reactive approach toward their jobs. In today’s world where only change 

seems to be constant, the importance of proactive personality can hardly be 

overemphasized. Hence in the present study we empirically tested the effect of proactive 

personality (PAP) on job-related outcomes in a change setting.  

The purpose of the present study was two-fold. First, a conceptual model was 

empirically tested which included not only direct effects of PAP on job-related 

outcomes—job performance, job satisfaction and intent to remain with the organization, 
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but also mediating effects.  Second, four potential moderators were also tested.  The 

results showed that PAP was positively and significantly related to job performance and  

job satisfaction. Affective commitment to change completely mediated the relationship 

between PAP and intent to remain with the organization.  Job satisfaction completely 

mediated the relationship between PAP/affective commitment to change and PAP/intent 

to remain with the organization.  Career future completely moderated the relationship 

between PAP/intent to remain with the organization while job satisfaction partially 

moderated the relationship between PAP/job performance.  Implications for organizations 

and future research are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1  

INTRODUCTION  

Overview of Proactive Personality  

In today’s competitive world, change seems to be the only constant, competition 

the norm, and job security a day-dreamer’s fantasy.  In such a backdrop being proactive 

is a necessity rather than a luxury.  Covey (2004) aptly asserts the importance of 

proactive people: 

Look at the word responsibility—“response-ability”—the ability to choose your 

response.  Highly proactive people recognize that responsibility.  They do not 

blame circumstances, conditions, or conditioning for their behavior.  Their 

behavior is a product of their own conscious choice, based on values, rather than a 

product of their conditions, based on feeling. (p.71) 

Some organizations are treating proactive behaviors as a role requirement, 

emphasizing its value to employees, and hiring applicants with a proactive orientation 

(Campbell, 2000).  Proactive behavior entails a dynamic approach toward work (Frese, 

Kring, Soose, & Zempel, 1996; Parker, 2000).  Crant (2000) in his exhaustive review 

defined proactive behavior as “taking initiative in improving current circumstances or 

creating new ones; it involves challenging the status quo rather than passively adapting to 

present conditions” (p. 436). Thus proactive behavior seeks to improvise the existing job 

along with developing personal prerequisites for furthering career success (Seibert, Crant, 
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& Kraimer, 1999) and organizational effectiveness (Bateman & Crant, 1999).  It 

encompasses behaviors such as taking charge (Morrison & Phelps, 1999) and personal 

initiative (Frese et al., 1996) and is closely associated with flexible role orientations 

(Parker, Wall, & Jackson, 1997). Its effect has been studied in varied fields, at individual 

(micro) levels such as job performance (e.g., Ashford & Northcraft, 1992; Crant, 1995), 

feedback (e.g., Ashford & Cummings, 1985; VandeWalle & Cummings, 1997), careers 

(e.g., Bell & Staw, 1989; Claes, & Ruiz-Quintanilla, 1998;), newcomer adaptation (e.g., 

Chan & Schmitt, 2000), entrepreneurship (e.g., Becherer & Maurer, 1999; Crant, 1996) 

leadership (e.g., Crant & Bateman, 2000; Deluga, 1998), and even the reputation of 

American presidents (Deluga, 1998).  Proactive behavior has also been studied at macro 

levels such as work teams (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999) and socialization (e.g., Morrison, 

1993a; 1993b).  

The dispositional approach involves the measurement of personal characteristics 

and the assumption that such measures can aid in explaining individual attitudes and 

behavior.  Also when traits and predispositions are strong there is a lesser likelihood they 

will be overridden by situational forces (Dweck & Leggett, 1988).  Using this approach 

past research has conceived proactive personality as a relatively stable individual 

disposition toward proactive behavior (Bateman & Crant, 1993).  Additionally, the extant 

work on proactive behavior advocates the fact that the construct proactive personality 

explicitly encompasses the varied aspects of proactive behavior and initiative (Crant, 

2000).   

Bateman and Crant (1993) defined the construct proactive personality “as a 

dispositional construct that identifies differences among people in the extent to which 
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they take action to influence their environment” (p. 103).  They further developed the 

Proactive Personality Scale (PPS) to measure this construct and provided evidence for the 

scale’s convergent, discriminant, and predictive validity with results from three studies.  

Since then, a number of studies have consistently demonstrated the validity of the 

proactive personality construct, as assessed by the PPS (e.g., Becherer & Maurer, 1999; 

Bateman & Crant , 1999, Crant, 1995, 1996; Crant & Bateman, 2000; Kirkman & Rosen, 

1999; Parker & Sprigg, 1999).   

Proactive personality is a unique disposition not captured by other typologies such 

as the five-factor model; Crant and Bateman (2000) found only moderate correlations 

with the five-factor model of personality. Furthermore, Crant (1995) found that PAP 

predicted sales performance above and beyond conscientiousness and extraversion. 

Additionally, Bateman and Crant (1993) showed that PAP is distinct from self-

consciousness, need for achievement, need for dominance, and locus of control. All these 

studies provide further evidence for the discriminant validity of PAP. 

Research in understanding this construct has been rapidly increasing. Its effects 

have been studied in varied fields such as career success (Erdogan & Bauer, 2005; 

Seibert, Crant, & Kraimer, 1999), job performance through a social capital perspective 

(Thompson, 2005); transformational (Bateman & Crant, 1993) and charismatic leadership 

(Crant & Bateman, 2000); and job search success (Brown, Cober, Kane, Levy, & 

Shalhoop, 2006).  Chan (2006) has explored the interactive effects of situational 

judgment effectiveness and proactive personality on work perceptions and outcomes. 

Parker and Sprigg (1999) found that proactive personality moderated the interactive 

effect of job autonomy and demands on employee strain. Their results were consistent 
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with the premise that proactive employees take advantage of high job control to manage 

more effectively the demands they face, whereas passive employees do not take 

advantage of greater autonomy to this end. 

PAP and Organizational Change 

Organizational change has traditionally been viewed at the organizational level, 

which involves specific actions taken by the organization to transform internal structure 

or other characteristics/policies, apparently in response to environmental conditions and 

the need to survive and progress in a dynamic scenario (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; 

Johnson, 1996). There is, however, a burgeoning interest in how change surges down 

through the organization, ultimately to be experienced at the individual level (Judge, 

Thoresen, Pucik, & Welbourne, 1999). This implies that it is important to understand that 

a change at the organizational level (such as a restructuring) will often result in having 

considerably different repercussions at different levels of work groups and for individuals 

within these groups (Mohrman, Mohrman, & Ledford, 1990). Perception during change 

is important; therefore one must be aware not only that implications vary at different 

levels but also that the same organizational change can be viewed quite differently at 

each of these levels. Top management may view it as a positive and required step towards 

the overall health and progress of the organization while lower level managers and 

employees may concern themselves with negative views ranging from threat to their job 

to minor disruptions of their day-to-day activities (Strebel, 1996).  

Several researchers have called for a more person-focused approach to the study 

of organizational change (e.g., Aktouf, 1992; Bray, 1994), especially since we are 

witnessing immense changes in the world of work with jobs in the 21st century requiring 
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greater initiative, courtesy of global competition (Cascio, 1995; Frese & Fay, 2001; 

Howard, 1995). Recent years have therefore seen an escalating interest in studying the 

complexity of changes in the workplace, their causes, consequences, and strategies for 

change (for reviews, see Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Porras & Robertson, 1992).  This 

is where the proactive stance plays an important role: as work becomes more dynamic 

and changeable, proactive personality and initiative become even more critical 

determinants of organizational success (Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng, & Tag, 1997).  

“Organizations increasingly expect employees to fix things that they see as wrong, act on 

the information they have, and react to unusual circumstances by demonstrating proactive 

behaviors,” say Erdogan and Bauer, (2005, p. 859). The words of Crant (2000) are apt: 

Proactive people identify opportunities and act on them, show initiative, take 

action, and persevere until meaningful change occurs.  In contrast, people who are 

not proactive exhibit the opposite patterns: they fail to identify, let alone seize, 

opportunities to change things.  Less proactive individuals are passive and 

reactive, preferring to adapt to circumstances rather than change them. (p. 439) 

Although proactive personality has been studied in various fields, surprisingly 

there is little research which has considered its role in the field of organizational change.  

The present research aims at filling this gap in the literature by empirically testing the 

role of proactive personality in an organizational change setting. 

Conceptual Model 

Although the bulk of past research has concentrated on the positive implications 

of PAP, it could have certain potentially negative implications, since the extent to which 

individuals benefit from their own proactivity depends on the context.  Campbell (2000) 
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pointed out the possibility of proactive persons receiving negative reactions from the 

organization, and raised an important question: “Are employees’ enterprising qualities 

truly universally desirable, or do particular job and organizational circumstances make 

them relatively more or less valuable?” (p.57).  Likewise, Frese and Fay (2001) proposed 

that there are limits to personal initiative, this is aptly termed by Campbell (2000) as the 

“initiative paradox”—where organizations on one hand encourage proactivity but fail to 

make room for the probable pitfalls such as misguided proaction (Bateman & Crant, 

1999).  For example, certain misguided behaviors may consequently cost the organization 

time and money and this would be viewed unforgivably by management. It is, therefore, 

of vital importance to gain insight into understanding the mechanism by which PAP leads 

to job-related outcomes.  This entails investigating “how” or “why” (mediating effect) 

and “when” (moderating effect) does PAP lead to positive outcomes (Crant, 2000; 

Erdogan & Bauer, 2005).  Trying to understand these relationships lead to the 

development of a conceptual model of PAP which included not only direct effects but 

also certain potential mediating and moderating effects (See Figure 1).   
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Direct Effects Potential Mediators
Potential 
Moderators

PAP

Extrinsic Job-related 
Outcome

Intrinsic Job-related 
Outcome

•Job Performance

•Intent to remain 

•Job Satisfaction

PAP

Affective Commitment 
to Org. Change

•Job 
Performance

•Intent to 
Remain 

•Affective 
Commitment to 
change

•Job Performance

•Intent to Remain 

PAP

•POS*
•Managerial 
Communication
•Career Future
•Job Satisfaction

•Job 
Performance

•Intent to 
Remain

•Affective 
Commitment  
to Change 

PAP

Job Satisfaction

*Perceived 
Organizational 
Support

Figure 1: Simplified Conceptual Model of Proactive Personality in a Change Setting 

Research Purpose 

The direct effects of proactive personality on job-related outcomes have found 

support in the literature (cf. the review of Crant, 2000).  However, very few have studied 

the indirect (mediating) effects.  Additionally Erdogan and Bauer (2005) have clearly 

illustrated the need to examine the moderators of proactive personality.  Hence, after a 

careful and exhaustive study of the extant literature of both proactive personality and 

organizational change, two potential mediating variables (affective commitment to 

change and job satisfaction) and four potential moderating variables (perceived 
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organizational support, managerial communication, career future and job satisfaction) 

were chosen for this study. 

The purpose of the present study was two-fold.  First, the study empirically 

examined a conceptual model which not only included direct effects of PAP on job-

related outcomes (job performance, job satisfaction and intent to remain with the 

organization) but also indirect (mediating) effects.  Second, four potential moderators 

were also tested.  Specifically it was hypothesized that in a change setting (1) PAP will 

increase extrinsic job outcomes such as job performance and intent to remain with the 

organization and intrinsic job-related outcomes such as job satisfaction; (2) affective 

commitment to change will mediate the relationship between PAP and job-related 

outcomes; job satisfaction will mediate the relationship between PAP/affective 

commitment to change and PAP/extrinsic job-related outcomes (job performance and 

intent to remain with the organization); and finally testing (3) the moderating roles of  

two organizational level variables (perceived organizational support and managerial 

communication) and two individual level variables (career future and job satisfaction) in 

the relationship between PAP/affective commitment to change, and PAP/extrinsic job-

related outcomes.  

Importance of the Present Study 

Unfortunately most organizational changes have a common storyline, “First there 

were losses, then there was a plan of change, and then there was an implementation, 

which led to unexpected results” (Czarniawska & Joerges 1996, p. 20).  In such a 

condition organizations will be greatly benefited if they had employees who took charge, 

a characteristic of proactive personality (Crant, 2000).  This study will not only help 
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managers to understand the importance of proactive personality with respect to job 

outcomes but also these relationships will be tested in the backdrop of a change setting. 

The goal of the present study was to constribute to the change and personality 

literature by examining a potential mechanism through which organizations can 

strengthen the relationship between PAP and job-related outcomes.   

Organization of the Study 

 The present chapter introduced the construct of PAP and examined the 

importance of PAP in the field of organizational change.  It further elaborated on a 

conceptual model of PAP consisting of potential mediators in addition to the direct 

effects of PAP on job-related outcomes.  The purpose of the study along with its 

theoretical and practical significance was also discussed.   

 Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature relevant to PAP and 

organizational change.  The first section provides a brief overview of PAP and 

organizational change followed by the development of hypotheses.  The first set of 

hypotheses relates to the direct effects of PAP on job-related outcomes. The second and 

third set of hypotheses discuss the effect of potential mediators (affective commitment to 

change and job satisfaction) and moderators (perceived organizational support, 

managerial communication, career future, and job satisfaction) on the relationship of 

PAP/job outcomes. Chapter 3 discusses the methodology and provides a detailed 

description of the research setting, data collection process, measures used in the study 

and data analyses.  Chapter 4 provides the results of the study.  It first elaborates on the 

model fit followed by describing the results for each hypothesis.  Chapter 5, the final 
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chapter discusses the theoretical and practical implications of this study.  Limitations of 

this study and suggestions for future studies are also provided.   
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Model Development and Hypotheses 

An idea that has recently gained much ground is the notion that work design does 

not simply allow employees to apply knowledge they possess, but it also promotes 

knowledge creation, or employee learning and development. Research suggests that 

individual characteristics may be the strongest predictors of engagement in development 

activity (Maurer & Tarulli, 1994).  Evidence is accumulating for this more developmental 

perspective.  Studies have shown a link between the greater use of personal initiative 

(Frese, Kring, Soose, & Zempel, 1996) and the development of more proactive role 

orientations (Parker, Wall, & Jackson, 1997). This learning and developmental 

perspective is consistent with the German Action Theory (e.g. Hacker, Skell, & Straub, 

1968) which is based on the ideology that work is action-oriented. More broadly, Action 

Theory is substantiated by the premise that: “the human is seen as an active rather that a 

passive being who changes the world through work actions…” (Frese & Zapf, 1994; p. 

86).  

People are not always passive recipients of environmental constraints on their 

behavior; rather, they can intentionally and directly change their current circumstances 

(e.g., Buss, 1987; Diener, Larsen, & Emmons, 1984).  In dynamic circumstances which 

tend to be less well-defined, it is reasonable to assume that individuals might mold their 
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work characteristics to fit their individual abilities or personalities.  People with a 

proactive personality are relatively unconstrained by situational forces (Bateman & 

Crant, 1993).  Readiness and determination to pursue a course of action are characteristic 

of proactive people which are also central to models of self-development 

(Antonacopoulou, 2000).   

The words of Bateman and Crant (1999) capture the essence of proactive 

personality.   

Proaction involves creating change, not merely anticipating it.  It does not 

just involve the important attributes of flexibility and adaptability toward 

an uncertain future.  To be proactive is to take the initiative in improving 

business.  At the other extreme, behavior that is not proactive includes 

sitting back, letting others make things happen, and passively hoping that 

externally imposed change “works out okay.” (p. 63)  

These attributes of proactive personality along with the characteristics of 

organizational change led to the development of the conceptual model that was tested in 

the present study.  That model specifically examined the effect of proactive employees on 

job outcomes in a change setting.  (See Figure 2) 
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Intent to remainProactive
Personality

Affective 
Commitment to Org. 

Change

Potential Moderators

POS*

Managerial 
Communication

Career Future

Job Satisfaction

Job Satisfaction 

Job Performance 

*Perceived Organizational Support

 

Figure 2: Detailed Conceptual Model of Proactive Personality in a Change 

Setting 

PAP and Job-related Outcomes in a Change Setting 

PAP is the degree to which individuals have an active role orientation.  Rather 

than accepting their roles passively, proactive persons challenge the status quo and 

initiate change (Bateman & Crant, 1993).  Thus employees with proactive personalities 

use initiative, persevere, and attempt to shape their environment (Bateman & Crant, 

1993) and tend to have a positive impact on job-related outcomes especially in 

changeable and more dynamic work environments.  
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The range of job-related outcomes usually considered in work design research has 

been criticized as being too limited.  However, traditional outcomes such as job 

satisfaction (intrinsic) and job performance (extrinsic) will certainly remain central to the 

agenda; hence these two outcomes were chosen in this present study. Given that the main 

purpose of this research was to understand the role played by PAP in a change setting, 

one more job-related outcome variable was included in the study.  That variable, intent to 

remain with the organization, was included because of its vital importance in 

organizational change studies. 

PAP has been related to extrinsic job-related outcomes such as job performance 

(Crant, 1995; Thompson, 2005), extrinsic career success, or actual advancements in 

salary and position (Seibert, Crant, & Kraimer, 1999; Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001).  

In an attempt to examine the criterion validity of the Proactive Personality Scale, Crant 

(1995) found that proactive personality explained 8% of the variance in objective 

measures of job performance in the case of real estate agents.  Additionally proactive 

personality has been associated with other objective measures such as salary and 

promotions (Seibert, Crant, & Kraimer, 1999).  Proactive personality was also found to 

be significantly related to subjective evaluations of performance by direct supervisors in 

diverse backgrounds (Thompson, 2005) as they tend to set high standards, and harness all 

available resources into achieving those standards (Crant, 1996).   

Although past research has found PAP to be related to these extrinsic job-related 

outcomes, its effect on these outcomes has rarely been empirically tested in a change 

setting.  Hence, in the present study it was hypothesized that in a change setting PAP will 



15

 

have a positive impact on job performance.  Additionally, it was anticipated that 

proactive individuals will intend to remain with the organization post-reorganization. 

PAP has also been related to intrinsic career success, i.e. job and career satisfaction.  

Intrinsic success is also important because of its relation to life satisfaction (Lounsbury, 

Park, Sundstrom, Williamson, & Pemberton, 2004) and turnover intentions (Igbaria, 

1991).    Two measures of well-being—job satisfaction and turnover intentions—are 

examined in the present study.  In the present study job satisfaction was defined as an 

individual's global feeling about his or her job (Spector, 1997).  Instead of measuring 

turnover intentions a more positive variable was chosen i.e. intent to remain with the 

organization.  The above discussion lead to the first hypothesis.   

Hypothesis 1: In a change setting PAP will relate significantly and positively to 

(a) job performance (b) job satisfaction and (c) intent to remain with the 

organization.  

PAP and Affective Commitment to Change 

Commitment, in a broad sense, can be defined as “a force [mind set] that binds an 

individual to a course of action of relevance to one or more targets” (Meyer & 

Herscovitch, 2001).  Conner and Patterson (1982) noted that “the most prevalent factor 

contributing to failed change projects is a lack of commitment by the people” (p. 18).  

Thus commitment to organizational change is unquestionably one of the most imperative 

factors involved in employees' support for change projects (Armenakis, Harris, & Feild, 

1999; Coetsee, 1999; Conner & Patterson, 1982; Klein & Sorra, 1996).  Conner (1992) 

aptly described commitment to change as “the glue that provides the vital bond between 

people and change goals” (p. 147).  Meyer and Allen (1991) argued that this force, or 
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mind-set, can take different forms: desire (affective commitment), perceived cost 

(continuance commitment), or obligation (normative commitment). In the present study 

the affective form of commitment to change (desire to provide support for the change 

based on a belief in its inherent benefits) was used. 

Bateman and Crant (1993) argued that proactive individuals actively create 

environmental change, while less proactive people take a more reactive approach toward 

their jobs.  Thus, proactive personality refers to the general disposition to make active 

attempts to effect changes in one's environment, and is crucial in modern organizations 

characterized by fast changes and reduced supervision. Proactive people identify 

opportunities and act on them, show initiative, take action, and persevere until 

meaningful change occurs (Crant, 1996).  Given the definition of PAP and the 

importance of commitment to change, it was predicted that commitment to change will 

mediate the relationship between PAP and certain important job outcomes. 

Hypothesis 2: Affective commitment to change will mediate the relationship 

between (a) PAP/Job performance and (b) PAP/Intent to remain with the 

organization. 

PAP and Job Satisfaction 

Dispositional characteristics incline people to a certain level of satisfaction (see 

Bowling, Beehr, Wagner, & Libkuman, 2005).  In fact two important studies found that 

genetic factors, which apparently affect disposition, may account for as much as 30% of 

the variance in job satisfaction (Arvey, Bouchard, Segal, & Abraham, 1989; Arvey, 

McCall, Bouchard, Taubman, & Cavanaugh, 1994).  Dispositions may have a direct 

effect on job satisfaction or may influence the way in which employees perceive their 
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jobs, which, consequently affects job satisfaction (Bowling et al., 2005).  Proactive 

personality will probably affect job satisfaction as “proactive individuals will be more 

satisfied with their jobs because they will remove obstacles preventing satisfaction” 

(Erdogan & Bauer, 2005, p. 861)  

Research linking job performance with satisfaction and other attitudes has been 

studied since at least 1939, with the Hawthorne studies (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 

1939).  Organ (1988) found that the relationship between job performance and job 

satisfaction follows the social exchange theory; employees’ performance is giving back 

to the organization from which they get their satisfaction.  Thus it seems to be a common 

assumption that employees who are happy with their job should also be more productive 

at work (Spector, 1997) and therefore should be less inclined to leave the organization.   

Hence, it was anticipated that job satisfaction will mediate the relationship i.e. it 

will shed some light into the mechanism by which PAP is related to job outcomes.  

Hypothesis 3: Job satisfaction will mediate the relationship between (a) 

PAP/affective commitment to change (b) PAP/job performance and (c) 

PAP/Intent to remain with the organization.  

Potential Moderators 

There is a need to understand as to when PAP leads to positive outcomes (Crant, 

2000), and this becomes especially important when an organization is undergoing 

change.  Hence after a review of the extant literature of PAP and organizational change 

the present study investigated four potential moderators—perceived organizational 

support, managerial communication, career future and job satisfaction. 
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Perceived Organizational Support 

Blau (1964) viewed work as a form of social exchange that involved an undefined 

series of transactions which consequently obligates both parties involved in the social 

interaction. Thus effort and loyalty are traded for material and social rewards (e.g., 

Etzioni, 1961; Gould, 1979; Levinson, 1965; March & Simon, 1958; Mowday, Porter, & 

Steers (1982). Social identity theory proposed that employees “remain loyal when they 

feel that their organizations ... value and appreciate them” (Tyler, 1999, p. 235).  

Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, and Sowa (1986) suggested that employees' 

commitment to their organization is partially based on their perception of the 

organization's commitment to them. They conceptualized employees' perceptions of their 

organization's commitment as “perceived organizational support” (POS) and defined it as 

“global beliefs about the extent to which the organization cares about their well-being 

and values their contributions” (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson, & Sowa, 1986, p. 

501).  They further developed a measure for POS—Survey of Perceived Organizational 

Support.  Its validity and reliability have been tested in several studies (Eisenberger, 

Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro 1990; Eisenberger et al., 1986; Garstka, 1993; Hutchison & 

Garstka, 1996; Shore & Tetrick, 1991; Shore & Wayne, 1993).  Moreover, Shore and 

Tetrick (1991) demonstrated that perceived organizational support and organizational 

commitment are distinct constructs.  POS “may be used by employees as an indicator of 

the organization's benevolent or malevolent intent in the expression of exchange of 

employee effort for reward and recognition” (Lynch, Eisenberger, & Armeli, 1999, pp. 

469-470).  
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POS has been found to have a positive impact on several job-related perceptions 

and outcomes. Employees with high levels of POS exhibited less absenteeism and were 

found to be more conscientious about carrying out their work responsibilities 

(Eisenberger et al., 1986; Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990).  They showed 

positive correlations with organizational commitment (Garstka, 1993) and organizational 

citizenship behaviors (Moorman, Blakely, & Niehoff, 1998; Randall, Cropanzano, 

Bormann, & Birjulin, 1999). POS was also found to be related to communication with 

top management, supervisors and coworkers (Allen, 1992, 1995, 1996).  

Eisenberger et al.'s (1986) description of POS provides a framework within which 

employees' affective commitment to their organization develops.  Gouldner (1960) 

suggested that employees have the responsibility to react positively to favorable 

treatment from their employer.  Similarly the exchange models of Etzioni (1961) and 

Gould (1979) suggest that perceptions of organizational support increase affective 

attachment to an organization and strengthen expectations that greater effort will be 

rewarded. Consequently, employees who think their organizations support them put forth 

more effort thereby increasing employees’ job performance.  Rhoades and Eisenberger's 

(2002) meta-analysis revealed that POS is modestly related to job performance.  

Additionally, Eisenberger and his colleagues (e.g., Armeli, Eisenberger, Fasolo, & 

Lynch, 1998; Eisenberger et al., 1986) argued that high POS leads to an obligation to 

repay the organization for its attention to socioemotional needs. This in turn yields 

increased effort and greater performance (Eisenberger, et al, 1990). Studies have also 

shown that POS is related to intention to leave (reverse of intention to remain) the 

organization (Allen, Shore, & Griffeth, 2003; Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997).  The above 
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discussion leads to the hypothesis of the potential moderating role of perceived 

organizational support. 

Hypothesis 4: Perceived organizational support will moderate the relationship 

between (a) PAP/Affective commitment to change; (b) PAP/Job performance; and 

(c) PAP/Intent to remain with the organization. 

Managerial Communication 

Another important factor in employees’ support for change which has gained 

importance in recent years is managerial communication, which is also predominantly 

important in the entire organizational change process (Armenakis & Harris, 2002; Lewis, 

1999).  It is generally defined in terms of a process through which companies basically 

prepare employees for change by stating and clarifying issues related to the change 

(Lewis, 1999). Communication helps employees to gain a better understanding for the 

need for change, as well as to have some insights on the personal effects which may be 

caused by the proposed change (Armenakis & Harris, 2002). The process perspective 

suggests that when employees receive adequate and suitable communication in a change 

context (i.e. appropriate justification for, and information about, the change and timely 

feedback), they will have more favorable attitudes toward the change which, in turn, 

should result in positive organizational outcomes. 

Hence the present study predicted the potential moderating effect of managerial 

communication.  

Hypothesis 5: Managerial Communication will moderate the relationship between 

(a) PAP/Affective commitment to change; (b) PAP/Job performance; and (c) 

PAP/Intent to remain with the organization. 
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Career Future 

Arthur, Hall, and Lawrence (1989) defined career as “the evolving sequence of a 

person’s work experiences over time” and pointed out that the true essence of career lies 

in the actuality—“Everyone who works has a career” (p. 9).  They appropriately 

illustrated the point that career is basically the relationship between the individual and the 

organization and how this relationship fluctuates over time.  Thus the study of careers is 

the study of both individual and organizational change (Van Maanen, 1977).   

Careers have changed dramatically with advances in technology (Coovert, 1995; 

Freeman, Soete, & Efendioglu, 1995; Howard, 1995; Van der Spiegel, 1995) and with 

increased global competition (Rosenthal 1995).  Thus today’s borderless world is 

characterized by technological advances and companies are competing for survival.  The 

assumption that an organization would provide lifetime employment has undoubtedly 

become a myth—“both parties know that the [employment] relationship is unlikely to last 

forever” (Cappelli, 1999, p. 3).  Add to this the element of change and one has the perfect 

recipe to a chaotic and uncertain environment which in turn demands that employees start 

charting and navigating their own careers.  Thus, there is renewed interest among 

individuals to take responsibility for their careers and among researchers to investigate 

the effect of organizational change on those careers (e.g., Sullivan, Carden, & Martin, 

1998).   

Several authors have noted that understanding the strategies and behaviors applied 

by individuals to achieve career success is of vital importance (Bell & Staw, 1989; Judge 

& Bretz, 1994).  In an interesting study by Seibert, Crant, and Kraimer (1999), PAP was 

associated with career success even after accounting for predictors, such as 
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demographics, human capital, motivation, type of organization, and type of industry.  In 

another longitudinal study they also found PAP to be positively related to career 

initiative, which consequently has a positive impact on career progression and career 

satisfaction (Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001).   

In today’s competitive world where there has been an increasing emphasis on 

protean careers, boundaryless careers, and career self-management (Hall, 1996a, 1996b; 

Jackson, 1996; King, 2004) proactive personality perfectly fits the bill.  This becomes 

especially important when in a quest for a career future within an organization which is 

undergoing change as change is characterized by dynamism, uncertainty, job insecurity, 

and unpredictability—in such a backdrop it is logical for a proactive person to be more 

bothered about his or her career future.   

Hence it was hypothesized that proactive personality will interact with career 

future and affect job outcomes in backdrop of a change setting. 

Hypothesis 6: Career future will moderate the relationship between (a) 

PAP/Affective commitment to change; (b) PAP/Job performance; and (c) 

PAP/Intent to remain with the organization. 

Job Satisfaction 

Past researchers have theorized about the conditions under which proactivity 

would be more positively related to outcomes (Bateman & Crant, 1999; Campbell, 2000; 

Frese & Fay, 2001).  PAP as seen earlier has been positively linked with job outcomes 

such as job performance.  In this study it was hypothesized that when proactive people 

are satisfied with their job, they will tend to perform better on the job.  Especially in a 

change setting it was predicted that the interaction between PAP and job satisfaction will 
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not only affect the degree of job performance but also an employee’s affective 

commitment to change and his/her intention to remain with the organization (See Figure 

3).  

Hypothesis 7: Job satisfaction will moderate the relationship between (a) 

PAP/Affective commitment to change; (b) PAP/Job performance; and (c) 

PAP/Intent to remain with the organization. 
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Figure 3: Hypothesized Model of Proactive Personality in a Change Setting 

Summary of Research Hypotheses 

A summary of the hypotheses for this study is presented in Table 1. Hypotheses 

1a-c aim at testing the effect of PAP on job-related outcomes—job performance job 

satisfaction, and intent to remain with the organization in a change setting. The mediating 
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role of affective commitment to change and job satisfaction is predicted in Hypotheses 

2a-b and 3a-c respectively.  Hypotheses 4a-c, 5a-c, 6a-c and 7a-c involve testing the 

moderating role of perceived organizational support, managerial communication, and 

career future and job satisfaction.  
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Table 1 

Summary of Study Hypotheses 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1a: In a change setting PAP will relate significantly and positively with job 

performance.  

Hypothesis 1b: In a change setting PAP will relate significantly and positively with job 

satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 1c: In a change setting PAP will relate significantly and positively with intent 

to remain with the organization.  

Hypothesis 2a: Affective commitment to organizational change will mediate the 

relationship between PAP and job performance. 

Hypothesis 2b: Affective commitment to organizational change will mediate the 

relationship between PAP and intent to remain with the organization. 

Hypothesis 3a: Job satisfaction will mediate the relationship between PAP and affective 

commitment to the organization. 

Hypothesis 3b: Job satisfaction will mediate the relationship between PAP and job 

performance.  

Hypothesis 3c: Job satisfaction will mediate the relationship between PAP and intent to 

remain with the organization.  

Hypothesis 4a: Perceived organizational support will moderate the relationship between 

PAP and affective commitment to organizational change. 
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Table 1 Continued 

Summary of Study Hypotheses 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 4b: Perceived organizational support will moderate the relationship between 

PAP and job performance. 

Hypothesis 4c: Perceived organizational support will moderate the relationship between 

PAP and intent to remain with the organization. 

Hypothesis 5a: Managerial communication will moderate the relationship between PAP 

and affective commitment to organizational change. 

Hypothesis 5b: Managerial communication will moderate the relationship between PAP 

and job performance. 

Hypothesis 5c: Managerial communication will moderate the relationship between PAP 

and intent to remain with the organization. 

Hypothesis 6a: Career future will moderate the relationship between PAP and affective 

commitment to organizational change. 

Hypothesis 6b: Career future will moderate the relationship between PAP and job 

performance. 

Hypothesis 6c: Career future will moderate the relationship between PAP and intent to 

remain with the organization. 

Hypothesis 7a: Job satisfaction will moderate the relationship between PAP and affective 

commitment to organizational change. 
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Table 1 Continued 

Summary of Study Hypotheses 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 7b: Job satisfaction will moderate the relationship between PAP and job 

performance.  

Hypothesis 7c: Job satisfaction will moderate the relationship between PAP and intent to 

remain with the organization. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



28

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

Research Setting and Participants 

Data for this study were collected from a non-profit organization located in the 

southeastern United States, having approximately 900 employees working in offices 

spread statewide.  This organization was chosen because it had recently experienced a 

major restructuring.   

Data were collected via a self-report online survey.  The survey administration 

process began by sending an email to all the employees with the consent of management, 

inviting them to participate in the survey.  The email clearly stated that participation in 

the survey was voluntary and that the survey responses would be completely anonymous 

(refer to Appendix A for a copy of the information letter) and that no member of the 

management would have access to the data.  One day prior to sending the email the on-

line survey was posted on the company’s intranet—thereby preventing the chance of a 

non-employee filling out the survey.  At the organization’s request several open-ended 

questions not included in this study were added with the sole aim of getting constructive 

feedback from its employees with respect to the restructuring.  A copy of the survey 

instrument is included in Appendix B.   

After three weeks a reminder email was sent to the employees.  The on-line survey 

resulted in 275 usable questionnaires, which gave a response rate of 31.3%.  Almost half 
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of the respondents (42.6%) used in this analyses were over 50 years old, and 60.6 % of 

the respondents were women.  More than half (63.5%) were Caucasian while 26.6% were 

African Americans (See Table 2).  

Table 2  

Demographic Profile of Survey Respondents 

Variable N % 

Gender 
 Males 
 Females 

 
104 
171 

 

 
37.8 
62.2 

Race 
 Caucasian 
 African American 
 Hispanic 
 Native American 
 Asian 
 Other 

 
177 
75 
1 
2 
1 
4 

 
64.4 
27.3 
.4 
.7 
.4 
1.5 

Age 
 20 – 29 years 
 30 – 39 years 
 40 – 49 years 
 > 50 years 
 

 
13 
38 
100 
118 

 
4.7 
13.8 
36.4 
42.9 

Tenure (Organization) 
 < 1 year 
 1 – 5 years 
 6 – 10 years 
 11 – 20 years 
 > 20 years 

 
11 
47 
53 
88 
72 

 
4 

17.1 
19.3 
32 

26.2 

Tenure (Job position) 
 < 1 year 
 1 – 5 years 
 6 – 10 years 
 11 – 20 years 
 > 20 years 

 
20 
125 
49 
53 
20 

 
7.3 
45.5 
17.8 
19.3 
7.3 

Note: N = 275 
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Measures  

Proactive Personality 

PAP was measured by using the shortened version of Bateman and Crant's (1993) 

17-item Proactive Personality Scale (PPS) created by Seibert, Crant, and Kraimer, 

(1999). The shortened version consists of ten items.  These items were selected as they 

had the highest average factor loadings across the three studies reported by Bateman and 

Crant (1993).  These three studies presented evidence for the scale’s reliability 

(Cronbach’s alpha across three samples ranged from .87 to .89, and the test-retest 

reliability coefficient was .72 over a three month period).  The studies also provided 

convergent, discriminant, and criterion validity.  Seibert et al. (1999) mentioned that the 

deletion of seven items did not result in a major effect on the reliability of the scale (17-

item α = .88; 10-item α = .86).  These items were summed to arrive at a proactive 

personality score.  Responses were indicated on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

("strongly disagree") to 7 ("strongly agree"), with items such as "I excel at identifying 

opportunities" and "No matter what the odds, if I believe in something I will make it 

happen."  Internal consistency (coefficient alpha) obtained in the current study was .89, in 

line with that reported by Bateman and Crant (1993). 

Job Performance 

Job performance was measured by using two self-report measures completed by 

the employees.  The first self-report measure included 7 items which was a subset of the 

20-item scale prepared by Williams and Anderson (1991).  The Williams and Anderson 

(1991) scale was originally validated on 127 employees working in varied organizations.  
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Factor analysis resulted in three distinct behavior factors—job performance being one of 

them.  Example questions include “fulfills responsibilities specified in the job 

description” and “meets formal performance requirements of the job.”  Items were 

summed to yield a total performance score for each employee.  Reliability of the scale 

was within the acceptable range, i.e. higher than .70 (Cronbach’s alpha = .77). 

The second self-report scale consisted of a two single items.  The first item was 

coined by Ferris, Witt, and Hochwarter (2001) and measured the overall job performance 

of the employee aimed at serving as a self-appraisal. It read as follows: “Please circle the 

number besides the adjective which best describes your job performance in your opinion:  

1 (weak or bottom 10%), 2 (fair or next 20%), 3 (good or next 40%), 4 (very good or next 

20%), or 5 (best or top 10%).”  Since a single-item measure cannot yield estimates of 

internal consistency reliability, nor can a single-item measure be used in structural 

equation models one more similar item was used which also measured the overall job 

performance.  The item was based on a 6-point Likert scale in which employees rated 

themselves and were asked the following: “Please circle the number besides the adjective 

which best describes your job performance in your opinion: 1 = Unacceptable, 2 = Very 

poor, 3 = Poor, 4 = Good, 5 = Very Good, 6 = Outstanding.”   

The likelihood that any particular cognition will be retrieved as an input to some 

decision or behavior decreases with an increase in the amount of time since its most 

recent activation (Wyer & Srull, 1986) and the amount of material in the same content 

domain encountered during that temporary period (Keller, 1987).  This suggests that 

intervening items between two similar items will increase the likelihood of the 

respondent to either compute a new response or engage in an effortful search of long-
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term memory.  Hence in the survey instrument the two overall job performance items 

were separated by several items as well as open ended questions.  Reliability of this scale 

was within acceptable range (Cronbach’s alpha = .78). 

Job Satisfaction 

Job satisfaction was measured by using four sub-scales of the Job Satisfaction 

Survey (JSS; Spector, 1997).  JSS measures “outcome” satisfaction facets such as pay, 

benefits, promotions, supervision, work itself, co-workers, and working conditions 

(Spector, 1997).  Four sub-scales of the JSS (benefits, rewards, co-workers and work 

itself) were used in this study with each subscale consisting of four items. Respondents 

indicated the extent of their agreement with each item on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = 

strongly agree, 7 = strongly disagree).  Cronbach’s alpha measured for the four sub-

scales were benefit satisfaction (α = .79), reward satisfaction (α = .84), co-worker 

satisfaction (α = .72) and work itself satisfaction (α =.83). 

Intent to Remain 

Employee’s intent to remain with the organization was measured using a scale 

from Robinson (1996). This four-item scale asked employees to respond to three Likert-

type questions about how long the employee intends to remain with the employer, the 

extent to which he/she would prefer to work for a different employer, the extent to which 

he/she has thought about changing companies, and one binary question (“If you had your 

way, would you be working for this employer three years from now?”).  This scale had a 

modest reliability with Cronbach’s alpha measuring .68.   
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Affective Commitment to Change 

This variable was measured using a sub-scale of the scale developed by 

Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) to measure commitment to change. The scale consisted of 

22 items of which seven items assessed affective commitment (e.g., “I believe in the 

value of this change”) which was used in this study.  Responses were made using a 7-

point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  This 

scale exhibited strong reliability with Cronbach’s alpha measuring .95.  

Managerial Communication 

Managerial communication was measured by using a subscale of the 

Communication Satisfaction Questionnaire (CSQ) (Downs & Hazen, 1977). The CSQ is 

a 40-item instrument that has demonstrated a high degree of validity and reliability across 

a number of organizations, and in multiple contexts (Clampitt & Downs, 2004). Although 

several factors are identified by Downs and Hazen (1977) as indicators of overall 

communication satisfaction in the workplace, the focus of the present study was 

specifically related to the dimension that assesses employees’ satisfaction with 

communication with their immediate supervisor or manager. Specifically this dimension 

is identified as personal feedback in the original instrument. It assesses how satisfied 

employees are with information they receive about their job, recognition of their efforts, 

and how well supervisors understand problems faced by employees. A 7-point Likert 

response format (ranging from 1 = very dissatisfied to 7 = very satisfied) was used to 

measure employees’ satisfaction to the five items. Previous studies that have assessed the 

internal consistency of the individual dimensions of the CSQ have reported coefficient 

alphas of .80 (Pincus, 1986) and .84 (Crino & White, 1981) for the personal feedback 
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dimension. A more recent study examining the psychometric properties of the CSQ (Gray 

& Laidlaw, 2004) reported a coefficient alpha of .86 for the personal feedback dimension. 

The reliability found in the present study was in tune with these studies as Cronbach’s 

alpha was .90.   

Perceived Organizational Support  

Perception of organizational support was measured using the nine-item short 

version of the Survey of Perceptions of Organizational Support (Eisenberger, Fasolo, & 

Davis-LaMastro, 1990).  Items (e.g., “My organization really cares about my well-

being”) were presented on a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 

to 5 (strongly agree). Higher scores reflect more favorable perceptions of support. The 

scale had high reliability as Cronbach’s alpha = .91.   

Career Future 

Career future was measured by using a part of the Index of Organizational 

Reactions (IOR) scale developed by Dunham and Smith (1979).  The IOR assesses 

satisfaction with supervision, financial rewards, kind of work, physical conditions, 

amount of work, company identification, co-workers, and career future.  Five items 

related to career future was used which were obtained from Cook, Hepworth, Wall, and 

Warr (1981, pp. 42-45).  Several studies have used this scale reporting coefficient alpha 

values which ranged from .82 to .83 (Lee & Johnson, 1991; McLain, 1995; Taylor, 

Tracy, Renard, Harrison, & Carroll, 1995).  The present study reported a Cronbach’s 

alpha of .84.  Table 3 gives a summary of the measures used in this study.  
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Table 3 

Summary of Measures 

Measure Source N of Items 

Proactive Personality Seibert, Crant, and Kraimer (1999) 10 

Affective Commitment to 

Organizational Change 

Herscovitch and Meyer (2002) 6 

Job Performance    

Self-report Williams and Anderson (1991) 7 

Self-report  Ferris, Witt, and Hochwarter (2001). 2 

Job Satisfaction   

Benefits Satisfaction Spector (1997) 4 

Rewards Satisfaction Spector (1997) 4 

Co-workers satisfaction Spector (1997) 4 

Work itself Spector (1997) 4 

Intent to remain  Robinson (1996) 4 

Perceived Organizational 

Support 

Eisenberger, Cummings, Armeli, and 

Lynch (1997) 

8 

Managerial Communication Downs and Hazen (1977). 5 

Career Future Dunham and Smith (1979) 5 

Demographic Variables N/A 6 

 Item Total 69 

 

 



36

 

Data Analyses 

Data for this study were collected anonymously.  Anonymity provided benefits by 

potentially reducing the method bias (see Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 

2003).  Data were analyzed using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) implemented in 

AMOS (Arbuckle, 2006a; 2006b) and moderated regression analyses (See, Barron & 

Kenny, 1986).  First the model fit was tested using several confirmatory factor analyses 

and comparing the goodness of fit indices.  SEM was used to validate the conceptual 

model and to test the hypotheses relating to direct effects (Hypotheses 1a-c) and the 

mediating effects (Hypotheses 2a & b, 3a-c).  Finally moderated regression analyses were 

conducted to test the moderating hypotheses (Hypotheses 4a-c, 5a-c, 6a-c, & 7a-c) (See 

Aiken & West, 1991; Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003; Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004; 

Holmbeck, 1997). 

Tests for Model Fit 

The first step in the data analysis process involved running several confirmatory 

factor analyses and observing the fit of the data by checking whether all the goodness-of-

fit indices met the respective criteria.   

The goodness of fit of the models was evaluated by using absolute and relative 

indices.  The absolute goodness-of-fit indices which were calculated are (cf. Jöreskog & 

Sörbom, 1993) (a) the chi-square goodness-of-fit statistic and (b) the root-mean-square 

error of approximation (RMSEA).  Although the chi-square likelihood ratio is considered 

the most fundamental measure of absolute model fit, it is sensitive to sample size and 

thus, with larger sample sizes (more than 200), can result in significant values even when 

small differences exist between the model and the data (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Hair, 
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Anderson, Tattham, & Black, 1998).  The ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedom 

(χ2/df) has been suggested as an alternative, with values of 2.0 or less indicative of 

acceptable fit (Kline, 2005).  The RMSEA is a measure of model discrepancy and takes 

into account the error of approximation in the population (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  The 

relative goodness-of-fit indices which were computed are (cf. Marsh, Balla, & Hau, 

1996) (a) the normed fit index (NFI) (b) the comparative fit index (CFI), and (c) the 

incremental fit index (IFI).  The CFI is a measure of fit derived from the comparison of 

the hypothesized model to the independence model and adjusts for sample size.  CFI 

values of 0.90 or greater are indicative of acceptable models (Hu & Bentler, 1999).   

Hypothesis Testing: Direct, Mediating and Moderating Effects 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a flexible multivariate analytic technique 

that allows researchers to test global hypotheses about competing theories as well as 

simultaneous testing multiple specific hypotheses such as those usually tested with 

ANOVA and regression. Two important strengths of SEM are that the effects of 

measurement error are disattenuated and it tests indirect and total effects in addition to 

simple direct effects. These strengths represent important advances over traditional 

general linear model approaches and have important implications in testing hypotheses 

involving mediation and moderation.  Hence the data was analyzed by using SEM 

methods, implemented in AMOS 7 (Arbuckle, 2006a; 2006b). Maximum-likelihood 

estimation method was used, and for the input for each analysis the covariance matrix of 

the items was used. 
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Direct Effects 

 Hypotheses 1a-c, related to the direct effects of proactive personality on job-

related outcomes, were tested by examining the significance of the path coefficients 

between the variables. 

 Mediation Effects 

This study included only two latent variables—job performance and job 

satisfaction.  Job performance had two indicators while job satisfaction was measured by 

four indicators.  According to Baron and Kenny (1986) and Judd and Kenny (1981), 

when a mediational model involves latent constructs, SEM provides the basic data 

analyses strategy.  Thus to analyze the mediational hypotheses 2a-b and 3a-c, related to 

the mediational role of affective commitment to change and job satisfaction respectively, 

the analyses were conducted using SEM in accordance to the procedure mentioned by 

Hoyle and Smith (1994).  They suggested comparing the predictor to outcome path in 

models with and without the mediator.  If the predictor to outcome path is zero with the 

mediator in the model, there is evidence of complete mediation, while if this path 

declines but remains significant or clearly non-zero, then the model purports partial 

mediation.  However, it must be noted that in the model with the mediator variable, the 

mediator must have significant relationships with both the predictor and the outcome 

variable (Barron & Kenny, 1986).   

Moderation Effects 

Additionally the study consisted of moderating hypotheses 4a-c, 5a-c, 6a-c and 

7a-c, related to the moderating effect of perceived organizational support, managerial 

communication, career future and job satisfaction respectively in the relationship.  For 
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each set of hypotheses the moderators were tested for three relationships: proactive 

personality/affective commitment to change, proactive personality/job performance and 

proactive personality/intent to remain with the organization. All the variables in the study 

were continuous variables.   

Multiple regression or SEM can be used to test moderation, as the rationale of the 

analyses is the same in both methods (Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004).  Additionally, 

Frazier, Tix, and Barron, (2004) state that the use of SEM techniques for testing 

interaction between continuous variables is complex (Holmbeck, 1997), and there is 

barely any agreement amongst researchers as to which of the several approaches is the 

best.  Hence in the present study moderated multiple regression was used to test the 

moderation hypotheses.   

The analysis requires creating the interaction term—simply multiply the predictor 

and moderator variable.  However, this may cause multicollinearity (i.e. high 

correlations) because predictor and moderator variables generally are highly correlated 

with the interaction term.  Centering (putting the scores into deviation score form by 

subtracting the sample mean from all the individuals’ scores on the variable, thus 

producing a revised sample mean of zero) the variables reduces the multicollinearity  

problem (see Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003).   

The predictor and the moderator main effects are entered into the regression 

equation first which can be done in a hierarchical fashion (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). This 

is followed by entering the interaction term (Holmbeck, 1997).  If, the interaction term is 

non-significant, one can conclude that there is no moderating effect.  However, if a 

significant moderator effect exists then one should compute predicted values of the 
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dependent variable for representative groups, at the mean and 1 standard deviation above 

and below the mean on the predictor and moderator variables (Aiken & West, 1991; 

Holmbeck, 1997).  These values are used to generate a figure summarizing the form of 

the moderator effect (Frazier, Tix, & Barron, 2004).  Finally, one should test the 

statistical significance of the slopes of the simple regression lines between the predictor 

and the dependent variable for specific values of the moderator variable (Aiken & West, 

1991).  (See Table 4 for a summary of hypotheses and statistical tests). 
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Table 4 

Summary of Study Hypotheses and Statistical Tests 

Hypotheses IV DV MeV MoV Statistical Test/Path 

Hypothesis 1a: In a change 
setting PAP will relate 
significantly and positively 
with job performance.  
 

PAP JP   SEM Path 1a: PAP →JP 
(+)  

Hypothesis 1b: In a change 
setting PAP will relate 
significantly and positively 
with job satisfaction 
 

PAP JS   SEM  Path 1c: PAP →JS 
(+) 

Hypothesis 1c: In a change 
setting PAP will relate 
significantly and positively 
with intent to remain with 
the organization.  
 

PAP IR   SEM  Path 1b: PAP →IR 
(+) 

Hypothesis 2a: Affective 
commitment to 
organizational change will 
mediate the relationship 
between PAP and job 
performance. 
 

PAP JP ACC  Test for Mediation 
(SEM). Comparison of 
models with and without 
ACC included as a 
mediator variable.  Path 
2a: PAP →ACC →JP  

 
Hypothesis 2b: Affective 
commitment to 
organizational change will 
mediate the relationship 
between PAP and intent to 
remain with the 
organization. 
 

PAP IR ACC  Test for Mediation 
(SEM). Comparison of 
models with and without 
ACC included as a 
mediator variable.  Path 
2B: PAP →ACC →IR  

Note: ACC = Affective commitment to change; CF = Career future; IR = Intent to 
remain; JP = Job performance; JS = Job satisfaction; MC = Managerial communication; 
PAP = Proactive personality; POS = Perceived organizational support; MeV = Mediator 
variable; MoV = Moderator variable. 
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Table 4 Continued 

Summary of Study Hypotheses and Statistical Tests 

Hypotheses IV DV MeV MoV Statistical Test/Path 

Hypothesis 3a: Job 
satisfaction will mediate the 
relationship between PAP 
and affective commitment to 
change.  

PAP ACC JS  Test for Mediation 
(SEM). Comparison of 
models with and without 
JS included as a mediator 
variable.  
Path 3a: PAP →JS 
→ACC  

 
Hypothesis 3b: Job 
satisfaction will mediate the 
relationship between PAP 
and job performance.  
 

PAP JP JS  Test for Mediation 
(SEM). Comparison of 
models with and without 
JS included as a mediator 
variable.  
Path 3a: PAP →JS →JP  
 

Hypothesis 3c: Job 
satisfaction will mediate the 
relationship between PAP 
and intent to remain with the 
organization.  
 

PAP IR JS  Test for Mediation 
(SEM). Comparison of 
models with and without 
JS included as a mediator 
variable.  
Path 3a: PAP →JS →IR  

 
Hypothesis 4a: Perceived 
organizational support will 
moderate the relationship 
between PAP and affective 
commitment to 
organizational change. 
 

PAP ACC  POS Moderated Regression 
Analysis. Test for 
significance of 
interaction term.  
Path 4a: PAP →PAP X 
POS →ACC  

  
Note: ACC = Affective commitment to change; CF = Career future; IR = Intent to 
remain; JP = Job performance; JS = Job satisfaction; MC = Managerial communication; 
PAP = Proactive personality; POS = Perceived organizational support; MeV = Mediator 
variable; MoV = Moderator variable. 
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Table 4 Continued 

Summary of Study Hypotheses and Statistical Tests 

Hypotheses IV DV MeV MoV Statistical Test/Path 

Hypothesis 4b: Perceived 
organizational support will 
moderate the relationship 
between PAP and job 
performance. 
 

PAP JP  POS Moderated Regression 
Analysis. Test for 
significance of 
interaction term.   
Path 4b: PAP →PAP X 
POS →JP  
 

Hypothesis 4c: Perceived 
organizational support will 
moderate the relationship 
between PAP and intent to 
remain with the 
organization. 
 

PAP IR  POS Moderated Regression 
Analysis. Test for 
significance of 
interaction term.  
Path 4c: PAP →PAP X 
POS →IR   
 

Hypothesis 5a: Managerial 
communication will 
moderate the relationship 
between PAP and affective 
commitment to 
organizational change. 
 

PAP ACC  MC Moderated Regression 
Analysis. Test for 
significance of 
interaction term.  
Path 4c: PAP →PAP X 
MC →ACC   

 
Hypothesis 5b: Managerial 
communication will 
moderate the relationship 
between PAP and job 
performance. 
 

PAP JP  MC Moderated Regression 
Analysis. Test for 
significance of 
interaction term. 
Path 4c: PAP →PAP X 
MC →JP   

Hypothesis 5c: Managerial 
communication will 
moderate the relationship 
between PAP and intent to 
remain with the 
organization. 
 

PAP IR  MC Moderated Regression 
Analysis. Test for 
significance of 
interaction term.  
Path 4c: PAP →PAP X 
MC →IR   

Note: ACC = Affective commitment to change; CF = Career future; IR = Intent to 
remain; JP = Job performance; JS = Job satisfaction; MC = Managerial communication; 
PAP = Proactive personality; POS = Perceived organizational support; MeV = Mediator 
variable; MoV = Moderator variable. 
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Table 4 Continued 

Summary of Study Hypotheses and Statistical Tests 

Hypotheses IV DV MeV MoV Statistical Test/Path 

Hypothesis 6a: Career 
satisfaction will moderate 
the relationship between 
PAP and affective 
commitment to 
organizational change. 
 

PAP ACC  CF Moderated Regression 
Analysis. Test for 
significance of 
interaction term. 
Path 4c: PAP →PAP X 
CF →ACC   

 
Hypothesis 6b: Career 
satisfaction will moderate 
the relationship between 
PAP and job performance. 
 

PAP JP  CF Moderated Regression 
Analysis. Test for 
significance of 
interaction term. 
Path 4c: PAP →PAP X 
CF →JP   

 
Hypothesis 6c: Career 
satisfaction will moderate 
the relationship between 
PAP and intent to remain 
with the organization. 

PAP IR  CF Moderated Regression 
Analysis. Test for 
significance of 
interaction term.  
Path 4c: PAP →PAP X 
CF →IR   
 

Hypothesis 7a: Job 
satisfaction will moderate 
the relationship between 
PAP and affective 
commitment to 
organizational change. 
 

PAP ACC  JS Moderated Regression 
Analysis. Test for 
significance of 
interaction term.  
Path 4a: PAP →PAP X 
JS →ACC  

  
Hypothesis 7b: Job 
satisfaction will moderate 
the relationship between 
PAP and job performance. 
 

PAP JP  JS Moderated Regression 
Analysis. Test for 
significance of 
interaction term.  
Path 4b: PAP →PAP X 
JS →JP  
 

Note: ACC = Affective commitment to change; CF = Career future; IR = Intent to 
remain; JP = Job performance; JS = Job satisfaction; MC = Managerial communication; 
PAP = Proactive personality; POS = Perceived organizational support; MeV = Mediator 
variable; MoV = Moderator variable. 
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Table 4 Continued 

Summary of Study Hypotheses and Statistical Tests 

Hypotheses IV DV MeV MoV Statistical Test/Path 

Hypothesis 7c: Job 
satisfaction will moderate 
the relationship between 
PAP and intent to remain 
with the organization. 
 

PAP IR  JS Moderated Regression 
Analysis. Test for 
significance of interaction 
term.  
Path 4c: PAP →PAP X 
JS →IR   
 

Note: ACC = Affective commitment to change; CF = Career future; IR = Intent to 
remain; JP = Job performance; JS = Job satisfaction; MC = Managerial communication; 
PAP = Proactive personality; POS = Perceived organizational support; MeV = Mediator 
variable; MoV = Moderator variable. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Descriptive Statistics 

 After the data were collected, the first step was to evaluate the data according to 

the guidelines suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2001, pp. 56-110) as data cleaning is 

very important in multiple regression (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 139). An 

examination of the data revealed that the data met the assumptions of normality, and 

there was no evidence of unacceptable levels of kurtosis or skewness or variables with 

substantial outliers.  Table 5 displays means, standard deviations and correlations among 

all the variables. Correlations among the independent and mediator/moderator variables 

had a median value of .07 and a maximum value of .47, with a maximum variance-

inflation factor less than 2; hence, multicollinearity was not a severe problem that would 

preclude interpretation of the moderated regression analyses (Neter, Wasserman, & 

Kutner, 1983).   

 As seen from Table 5 PAP was significantly correlated with all the variables 

except perceived organizational support (job satisfaction r = .14; job performance r = .37; 

intent to remain r = .13; affective commitment to change r = .18; managerial 

communication r = .19; and career future r = .22).  Given the proposed mediational  
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Table 5 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations 

  Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1 JS1 5.52 1.12 -                         
2 JS2 4.82 1.2 .21** -                       
3 JS3 4.39 1.34 .44** .45** -                     
4 JS4 5.93 .91 .38** .32** .40** -                   
5 Job Satisfaction 5 .87 .67** .66** .83** .66** -                 
6 JP1 6.37 .57 .14* .06 .07 .23** .16** -               
7 JP2 .01 .95 .05 .05 .06 .26** .13* .37** -             
8 Job Performance 3.18 .65 .1 .07 .08 .30** .17** .72** .87** -           
9 Proactive 

Personality 
5.48 .81 -.02 .08 .08 .22** .14* .30** .32** .37** -         

10 Mean Intent to 
remain 

5.39 1.25 .34** .15* .32** .50** .43** .24** .20** .25** .13* -       

11 ACC 5.01 1.4 .17** .27** .37** .31** .46** .07 .09 .08 .18** .17** -     
12 Perceived 

organizational 
support 

4.66 1.26 .43** .40** .69** .46** .73** .01 .03 .03 .12 .38** .48** -   

13 Managerial 
Communication 

4.28 1.25 .38** .47** .70** .43** .74** .07 .05 .06 .19** .31** .43** .65** - 

14 Career future 3.62 .81 .32** .36** .57** .51** .64** .14* .19** .22** .22** .39** .40** .61** .65**
Note. ACC = Affective Commitment to Change; N=275. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
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framework, affective commitment was significantly correlated with intent to remain (r = 

.17).  However it was not significantly correlated with job performance.  Also, in keeping 

with the mediation hypotheses, job satisfaction was significantly correlated with affective 

commitment to change (r = .46), job performance (r = .17) and intent to remain with the 

organization (r = .43) 

Model Fit 

The overall fit of the measurement model was assessed following the guideline 

suggested by Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1998, pp. 610-612).  Separate 

confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) (implemented in AMOS 7; Arbuckle, 2006a; 2006b) 

were conducted to assess the psychometric properties of the constructs and to establish a 

baseline model.  Prior to performing the analysis, all negatively worded items in the 

scales of all the variables were reverse scored.  For all the scales in this study the loading 

of one indicator was set for each factor to a fixed value of 1.0.   

 The goodness of fit indices for the baseline model were very close to a poor fit.  

The chi-square test was statistically significant, χ2 (20, N = 275) = 62.88, p < .001, the 

chi-square degrees of freedom ratio was barely favorable (χ2 / df = 3.14).  The other fit 

indices also gave evidence of a poor fit (RMSEA = .09; CFI = .90).  On the basis of the 

modification indices, the fit of the model could be slightly improved by allowing three 

pairs of errors to correlate from the job satisfaction scale: the error terms of the manifest 

variables co-worker satisfaction, work itself, and benefit satisfaction was correlated with 

reward satisfaction.  MacCallum and Tucker (1991) noted that when using indicators 

related to an employee’s work environment, it is not unreasonable to expect some same-
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source correlated measurement error.   

Table 6 

Baseline Model Comparison Summary 

Model χ2 df p-value χ2/df RMSEA CFI TLI NFI 

Model 1 62.88 20 .000 3.14 .09 .90 .82 .87 

Model 2 29.11 17 .033 1.70 .05 .97 .94 .94 

Note: Model 1 and Model 2 denote models without and with the correlation between the 
error terms. 
 

The baseline model with the correlated error terms exhibited a good fit.  Although 

the chi-square test was statistically significant, χ2 (17, N = 275) = 29.11, p < .05, the chi-

square degrees of freedom ratio was favorable (χ2 / df = 1.71).  RMSEA improved 

considerably with a value of .05 and the CFI = .97.  The other fit indices gave further 

evidence of a good fit (NFI = .94; & TLI = .94).  Refer to Table 6 for the goodness of fit 

statistics for the baseline model with and without the correlated error terms.   

Convergent Validity 

Convergent validity represents how well the items load on their respective 

constructs, thereby giving evidence for the construct validity.  It is evaluated by 

examining the statistical significance as expressed by the t-value associated with each 

loading (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).  Table 7 provides the standardized loadings and t-

values.  The result indicate all items loaded reliably on their predicted factors with item to 

factor loadings ranging from .26 to .95, and t-values ranging from 3.80 to 30.21 (p < 

.001), thus, providing support for convergent validity for the constructs. 
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Reliability 

Tests for internal consistency were also conducted to assess the reliability of the 

responses across items for each measure.  Cronbach’s alpha co-efficient reliability index 

was calculated for each factor.  As shown in Table 7, the results indicate that except for 

one factor, all of the factors had consistent reliability with values greater than the 

recommended minimum threshold of .70 (Nunnally, 1978). Intent to remain exhibited a 

marginal reliability (α = .68).   

 As seen above the base-line model fit the data very well.  The reliability and the 

validity gave further support to the hypothesized model. (See Figure 5 for the correlated 

error terms).   
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Table 7 

Measurement Properties of the Variables Used in the Study  

Construct and Indicators Standardized 
Loading* 

Critical 
Ratio 

Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

Proactive Personality 
PAP1 
PAP2 
PAP3 
PAP4 
PAP5 
PAP6 
PAP7 
PAP8 
PAP9 
PAP10 

 
.53 
.63 
.67 
.67 
.78 
.65 
.72 
.62 
.73 
.75 

 
-- 

7.76 
7.98 
7.99 
8.68 
7.85 
8.36 
7.68 
8.44 
8.52 

.89 

Affective Commitment to Change 
ACC1 
ACC2 
ACC3 
ACC4 
ACC5 
ACC6 

 
.93 
.95 
.90 
.85 
.81 
.77 

 
-- 

30.21 
25.13 
21.44 
19.34 
17.51 

.95 

Job Performance 
Job Performance 1 
JP1_1 
JP1_2 
JP1_3 
JP1_4 
JP1_5 
JP1_6 
JP1_7 
Job Performance 2 
JP2_1 
JP2_2 

 
 

.85 

.85 

.85 

.73 

.26 
52 
47 

 
 

-- 
17.09 
17.02 
13.67 
4.16 
8.92 
7.95 

 
.77 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

.78 

Job Satisfaction 
Co-worker Satisfaction 
JSCS1 
JSCS2 
JSCS3 
JSCS4 

 
 

.91 

.37 

.81 

.55 

 
 

-- 
5.74 
11.79 
8.71 

 
.72 

 

Note: * All loadings significant a p < .05 
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Table 7 (Continued) 

Measurement Properties of the Variables Used in the Study  

Construct and Indicators Standardized 
Loading* 

Critical Ratio Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

Job Satisfaction 
Benefit Satisfaction 
JSBS1 
JSBS2 
JSBS3 
JSBS4 
Reward Satisfaction 
JSRS1 
JSRS2 
JSRS3 
JSRS4 
Work Itself 
JSW1 
JSW2 
JSW3 
JSW4 

 
 

.71 

.87 

.79 

.47 
 

.66 

.69 

.74 

.91 
 

.55 

.80 

.86 

.94 

 
 

-- 
11.65 
11.35 
7.07 

 
-- 

9.91 
10.45 
11.50 

 
-- 

9.34 
9.64 
9.92 

 
.79 

 
 
 
 

.84 
 
 
 
 

.83 

Intent to Remain 
IR1 
IR2 
IR3 
IR4 

 
.41 
.27 
.83 
.95 

 
-- 

3.80 
6.78 
6.37 

.68 

Perceived Organizational Change 
POS1 
POS2 
POS3 
POS4 
POS5 
POS6 
POS7 
POS8 

 
.86 
.95 
.95 
.71 
.62 
.64 
.64 
.56 

 
-- 

23.35 
23.10 
13.76 
11.39 
12.01 
11.97 
10.04 

.91 

Managerial Communication 
MC1 
MC2 
MC3 
MC4 
MC5 

 
.76 
.85 
.85 
.82 
.75 

 
-- 

14.32 
14.24 
13.68 
12.45 

.90 

Note: * All loadings significant a p < .05 
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Table 7 (Continued) 

Measurement Properties of the Variables Used in the Study  

Construct and Indicators Standardized 
Loading* 

Critical Ratio Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

Career Future 
CF1 
CF2 
CF3 
CF4 
CF5 

 
.86 
.71 
.65 
.64 
.71 

 
-- 

12.20 
10.95 
10.75 
12.19 

.84 

Note: * All loadings significant a p < .05 
 

Hypothesis Testing 

SEM, using AMOS 7 (Arbuckle, 2006a; 2006b) was employed to test the study 

hypotheses. The hypotheses related to the moderating effects were tested by using 

moderated regression analyses.  Figure 4 shows the theoretical structural model used to 

test the study hypotheses with the paths associated with each of the direct hypotheses 

tests.   

The tests of overall model fit, shown in Table 6, indicated a very good fit. 

Although the chi-square test was statistically significant, χ2 (17, N = 275) = 29.11, p < 

.05, the chi-square degrees of freedom ratio was favorable (χ2 / df = 1.71).  RMSEA 

improved considerably with a value of .05 and the CFI= .97.  The other fit indices gave 

further evidence of a good fit (NFI = .94; TLI = .94).  

Hypotheses 1a to 1c. The first set of hypotheses, 1a to 1c, related to the direct 

effects of proactive personality on job performance, job satisfaction, and intent to remain 

with the organization respectively.  As expected proactive personality had a positive and 

significant effect on job performance (β = .46 p < .001) and job satisfaction (β = .22 p 
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< .01). Although there was no significant relationship between proactive personality and 

intent to remain with the organization in the hypothesized model (β = -.07, ns), the result 

of a simple regression showed that proactive personality had a significant and positive 

effect on intent to remain (β = .20 p < .05) thereby giving partial support to hypothesis 

1c.  

Proactive 
Personality

Affective 
Commitment 
to change

Job Satisfaction

Job Performance

Intent to 
remain

Path a

Path b

Path c

 

Figure 4: Structural Model of Proactive Personality in a Change Setting 
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Figure 5: Baseline Model with Correlated Error Terms and Standardized Estimates 

Note: ACC = Affective commitment to change; CF = Career future; IR = Intent to 
remain; JSBS = Job Satisfaction Benefit Satisfaction; JSCS = Job Satisfaction Co-worker 
Satisfaction; JSRS = Job Satisfaction Reward Satisfaction; JSW = Job Satisfaction Work 
Itself; MC = Managerial communication; PAP = Proactive personality; POS = Perceived 
organizational support. 
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  Hypotheses 2a & b and 3a-c. These hypotheses were the mediational hypotheses.  

To analyze these mediational hypotheses the analyses were conducted in accordance with 

the procedure mentioned by Hoyle and Smith (1994).  They suggested to compare the 

predictor—outcome path in models with and without the mediator.  If the predictor—

outcome path is zero with the mediator in the model, there is evidence of complete 

mediation, while if this path declines but remains significant or clearly non-zero, then the 

model purports partial mediation.  However, it must be noted that in the model with the 

mediator variable, the mediator must have significant relationships with both the 

predictor and the outcome variable (Barron & Kenny, 1986). Finally the Sobel’s test 

(Preacher & Leonardelli, 2001) was calculated. Formula for the test was drawn from 

MacKinnon, Warsi, and Dwyer (1995).  

Hypothesis 2a which referred to the mediator variable affective commitment to 

change, with job performance as the outcome variable (PAP being the predictor variable) 

was not supported as there was no significant relationship between affective commitment 

to change and job performance—a requirement for proving the mediational model 

(Barron & Kenny, 1986). 

Hypothesis 2b predicted the mediating effect of affective commitment to change 

in the relationship between PAP/intent to remain.  Figures 6a and 6b respectively show 

the model without and with the mediator variable—affective commitment to change.  

As seen in Figure 6a (without the mediator variable), proactive personality was 

significantly and positively related to intent to remain in the organization (β = .13, p < 

.05) while it was insignificant in the model with the mediator variable (β = .10, ns).  This 
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suggests that affective commitment to change completely mediates the relationship 

between proactive personality/intent to remain with the organization.  

PAP

.02

IR
.13

e1

 

Figure 6a: Model without Mediating Variable—Affective Commitment to Change in the 

Relationship between PAP/Intent to Remain with the Organization  

Note: IR = Intent to remain; PAP = Proactive personality. 
 

PAP

.03

ACC

.18

e1

.04

IR

.15

.10

e2

 

Figure 6b: Model with Mediating Variable—Affective Commitment to Change in the 

Relationship between PAP/Intent to Remain with the Organization  

Note: ACC = Affective commitment to change; IR = Intent to remain; PAP = Proactive 
personality. 
 

Hypothesis 3a referred to the mediator variable job satisfaction with affective 
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commitment to change as the outcome variable.  Figures 7a and 7b respectively show the 

model without and with the mediator variable—job satisfaction.  

 

PAP

.03

ACC.18

e5
 

Figure 7a: Model without Mediating Variable—Job Satisfaction in the Relationship 

between PAP/ Affective Commitment to Change  

Note: ACC = Affective commitment to change; PAP = Proactive personality. 
 

As seen in Figure 7a (without the mediator variable), proactive personality was 

significantly and positively related to affective commitment to change (β = .18, p < .01) 

while it was insignificant in the model with the mediator variable job satisfaction (β = 

.11, ns).  This suggests that job satisfaction completely mediates the relationship between 

proactive personality and affective commitment to change.  

Hypothesis 3b referred to the mediator variable job satisfaction with job 

performance as the outcome variable.  Proactive personality was significantly and 

positively related to job performance without (β = .52, p < .001) and with (β = .45, p < 

.001) the mediator variable job satisfaction.  This suggests that job satisfaction does not 

mediate the relationship between proactive personality and job performance.   
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Figure 7b: Model with Mediating Variable—Job Satisfaction in the Relationship between 

PAP/ Affective Commitment to Change  

Note: ACC = Affective commitment to change; JSBS = Job Satisfaction Benefit 
Satisfaction; JSCS = Job Satisfaction Co-worker Satisfaction; JSRS = Job Satisfaction 
Reward Satisfaction; JSW = Job Satisfaction Work Itself; PAP = Proactive personality. 
 

Hypothesis 3c referred to the mediator variable job satisfaction with intent to 

remain with the organization as the outcome variable.  Figures 8a and 8b respectively 
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show the model without and with the mediator variable—job satisfaction.  

PAP

.02

IR

e5

.13

 

Figure 8a: Model without Mediating Variable—Job Satisfaction in the Relationship 

between PAP/Intent to Remain with the Organization  

Note: IR = Intent to remain; PAP = Proactive personality. 
 

As seen in Figure 8a (without the mediator variable), proactive personality was 

significantly and positively related to intent to remain with the organization (β = .13, p < 

.05) while it was insignificant in the model with the mediator variable job satisfaction (β 

= -.18, ns).  This suggests that job satisfaction completely mediates the relationship 

between proactive personality and intent to remain with the organization. 
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Figure 8b: Model with Mediating Variable—Job Satisfaction in the Relationship between 

PAP/Intent to Remain with the Organization  

Note: IR = Intent to remain; JSBS = Job Satisfaction Benefit Satisfaction; JSCS = Job 
Satisfaction Co-worker Satisfaction; JSRS = Job Satisfaction Reward Satisfaction; JSW = 
Job Satisfaction Work Itself; PAP = Proactive personality. 
 

 Hypotheses 4a-c, 5a-c, 6a-c and 7a-c. These hypotheses were the 

moderational hypotheses which were tested by using moderated multiple regression 
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analysis.  The predictor and the moderator main effects were entered into the regression 

equation first which was done in a hierarchical fashion (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). This was 

followed by entering the interaction term (Holmbeck, 1997).  If the interaction term were 

non-significant, it would be concluded that there was no moderating effect.   

No support was found for the moderating effect of perceived organizational 

support (Hypotheses 4a-c) as the interaction term was insignificant.  Similarly there was 

no support for the moderating effect of managerial communication (Hypotheses 5a-c). 

Also, no support was found for the moderating role of career future in the 

relationship between proactive personality/intent to remain with the organization 

(Hypothesis 6c) but no support for proactive personality/affective commitment to change 

(Hypothesis 6a) or for proactive personality/job performance (Hypothesis 6b).  

Table 8 shows that the regression coefficient for the interaction term between 

proactive personality and career future was significant thereby confirming the moderating 

role of career future between proactive personality/intent to remain with the organization.  

Note that in the absence of the interaction term there is no significant relationship 

between proactive personality and intent to remain with the organization. This suggests 

that career future completely moderates this relationship.   
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Table 8 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses: Moderation of the Effect of Proactive 

Personality on Intent to Remain by Career Future 

 β  Δ R2 

Step 1  .16*** 

Proactive Personality .07  

Career Future    .59***  

Step 2  .01* 

Proactive Personality .08  

Career Future    .56***  

Proactive Personality X Career 

Future 

.20*  

Note. N = 275 
*p< .05. *** p< .001. 
Dependent variable is Intent to Remain 
 

As seen in Figure 9 an interaction was observed between proactive personality 

and career future.  
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Figure 9: Moderating Role of Career Future in the Relationship between PAP/Intent to 

Remain with the Organization 

Table 9 indicates that the slopes for career future are significant at only high 

levels of career future and not at low and medium.  This suggests that a relationship 

between proactive personality and intent to remain with the organization exists only at 

high levels of career future.   
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Table 9 

Regression Slopes Depicting the Association between Proactive Personality and Intent to 

Remain at Different Levels of Career Future  

Note. N = 275 

* p< .05. 

The moderating role of job satisfaction was supported in the relationship between 

proactive personality/job performance (Hypothesis 7b) but was not supported in the 

relationship between proactive personality/affective commitment to change (Hypothesis 

7a) and proactive personality/intent to remain with the organization (Hypothesis 7c).  

Table 10 shows that the regression coefficient for the interaction term between 

proactive personality and job satisfaction was significant thereby confirming the 

moderating role of job satisfaction between proactive personality/intent to remain with 

the organization.  Note that in the absence of the interaction term there is a significant 

relationship between proactive personality and job performance. This suggests that job 

satisfaction partially moderates this relationship.    

Interaction Slopes SE t 

Proactive Personality X Career 

Future 

   

      Low -.08 .11 -.69 

      Mean .08 .09 .92 

      High .24* .13 1.91 
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Table 10 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses: Moderation of the Effect of Proactive 

Personality on Job Performance by Job Satisfaction 

 β Δ R2 

Step 1  .16*** 

Proactive Personality .28***  

Job Satisfaction         .09*  

Step 2  .03*** 

Proactive Personality .28***  

Job Satisfaction         .12**  

Proactive Personality X Job 

Satisfaction 

-.16***  

Note. N = 275 
*p< .05. ** p< .01. *** p< .001. 
Dependent variable is Job Performance 
 

As seen in Figure 10 an interaction was observed between proactive personality 

and job satisfaction. Table 11 indicates that the slopes for job satisfaction were significant 

at all the three levels (high, medium and low) thereby suggesting that proactive 

personality interacted with job satisfaction such that the positive relationship between job 

performance and proactive personality was significant at all levels of job satisfaction. 
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Figure 10: Moderating Role of Job Satisfaction in the relationship between PAP/Job 

Performance 
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Table.11 

Regression Slopes Depicting the Association between Proactive Personality and Job 

Performance at Different Levels of Job Satisfaction  

Note. N = 275 

**p< .01. ***p< .001.  

Summary 

 A summary of the results from all hypothesis tests is provided in Table 12.  The 

findings indicate general support for the hypothesized model.  The results showed the 

strongest support for the mediating role of job satisfaction.  The present study did not 

have much success with the moderating hypotheses—as only two were supported out of 

12 hypotheses.  

 

 

 

 

 

Interaction Slopes SE t 

Proactive Personality X Job 

Satisfaction 

   

      Low .41*** .06 7.05 

      Mean .28*** .04 6.24 

      High .14** .06 2.41 
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Table 12 

Summary of Study Hypothesis 

Hypotheses Results 

Hypothesis 1a: In a change setting PAP will relate significantly and 

positively with job performance.  

Hypothesis 1b: In a change setting PAP will relate significantly and 

positively with job satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 1c: In a change setting PAP will relate significantly and 

positively with intent to remain with the organization.  

Hypothesis 2a: Affective commitment to organizational change will 

mediate the relationship between PAP and job performance. 

Hypothesis 2b: Affective commitment to organizational change will 

mediate the relationship between PAP and intent to remain with the 

organization. 

Hypothesis 3a: Job satisfaction will mediate the relationship between 

PAP and affective commitment to the organization. 

Hypothesis 3b: Job satisfaction will mediate the relationship between 

PAP and job performance.  

Hypothesis 3c: Job satisfaction will mediate the relationship between 

PAP and intent to remain with the organization.  

Supported 

 

Supported 

 

Partially 
Supported 
 

Not Supported 

 

Supported 

 

 

Supported 

 

Not Supported 

 

Supported 
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Table 12 Continued 

Summary of Study Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Results 

Hypothesis 4a: Perceived organizational support will moderate the 

relationship between PAP and affective commitment to 

organizational change. 

Hypothesis 4b: Perceived organizational support will moderate the 

relationship between PAP and job performance. 

Hypothesis 4c: Perceived organizational support will moderate the 

relationship between PAP and intent to remain with the organization. 

Hypothesis 5a: Managerial communication will moderate the 

relationship between PAP and affective commitment to 

organizational change. 

Hypothesis 5b: Managerial communication will moderate the 

relationship between PAP and job performance. 

Hypothesis 5c: Managerial communication will moderate the 

relationship between PAP and intent to remain with the organization. 

Hypothesis 6a: Career future will moderate the relationship between 

PAP and affective commitment to organizational change. 

Hypothesis 6b: Career future will moderate the relationship between 

PAP and job performance.  

Not Supported 

 

 

Not Supported 

 

Not Supported 

 

Not Supported 

 

Not Supported 

 

Not Supported 

 

Not Supported 

 

Not Supported 
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Table 12 Continued 

Summary of Study Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Results 

Hypothesis 6c: Career future will moderate the relationship between PAP 

and intent to remain with the organization. 

Hypothesis 7a: Job satisfaction will moderate the relationship between 

PAP and affective commitment to organizational change. 

Hypothesis 7b: Job satisfaction will moderate the relationship between 

PAP and job performance. 

Hypothesis 7c: Job satisfaction will moderate the relationship between 

PAP and intent to remain with the organization. 

Supported 

 

Not Supported 

 

Supported 

 
 
Not Supported 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

The present study examined the effect of PAP on job related outcomes in a 

change setting.  The study contributes to both proactive personality and change literature 

in several ways.  First, the study was an initial attempt to empirically test the conceptual 

model of PAP in a change setting.  Second, the potential mediating role of affective 

commitment to change and job satisfaction was empirically tested.  Finally, the study 

tested the moderating role of perceived organizational support, managerial 

communication, career future, and job satisfaction. 

As predicted in the conceptual model, PAP exhibited a robust relationship with 

job performance, and job satisfaction.  The study found that PAP has a positive and 

robust relationship with job performance even after controlling for affective commitment 

to change, job satisfaction and intent to remain with the organization.  Together with 

affective commitment to change and job satisfaction, PAP accounted for 37.3% of the 

variance in job performance. 

Research has shown that dispositions influence the way in which employees 

perceive their jobs, which consequently affects their job satisfaction (Bowling, Beehr, 

Wagner, & Libkuman, 2005).  The results in this study supported this reasoning as it was 

found that PAP has a positive and significant relationship with job satisfaction and 
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accounted for 4.7% of the variance.  Additionally, the model revealed that in a change 

setting proactive personality and job satisfaction accounted for 20.2% of the variance in 

affective commitment to change.   

Although a simple regression revealed that PAP had a significant and positive 

relationship with intent to remain with the organization, it is important to note that 

contrary to the prediction made in this study, PAP was not related with intent to remain.  

After controlling for affective commitment to change, job performance, and job 

satisfaction, PAP did not predict intent to remain with the organization.  This may be due 

to the fact that this model was tested in a change setting.  As rightly pointed out by Allen, 

Weeks, and Moffitt (2005), numerous factors affect the turnover decision such as “…risk 

(e.g., uncertainty about alternative opportunities), financial costs (e.g., unvested 

pensions), transaction costs (e.g., moving), and psychological costs (e.g. loss of valued 

work relationships).”  (p. 980).  In a change setting, additional factors such as 

uncertainty, fear of the unknown, and job insecurity impact the turnover decision.   

This result adds further importance to the fact that indeed there is a need to gain 

insight on the mechanism by which PAP relates to the job outcomes.  More investigation 

is necessary regarding “how,” “why” (mediating effect), and “when” (moderating effect) 

PAP leads to positive outcomes (Crant, 2000; Erdogan & Bauer, 2005).  In this study no 

support was found for the direct relationship in the conceptual model between PAP and 

intent to remain, but support was found for an indirect relationship i.e. for the mediational 

role of affective commitment to change and the moderating role of career future.   

Additionally, in line with past research this study found that in an organization 
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characterized by change, job satisfaction was positively and significantly related with 

intent to remain even after controlling for proactive personality, affective commitment to 

change, and job performance.  Also, the results showed that of the four proposed 

predictors in the model of intent to remain, only job satisfaction had a significant 

relationship, thereby, giving further evidence for the robustness of the relationship.  In 

light of this result, it is especially imperative for managers to realize how valuable it is to 

have satisfied employees as such employees would intend to remain with organization 

even in a change environment. 

The study also found that affective commitment to change completely mediated 

the relationship between PAP/intent to remain.  This finding explained why PAP is 

related with intent to remain.  Thus, it can be suggested that affective commitment to 

change represents an individual difference variable that can explain why proactive 

employees intend to remain with the organization.  This result is particularly important as 

there was a complete mediation thereby suggesting that in the absence of affective 

commitment, PAP may not be related with intent to remain.   

This study also found support for the mediating effect of job satisfaction. It 

completely mediated the relationship between PAP/affective commitment to change 

thereby explaining why PAP is related with affective commitment to change.  As it was a 

complete mediational model it suggested that proactive employees who are not satisfied 

with their job may not exhibit affective commitment to change.  Additionally, the study 

found that job satisfaction completely mediated the relationship between PAP/intent to 

remain with the organization.  This suggested that not only will dissatisfied proactive 
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employees exhibit no affective commitment but they also may not have intentions to 

remain in the organization.   

Results relating to job satisfaction were valuable from a practical point of view.  

PAP employees are initiators and are open to change as compared to the non-proactive 

employees.  Hence they will not only be an asset for the organization but their support for 

change will be essential for the organization.  In light of these results managers must 

concentrate on whether their employees are satisfied with their jobs especially before 

implementing a change or they risk not only losing the commitment of these employees 

to change but also may end up losing this valuable set of employees. 

Finally, the present study found support for the moderating effects of career future 

(in the relationship between PAP/intent to remain) and job satisfaction (in the relationship 

between PAP/job performance).  Although past research has found that perceived 

organizational support and managerial communication play an important role in 

organizational change, the results of this study did not find any empirical support for their 

moderating role in the relationship between PAP and job outcomes.  This may be due to 

some of the characteristics of proactive employees.  “Proactive personalities identify 

opportunities and act on them; they show initiative, take action, and persevere until they 

bring about meaningful change” (Crant, 1996, p. 43).  This implies that proactive 

employees are self-starters; initiators and hence may seek information on their own 

accord instead of waiting on their supervisors to give them feedback.  Similarly, they may 

not be greatly dependent on receiving support from the organizations in the form of 

valuing and appreciating them.   
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Interestingly the study found that career future moderated the relationship 

between PAP/intent to remain.  Also, the slope for this interaction was significant at only 

high levels of career future and not at low or medium levels.  This implied that proactive 

employees will intend to remain with the organization only when they strongly believed 

that there is some future for their career in that organization.  Failing which proactive 

employees may be proactive in seeking a new employer.   

Job satisfaction partially moderated the relationship between PAP/job 

performance and the slope for this interaction was significant at all three levels—high, 

medium and low levels of job satisfaction.  It should be noted, however, that the 

significance was comparatively higher for high and medium levels than with low levels.  

Thus the presence of high and medium levels job satisfaction made the relationship 

between PAP/job performance stronger as compared to low levels of job satisfaction. 

Practical implications 

 The results of this study provide evidence for the importance of proactive 

employees in a change setting.  As demonstrated in support of the main hypotheses, PAP 

clearly exhibits a robust relationship with important job related outcomes such as job 

performance, job satisfaction, affective commitment to change and intent to remain with 

the organization.  These results have verified the fact that proactive individuals are indeed 

an asset to the company. 

The above findings have several practical implications especially from an applied 

perspective.  This type of research is important as it gives more insight on how 

organizations can recognize and leverage those employees exhibiting proactive 
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personality.  For instance, even in the backdrop of an organizational change, proactive 

employees will tend to be satisfied and perform well on their respective jobs.  However, 

those predisposed to be less proactive may need more organizational support and 

encouragement.  

The findings in this study suggest that although proactive personality has a robust 

relationship with job performance and job satisfaction, it is not very strongly related with 

intent to remain with the organization.  There is hardly any doubt in the fact that 

proactive people are an asset to the company.  However, it is up to the company to make 

sure that they do not lose such an asset.  The results have also shown that proactive 

individuals will intend to remain with the company only if they are convinced that their 

career has a future in the company.  Also, it is important to note that this study found that 

PAP had an effect on intent to remain but only at high levels of career future.  This 

implies that if the employers do not want to lose their proactive employees, it is essential 

that these employees are made exceedingly secure about having career future with the 

organization.  However, the good news for employers is that if proactive employees are 

satisfied with their job they would still want to remain with the company.  Satisfied 

employees would also be more affectively committed to the organizational change which 

consequently will make them remain in the company.  

Thus it is of vital importance that employers should make sure that their proactive 

employees are satisfied with their job and are assured that they will progress in their 

career within the organization.   
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Limitations of the Study 

One limitation of this study is the potential for common method variance since the 

data were collected from a single source. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff 

(2003) mentioned that one of the most common variables assumed to cause common 

method variance is the tendency for participants to respond in a socially desirable manner 

(see Paulhus, 1984; 1988).  Podsakoff et al. argue that when anonymity is assured, 

respondents may have less evaluation apprehension and therefore are less likely to edit 

their responses to be more socially desirable.  In the present study the responses were 

completely anonymous, thereby, protecting the respondent’s identity.  Although this does 

not completely eradicate the problem of common method bias, it does alleviate it.   

Anonymity was a particularly important aspect in the present study as 

organizational change is often characterized by high levels of distrust and uncertainty.  

This may lead to biased responses if participants believe their identity could be revealed 

to management.  Because the present study is related to organizational change, issues of 

distrust and uncertainty were concerns in designing the study.  Green and Feild (1976) 

pointed out that even with assurances of complete confidentiality, participants may 

perceive a personal threat due to their responses to the survey questions.  Thus if 

participants believe that their identity could be revealed to management they may respond 

in a desirable fashion which would consequently result in a loss of internal validity 

(Campbell & Stanley, 1966). 

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003) suggested using “Temporal, 

proximal, psychological, or methodological separation of measurement” (p. 887) as one 
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of the techniques for controlling common method biases.  As mentioned earlier the 

survey instrument for the present study had several close- and open-ended questions not 

used in this study.  These questions were interspersed among the items used for the study 

which served as intervening items thereby aiming at achieving some proximal or 

methodological separation.  Also, Wyer and Srull (1986) theorized that in making a 

judgment, respondents first search their working memory—the capacity of which is 

limited and hence if respondents find a sufficient basis for making the judgment, the 

search terminates.  With respect to intervening items, Feldman and Lynch (1988) pointed 

out that they “… make it less likely that one's answer to Question i will be in working 

memory when Question i + n is encountered. Thus, subjects must either compute a new 

response or engage in effortful search of long-term memory (Feldman & Lynch, 1988, p. 

427).   

Data for this study were collected via self-report measures to assess both the 

predictors and outcome variables thereby raising concerns about common method 

variance (Spector, 2006).  This poses a problem especially while detecting interactions as 

inflated correlations between the independent and the dependent variables reduce power 

to detect such interactions (Evans, 1985; Schmitt, 1994).  Analyses in the present study 

found support for two interactions (PAP x Career Future and PAP x Job Satisfaction) 

thereby slightly alleviating concerns about common method variance.   

Further, the measure of intent to remain with the organization had disappointingly 

low reliability (α =.68) in this study, suggesting that an alternative measure should be 

used in future research.  Finally, the data were collected for a non-profit organization and 
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hence generalizability to for-profit and other organizations may be an issue.   

Future Research 

Following are some ideas for future research.  There is considerable agreement in 

the organizational change literature that people are concerned with the amount of impact 

change will have on themselves, their job, and their work colleagues (e.g., Herscovitch & 

Meyer, 2002; Lau & Woodman, 1995; Weber & Manning, 2001). When discussing the 

impact of change in the workplace, authors have drawn a fundamental distinction 

between incremental or first-order change and transformational or second-order change 

(e.g., Bartunek & Moch, 1987; Levy, 1986).  As seen from the results PAP has a robust 

relationship with job outcomes.  Proactive personality is indeed a blessing for both 

transformational and incremental changes. Although the present paper concentrates on 

transformational change it would be interesting to replicate this study in an organizational 

setting characterized by incremental change.  Also, authors in the field of organizational 

change have argued that individuals are concerned with the timing of change in the 

workplace, and whether change occurs very frequently or infrequently (Glick, Huber, 

Miller, Doty, & Sutcliffe, 1990; Monge, 1995).  Future study can observe a proactive 

employee’s reaction to both frequent and infrequent changes as Glick et al. argued that 

changes which occur infrequently will help employees to identify a clear beginning and 

end point of change.  On the contrary, when changes are frequent, organizational 

members will find the change highly unpredictable.   

The present paper shed light into the mechanism by which PAP affects intent to 

remain, and it is also evident from the literature on turnover that intentions are one of best 
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predictors of turnover behavior (Armitage & Conner, 2001).  However, research has 

found that intentions do not always result in turnover behavior (Allen, Weeks, & Moffitt, 

2005).  Hence it would be interesting to replicate this study using turnover behavior as 

the outcome variable.  The effect of organizational change is better captured by 

longitudinal data.  It would be interesting to observe if the present results would differ in 

a longitudinal study.   

This study could also be replicated by comparing data across cultures, for 

example U. S. and Japan as Japanese employees exhibit higher work centrality and give 

greater importance to job security and stability than do employees in the U.S.(England & 

Misumi 1986; Lundberg & Peterson 1994).   

Further it would be interesting to observe how the results of this study vary across 

demographic variables, especially age.  Age plays an important role as seen in the 

organizational change literature with older workers being more resistant to job changes 

since they are worried that they may have to start afresh.  This is especially so if there is 

no significant value for their job experience of past working skills (Campbell & Cellini, 

1981; Hansson, DeKoekkoek, Neece & Patterson, 1997).  Another important 

demographic variable is workforce diversity as careers have changed with increased 

workforce diversity (England & Farkas 1986; England, Reid, & Kilbourne 1996; 

Johnston & Packer 1987); this variable (workforce diversity) should be considered in 

future research on PAP and change.   

Finally, a natural extension of this study would be to expand the model and 

include other dispositions and determine whether they add incremental variance beyond 
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those included in the present study.  Future studies could also include intrinsic factors in 

the model such as motivation and self-efficacy. 

Concluding Thoughts 

Proactive behavior is becoming a topic of ever-increasing interest to researchers 

and managers.  Crant (2000) aptly states the importance of PAP which can be rightly 

applied to organizational change: “As work becomes more dynamic and decentralized, 

proactive behavior and initiative become even more critical determinants of 

organizational success” (p. 435).  Unfortunately most organizational changes have a 

common storyline “First there were losses, then there was a plan of change, and then 

there was an implementation, which led to unexpected results” (Czarniawska & Joerges, 

1996, 20).  The present study was designed to give organizational change a “happy 

ending,” although in a small but important way.  This study provides an initial attempt to 

delineate the process/mechanism through which proactive personality affects certain job–

related outcomes in the backdrop of a change setting.  The “bottom line” is to prevent 

organizations from losing one of their most important assets—its proactive employees.   
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Alabama Cooperative Extension System 
2006 Employee Opinion Survey 

 
General Information 
 
The survey is being conducted at the request of the ACES administration.  The purposes 
of the survey are: 

 
a) To determine how successful the recent ACES reorganization has been in 
accomplishing what the goals and objectives as set forth in the restructuring plan; 
 
b) To give all employees a opportunity to provide input and feedback about the 
restructuring and to make suggestion about areas that need further attention; and 
 
c) To obtain information about how employee’s levels of job satisfaction in the new 
organizational structure. 

 
Your opinion is very valuable to the success of this study. Please note that your 
responses to the questionnaire will be completely ANONYMOUS and 
CONFIDENTIAL.  
 
Instructions 
  
Please read the instructions at the beginning of each section and choose the number next 
to each statement that most closely matches how you feel. If you have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to email me at prabhvp@auburn.edu  
 
  

Thank you for your help! 
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Section I: Perceptions and Opinions about the restructuring of ACES. 
 
A: The following were certain specific objectives of the re-structuring plan for ACES. 
Please indicate on a scale of 0-7 (where 0 = don’t know; 1 = very unsuccessful to 7 = 
very successful), whether you feel that ACES has been successful in achieving these 
objectives. Please feel free to add any other comments you may have about these 
objectives or in general about the plan. 
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1. To create statewide program 
planning, implementation, and 
evaluation teams for each Priority 
Program Area. These teams would 
consist of campus-based and field-
based staff who would focus in the 
same Priority Program Areas. These 
teams would meet frequently to 
communicate, and they would 
design and implement meaningful 
educational programs that are 
designed solve the real world 
problems at a grassroots level. 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

2. To facilitate better communication 
between AU- and AAMU- funded 
employees who work in the same 
areas.  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

3. To allocate and, if necessary, 
redistribute the field staff to 
adequately cover the entire state, 
with the understanding that the way 
we work would have to be different.

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

4. To better serve the needs of 
commercial agriculture by 
implementing many of the concepts 
that were part of the regional 
agricultural research and Extension 
center concept. 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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5. To facilitate more extramural 
funding by having well-defined 
Priority Program Areas with 
statewide teams working in each 
area. 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

6. To make better use of new and 
emerging technologies to teach our 
clientele how to use accurate 
information to make better 
decisions. The web is an important 
part of life and this was reflected in 
the new structure. 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

7. To allow ACES’s employees to 
focus in specific areas and to 
develop more in-depth expertise in 
those priority areas. 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

8. To create stronger links between 
research and Extension educational 
programs at the field level. This 
new structure would allow for more 
tangible multi-state work such as 
training opportunities with the 
specific Priority Program Teams.  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

9. The final goal of the restructuring 
model is to create a county funding-
staffing model that will reward 
counties that provide higher levels 
of funding while ensuring that all 
Alabama residents have an 
appropriate base level of service. 
The new restructured staff plan 
would allow for even more locally 
funded Extension positions while 
ensuring that all county funds are 
spent in direct support of Extension 
staff and programs within the 
county providing the funds. 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

 
 
Comments:  

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________  

B. Please list and explain any aspects of the restructuring plan that you feel have been 
the most successful. Also mention the benefits of those aspects. 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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C. Please list and explain any aspects of the restructuring plan that you feel have not 
been successful. Also make any suggestions you may have as to what actions need to 
be taken to facilitate better success in those aspects. 

________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Section II: Other aspects about the restructuring of ACES. 

A: In addition to the organization’s mission and vision, there are several other 
“guiding principles” upon which the restructuring of ACES was based. Please 
indicate on a scale of 0-7 (where 0 = don’t know; 1 = very unsuccessful to 7 = very 
successful), whether ACES has been successful in capitalizing on its strengths as 
explained in each guiding principal.  

Guiding Principle 

D
on

’t 
kn

ow
 

V
er

y 
U

ns
uc

ce
ss

fu
l  

U
ns

uc
ce

ss
fu

l 

Sl
ig

ht
ly

 
U

ns
uc

ce
ss

fu
l 

N
ei

th
er

 su
cc

es
sf

ul
 

or
 u

ns
uc

ce
ss

fu
l  

Sl
ig

ht
ly

 su
cc

es
sf

ul
  

Su
cc

es
sf

ul
 

V
er

y 
Su

cc
es

sf
ul

  

1. One of the most valuable 
resources for ACES is the 
network of county offices and the 
local relationships that exist 
because of that network. Having 
an Extension presence in every 
county is therefore a top priority. 
ACES is committed in not only 
maintaining an office in every 
county but in also ensuring that 
all local funding is spent in direct 
support of programs for that 
county and/or city. 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

2. The thing that makes ACES 
unique is its direct link to, an 
interdependency with, research 
from the land-grant university in 
AL and nationwide. Hence ACES 
is committed to maintaining a 
core-level of continuing 
Extension-funded Specialists’ 
positions. Additionally, Extension 
will initiate program funding 
agreements as needed to address 
specific program needs.

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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3. To remain effective and viable, 
Extension educators must know 
more about their subject matter 
than the people they serve. Hence 
ACES is committed to allow its 
educators to specialize in specific 
core areas and to develop and 
maintain a proven high level of 
competency in these areas of 
specialization. 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

4. Research has shown that the 4-H 
and Youth Development Program 
is the most widely identified of all 
ACES programs. Hence ACES is 
committed in developing a 
network of 4-H Agents and Agent 
Assistants who will work 
exclusively in the area of youth 
development. 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

5. The Alabama Cooperative 
Extension System must adopt a 
new structure that allows us to 
serve the population of Alabama 
with fewer traditional employees 
who are funded on continuing 
appointments using appropriated 
funds.  This new structure will 
involve a large number of field 
staff working in specialized areas 
of expertise in larger multi-county 
geographic areas.   

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

6. ACES is aware that having fewer 
core-level employees will not 
doubt create more stress on the 
reduced number of staff. Hence 
ACES is committed to ensure that 
the average salaries for all the 
categories of employees are equal 
to or above the average salaries 
for similar “peer” positions (based 
upon degrees and experience) in 
other southern states. 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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7. The Alabama Cooperative 
Extension System will continue to 
be a large and complex 
organization with a large budget.  
The responsibility to manage both 
the fiscal and human resources of 
such a large organization is very 
demanding and requires highly 
competent and skilled 
administration.  The 
administration is committed to 
ensuring that it operates in a 
manner that is fiscally sound and 
that serves all of the residents of 
Alabama within our fiscal 
limitations. 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

8. Any major organizational change 
causes stress at both 
organizational and individual 
level. ACES aims at causing as 
little disruption as possible in 
everyone’s personal lives, and to 
find the best fit in the 
organization for each person. 
Hence ACES has surveyed all 
employees in order to determine 
which areas both 
programmatically and 
geographically, are the most 
desirable for each person. 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

9. The restructuring of ACES has 
affected many people, both 
employees and clientele. 
Therefore, Extension 
administration along has tried to 
make this to be a very open 
process with plenty of opportunity 
for all ACES employees to be 
involved and to provide input.

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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10. The new structure ACES 
attempted to address both the 
employees it currently had and 
the ones they would need in the 
future. Hence the restructuring 
plan had two components—1) the 
reassignments of existing staff 
and 2) the hiring of additional 
staff (primarily REAs) to cover 
programmatic and geographic 
holes that would be created by the 
2003 reduction in the force.  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

 
B. Please suggest if ACES could do anything to further capitalize on its strengths 
based on the above-mentioned guiding principles. 

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
C. In your opinion does the organizational structure of ACES and the roles and 
responsibilities of different positions (e.g. County Extension Coordinators, Regional 
Extension Agents, Area & State Specialists, etc. and non-continuing appointments) 
need to be further modified? 

a. Yes 
b. No 

If ‘yes’ please suggest as to what needs to be modified. 
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 

D. Please suggest if any additional modifications are needed in any aspects of the new 
organizational structure to allow ACES to better serve the people of Alabama and to 
best fulfill our mandated mission. 

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________ 
Section III: Personality and Job perceptions  
A: Listed below are several kinds of information which are often associated with an 
individual’s personality. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the 
amount and/or quality of kind of information by selecting the appropriate number to the 
right of each statement.  
Choose from the following scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly Agree. 
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Statement 
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I am constantly on the lookout for new ways to 
improve my life.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

Wherever I have been, I have been a powerful 
force for constructive change.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

Nothing is more exciting than seeing my ideas 
turn into reality. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

If I see something I don’t like, I fix it.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

No matter what the odds, if I believe in 
something I will make it happen. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I love being a champion for my ideas, even 
against others’ opposition. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I excel at identifying opportunities. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I am always looking for better ways to do 
things. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will prevent 
me from making it happen. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I can spot a good opportunity long before 
others can. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I adequately complete assigned duties. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I fulfill responsibilities specified in my job 

description. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I perform tasks that are expected of me. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I meet formal performance requirements of the 

job. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I engage in activities that will directly affect 

my performance. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I neglect aspects of the job I am obligated to 

perform.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I fail to perform essential duties.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I like the people I work with. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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I find I have to work harder at my job than I 
should because of the incompetence of people I 
work with.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I enjoy being with my co-workers. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

There is too much bickering and fighting at 
work.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I would rather have another job instead of my 
present one. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I have rarely thought about quitting my job 
after I began working for the ACES.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I hope to be still working for this organization 
3 years from now. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I intend to remain for a long time with the 
ACES. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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If a good friend of mine told me that he/she 
was interested in working in a job like mine I 
would strongly recommend it. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

All in all, I am very satisfied with my current 
job. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

Most days I am enthusiastic about my work. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I feel fairly satisfied with my present job. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

Each day at work seems like it will never end. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I find real enjoyment in my work. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I consider my job rather unpleasant.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

In general, my job measures up to the sort of 
job I wanted when I took it. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

Knowing what I know now, if I had to decide 
all over again whether to take my job, I would. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I believe in the value of the ACES 
restructuring.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

This restructuring is a good strategy for the 
ACES.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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I think that implementing this restructuring 
was a mistake.   

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

This restructuring was necessary and serves an 
important purpose.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

Things would be better without this 
restructuring.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

This restructuring was not necessary.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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The ACES cares about my opinions. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

The ACES really cares about my well-being. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

The ACES strongly considers my goals and 
values.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

Help is available from the ACES when I have a 
problem. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

The ACES would forgive an honest mistake on 
my part. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

If given the opportunity, the ACES would take 
advantage of me. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

The ACES shows very little concern for me. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

The ACES is willing to help me if I need a 
special favor. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I am satisfied with the benefits (compensation 
in addition to my base pay/salary) I receive.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

The benefits we receive are as good as most 
other organization offer. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

The benefit package we have is equitable 
(dealing fairly and equally with all concerned). 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

There are benefits we do not have which we 
should have.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

When I do a good job, I receive appropriate 
recognition for it. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I do not feel that the work I do is appreciated.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

There are just few rewards for those who work 
here.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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I don’t feel my efforts are rewarded the way 
they should be.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I sometimes feel my job is meaningless.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I like doing the things I do at work. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I feel a sense of pride in doing my job. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

My job is enjoyable. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

Communications seem good within this 
organization. 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

The goals of this organization are clear to me. 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

I often feel that I do not know what is going on 
with the organization.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

Work assignments are often not fully 
explained.  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

 
B: Listed below are several kinds of information often associated with your job. Please 
indicate how satisfied or dissatisfied you are with the amount and/or quality of each kind 
of information by choosing the appropriate number for each statement. Use the following 
scale: 1 = Very Dissatisfied to 7 = Very satisfied. 
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1. Information about how my job compares with 
others. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. Information about how I am being judged. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Recognition of my efforts. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Reports on how problems in my job are being 
handled. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Extent to which my superiors know and understand 
the problems faced by subordinates. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
C: Please circle the number besides the adjective which best describes your job 
performance in your opinion 
1 = Unacceptable; 2 = Very Poor; 3 = Poor; 4 = Good; 5 = Very Good; 6 = Outstanding. 



 

118

 
D. Please read the following 5 questions and choose from the options provided below: 
 

1. How do you feel about your future with this organization? 
1 = I am very worried about it, 
2 = I am somewhat worried about it,  
3 = I have mixed feelings about it,  
4 = I feel good about it,  
5 = I feel very good about it  
 

2. How do your feelings about your future with the company influence your overall 
attitude toward your job? 
1 = they have a very unfavorable influence, 
2 = they have a slightly unfavorable influence,  
3 = they have no influence one way or the other,  
4 = they have a favorable influence,  
5 = they have a very favorable influence 

3. The way my future with the company looks to me now: 
1 = hardwork seems almost worthless, 
2 = hardwork hardly seems worthwhile,  
3 = hardwork seems worthwhile,  
4 = hardwork seems fairly worthwhile,  
5 = hardwork seems very worthwhile 
 

4. Do you feel you are getting ahead in the company? 
1 = I’m making no progress, 
2 = I’m making very little progress,  
3 = I’m not sure,  
4 = I’m making some progress,  
5 = I’m making a great deal of progress  
 

5. How secure you are in your present job? 
1 = I feel very uneasy about it, 
2 = I feel fairly uneasy about it,  
3 = I feel somewhat uneasy about it,  
4 = I feel fairly sure of it,  
5 = I feel very sure of it  

 
E: Please circle the number besides the adjective which best describes your job 
performance in your opinion 

1 = weak or bottom 10%; 2 = fair or next 20%; 3 = good or next 40%; 4 = very good or 
next 20%; 5 = best or top 10%. 
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Section IV: Opinions & Suggestions about the restructuring of ACES. 
 

A: For each of the following 14 priority program areas please indicate on a scale of 0-7 
(where 0 = don’t know; 1 = very unsuccessful to 7 = very successful) how you feel about 
how well the team is doing in the following areas: 
(A) Cooperation communication, and teamwork;  
(B) Defining their goals and objectives;  
(C) Creating educational programs (Extension Team Projects)  
 
Also make any suggestions that you wish to better facilitate the work of the team.   
NOTE: Only comment on the priority programs areas in which you work or with which 
you are personally familiar. 
 

Priority Program Areas 
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1. Agronomic Crops         
(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

2. Animal Science and Forages         
(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

3. Aquaculture and Recreational 
Pond Management 

        

(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

4. Family and Child Development         
(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

5. Community and Resource 
Development 

        

(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

6. Consumer Science and Personal 
Financial Management 

        

(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

7. Farm Management and 
Agricultural Enterprise Analysis 

        

(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

8. Food Safety, Preparation and 
Preservation 

        

(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

9. Forestry, Wildlife and Natural 
Resource Management 

        

(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

10. Commercial Horticulture         
(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

11. Home Grounds, Gardens and 
Home Pests 

        

(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

12. Human Nutrition, Diet and 
Health 

        

(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

13. 4-H and Youth Development         
(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
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(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

14. Poultry         
(A) Cooperation, communication, and 
teamwork  

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(B) Defining goals and objectives. 0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  
(C) Creating educational programs 
(Extension Team Projects) 

0 1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

(D) Suggestions to better facilitate the 
work of the team. 

        

 
Section V: Demographic Information 
The following is general demographic information that will be used to analyze survey 
responses at the group level. Please check the appropriate box for each question.  
1. What is your gender?  
� Female � Male  
 
2. What is your age?  
� under 20 years  
� 20 –29 years  
� 30 – 39 years  
� 40 – 49 years  
� Over 50 years  
 
3. What is your ethnicity?  
� Caucasian 
� African American  
� Hispanic  
� Native American 
� Asian 
� Other 
 

4. How long have you been 
employed  

with the Alabama Co-
operative  
Extension System?  

� Less than a year  
� 1 – 5 years  
� 6 – 10 years  
� 11- 20 years  
� Over 20 years  

 

5. How long have you been in your  
current position?  

� Less than a year  
� 1 – 5 years  
� 6 – 10 years  
� 11- 20 years  
� over 20 years  
 

6. Please indicate your primary job  

in the organization.  
� County Extension Coordinator 
� Regional Extension Agent 
� Regional Specialist 
� State Specialist/University Faculty 
� State-wide Administrators 
� Administrative Staff 
� Para-profession  
(Locally funded Agents &  Agent Assistants) 
� Others  

If ‘others’ please specify: ______________ 

Thank you for completing the questionnaire! 
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