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 Foreword

The Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology estab-
lished the Frontiers of Industrial and Organizational Psychology
Series in 1982, in part to advancethescientific status of thefield.
Theseries was specifically designed to include volumesthat would
deal with a single topic considered to be of major contemporary sig-
nificance in the field. The volumeeditor, a leading contributor to
the topic, would take responsibility for the developmentofthe vol-
umewith the goal of presenting cutting-edge theory, research, and
practice in chapters contributed by individuals doing pioneering
work on the topic. Each volumeis aimed at members of the Soci-
ety for Industrial and Organizational Psychology—researchers,
practitioners, and students. Volumesare to be published ona timely
basis rather than ona fixed schedule, thoughata projected rate of
one volumeperyear.

Thefirst editor of the series was RaymondKatzell, who was fol-

lowed by Irwin Goldstein. I began myterm asseries editor in May
1993. The practice of choosing volume topics and editors that I am
following is the one successfully established by my predecessors.
Specifically, the choice of topics and volume editors is determined
by the series editorial board; there is considerable exchange be-
tween the board and the volumeeditor in the planningstages of
each volume. Once the volumeis undercontract, the series editor

works with the volumeeditor to coordinate and oversee the activ-

ities between the board,the publisher, the volumeeditor, and the

volume authors.

Underthe excellent leadership and guidance ofthefirst edi-
tor, RaymondKatzell, three major volumes were developed and
published: CareerDevelopment in Organizations, edited by DouglasT.

Hall (1986); Productivity in Organizations, edited byJohn P. Camp-
bell and RichardJ. Campbell (1988); and Training and Development
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in Organizations, edited by Irwin L. Goldstein (1989). Under the

equally excellent stewardship of Irwin Goldstein, four additional

volumes were produced: Organizational Climate and Culture, edited
by Benjamin Schneider (1990); Work, Families, and Organizations,

edited by Sheldon Zedeck (1992); PersonnelSelection in Organiza-

tions, edited by Neal Schmitt and Walter C. Borman (1993), and

Team Effectiveness and Decision Making in Organizations, edited by
Richard A. Guzzo and EduardoSalas (1995).

The successofthe series is evidenced by the strong sales (over

95,000 copies have beensold), the excellent reviews written about

the volumes, and the frequentcitation ofvolumes and chapters in

papersby scholars. With the completion of the seventh volume,I

was chosenasseries editor. Since then, the eighth volume,titled

The Changing Nature of Work, edited by Ann Howard (1995), has

been published;it is already showing signs of the same success

achieved by the other volumes.
With this volume, Individual Differences and Behavior in Organt-

zations, the series continuesthe tradition of publishing volumes

that are designed to movethe field forward and to present new

thinking and approaches. Thehistory of I/O psychology shows

strong attention to individual differences in terms of cognitive abil-

ities and, to a lesser extent, psychomotorabilities. Muchofthelit-

erature on selection and testing has focused on the contribution

and utility that cognitive abilities have on explaining performance

variation. Performancein organizationsis influenced by more than

cognitive ability, however; people differ in terms of personality,

interpersonalrelations, vocational interests, values, orientations,

motivations, and perceptions. Each of these individual difference

variables affects behavior in organizations.

This volumeprovides an analysis of the role of such variables

and a starting point for new research as we pursue our under-

standing of human behavior in organizations. The volumeeditor,

Kevin R. Murphy, has done an excellentjob in identifying the top-

ics, selecting a diverse group of authors, and working with those

authors to provide a focused volumethatis sure to direct our

research for many years to come. The Society owes Murphy and

his chapter authors a considerable debt ofgratitude for undertak-

ing such an ambitious volume. Weanticipate that this volumewill

serve as an importantstimulus for researchers seeking to move for-
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ward andto studythe role of individual differences from a broader
perspective—investigating, in particular, how individual differences
are linked to a wide range of outcomevariables.

The production of a volumesuchas this one requires the coop-

eration andeffort of many individuals. The volume editor, the vol-
ume chapter authors, and the membersoftheseries editorial
boardall play an obvious and majorrole. They deserve oursincere
appreciation and thanks for devoting their time and effort to a task
undertaken for the sole purpose of contributing to ourfield; they
received no remuneration whatsoever. Also to be thankedisBill

Hicks, senior editor of theJossey-Bass ManagementSeries, and his

colleagues atJossey-Bass—especially Cedric Crocker, who worked
with us in the planningstages and until the manuscript wentinto
production.

February 1996 | SHELDON ZEDECK
University of California, Berkeley
Series Editor





 Preface

Industrial and organizational (I/O) psychologists have long been
interested in individual differences. The “I” side of our field has
deep roots in the psychometrictradition, in which measuringindi-
vidual differences and using this information to make decisionsis a
central concern. The “O”side of ourfield has long been concerned
with processesin organizationsin which individual differences play
an important role (for example, communication, interpersonal re-
lationships, attachmentto organizations). In thelast several years,
the topic of individual differences has received increased attention;
indeed, there has been an explosionof interest in the links be-
tween individualdifferencesin ability, personality, values, orienta-

tion, and affective states and behaviorin organizations. Individual
Differences and Behavior'in Organizations represents an effort to pull
together existing research and to stimulate new research and new
ways of thinking aboutthe waysin which individual differences
affect people’s behaviors and experiences in organizations.

The major theme running throughoutvirtually all of the chap-
ters in this bookis that there is muchto be gained by taking a
broad view of“individual differences.” For manyyears, I/O psy-
chologists devoted a great deal of time andeffort to studying indi-
vidual differences in cognitive and (to a lesser extent) psychomotor
abilities, but have paidrelatively little attention to differences in
personality, interests, values, or affective states. This is not unique
to I/O psychology; psychologists in other areas have also paid
exquisite attention to their own favorite individual differencevari-
ables (for example, interests for those in vocational counseling, per-
sonality traits for those in clinical psychology) while largely ignoring
others. The chaptersthat follow highlight the advantages of going
beyondthese specific niches when thinking about how individual
differences affect our experiencesin organizations.



XVi Preface

' Humanbehavioris affected by characteristics of persons, char-
acteristics of situations, and the interaction between the two; and

a bookthat focuses on differences between people cannotprovide
a complete description of behavior in complex organizations. Nev-
ertheless, there is considerable value in exploring the topic of indi-
vidual differences in some depth. Individual differencesin abilities,
personality attributes, values, outlook,affective state, and so on pro-

foundly affect our behavior, and a detailed examinationofthe role
of individual differences provides an importantstarting point for
understanding human behaviorin organizations.

Organizationof the Book

Individual Differences and Behavior in Organizations is divided into
three parts. Part One (Chapters One through Four) describes and
evaluates research on four individual difference domains that seem
especially relevant to understanding behaviorin organizations:

individual differences in cognitive ability; personality attributes;
values, interests, and orientation; and affective states. In Chapter

One,I argue that broadeningthesets of independent and depen-
dentvariables in individual difference research (for example, con-
sideration of a widerset of individual differences related to a wider
set of outcomevariables) presents both opportunities and chal-
lenges for I/O psychologists, and I suggest how future research in
this area might change. Leaetta M. Hough and RobertJ. Schnei-
der (Chapter Two) explore the advantages and disadvantages of
the so-called Big Five as a framework for understanding personal-
ity, and they review recent advancesin the treatmentofpersonality
variables in I/O research and practice. In Chapter Three, Robert
Hogan andRexJ. Blake explore the topic of vocationalinterests
and sketch the links between these interests (which have been lam-

entably ignored by most I/O psychologists) and broaderfacets of
personality. Finally, Jennifer M. George (Chapter Four) reviews an
extensive body of research on trait and state affect and suggests

how the study of affect can enhance our understanding of a wide
range of topics in I/O psychology.

Part Two includeseight chapters that examinethe links between
each ofthese four individual difference domainsandawide range of
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outcomevariables. In ChapterFive, StephanJ. Motowidlo develops a
theory ofindividual differences injob satisfaction that draws on a num-
ber ofindividual difference domains. In Chapter Six,James T. Austin
and HowardJ. Klein show howindividual differencesaffect goal striv-

ing and howtheyarein turn linkedto differences in work motivation.
John P. Campbell, Michael Blake Gasser, and Frederick L.

Oswald (Chapter Seven) examine the nature and determinants of
performancevariability. This chapter documents the complexity
of the phenomenonlabeled “job performance”and suggests sev-
eral avenuesfor further exploration into the causes and meaning

ofjob performancevariability. In Chapter Eight, John R. Hollen-
beck, Jeffrey A. LePine, and DanielR. Ilgen show how individual
differencesin all four areas might affect adaptation to and effec-
tiveness in decision-making teams.

In Chapter Nine, Robert A. Baron examinesthe impactof indi-
vidual differences on interpersonal relations in organizations and
shows howdifferences in each of the four domainshighlighted in
this book mightaffect interactions between individuals and groups
in organizations. Rodney L. Lowman (Chapter Ten) examines the

relationships between work dysfunctions and mental disorders, as
well as the relationship betweenthe individual difference domains
discussed in this book and psychopathology.

In Chapter Eleven, Lawrence R. James and Michael D. McIn-
tyre draw on recent research on conditional reasoning to explain
individual differences in the perception of climate. In Chapter
Twelve, Joseph G. Rosse and Terry W. Noel examinetherole of
individual differencesin ability, personality, orientation, and affec- ©
tive disposition in the decision to withdraw from an organization.

Part Three of this book includes two chapters that comment

on theissues raised in the preceding chapters. In Chapter Thir-
teen, Keith Hattrup and Susan E. Jackson examine the method-
ological issues involved in studying individual differences and show
how situational effects can (and should) be disentangled from
individual effects in research on behavior in organizations.Finally,
in Chapter Fourteen, Benjamin Schneider examinesthe history of
thinking and research ontheroles of individual differences in
affecting behavior in organizations and shows how future research
in this importantareais likely to unfold.
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Individual Differences and
Behavior in Organizations
Much MoreThang
Kevin R. Murphy 

Industrial and organizational (I/O) psychology has a long-standing
tradition of concern for individual differences. Our training,
research, and theory often include attentionto stable individual dif-
ferences. Some of the most successful applications of psychology in
organizations (for example, assessment centers, vocational coun-

seling, tools for personnelselection) rely on information aboutin-
dividual differences. However, until recently, most research on the

roles of individual differences in organizations was very narrowly
focused, with a great deal of attention given to ability-performance
relationships andrelatively little given to other individual differ-
encesor potential criterion variables.

Research ontheroles of individual differences in understand-
ing behavior in organizations has changed substantially in thelast
five to ten years. I/O psychologists are now considering a much
wider range of individual difference variables and are linking them
to a muchwiderrange of potential outcomes. The purposeof this
book is to review what we know (existing research), what we think

it means (theory), and whatwestill need to know (future research

directions) about the roles of individual differences in under-

standing and determining behavior in organizations.

Figure 1.1 illustrates the range of individual difference mea-
sures and dependentvariables considered in recent work. Research



4 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

Figure 1.1. Individual Differences
and Behavior in Organizations.
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on the role of cognitive abilities continues to be an important con-
cern of I/O psychologists, but increasing attention has been de-
voted to personality, orientation (for example,values, interests),

and affective reactions. These individual differences have been
related to variables ranging fromjob performanceand effective-
ness (and other behaviorsthat are related to the goals of the orga-
nization, such as organizational citizenship) to states that reflect
the individual’s experience of membershipin an organization (for
example, interpersonal relationships in the workplace, commit-
mentto.and identity with the organization).

Historical Background

Before commentingin detail about the individual difference and
organizational domainsconsideredin this book, I will briefly exam-
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ine the historical background of I/O research on individualdif-

ferences. The field of I/O psychology has long exhibited a nearly
schizophrenic attitude toward individual differences. On the one
hand,the study of individual differences has always beena central

componentofI/O research andtraining. For example, most Ph.D.
programsin thefield train students in psychometrics, correlation,
regression, and multivariate analysis. On the other hand,I/O psy-
chologists have purposely avoided studying or even thinking about
questionsthat fall outside of a very narrow range of concerns.In

particular, I/O psychologists have often ignored individual differ-

ences that have not seemed immediately relevant to predicting
individual task performance. (For example, as is noted below,
research on the role of personality in explainingjob performance
has only recently reemerged from a twenty-five-year hiatus.)

Individual difference research in I/O psychology from the mid

1960s to the mid 1980s can be roughly categorized as (1) research
on the relationship betweenscores on written ability tests andjob
performance and (2) otherresearch. The first category has, for
the last thirty years, received the lion’s share of attention (for ex-

ample, even in the currentedition of the Handbook ofIndustrial and

Organizational Psychology, Ackerman and Humphreys’s chapter on
individual difference theory [1990] is concerned almostsolely with
cognitive ability); and systematic theory or research ontheroles of
other individual difference variables, or even on the influence of
cognitive ability on dependentvariables other than performance
on the job orin training, has until recently been rare.

There are manyreasonsforthis state of affairs, but two stand
out as particularly important. First, the success of researchersin
demonstrating simple and generalizable relationships between
ability and performancehas had the unfortunate tendencyto dis-

courage thinking and research on more complex models of pefor-
mance andhasalso distracted researchers interested in cognitive
ability from considering the possible effects of ability on outcomes
other than performance. The relevance of general cognitive abil-
ity in predictingjob performanceis now so firmly established in
I/O psychology doctrine that it seems hard to think aboutability
without thinking about performance.

Second, earlyresearch on individual difference variables other

than cognitive ability (particularly personality constructs) was of
sufficiently poor quality to cast doubt on theutility and even the
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legitimacy of I/O psychology research and theory linking these
constructs with behavior in organizations. In particular, an influ-
ential review by Guion and Gottier (1965) had the unintended
consequenceofvirtually halting (for twenty-five years) research on
the role of personality in explaining behavior in organizations.

Victims of Our Own Success

Research on thevalidity of measures of cognitive ability as predic-
tors ofjob performance represents oneof the “success stories” in
I/O psychology. There is now abundant evidence that cognitive
ability is highly relevant in a wide range of jobs andsettings
(Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy, 1991; Hunter, 1986;

Hunter & Hunter, 1984; Ree & Earles, 1992; Schmidt, Ones, &

Hunter, 1992) and that measures of general cognitive ability rep-
resent perhapsthe best predictors of performance.(For dissent-
ing views on the importance of general cognitive ability, see
McClelland, 1993; Sternberg & Wagner, 1993.) Furthermore, the

incremental contribution ofspecific abilities (definedas ability fac-
tors unrelated to g, the general factor) to the prediction ofper-
formanceor training outcomes mayvery well be minimal (Ree &
Earles, 1991la, 1992; Ree, Earles, & Teachout, 1994). The statement

“Ability predicts performance”hasattained the status of a truism

in ourfield.

The apparent simplicity and generalizability of the ability-
performancerelationship is both a blessing and a curse. On the
one hand,findings and currentdoctrinein this area are consistent
with a long-standing goalof scientists everywhere—thatis, parsi-
mony. Twenty years ago, I/O psychologists believed that the valid-

ity of cognitive ability tests depended substantially on a numberof
situational variables and on the specific ability andjob in question.
A wide range of hypotheses about the functional relationship (if
any) between ability and performancereceived seriousattention,

and there was a widespreadbelief in the value and necessity of new
validity studies in each newtesting application. It is now widely
acceptedthatability-performancerelationshipsare essentially lin-
ear (Coward & Sackett, 1990) and that correlation between ability

and performanceis similar across jobs that differ considerably in

content (Hunter & Hirsh, 1987).
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The drawbackofthis line of thinkingis that it can encourage
oversimplification. First, the position that the ability-performance
relationship can be adequately summarized with a single correla-

tion coefficient (or with a relatively small range of plausible r

values) implies that both ability and performanceare unitary phe-
nomena. Thereis clear evidence, however, that they are not. Cur-

rent theories ofjob performance suggest that the performance
domain is multifaceted andthatitis likely to include dimensions.
that are not highly or even positively correlated (Borman &

Motowidlo, 1993; Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1992). It is
unlikely that the domain ofjob performance can be adequately or
even sensibly represented in terms of a single summaryscore. Sec-
ond, conceptions of the domain of cognitive ability that dominate
this literature are inconsistent with current research and theory on

individual differencesin ability (Ackerman & Humphreys, 1990;

Landy, Shankster, & Kohler, 1994; Sternberg & Detterman, 1986;

Sternberg & Wagner, 1993). This inconsistency is most clearly
shown in a series of studies by Ree, Earles, and colleagues (for ex-

ample, Ree & Earles, 1991a, 1992; Ree, Earles, & Teachout, 1994).

These studies exemplify the best and the worstof the I/O psy-

chology tradition in the area of individual differences: they exem-
plify meticulous, psychometrically sophisticated research that has
a clear and immediate payoff (for example, demonstrations of
successful prediction on the basis of general cognitive ability mea-
sures), but they also exemplify a lack of concern with an under-
standing of the constructs that underlie human cognitive ability.
These studies usually take the first principal component underly-
ing the correlations amongability tests as an estimate of gand
define specific abilities (often called “non-g” in these chapters) as
succeeding composites that are uncorrelated with g. (Ree and Car-
retta, 1994, are an exception in that they estimate gas a higher-
order general factor in a confirmatory factor analysis of cognitive
and psychomotortests.) A consistent finding is that composites
that are orthogonal to g contribute little to the prediction of
criteria such asjob performanceor training success. This method
of defining gis not problematic; Ree and Earles (1991b) show that
virtually any method of combining information from reliable
paper-and-pencil tests yields similar g estimates. However, their
treatmentof abilities other than gis at best offhand. Thatis, the
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non-gportions of their models are simplystatistical composites that
are orthogonalto the first and most general principal component
of the matrix. No attemptis made to understandorinterpret these
components or to understand the ability structure implied by the
principle component model (thatis, that specific abilities are
mutually orthogonal and are orthogonal to general cognitive abil-
ity). In contrast to the model implicit in the papers authored by

_ Ree, Earles, and colleagues,virtually every other structural model
of humanintelligence that includes a general factor also includes
specific abilities that are defined in termsof their content or func-
tion andthat are necessarily related to rather than orthogonalto
g (Carroll, 1993; Sternberg & Detterman, 1986).

The series of papers published by Ree, Earles, and their col-

leagues asks the very pragmatic question of whetherabilities that
are unrelated to g make any incremental contribution to predict-
ing importantcriteria. The answer seemsto be no, meaningthat
a single g measure might be adequate for prediction andthat
other, completely distinct abilities might not contribute much new

information. However, the question posed by Ree, Earles, and their
colleagues could be turned around. Thatis, you might ask whether
measures ofgprovide any incrementalvalidity when added to mea-
sures of substantively importantabilities (for example, verbal abil-
ity, spatial ability). Because a wide range of specific abilities are

related to one anotherandtog, the fact that g provides accurate
prediction does not mean that it contributes uniquely to under-
standingjob performance.

I/O psychologists have shownrelatively little concern for
understanding exactly how cognitive ability translates into job
performance. Models that have been putforth to explain ability-

performancelinks (for example, Hunter, 1986) rarely examine the
role of specific abilities but rather use ability as a generic term. This
“g-ocentric view’ is completely appropriate if the goal of a study is
accurate and efficient prediction, but it may dolittle to advance
our understanding of how and whycognitive ability is linked to

performance (Sternberg & Wagner, 1993).

Finally, the consistent success of I/O psychologists in predict-
ing overalljob performance (or performanceinjob-related train-
ing) seems to have distracted them from considering the potential
relevance of cognitive abilities in understanding a wide range of
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other behaviors in organizations. Thereis a scattering of research
relating cognitive ability to topics such as leadership and vocational
preferences (for example, F. E. Fiedler & Garcia, 1987; Lent,

Brown, & Hackett, 1994), but the relative emphasis in research on

the role of cognitive ability has been overwhelmingly on depen-
dentvariables such asjob performance,learning, and skill acqui-
sition. Perhapsthis focusis fully justified; it is possible that these
are the only meaningful correlates of ability. However,it is hard to
escape the feeling that we have only scratched the surface in

understandingthe full relevance of individual differences in cog-
nitive abilities to behavior in organizations. ©

Noncognitive Predictors: The Decline of Personality Research

Prior to 1965, research on personality—in particular, the predic-
tive validity of personality inventories—was an active concern of
I/O psychologists. Following Guion and Gottier’s masterful review
(1965), advocates of personality testing in employment contexts

were few and far between, and research on the relationship

between personality and behavior in organizations virtually
dropped from sight. (One noteworthy exception is research on
assessment centers, which throughoutits history has often incor-
porated a range of personality inventories and assessments. See
Thornton, 1992.) After reading Guion and Gottier’s conclusions

(1965), it is not hard to understand why: they conclude that

“[T]here is no generalizable evidence that personality measures
can be recommendedas goodor practical tools for employee selec-
tion.... [I]t is difficult to advocate, with a clear conscience, the

use of personality measures in most situations as a basis for mak-
ing employmentdecisions about people” (pp. 159-160).

Guion and Gottier’s commentary certainly said as much about
the haphazard nature of many ofthe studies they reviewedas it did
about the potential for personality testing. They did note in sev-
eral places that personality tests showed somepotential. For exam-
ple, they noted that “personality measures have predictive validity
more often than can be accounted for simply by chance; ... no
blanket indictmentisjustified or sensible” (p. 141) and that“seri-
ous, concerted effort mightyield more generalized systemsof pre-
diction using personality measures” (p. 159). Nevertheless, their
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review had the apparently unintendedeffect of casting an imme-
diate and long-lasting pall over personality testing in employment
contexts. Landy (1985) noted that in the twenty years following
Guion and Gottier (1965), there were “few published reports of
attempts to relate personality measures to job performance”
(p. 92). Several generations of I/O psychologists seem to have
drawn the wrong conclusion from Guion and Gottier (1965)—that

is, that the study of personality and otherrelated individual dif-
ference variables was somehowsuspect. |

In recentyears, research ontheroles of individual difference
variables in understanding behavior in organizations has grown
dramatically. Several influential reviews (for example, Barrick &
Mount, 1991; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991) have revived inter-

est in the relationship between personality and performance. The
role of affect in organizations hasreceived seriousattention as well
(Isen & Baron, 1991;Judge, 1992). Testing programs that integrate
assessments of ability and vocational interests are becoming more
common (the Department of Defense’s Student Testing Program,

for example, incorporates both cognitive ability measures and
interest measuresto aid in selection, placement, and vocational
choice). It is time for I/O psychologists to broaden their horizons
when thinking abouttheroles of individual differences in under-

standing behavior in organizations.

Individual Differences and
Their Implications in Organizations

As noted earlier, recent research has examined a wider range of

individual difference variables (and has related them to a wider

range of outcomes) than wastrue in the past. The sections below
describe both the predictor and criterion domains(thatis, indi-
vidual differences and outcomesof those differences) that have

been included in recent research andthat are reviewed in this

book. Next, implications of this broadening conception of the
roles of individual differences in affecting behavior and experi-
ences in organizationsare discussed.

Individual Difference Domains

Fourindividual difference domains are considered in this book:

cognitive ability, personality, orientation (for example, values and
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interests), and affective disposition (for example, mood,affect, and

temperament). These four areas do not exhausttheset of indi-
vidual differences that might have a substantial bearing onjob per-

formanceor other organizationally relevant criteria (for example,
differences in physical or psychomotorabilities might be very
importantin specific situations), but they do represent the most
frequent concernsof individual difference theory and research
and I/O psychology. It is useful to consider the definitions of and

relationships among these four domains.
As noted earlier, the domain of cognitive ability is relatively

familiar groundfor I/O psychologists. Cognitive ability tests are
among the most widely used and widely researched measuresin
personnel selection, and discussions of issues ranging from racial
discrimination to utility estimation routinely cover cognitive ability.

To help set the stage for later chapters dealing with cognitive abil-
ity, I will present a brief overview of someofthe keyissues in defin-
ing and workingwith ability constructs in the section that follows.

The domainsof personality, orientation, and affective disposi-

tion are less familiar to many I/O psychologists. I will comment
briefly in this chapter on the relationships among these domains;
each of the three noncognitive domainsis then discussed in detail
in the chapters that follow (see Chapters Two, Three, and Four for

discussions of personality, orientation andvalues, and affective dis-

position, respectively).

Cognitive Ability

Abilities are relatively stable individual differences that are related
to performance on somesetof tasks, problems, or other goal-
oriented activities. The distinguishing characteristic of an ability is
that it can be defined only in reference to some goal-directed activ-
ity. That is, every individual has the ability to do some thing or
someclass of things, and differencesin the level of ability are man-
ifest in terms of the success, ease, speed, and so on with whichdif-

ferent individuals do, learn, or acquire skill in these goal-oriented
activities. Cognitive abilities are involved when people are per-
forming tasks that require the active manipulation of information.
Tasks that require coordination between perception and physical
action typically involve psychomotorabilities. It is possible to define
more specific abilities that are restricted to a relatively narrow
range of goal-directed activities (for example, music); the focus
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here, however, will be on the broad domain of cognitive ability,
whichis likely to subsume a numberofspecific abilities.

Before discussing the structure and content of the domain of
cognitive abilities, I will consider the different meaningsassociated
with the term ability. Typically, we think of abilities as causes of

behavior. For example,if an individual doesvery well in school, we
might explain this by noting that heorsheis very intelligent (in
other words, intelligence is the causal explanation for perfor-
mance). The danger in this approachis that we end uptreating
intelligence (or mental ability) as a thing, with the assumptionthat

the moreof it you have, the better you will perform. (Gould, 1981,

refers to this tendencyas “reifying” intelligence.) An alternative is

- to treat abilities as summary statements about past performance.
Thatis, if an individual doeswell in school, easily learns novel ma-

terial, is able to solve complicated problems, and so on, we might
say that heorsheis intelligent. Furthermore, we can draw on the
general principle of behavioral consistency to argue that people

who have demonstrated cognitive ability in the past (that is, who
have been highly successful in tasks involving information pro-
cessing) will continue to do so in the future. Following this logic,
we could use samples of previous behavior to (1) define a person’s
level of ability and (2) predict his or her future performance on
cognitively demanding tasks (Wernimont & Campbell, 1968).

Neither of the approachesto defining abzlity outlined aboveis
entirely satisfactory. Abilities are not things that people carry
around inside them,andit is hard to argueseriously thatabilities
are causal agents. Saying that a person performswell because she
has a highlevel of ability does not seem fundamentally different
from saying that she performs well now because she performed
well in the past, yet the causal link here is far from clear. On the
other hand,if abilities are nothing more than summary statements
aboutpast behavior,there may belittle gained by slapping a label

on groupsofbehaviors and pretending that we have advanced our
understanding. A better approach to defining and understanding
abilities is through the process of construct explication.

Abilities are widely recognized as constructs (Eysenck, 1979;
Humphreys, 19'79), but the precise implicationsof this definition
are not always appreciated. First, constructs areliterally that: they
are ideas or concepts that are constructed by researchers and/or
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theorists, and the locus of any constructis in the mind ofthe the-
orist, not in the body or mind ofthe individual who exhibits a spe-
cific level of some cognitive ability. Second, ability constructs have
clear and real behavioral anchors ( Jensen, 1980; Sternberg, 1977,

1984). Thatis, although “cognitive ability” does notexist in any
physical sense, the behaviors that are linked to and define this con-
struct are real and meaningful. The construct of cognitive ability
is more than simply a label attached to a relatively narrow set of
behaviors. As will be noted below, the utility of this construct stems

largely from the fact that the domain of behaviorsthat are sub-
sumed underthe heading “cognitive ability” is broad and ubiqut-
tous. Consideredin this light, cognitive abilities can be defined as
hypothetical attributes of individuals that are manifest when those
individuals are performingtasks that involve the active manipula-

tion of information. These abilities may be broad (thatis, related
to a wide array of tasks) or narrow (thatis, related only to a spe-
cific type of task), and they maybeinterrelated (even though con-
ceptually distinguishable).

The key to understandingthe structure of human cognitive
abilities is the fact that scores on almost any reliable measure that
calls for mental processing, retrieval, or manipulation of informa-
tion will be positively correlated with any other reliable measure
that also involves cognitive activity. (In other words, scores on cog-
nitively demandingtasks exhibit positive manifold. See Ackerman
& Humphreys, 1990; Allinger, 1988; Carroll, 1993; Eysenck, 1979;

Guttman & Levy, 1991; Humphreys, 1979; Jensen, 1980; Ree &
Earles, 1991b.) Thus scores on paragraph comprehension mea-
sures will be correlated with scores on numerical problem solving,
whichwill be correlated with scores on spatial relations tests, and

so on. The existence of positive manifold virtually guarantees that
the structure of human abilities will be hierarchically arranged,
with virtually all specific abilities (or groups of abilities) positively
correlated with ability factors that are more general. Theories of
cognitive ability that give little emphasis to g (for example, Stern-

berg, 1977; Sternberg & Wagner, 1993) or that deny the utility of
a general factor (for example, Guilford, 1988) do not seem to pro-
vide any convincing explanation for positive manifold.

Carroll’s three-stratum model of cognitive ability (1993) (based
on theresults of a large numberof factor-analytic studies) nicely
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illustrates the nature of modern hierarchical models. At the most
general level, there is a gfactor, which implies stable differences in
performance on a wide range of cognitively demandingtasks. At

the next level (the broad stratum), there are a numberof areas of

ability, implying that the rank-ordering of individuals’ task perfor-
mance will not be exactly the sameacrossall cognitive tasks but
ratherwill show someclustering. The broad abilities in Carroll’s
modelinclude (1) fluid intelligence, (2) crystallized intelligence,
(3) general memory ability, (4) broad visual perception, (5) broad

auditory perception, (6) broadretrieval ability, and (7) broad cog-
nitive speediness. The implication of distinguishing these broad
abilities from gis that some people will do well on a broad range
of memory tasks, and these will not be exactly the sameset of peo-

ple who dowell on a broad rangeoftasks tapping cognitive speed,
visual perception, and so on.

Finally, each of these broad ability areas can be characterized
in terms of a numberof more specific abilities (the narrow stra-
tum) that are more homogeneousstill than those at the next high-

est level. Examples correspondingto each of the broad spectrum
abilities labeled above include (1) induction, (2) language devel-

opment, (3) memoryspan,(4) spatial relations, (5) sound dis-
crimination, (6) word fluency, and (7) perceptual speed. Once
again, the implication of distinguishing specific narrowabilities
from their broad parentabilities is that the individuals who do well
on inductive reasoningtasks might not be exactly the sameas those
who do well on otherfluid intelligence tasks (although the groups-
will overlap substantially; they will also overlap with those classified
as high on g).

_ The importanceofgeneral versus specific ability constructs for
understanding performance on cognitively demanding tasks has
beena critical issue throughout muchofthe history of psychology.
Spearman (1904, 1927) suggested that the correlations between
various cognitive tests might be explained solely in termsof g
(although helater abandonedthis theory). Thurstone (1938), Ver-
non (1960), and others proposed models including both general
and specific factors as well as conceptually distinct groupsoffac-
tors, all of which mightberelated to g. Cattell (1963) proposed a
distinction between fluid andcrystallized intelligence and sug-
gested that neither of these correspondedprecisely to usual con-
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ceptionsof g. As noted earlier, a numberof recentstudies by Ree,
Earles, and colleagues have tested the proposition that we can pre-
dict performance on importanttasks as well with a single g mea-

sure as with measures of multiple abilities.
Hierarchical models suggest that general versus specific ability

constructs should be used for different purposes. If one’s purpose
is parsimoniousprediction, g maybeall that is needed.If one’s
goal is to communicate or understand the meaning of human per-
formance,lowerlevels in the hierarchyare likely to be more use-
ful. Saying that a person is high on gis the sameas saying that he
or sheis likely to perform above average on some wide range of
tasks. Saying that a person showsa high level of inductive reason-
ing ability (which implies relatively high g) helps to describe the

contentandnatureof the tasks he or she performswell.
Three general conclusions can be drawn from the debate

about the structure of human cognitive ability. First, as noted
above, somesort of general factor is probably necessary to explain
positive manifold. Theories without a g or somesort of hierarchi-
cal structure (which implies g) simply do not explain the data. Sec-

ond, if many or mostabilities are related to g (whichis whatall
hierarchical theories imply), the question ofwhich is more impor-
tant, gor somespecific ability or set of specific abilities, is essen-
tially pointless. The researchliteratureis littered with questions of
this sort, despite the fact that the question is unanswerable.It is a
simple reflection of the principles of multiple regression thatif two
variables (for example, gand verbal ability) are strongly related to
one another andare both related to some outcomevariable of
interest, whicheverpredictoris enteredfirst will accountfor the
lion’s share ofvariance. In manycases, the same data could be used
to demonstrate either that a specific ability makes no contribution

over and above gor that g makesno contribution over and above
that specific ability. Third, no structural modelof cognitive ability
is so far superior to its competitors thatit is likely to be accepted
as a benchmark.In the area of personality, the Five-Factor Model
has emergedas a dominant model (Digman, 1990;see, however,

Chapter Two of this volume). In the cognitive domain, no such
consensus aboutthe “best” structural model has been achieved.It
is clear that any adequate model of humancognitive ability must
include some generalfactor (or a hierarchical structure, which
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implies a general factor), but it is not so clear what model should
be followed. )

The most obvious weakness of current structural models of cog-
nitive ability is the fact that they leave unanswered the question of
why somepeople are moreable than others. Despite attempts to
moreclosely link research on intelligence and cognitive ability with
research on cognition,westill know relatively little about the basic
cognitive processes that underlie intelligent behavior (Hunt & Pel
legrin, 1985; Sternberg, 1977, 1985). Similarly, research on the bio-

logical bases of ability has not yet progressed to the point where
confident conclusions can be drawn. Thereis clearly somebio-
logical basis for cognitive ability; like many personality attributes,

cognitive abilities show moderate to high levels of heritability
(Plomin & Rende, 1991; Vandenberg & Vogler, 1985). However,
very little is known atthis point aboutthe neural, physiological, or
biochemical roots of cognitive ability.

Noncognitive Domains

It is sometimesdifficult to draw clear distinctions between person-
ality, orientation, and affective disposition. (Guion and Gottier,
1965, for example, noted thatit was difficult to distinguish interest
measures from conventional personality measures.) In part,this is

because there have been long-standing disagreements about how
each of the three domains should be defined. The term personal-
ity is defined in many ways (Carson, 1989; Frank, 1939; Ozer &

Reise, 1994; Pervin, 1985; Rorer & Widigor, 1983), and different

definitions may either include or excludevalues, interests, and

affective reactions within the domain of personality. One way to

understandthe relationships amongpersonality, orientation, and
disposition is to considertherole of affect in defining each domain.

Despite its obvious importance,affect has been understudied
in manyareas of psychology (Forgas, 1992). Affect has an important
role in socialjudgmentsof all sorts (Forgas, 1992) and may be the
primary determinantof a wide range of interpersonal behaviors
(Zajonc, 1980). Researchersin social and organizational psychology
have demonstrated the relevanceofaffect for understanding behav-
ior in organizations (Isen & Baron, 1991). Nevertheless, thereisstill

considerable confusion about many fundamentaltermsin this area
(for example, affect, feeling, emotion, mood; K. Fiedler & Forgas, -

 



MucyH More THANG 1/7

1988). The model shown in Figure 1.2 suggests one wayofdistin-
guishing amongcertain affect-relevant terms—personality, orienta-
tion, disposition—that are more and more frequently encountered
inI/O research.

At the most generallevel of analysis is the term personality.

Despite disagreements about exactly whatconstitutes personality,
mostresearchers accept the notion that personality is a general
term that may subsume manyotherindividual difference vari-
ables. Current definitions tend to describe personality as the set

of characteristics of a person that accountfor consistent patterns
of responseto situations (Pervin, 1980). Affective reactions are an

important componentof personality. These reactionsareall
linked to the ubiquitous general evaluative dimension that per-
vades social perception (Osgood, 1962). (In clinical psychology,
a sadness-happiness dimension appearsto be similarly ubiquitous;

see Ottaviani & Beck, 1988.) Although affective reactions have a
strong evaluative component, a distinction is usually drawn be-
tween affect and the general cognitive evaluation of a person,
thing, or event as good or bad (Pennebaker, 1982; Zajonc, 1980;
Zanna & Rempel, 1988; see, however, Forgas, 1992). Affective re-

actions involve feelings as well as cognitive evaluations, and some

Figure 1.2. Relationships AmongPersonality,

Orientation, and Affective Disposition.
 

 

   

  

      

  

Personality

Behavioral Affective
Consistencies Responses

Orientation Affective Disposition
(values, interests) (disposition, temperament)

      
Referent-Specific Global
 



18 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

theories of affect involve separate physiological bases for the emo-
tional or the “feeling” componentof these reactions (Zajonc,
1980).

The domain of affective reactions can be usefully divided into
_ sets of general tendenciesto react positively or negatively (thatis,
affective disposition) andsets of affective reactions that are linked
to specific referents (thatis, orientation: values andinterests). The
relationship between overall affective tendencies andjob attitudes
has been a major focusof dispositional research in organizational
settings; there is substantial evidence that dispositional factors play
a role in shapingthese attitudes (Judge, 1992; see, however, Davis-
Blake & Pfeffer, 1989; Gerhart, 19877). In this research tradition,

affective disposition represents a momentary or chronic tendency
to exhibit specific affective states. Moods representrelatively tran-
sitory states, whereasdispositions refer to consistent tendenciesto
react in specific ways in a wide rangeof situations. Affective ten-
dencies are often described in termsofthe likelihood of generally
positive or negative reactions (for example, positive versus nega-

tive affectivity); and while both moodanddisposition might be

affected by situational variables, dispositional reactions are usually
conceived of as general rather than as linked to a specific referent.

The orientation domain, which includesvalues andinterests,

revolves aroundaffective responsesto specific people, events, and

activities. For example, oneclassic definition of an interestis “a

response ofliking” (Strong, 1943, p. 6) to a particular person,
thing, or event. Similarly, values refer to specific end-states that are
preferred or liked (Rokeach, 1979). A value or an interest in a par-

ticular thing or end-state implies a positive affective reaction to that
thing.

Criterion Domains

As Figure 1.1 suggests, recent studies have examined a wide range

of criteria and outcomevariables. These can be grouped into two

broad categories. First, there are behaviors on the partof the indi-
vidual that bear directly on accomplishingthe goals of the orga-
nization (Astin, 1964). This set of behaviors includes not only

individual task performance but also a wide range of nontask
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behaviors such as teamwork, customerservice, and organizational

citizenship (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Edwards & Morrison,

1994; Murphy, 1989; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983) and prosocial

organizational behaviors (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986). Campbell’s

model of soldier effectiveness (1990) includes behaviors such as

volunteering, persisting, helping, and maintaining individualdis-
cipline (see also Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1992). While
these behaviors might not be included in an individual’s jab
description, they are crucial to the effective function of the orga-

nization. Individual differencesin ability, personality, orientation,
and affective states might affect any orall of these variables.

Second, individual differences can have a profoundeffect on
the individual’s experience oflife in the organization. Organiza-
tions have distinct climates and cultures; yet depending on indi-

viduals’ personalities, preferences, and so on, the same organization
might be experienced as congenial by one employee andas hostile
by another. Individual differences color our interactions and rela-
tionships with others in the organization and can be a source of
either harmonyor conflict (Baron, 1989). Finally, individual dif-

ferences can affect (and be affected by) an individual’s orientation

toward andidentity with the organization ( James &James, 1992;
Mathieu & Zajac, 1990).

The division of the criterion domain into goal-relevant behav-
ior and individual experience categories roughly parallels the tra-
ditional distinction between “I” and “O” psychology. Thatis,
personnelpsychologists have generally been concernedwith per-
formance andeffectiveness and have usually focused on ability as
the individual difference most relevant to that set of concerns.
Organizational psychologists, on the other hand, have generally
been more concernedwith the individual’s experience ofworking
in an organization and have been somewhat more opento think-
ing about personality or other noncognitive variables (but have
been less inclined to think aboutability). It is clearly time to break
down theartificial barriers between “I” and “O” psychology and to
consider the role that each of the individual difference domains
reviewed in this book mightplay in each of the criterion domains.
Doing this will provide both opportunities and challenges for I/O
psychologists.
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Ramifications of a Broader Conceptualization
of the Roles of Individual Differences

A broader conceptualization of the roles of individual differences
in affecting behavior in organizationsislikely to affect the types of
questionsthat are framed in I/O research. As our research moves
from a somewhatnarrow focus on a small set of independent and
dependentvariables to consideration of a wider range of individ-
ual difference variables, as well as a wider range of effects that these
variables might have,it is likely to change in a numberofways. In
particular, our individual difference research traditionsare likely
to move from a univariate to a multivariate focus, from clear to

ambiguouschoices regarding dependentvariables, from simple to
complex models, and from the investigation of invariant to the
investigation of context-boundrelationships.It is not clear whether
all of these changeswill be beneficial, anditis likely that there will
be manyfalse starts and blindalleys in this research. Nevertheless,

it seemsclear that these changeswill occur, and it is worth consid-
ering each of them in somedetail.

Univariate Versus Multivariate Focus

As noted earlier, our experience with ability-performance research

makesit is easy to fall into the habit of thinking in univariate terms
when dealing with individual differences. There is so much parsi-
mony and powerin research programs that summarizetheability-
performancerelationship in termsofa single correlation coefficient
(which maybe invariant over a wide range ofjobs, organizations,

situations, and so on) that it might appear thatsimilar levels of par-
simony should be the goal ofall individual difference research.It
is unlikely, however, that such a simple structure can be obtained,

or even pursued,in otherareas of individual difference research.
As noted earlier, the success of “g-ocentric” prediction para-

digms (that is, approaches that represent ability as a unitary phe-
nomenon)is partially a function of a unique feature ofthe ability
domain: positive manifold. Because all cognitive ability measures
are positively correlated, it is possible to summarize a substantial
portion of the domain in termsof a single general-ability score.
The sameis not possible in other individual difference domains;
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there may be nouseful generalfactors underlying the personality
domain. A phrase such as “Personality predicts performance”
would lead immediately to the question of which personality
dimensionsor attributes are being talked about. Even within the

subdomainof affective reactions, it is difficult to identify mean-
ingful general factors that summarize large amounts ofvariance.

The lack of meaningful general factors in the noncognitive
domainsdiscussedin this book implies that univariate models will

survive only in areas that are so balkanized that they focus on one
attribute to the exclusion of all others. That is, bodies of research

examining only one attribute mightstill be summarized in terms
of a single correlation coefficient (assuming that everyone can
agree on the same dependentvariable to study); but in general,it
will be necessary for current and future generations of I/O indi-

vidual difference researchers to consider multiple attributes, and
to consider the relationships among those attributes, in con-
structing and testing theories and models relating individualdif-
ferences to behavior.

Clear Versus AmbiguousCriteria

Although there are sometimes questions amongresearchers about
specific ability measures, there is usually little controversy over the

constructs that should be involved in validating ability measures

(for example, performance, training success). Cognitive abilities
might also be related to a numberof other dependentvariables,
but both the purpose of using ability measures in organizations
(for example, to select amongjob applicants) andthecriteria of
choice for validating ability measures (for example, performance

measures) are usually obvious. This is not necessarily true for other
individual difference measures. Thatis, it may not be so clear what
one should do with measuresof personality variables, affective dis-
position, interests, values, and so on, or what dependentvariables

should be linked with these measures.
The ease with which criterion measures are chosenin studies —

involving cognitive ability is symptomatic of the narrow thinking
aboutindividual differences that has characterized I/O psychol-
ogy. The fact that the choice of criteria might no longerbe obvi-
ous is not a problem but rather a natural outgrowth of a broader
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conceptualization ofthe roles of individual differences. Neverthe-
less, the fact that different researchersare likely to study very dif-
ferent sets of dependentvariables makesthe task of communicating
and integrating research more difficult. For example,validity gen-
eralization research has traditionally involved large numbersofstud-
ies using comparable predictors andcriteria. As the choice of both
predictors andcriteria in individual difference research becomes
less predictable and uniform, the likelihood that studies can be
meaningfully integrated via meta-analysis or other quantitative tech-
niques decreases (Murphy, 1994).

A greaterdiversity of criteria is likely to lead to a welcome
change in the way wethink andtalk abouttests. It has long been

acceptableto state that “test X is valid,” in part because the phrase
so clearly implies validity for predicting performancein training
and/or on the job. A broader conceptualization of the roles of

individualdifferences should lead researchers to abandon blanket
statements aboutvalidity and focus instead on the more interest-
ing question, “Valid for what?” This will make our communication

more difficult and verbose, but statements that limit claims ofvalid-

ity to specific criteria are also more precise andrealistic.

Simple Versus Complex Relationships

In the cognitive domain, moreis usually better, in the sense that
cognitive ability measurestypically showa linear relationship with
performance (Coward & Sackett, 1990). The sameis not true for

other individual difference variables; individuals might have too

little of, too much of, or the wrong mix of any of a numberof
noncognitive attributes to function effectively in particularjobs or
organizational settings. For example, conscientiousness seems to
be related to job performance in a numberofjobs (Barrick &
Mount, 1991), but an individual who is extremely high on this

dimension might be so conventional and rule-boundthat he or she
cannot function in anything but the most bureaucratic setting.

Unlike the ability-performancerelationship, where linearity is
the rule, a numberof individual difference variables might have

nonlinear relationshipswith criteria of interest. Two specific types
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of deviations from linearity might be especially common: asymp-
totic relationships and inverted-U functions. Asymptotic relation-
ships are found in a numberofinstances, especially where the link
between the individual difference variable andthe criterion vari-
able in question takes a “deficiency-sufficiency” form. For exam-
ple, an individual with no color vision might not perform well as
an electrician (because wiring is so often color-coded). However,
oncethe individualis able to reliably distinguish colors, further
increases in color discrimination ability have little meaning. In
other words, an individual with a highly developedsensitivity to
color differencesis not likely to perform better than an individual
with normal color vision. Similarly, people who demonstrate no
interpersonal sensitivity might function poorlyin virtuallyall social
environments, but the differences between individuals who show

a normallevel of sensitivity to others’ feelings and reactions and
those whoarevery finely attuned to others may be small.

Inverted-U functions occur wherethere is an optimal level of a
particular characteristic and whereeither too muchortoolittle of
that same characteristic can have negative effects. For example, per-
sonality characteristics such as extraversion might show inverted-U
relationships with a measuresof effectiveness in interdependent
teams. Introverted individuals might be uncomfortable interacting
with or helping others, whereas extreme extraverts might spend
mostof their time and energy on interacting with other team mem-
bers andlittle on doing their own tasks.

The possibility that nonlinear relationships will be encountered
puts a premium on careful examination and interpretation ofdata.
Unfortunately, there are good reasonsto believe that researchers

will not devote the time or the thought needed to choose appro-
priate methods ofanalysis or recoding in the presence of nonlin-
ear relationships. I/O psychologists have been relatively inattentive
to issues such as the proper handlingof outliers (Orr, Sackett, &

DuBois, 1991) and missing data (Roth, 1994), andit is reasonable

to believe that the same thing will happen with regard to nonlin-
ear relationships. The implication is that many analyses andinter-
pretationsofstatistics describing relationships between individual
difference variables and dependentvariables of interest that incor-
porate stronglinearity assumptionswill be inaccurate.
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Invariant Versus Context-Bound Relationships

The relationship between general cognitive ability and perfor-
manceis essentially the samein virtually all work environments(it
is, in other words, a moderately strong linear relationship), but the
effect of individual differences in personality, affective disposition,
or orientation might dependsubstantially on the context. The
sameattribute (for example, preference for detailed, repetitive
work) might be functional in somejobs (for example, accountant)
and notin others (for example, linebacker). The effects of per-
sonality, disposition, and so on might depend on the composition
of the work group (a person whois conventional, for example,

might be uncomfortable if other members of the work group are

risk takers but mightdo very well in a more conventionally ori-
ented group), and the relationship between individual differences
and group processes and outcomes might change every time a
group membertransfers in or out. It seems unlikely that measures
of personality, affective states, or orientation will show theinvari-
ant relationships with dependentvariables of interest that have
been shown by cognitive ability measures.

It is important to keep in mindthatthestability of cognitive
test validities across situations once seemedunlikely.It is possible
that measuresof personality, affect, and so on will show compara-
ble levels of cross-situational stability, but there are some impor-
tant differences between the bodyofability-performance research
and the research on otherindividual difference variables that make
suchstability less likely. First, as noted earlier, a good deal of infor-
mation about cognitive ability can be sensibly summarized with a
single general-ability measure. This is not true in any of the other
domainsstudied. Most ability-performance studies examine very
similar sets of abilities, but studies of personality, affect, interests,

andso on arelikely to involve wide-ranging sets of constructs. Sec-
ond, the dependentvariables in individual difference research out-
side of the cognitive domainarelikely to vary. Finally, and most
important, manyof these individual differencesare likely to affect
interpersonal and group-oriented processes and outcomes, and
the exact effects of high or low levels of any particular attribute
may depend on the norms, composition, and tasks of the group.
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Summary

It seemslikely that future research on the roles individual differ-
ences play in understanding behavior in organizationswill take a
radically different direction in the nextfifteen to twenty years than
it has in thelast fifteen to twenty years. Since the late 1970s, the
underlying themein individualdifference research has been the
pursuit of simplicity, parsimony, and predictive efficiency. Validity
generalization research exemplifies the successful pursuit of sim-
plicity and parsimony. This research has produced compelling evi-
dencethatability tests are valid and useful in a wide range of
situations and that variables once thoughtto substantially affect
validity (for example, the specific content of the job) may have
only minoreffects. Studies by Ree, Earles, and colleagues exem-
plify the successful pursuit of predictive efficiency. These studies
show that a simple measure of gis often so useful for predicting
performancethat there is not much meaningful room for improv-
ing prediction by adding more cognitivetests.

The goals of simplicity, parsimony, and predictive efficiency
might no longer beappropriate as the range of individual differ-
ences studied by I/O psychologists expands. Predictive efficiency
will not always be relevant, in part because a broader conceptual-

ization ofthe roles of individual differences implies some ambi-
guity about exactly what to predict. Simplicity and parsimony might
not beeasily attained, and efforts to attain them (for example, an

attempt to make a blanket statement aboutthe validity of person-
ality tests) will only lead researchers to collapse variables that are
conceptually and empirically distinct into relatively meaningless
composites. While it might be possible to treat ability as a generic
term and to use a measure of general cognitive ability as a descrip-
tion of ability levels,it is unlikely that any meaningful general mea-
sure of personality, affective disposition, interests, and so on can

be developed; and whenever individual differences in these realms
are cited as possible causes or outcomesof behaviorin organiza-
tions, it will be necessary to specify the particular dimensions, con-
texts, and settings involved.

Individual difference research that goes beyond thetraditional
ability-performance boundsislikely to be a messy, confusing affair.
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Nevertheless, the study of a wider rangeof individualdifference
variables and effects holds great promise,andit is likely to signifi-
cantly advance our thinking, research, and practice in several areas

of I/O psychology.
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Chapter Two
   

Personality Traits,
Taxonomies, and
Applicationsin
Organizations
LeaettaM.Hough
RobertJ. Schneider 

Personality has had a phoenixlike existence in industrial and orga-
nizational (I/O) psychology in the United States. Currently, it is
enjoying a rebirth. From the mid 1960s to the early 1990s, many psy-
chologists—particularly those in academe—thoughtthatpersonal-

ity variables were unimportantindividual difference characteristics.
In spite of the less than respectable position that personality vari-
ables held in academic I/O psychology during that time, however,
many I/O practitioners advocated the use of, used, and investigated

the usefulness of personality variables in worksettings. This is an
area in which I/O practitioners led ourfield.

Background: A Short History

Theoretical, empirical, and practical issues converged in the 1960s
to discredit personality variables and their use in worksettings. A
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rebirth occurredas a result of programmatic research that demon-
strated the usefulness of personality variables for describing, ex-
plaining, and predicting behavior.

Demise of Personality Variables

Mischel published a highly influential book in 1968 that precipi-
tated an intense examination of and debateovertrait conceptions.
He arguedthattraits are an illusion, that behavioris explained
moreby differencesin situations than differences in people. Guion
(1965) and Guion and Gottier (1965) reviewed criterion-related

validities of personality variables and concluded that the empirical

evidence suggested that personality variables havelittle or no sys-
tematic relationship to the criterion variables relevant to I/O psy-
chologists. About the same time, Ghiselli (1966) published a book
entitled The Validity of Occupational Aptitude Tests. In it,he summa-
rized criterion-related validities of various types of predictors,
including personality variables. He summarized the validities
according to type ofjob and included only those variables for
which the “trait seemed pertinent to the job in question”(p. 21).
The median uncorrected validity for personality variables across
the differentjob types was a respectable .24. (See Ghiselli, 1966,

Tables 3.1 to 3.8.) Unfortunately, Ghiselli neglected to indicate

how he determined which traits were pertinent to thejob in ques-
tion. His review of the criterion-related validities of personality vari-
ables was largely ignored.

While psychologists worried about theoretical and empirical
issues, the American public was concerned aboutinvasion ofpri-
vacy. Some, though notall, personality scales asked questions about
bodily functions andreligious intensity—questionsthat many peo-
ple considered offensive. People resented being asked to respond
to such surveyitems. In addition, many psychologists were con-
cerned that personality scales might be viewed as inappropriate or
unfair for people protected under the federal Civil Rights Act of

1964. Furthermore,all groups—academic psychologists, I/O prac-
titioners, and their clients—were concerned aboutintentional dis-

tortion ofself-descriptions in an applicant/evaluative setting.
These forces, in combination, conspired against personality

variables and caused their virtual demise in I/O psychology. Never-
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theless, during the dark period between the 1960s and 1990s, many
practitioners continued to use and research personality variables.
Amongthesignificant programmatic efforts were those by Bray

(Bray & Howard, 1983) and Bentz (1984). Many managementcon-

sultants also understood the importance of personality variables
for their clients and continued to measure personality character-
istics as a part of their multifaceted, whole-person assessmentof
job candidates. |

Rebirth

By the late 1980s, the person-versus-situation debate waslargely
over. The zeitgeist of situationism that followed the publication of
Mischel’s book (1968) had shifted. Summarizing the large amount

of research addressing the person-versus-situation issue, Kenrick
and Funder (1988) concluded that evidence supports the follow-
ing statements: (1) traits are not merely illusions; (2) traits are not

merely in the eye of the beholder; (3) traits are not merely arti-
facts of base-rate accuracy; (4) traits are not merely artifacts of

shared stereotypes; (5) traits are not simply by-products of situa-
tional consistencies; and (6) the magnitude ofthe relationships
betweentraits and behavioris not inconsequential. They point
out, however,that the newzeitgeist is not a “puretrait” position.
Theystate that “systematic sources ofjudgmental bias, systematic
effects of situations, and systematic interactions between persons
and situations must be explicitly dealt with before we can predict
from trait measures” (p. 31).

Thesituation-trait debate produced someimportanttips for
predicting behavior from traits. One of the most important lessons
(which was well understood by Ghiselli) is that the trait under
investigation needs to be relevant to the criterion measure. For
I/O psychologists, this means that both predictor and criterion
measures need to be conceptualized as constructs and that both
the predictor and the criterion (job performance) space need to
be conceptualized as multidimensional.

Within this moretrait-friendly environment, I/O personality
researchers began to gather evidenceto bolster the acceptance of
personality traits. Meta-analytic studies of the criterion-related validi-
ties of personality variables clearly demonstrated the usefulness of
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personality variables for predicting important workcriteria (for
example, Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hough, 1989, 1992; Kamp &

Hough, 1986; McDaniel & Frei, 1994; Ones, Viswesvaran, &

Schmidt, 1993). Research also demonstrated that distortion in self-

descriptions may notadversely affect criterion-related validities
(Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy, 1990). Moreover,

meta-analytic evidence suggested that most personality variables
have significantly less adverse impact against protected classes than
cognitive ability variables do (Feingold, 1994; Hough, 1996; Ones
et al., 1993; Sackett, Burris, & Callahan, 1989).

A critically important difference between the earlier Guion
(1965) and Guion and Gottier (1965) reviews and the more recent

reviews is the new strategy of clustering personality scales into
groups that measure reasonably similar personality characteristics.
Both Barrick and Mount (1991) and Hough andhercolleagues
(Hough, 1989, 1992; Houghet al., 1990; Kamp & Hough, 1986)

used personality taxonomiesto guidetheir classification of per-
sonality scales. Although these researchers used different tax-

onomies, their exploration of personality-performancerelationships
within, rather than across, personality constructs revealedstatisti-
cally and practically significant relationships where they had not
been revealed before.

New multidimensional conceptualizations ofjob performance

have also beencritically importantin highlighting the relevance
of personality variables for predictingjob performance.]. P. Camp-
bell’s model ofjob performance (1990; see also J. P. Campbell,
McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1993) and Borman and Motowidlo’s dis-
tinction between task and contextual performance (1993) are both

important contributionsto this largely overlooked domainofstudy.
It is now clear that personality variables correlate differently with
differentjob performance constructs (Day & Silverman, 1989; Gel-
latly, Paunonen, Meyer, Jackson, & Goffin, 1991; Hough, 1989,

1992; Houghet al., 1990; Kamp & Hough, 1986; McHenry, Hough,

Toquam, Hanson, & Ashworth, 1990). Failure to take into account

the multidimensionality ofjob performance undoubtedly led to
underestimates of the predictiveness of personality variables in
worksettings.

The U.S. economyin the late twentiethcentury wasalso a fac-

tor in the rebirth of personality variables in I/O psychology. ‘Today
significantly more than half of the U.S. economyis considered a
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service economy(Albrecht & Zemke, 1985). This growth in theser-
vice sector has affected how I/O psychologists define and measure
job performance. For manyjobs, customerservice is now an impor-

tant, if not the most important, performancecriterion. The evi-

dencethat personality variables predict customer service on the
job (McDaniel & Frei, 1994) has further enhanced the recognition
that personality variables are important to I/O psychologists.

Focus of This Chapter

Nowthatpersonality has found newlife in I/O psychology, the
nature of I/O personality research has changed. The most press-
ing research question is no longer simply whetherpersonality pre-
dicts job performance. Researchers now address more subtle
researchissues, such as the merits of different taxonomies, the pre-

dictability and constructvalidity of compoundpersonality variables
(measuresthat are combinationsof basjc personality variables—
see discussion below), and factors that affect the personality-
performancerelationship.

This chapter focusesinitially on taxonomic issues. We present
a very brief history of the Five-Factor Model (FFM), a set ofcrite-
ria against which to evaluate a taxonomyofbasic personality vari-
ables, and an evaluation of the FFM usingthosecriteria. We then
turn to applied issues. We review criterion-related validities of com-
poundpersonality variables such as integrity and customerservice
orientation. Then we analyze factors that affect criterion-related
validity (that is, moderatorvariables). We describe research on type

ofjob, criterion construct, criterion measurement method,vali-

dation strategy, type of situation, and rater perspective and con-
clude that they are nonmythical moderatorvariables (thatis, they
moderate criterion-related validities of personality variables). We
describe research on social desirability and administration mode
(paper and pencil versus computer) and conclude they are myth-
ical moderatorvariables (that is, they do not moderatecriterion-
related validities of personality variables).

Taxonomic Issues: The Structure of Personality

Taxonomiesarecritically important to the advancementofscience.
By classifying scientific phenomenainto taxonsusing an appropriate
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similarity measure, taxonomiesfacilitate the organization and accu-
_ mulation of knowledge, hypothesis generation, efficient commu-
nication amongscientists, and retrieval of information (Fleishman
& Quaintance, 1984). Moreover, the description ofscientific phe-
nomenaafforded by taxonomies usually precedes (andfacilitates)
their explanation.In this sense, the development of an adequate
taxonomyis an important milestone in the maturingofa science.

It is personality taxonomies that have provided the organizing
principles that have enabled personality researchersto establish
relationships between personality constructs (taxons) and impor-
tant life- and job-related criteria—relationships that had been
obscured previously because correlation coefficients were summa-
rized across taxons(that is, personality constructs). Yet I/O per-

sonality researchers have used different taxonomies to organize
and summarize their data, and different conclusions have resulted

(compareBarrick & Mount, 1991; Hough, 1992; Houghetal.,
1990). Thus, while having a taxonomyis important, the nature of

the taxonomyis also important.
Manyrespected personality psychologists appear to assumethat

the FFM—described below—is an adequate taxonomyfor I/O psy-
chology (for example, Costa & McCrae, 1995a; Digman,1990;
Goldberg, 1990, 1993a; Goldberg & Saucier, 1995; John, 1990;

McCrae &John, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 1987, in press). Certainly,

the FFM has been shown to be useful as an organizirig taxonomy
for I/O personality research (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Ones,

Schmidt, & Viswesvaran, 1994). And yet a numberof researchers

have expressed skepticism regarding the adequacy of the FFM
(Block, 1995; H. J. Eysenck, 1991; Hough, 1992; Pervin, 1994;

Schneider & Hough, 1995; Tellegen, 1993; Waller & Ben-Porath,

1987).
The taxonomythat I/O psychologists use makesa difference.

Indeed, conclusionsaboutthe usefulness of personality and the
nature of the personality-performancerelationship depend upon
the taxonomyused. We therefore devote considerable timeto tax-
onomicissuesin this chapter.In this section, we briefly review the
history of the FFM,articulate criteria for a basic personality tax-
onomy, and then evaluate the FFM against thosecriteria. (For
detailed reviews of the history of the FFM, interested readers are
referred to Block, 1995; John, 1990; andJohn, Angleitner, and

Ostendorf, 1988.)
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History of the Five-Factor Model

The birth of the FFM canbetracedto Sir Francis Galton’s idea

(1884) that the task ofscientifically describing personality should

begin with the identification of the wordsin dictionaries that peo-
ple use to describe one another. This methodologyis typically
referred to as the “lexical” approach. Allport and Odbert (1936)
ultimately identified 17,953 such words, to which Cattell (1943,

1945) applied thenstate-of-the-art data reduction techniques. Ulti-
mately, Cattell reduced Allport and Odbert’s list of personality
descriptors to thirty-five. |

Several researchers soughtto derive a theoretically meaning-
ful structure from data sets based on Cattell’s thirty-five variables.
Tupes and Christal (1961/1992) are credited with discovery of the

FFM as we now knowit. They labeled their five factors Surgency,
Agreeableness, Dependability, Emotional Stability, and Culture.
Subsequentreplications of Tupes and Christal’s findings were
reported by Norman (1963) and Digman and Takemoto-Chock
(1981). Other researchers have used variety of labels for these
five factors. For example, Surgencyis often referred to as Extra-
version; Dependability is often referred to as Conscientiousness;

Emotional Stability as adjustmentor Neuroticism; Culture as Open-
ness to Experience,Intellect, or Intellectance.

Goldberg (1990) made a major contribution by rediscovering
the FFM from data set not based on Cattell’s set of thirty-five trait-
descriptors; and Costa and McCrae’s development of the NEO-
Personality Inventory (NEO-PI; Costa & McCrae, 1985, 1992)

brought the FFM into the realm of questionnaires. Costa and
McCraesystematically related the NEO-PI to most of the major
measuresof personality and showedthat the FFM could indeed
account for muchofthe variance in these other respected mea-
sures. Whetherit satisfactorily accountedforvirtually all of that
variance has been a matter of debate (for example, Block, 1995;

Goldberg & Saucier, 1995; McCrae & Costa, 1994, in press; R.J.

Schneider & Hough, 1995; Tellegen, 1993).
Recently, thoughtful discussionsof the limitations of the FFM

have been appearing (for example, Block, 1995; McAdams,1992;
Pervin, 1994). Meanwhile, research on the FFM has continued in

a numberofareas, including the cross-cultural replicability of the
five factors (for example, Bond, 1994), the identification of lower-
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orderfacets of the factors (Costa, McCrae, & Dye, 1991; Costa &

McCrae, 1995b), external correlates of the factors (for example,

Barrick & Mount, 1991; Freidmanet al., 1993; Tett, Jackson, &

Rothstein, 1991), and the heritability of the FFM factors (Berge-
manet al., 1993; Gilbert & Ones, 1995a, 1995b; Loehlin, 1992).

Given the extensive history and research base of the FFM,
should I/O psychology embraceit as its basic personality taxon-
omy? Careful consideration of this issue requires that wefirst con-
sider appropriate criteria for a basic personality taxonomy.

Criteria for a Taxonomy of Basic Personality Constructs

Largely on the basis ofwork by H. J. Eysenck (1991), we suggestthat,

at a minimum,a basic personality taxonomyshould (1) consist of
traits that have been replicated, (2) be comprehensive, (3) consist
of traits that have external correlates, (4) consist of source traits, and

(5) consist of multiple levels of traits. Any basic personality taxon-

omythat is a contenderfor use by a specialty area should be evalu-
ated onatleast these five criteria.

Replicability ofTaxons

Replication is a staple of the scientific method.Ideally, an accept-
able personality taxonomy should consistof a set of traits that have
been replicated across samples, subgroups,time,cultures, lan-
guages, measurementstrategies (for example, self-report versus
peer report), and data-analytic methods. Somereplication failures
are, of course, more serious than others. For example, failure to

replicate a set of traits across a period of two weekscalls into ques-
tion whether the taxonomyconsists of personality traits. Similarly,
failure to replicate the traits in a taxonomyacross data-analytic
strategies is strong evidence against the adequacyof a taxonomy.
Onthe other hand,failure to replicate cross-culturally, though
unfortunate, merely limits the generalizability of one or moretraits
in a taxonomy.(It is, of course, conceivable that sometraits are
culture-specific while others are universal.)

Comprehensiveness ofTaxonomy

A personality taxonomyshould provide for the classification ofall
known personality traits. This is not the same thing as saying that
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the taxonomyshould include all personality traits. Even the Peri-
odic Table of Elements is not comprehensive in that way; new ele-
ments may be discovered at any time. The pointof this criterion is

that, other things being equal, if taxonomy A includes known per-
sonality traits that taxonomyB doesnot, taxonomyA is preferable
to taxonomyB.

Existence ofExternal Correlates

It is imperative that each of the personality variables embeddedin
a personality taxonomyrelate to importantreal-world outcomes.
What Lubinski and Dawis (1992) said in the context of cognitive

abilities is equally true of personality constructs: “For a psycholog-
ical constructto be scientifically significant, measures of the con-
struct must not only display a respectable degree of internal
consistency andreplicability, but they must also relate to an array
of meaningful psychological criteria. Thatis, they must display rela-
tionships with external criteria that we are interested in predicting
and understanding” (p. 5). Indeed, the quality of a trait can be
determined in part on the basis of its ability to generate accurate

behavioral predictions—particularly predictions of behaviors for
which the personality correlates have not been previously estab-
lished. We can evaluate alternative trait concepts by comparing
them in terms of the numberof behavioral criteria they can
explain and predict. If a given trait can explain all of the behav-
ioral phenomenathatother, alternative traits can explain, in ad-

dition to some others that they cannot, then that trait can be
considered superior (Lakatos, 1970). The alternative traits are

deemedfalsified even though they are notliterally “false” (Meehl,
1990).

Conceptualization of Taxons as Source Traits

Drawing on the work of Cattell (1946), Meehl (1986) distinguished

betweentraits that are comprised of (1) sets of responsesthat are

similar in content and (2) sets of responses that may be dissimilar

in content but nevertheless covary because of the presence of an
inferred internal entity. The formerare surfacetraits; the latter are
sourcetraits. Surface traits are purely descriptive, whereas source
traits, by definition, invoke an explanatory mechanism that can be
used to predict novel phenomena. Sourcetraits therefore are more
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likely to advance ourscience,since theyfacilitate theory formula-
tion as well as description.

A personality taxonomythat consists of source traits will bene-
fit practice as well as theory. Movementfrom description, based on
phenotypic personality traits, to explanation, based on genotypic
personality traits, will lead to greater predictive power (Fleishman
& Quaintance, 1984). The more we know abouta trait, the greater

our ability to determine how and whenit will manifestitself. If a
taxonomyconsists of surface traits, one knowsonly that thetraits
“predict” the phenotypic indicators of which their measuresare
comprised. By positing an explanatory mechanism, psychologists
are in a position to make informed guesses regardingthe rela-

tionships between a trait and many behaviors not directly included
in the current operationalization of the trait. The accuracy of those
guesses will improve as the nomological net in which thetrait is
embedded, which articulates the essence of the construct (Cron-

bach & Meehl, 1955), is elaborated.

Inclusion ofMultiple Levels ofSpecificity

Personality traits differ in their level of specificity (see, for exam-
ple, Costa & McCrae, 1995b; Goldberg, 1993b; Hampson,John, &

Goldberg, 1986; R. Hogan & J. Hogan, 1992). An adequate per-
sonality taxonomyshouldreflect this fact. This is not to say that a

personality taxonomyshould bestrictly hierarchical; in fact, data
discussed below suggest that the structure of personality traits is
not strictly hierarchical. A latticelike structure—one in which
lower-order facets are multiply determined by more than one
higher-order trait—appears to provide a more accurate descrip-
tion of personality. Regardless ofwhat the true structure turns out
to be,it is clear that a personality taxonomyat only one level of
specificity is unnecessarily truncated. Consensuswill be harder to
achieve at lower (morespecific) levels of personality description
than at the highestlevel, but such consensusis extremely impor-
tant to the advancementof personality theory andresearch.

Evaluating the Five-Factor Model
In this section, we evaluate the FFM against each of the taxonomic
criteria set forth in the previous section.
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Replicability of Taxons

The replicability of the FFM has been touted as oneofits biggest

selling points, and indeed the FFM has beenreplicated manytimes
across several decades and numeroussamples. In addition, the
FFM has emerged from bothself-report and peer-report data,
across various factor extraction and rotation methods (Goldberg,
1990), and in both adjective rating and questionnaire data. The
fifth factor is problematicin thatit differs in the adjective and ques-

tionnaire data, but this difference appears simply to be a function
of the fact that the FFM questionnaire research used slightly dif-
ferent pool of items, leading to the “discovery” of an Opennessto
Experience factor rather than an Intellect (or Intellectance) fac-
tor. Finally, some data indicate that the FFM emergesin different

cultures. Bond (1994), for example, arguesthat factor analysis of

ratings of translated FFM descriptors showsthat at least four fac-
tors in the FFM (Openness to Experienceis the exception) are
replicable in various Oriental languages (for example, Mandarin
Chinese, Japanese, and Hong Kong Chinese).

We acknowledge that the FFM has been shownto be highly
replicable in many contexts. We feel that it is important, however,
to add somecautionary notes.First, as Block (1995) has observed,

the FFM wasderived from factor-analytic research. Replication
across different scientific methods would be desirable. Replication
across different factor-analytic extraction and rotation methods
doesnot constitute strong replication, because factor indetermi-
nacy and dependenceonthecorrelation coefficient as a structur-
ing statistic are commontoall extraction and rotation methods.
Furthermore, as Cudeck (1989) pointed out, factor analysis as-
sumeslinear regressions. Such an assumption may notfit person-
ality data as well as, say, ability data. The use of other multivariate
methods, such as multidimensional scaling or cluster analysis,
would be informative, as would the use of experimental methods
that attempt to unconfound,refine, and/or expand the FFM by

investigating the cognitive and physiological underpinnings of per-
sonality. The use of these additional methodologies should, of
course, be supplemented with careful and informedtheoretical
reflection.

In addition,it has yet to be established that the FFM factors are

ae,
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cross-culturally replicable when indigenouslexical terms are used
to generate personality data (a so-called emic strategy). For ex-
ample, Ostendorf and Angleitner (1993) did a lexical study using
trait-descriptive adjectives culled from a Germandictionary and
found morethanfive personality dimensions. Yang and Bond
(1990) investigated the structure of personality trait—descriptors
in Chinese. While they foundfive factors, the overlap of those
factors with the U.S. FFM was only moderate (and in the case of
one of the Chinese factors, there wasvery little overlap). De Raad
and Szirmak (1994) did a lexical study using Hungariantrait-
descriptors. They found reasonably good replications of Extra-
version, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Emotional

Stability. They were not able, however, to replicate Openness to
Experience (Intellectance); and in a five-componentsolution,
they found a dimensionnotincludedin the U.S. FFM, which they
labeled Integrity.

In sum, the FFM has shown impressive replicability in some

areas, but it needs further replication in others. The five factors
have beenreplicated across time and samples, acrossself and peer
data, and across adjective and questionnaire data. However, they

needto be replicated using scientific methods other than factor
analysis. In addition, the FFM has shown evidenceof cross-cultural
replicability, but the status of the five factors as cross-cultural uni-
versals has by no meansbeenestablished.

Comprehensiveness of Taxonomy

The comprehensiveness of the FFM has been vigorously chal-
lenged. Its challenges can be classified into two types: one type
arguesthat some of the FFM factors are too broad to be cohesive
and thereby confound twoor morehighest-order personality traits;
the secondtype arguesthat additionaltraits that fall outside the
scope of the current FFM are necessary to describe personality.

R. Hogan (1982) argues that extraversion, as assessed by the
FFM, confoundssociability and ambition. He notes that sociability
and ambition are conceptually distinct, are associated with differ-
ent goals, and intercorrelate only about .30. Similarly, Hough and
her colleagues (Hough, 1989, 1992; Houghet al., 1990; Kamp &
Hough, 1986) argue that extraversion confoundsaffiliation and

potency/surgency.In their effort to classify personality scales, they
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obtained 157 correlations between affiliation and potency/surgency
scales; the mean correlation betweenscales operationalizing the
two constructs was .09, suggesting that affiliation scales are inde-

pendentof potency/surgencyscales.

Hough (1992) also argues that the FFM confoundsachieve-

mentwith both extraversion and conscientiousness. Different con-
ceptualizations of the FFM include achievementin different
factors. In Tupes and Christal’s (1961/1992) original FFM, achieve-
ment is confoundedwith surgency. In later conceptualizations
(Digman & Inouye, 1986; Goldberg, 1990; McCrae, Costa, & Busch,

1986), achievementis confounded with conscientiousness. Indeed,

Digman and Inouye (1986) label their conscientiousnessfactor
Will to Achieve.

Past associations between achievement and extraversion are

probably dueto the fact that FFM Extraversion is so broad thatit
encompasses constructs such as dominance, ambition, and ascen-

dance—constructs to which achievementis highly related. The
degree of association between achievementand extraversion, how-

ever, is actually quite low. Tellegen and Waller (in press), for exam-
ple, reported a correlation of .07 between the Multidimensional
Personality Questionnaire (MPQ;Tellegen, 1982) Achievement
scale and the Extraversionscale in their “Big Seven” questionnaire.

Achievementhasas little (or as much) in commonwith con-

scientiousnessas it does with extraversion. In Costa and McCrae’s
NEO-PI-R, the Conscientiousness factor includes Achievement

Striving and Competenceasfacet scales. These facets, both of
which relate to R. W. White’s conceptof effectance (1959), are
quite dissimilar from the other NEO-PI-R Conscientiousnessfacets:
Dutifulness, Order, Self-discipline, and Deliberation. Achievement

Striving and Competence involve self-expansive striving, whereas
the other facets of Conscientiousness involve self-restrictive cau-
tion and conventionality. Achievement striving and competence
involve setting one’s own goals to further master one’s environ-
ment (see also Dweck’s construct of mastery orientation, 1986),

whereasthe other facets of Conscientiousness involve adapting to
goals set by others. Work by Tellegen (1985), discussed in more
detail below, suggests that Achievement/Competence andtheset
of other facets of NEO-PI-R Conscientiousness may actually be sub-
served by entirely different psychobiological substrates—one
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involving sensitivity to reward and the other involvingsensitivity to
unconditionedaversive stimuli.

Houghandhercolleagues (Hough, 1989, 1992; Houghetal.,
1990; Kamp & Hough, 1986) argue that more than five basic per-
sonality traits are necessary if prediction is the goal. They argue
that the FFM notonly confoundsbasic traits (see above) but also
fails to include additional basic traits. Their nine-factor taxonomy
evolved using first theory and then data to modify andrefineit.
Houghandhercolleagues began by attemptingto classify existing
personality scales into the FFM factors. Quickly, however, they
switched to R. Hogan’s six-factor taxonomy (1982) as their provi-
sional taxonomy because, in their experience,sociability and ambi-

tion correlated differently withjob performancecriteria. When it
becameclear that a numberof scales did notfit within any of
Hogan’s six constructs, Hough andher colleagues created a mis-
cellaneous category. They summarizedcriterion-related validities
within each taxon and foundthatthe highest validities appeared

in the miscellaneous category. Examination andclassification of
personality scales in the miscellaneous category revealed the pres-
ence of additional constructs: rugged individualism (masculinity/
femininity) and achievement. Hough (1992) has shownthatall

their constructs correlate differently and meaningfully with vari-
ouscriteria. In sum,their data indicate that, for predictingcrite-

ria important to I/O psychologists, the personality taxonomy
should include rugged individualism, and the constructs of extra-
version and conscientiousness should be divided into dependabil-
ity, affiliation, achievement, and potency/surgency.

Work by Costa and McCraealso suggests the existence of addi-
tional factors not included in the FFM. Costa and McCrae (1988)

explored thestructure of the Personality Research Form (PRF;
Jackson, 1984), a measure of Murray’s catalog of needs (1938).

They did ajoint principal components analysis of the PRF and
their own NEO-PI (Costa & McCrae, 1985), a prominent measure
of the FFM. Though they presented only a five-componentsolu-
tion, they noted that a seven-componentsolution wasalso justifi-
able. One of the additional components contrasted autonomywith
succorance and social recognition. Costa and McCrae arguedthat
this componentwasa facet of FFM Neuroticism (also called Emo-
tional Stability). Another possibility, however, is that it is part of a
broader masculinity/femininity construct.



PERSONALITY TRAITS, TAXONOMIES, AND APPLICATIONS 45

FFM advocates argue that masculinity/femininity can be ade-

quately represented within the factor space of the FFM—primarily
by Agreeableness and Neuroticism (Goldberg, personal commu-
nication, Nov. 2, 1994; McCrae &John, 1992; McCrae, Costa, &

Piedmont, 1993). Yet when Hofstee, de Raad, & Goldberg (1992)

used principal componentsanalysis to place the adjectives mascu-

line andfeminine in the FFM factor space,the five factors accounted

for only 15 percent and 13 percentof the variance, respectively

(Goldberg, personal communication, Mar. 21, 1995). Based on

this, we suggest that masculinity/femininity is not adequately

accounted for in the FFM.
It is also yet to be established that the FFM can accountforall

of the personality disorders. Soldz, Budman, Demby, and Merry

(1993) regressed measures of the personality disorders on a mea-

sure of the FFM using a sample of 102 patients with chronic per-

sonality difficulties. Their analyses indicate that the FFM accounts

for a moderate amountofthe variancein several of the personality

disorder measures. The FFM accounts forlittle variance, however,

in the case of the paranoid, antisocial, dependent, obsessive com-

pulsive, and sadistic personality disorders.
It is likely that at least some of these personality disorders are

compoundsofseveral personality variables (R. Hogan, personal

communication, Apr. 15, 1995). If so, the implication is that as yet

unspecified personality dimensions are needed to adequately ac-

countfor those disorders. We suggest that these yet-to-be-specified

dimensionsare the “dark matter” of the personality universe and

wonderif they constitute as large a percentage of the personality
universe as the dark matter studied by astrophysicists does of the
astronomical universe (Lemonick & Nash, 1995).

Personality dimensions beyond the FFM factors have also

emergedin analyses of the California Q-Set (CAQ; Block, 1961).

The CAQwasdeveloped from the descriptive language of con-

temporary psychological clinicians—the language of experts—

whereas the FFM wasderived from the language of laypeople.

Lanning (1994) performeda principal components analysis ofrat-

ings of 940 individuals who had beenrated on the CAQbyfive to

eight judges. He usedseveral different methodsto suggest an

appropriate number of componentsto retain. These criteria sug-

gested solutions that ranged from five to fifteen dimensions. The

eight-componentsolution consisted of five components that
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correspondedfairly well to the FFM factors. The remaining three
were labeled Attractiveness, Insight, and Ambition. Attractiveness
was defined by variables such as “physically attractive” and “hetero-
sexual interest.” Insight was defined by variables such as “assesses
others’ motives,” “socially perceptive,” “aware of own motives,” and
“aware of impression made.” Ambition was defined byvariables
such as “aspiration level,” “values own autonomy,” and “produc-
tive.” These three additional dimensions were also found in
anotherfactor analysis of the CAQ reported by McCrae, Costa, and
Busch (1986).

Attractiveness does not appearto be a personality trait. Ambi-
tion, however, appearssimilar to Hogan’s ambition and Hough’s

achievement. Insight, which appears to be more accurately labeled
“social insight,” is a more problematic case. It may well be worth
considering as an additional personality variable, despite its partial
overlap with cognitive ability (Gough, 1965; Riggio, Messamer, &
Throckmorton, 1991; see Schneider, 1992, for a summary of rele-

vant research). Indeed, the FFM’s Opennessto Experience (or
Intellectance) factor also overlaps with cognitive ability. On the
other hand,it is also possible thatsocial insight is a compound con-
sisting of cognitive ability and several personality variables already
included in the FFM.Furtherresearch is needed to determine
whethersocial insight merits consideration as an additional major
personality dimension.

It is also important to examinerelationships between the FFM
and constructs such as Loevinger’s ego development (Loevinger,
1966, 1976). That construct is measured on an ordinal scale con-
sisting of stages (for example, impulsive, opportunistic, conform-
ist, conscientious, autonomous, and integrated), where eachstage

“builds on, incorporates, and transmutes the previous one”
(Loevinger, 1966, p. 264). Development moves from self-
orientation and barren innerlife to increasingly rich and differ-
entiated (1) thoughts aboutself and others, (2) interpersonal
relationships, (3) acceptance and tolerance for paradox and con-
tradiction, and (4) sense of identity. Ego developmentis not a
continuoustrait variable in the way the FFM factorsare; thusit
may not be reasonable to fault the FFM for failure to encompass
it. Nevertheless, a comprehensive taxonomy of personality vari-
ables cannotignore ego developmentandother importantper-
sonality variables simply because they are not continuous.
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In sum, the FFM confounds somepersonality variables and
excludes other potentially viable personality variables. Those who
believe that the FFM is comprehensive, and conducttheir research

accordingly, risk foreclosing discovery of additional traits necessary
to provide an adequate description of personality and prediction
of behavior.

Existence ofExternal Correlates

In summarizing evidencelinking the FFM constructs to several out-
comes, Costa and McCrae (1985) reported an interesting link
between openness to experience and midlife career changes.
Robins, John, and Caspi (1994), also examiningthe relationships

of the FFM factors, reported a significant correlation between open-
ness to experience and school performance. A particularly striking
finding was reported by Freidman andcolleagues (Freidman etal.,
1993), who found that conscientiousness, measured during child-

hood,is associated with human longevity. People at the 75th per-
centile on conscientiousnesswereless likely (77 percentaslikely)
to die by age seventy as people at the 25th percentile. Taking into
accountcurvilinearity, Freidman andhis colleagues observed that
the magnitude of the longevity effect for conscientiousness 1s com-

parable to those of other known risk factors for mortality, including
systolic blood pressure and serum cholesterol (although Freidman’s
study does not demonstrate a causal relationship between con-
scientiousness and longevity). Conscientiousnessalso correlates
significantly (negatively) with another importantcriterion, delin-
quency (Hough, 1992; Robinset al., 1994).

Barrick and Mount’s research (1991) on the relationship be-
tween FFM constructs andjob performance focused the attention
of I/O psychologists on conscientiousness. In their meta-analysis,
they found that, among the FFM constructs, only Conscientiousness
was predictive across occupations (professionals, police officers,

managers, peoplein sales, and those in skilled or semiskilled occu-
pations) andcriteria (job proficiency, training proficiency, and per-
sonnel data). The estimated true validity of conscientiousness
equaled .22; the mean observed validity equaled .13. Also of note
wasthefact that extraversion and openness to experience corre-
lated with training proficiency. The estimated true validities, respec-
tively, were .26 (observed r= .15) and .25 (observed r= .14).



48 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

A meta-analysis by Tett, Jackson, and Rothstein (1991) yielded
results different from those of Barrick and Mount (1991). The

paper by Tett and colleagues (1991) contained apparent evidence
that the FFM constructs of Agreeableness, Openness to Experi-
ence, and Neuroticism all had substantial correlations withjob per-
formance. Estimated true correlations were .33, .27, and —.22,

respectively. (Observed mean 7s = .22, .18, and —.15.) Conscien-
tiousness was shown to have an estimated truecorrelation of .18.
(Observed mean r= .12.)

There is some controversy over the differences in these two
meta-analyses (Ones, Mount, Barrick, & Hunter, 1994; Tett, Jack-

son, Rothstein, & Reddon, 1994), but there is supportfor the find-

ing that factors other than Conscientiousness are important
predictors ofjob performance. Contrary to Barrick and Mount’s
findings (1991), Hough (1989, 1992) found that conscientiousness

was not the best predictor of performance. Using a different basic
personality taxonomy, Hough (1992) found that achievement, a

variable confounded with other variables in the FFM,was a better

predictor of importantcriteria than was conscientiousness. An
examination of correlations with meaningfullevels of validity indi-
cated that, in comparison with conscientiousness, achievement was

a better predictor of overall job performance,job proficiency,

training success, educational success, commendable behavior, sales

effectiveness, creativity, effort, and even combat effectiveness

(Hough, 1992). The only criteria that conscientiousnessscales pre-
dicted better than achievementscales were counterproductive/
irresponsible behavior, law abiding behavior, and teamwork (Hough,
1992).

Also in contrast to Barrick and Mount (1991), Hough’s data
(Hough, 1989, 1992; Houghet al., 1990) suggest that all of the
basic personality constructs she examined (including personality

constructs notincluded in the FFM) correlate at meaningfullev-

els with external outcomes when the multidimensional nature of
job performanceis considered. Moreover, her data suggest that
achievementneedsto be disentangled from conscientiousness and
extraversion andthataffiliation needs to be disentangled from
extraversion to highlight relationships with externalcriteria.

In sum, the FFM constructs clearly have externalvalidity. In
particular, conscientiousnessis a useful predictor of a variety of
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importantcriteria in both work and nonwork environments.
Nonetheless, other basic personality traits (both traits not included
andtraits included but notwell differentiated in the FFM) also

have substantial criterion-related validity—validity that is often

higher than that of the FFM factors.

Conceptualization ofTaxons as Source Traits
There is disagreement among FFM advocatesas to whetherthe

FFM factors are source traits. Goldberg and Saucier (1995; see also —

Saucier & Goldberg, in press) regard the factors as surfacetraits.
They argue that people can perceive only phenotypic attributes
and that, since the FFM factors were discovered via ratings based
on perceptionsofothers, they are appropriately regarded as induc-
tive summariesof those attributes. Goldberg and Saucier (1995)

see the FFM factors as concepts to be explained but do not assume
that they are sourcetraits. Still, they do allow for the possibility that
phenotypic personality attributes are caused by a combination of |
genetic and environmentalinfluences. In contrast, McCrae and
Costa (1994, in press) view the FFM factors as source traits. They

propose that the “Big Five” (as the five FFM factors are often
called) are biologically based and manifest themselves through
“characteristic adaptations” that are in turn manifested through
behavior. Characteristic adaptations include social skills, schemas

and strategies, attitudes, beliefs, and goals.
Behavior genetics research indicates that all of the FFM fac-

tors are heritable and thusare sourcetraits. H. J. Eysenck (1990),
for example, reviewed results from six major recent behavior
genetics studies involving twins and concludedthat personality
variables (including his extraversion, neuroticism, and psychoti-
cism constructs) are approximately 50 percentheritable. He sug-
gested that taking thereliability of the measuring instruments into
accountleadsto the conclusion that these personality traits are
approximately 60 percentheritable. Loehlin (1992) summarized
research on heritability by FFM construct and found thatall of the
FFM factors havesizable heritability coefficients. Gilbert and Ones
(1995a, 1995b) recently completed large-scale meta-analyses that
further demonstrate the heritability of FFM Agreeableness and
Conscientiousness.

Genetic causation of personality traits should manifestitself as
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differences in psychophysiology and cognitive processes (Buss,
1990; Revelle, 1995), and researchers have begun thetask of link-

ing the FFM factors (and their variants) to such constructs. Telle-

gen (1985), for example, suggested that the three higher-order
factors of the MPQ—Positive Emotionality (which is related to FFM
Extraversion), Negative Emotionality (which is related to FFM Neu-

roticism), and Constraint (whichis related to FFM Conscientious-

ness)—correspond,respectively, to Gray’s Behavioral Activation
System, Behavioral Inhibition System, and Fight/Flight System
(FFS) (1994). Though the linkage between Constraint and Gray’s
FFS seems unlikely, FFS may be related to H. J. Eysenck’s Psy-
choticism scale (Revelle, 1995). Linkages between physiological
constructs and higher-order personality traits are worth pursuing.

H. J. Eysenck hasalso investigated the physiological correlates
of personality traits. His best-known work concernsextraversion.
In brief, his theory states that introverts are more cortically aroused
than extraverts. As noted in H. J. Eysenck and M. W. Eysenck
(1985), there are really two hypotheses: (1) extraverts differ from

introverts in their typical (tonic) level of arousal, and (2) extra-

verts differ from introverts in their level of arousal after experi-
encing a stimulus(thatis, their phasic response). After reviewing
the evidence, Stelmack (1990) concluded that the data support

extraversion-related differences in people’s phasic response to

_ stimuli but notin their tonic level of arousal.
In sum,there is theory and evidence suggesting that FFM fac-

tors are sourcetraits. They are all heritable, and some work has
been donelinking FFM variables with psychophysiological struc-
tures. A great deal more research, however, is needed to more

definitively and elaborately link the FFM with underlying structures
and processes.

Inclusion ofMultiple Levels ofSpecificity

There appears to be a consensus that embedding the FFM in a

multilevel personality structure is inevitable and will have utility.
H. J. Eysenck (1991), for example, indicates that a personality trait
taxonomy mustbe hierarchicalif it is to “fit the facts” and has
developed four-level hierarchical models of his extraversion, neu-
roticism, and psychoticism constructs. The lowest level in Eysenck’s

hierarchical representations of personality traits consists of single
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acts (behaviors). The next level up consists of habits (often-

repeated behaviors). The nextlevel up consists of traits, or corre-
lated clusters of habits (for example, sociability). The highest level
consists of what Eysenckcalls types, or correlated clusters oftraits
(for example, extraversion).

R. Hogan andJ. Hogan (1992) report that the construction of
the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI) led to the discovery of “sub-
themes”related to the six broad personality dimensionsoriginally
measuredby that instrument (whichare related to the FFM fac-
tors). They subsequently operationalized these subthemes (which
they refer to as “homogeneous item composites,” or HICs) and
empirically refined them based ona criterion of internal consis-
tency. Factor analysis of the HICs has shown that mostloadsaliently
on only one of the scales measured by the HPI, thereby support-
ing a hierarchical structuring of the Hoganfactors.

Costa and McCrae (1995b; Costa, McCrae, & Dye, 1991) have

also assumedthat personality structure is hierarchical and have
identified facets of the FFM. They examinedtheliterature and
associated six facets, at roughly comparable levels of breadth, with
each of their FFM dimensions. Costa and McCrae (1995b) report

that each FFM facet loadssaliently on its associated FFM dimen-
sion, although factorial complexity does exist. Additionally, they
note that each facet possesses substantial uniqueness (in the fac-
tor-analytic sense), indicating that the facet carries meaningfulvari-
ance of its own, beyond the commonvariance shared with its
associated FFM dimension. This, they argue, supports the reason-
ableness of a multilevel personality structure.

The recurrentfinding that FFM facets load saliently on more
than one FFM dimension has led someresearchers to represent
them in the form of circumplexes rather than hierarchies. A cir-
cumplex is a two-dimensionalcircular structure.A trait’s position
on a personality circumplex dependsonits loadings on the two per-
sonality dimensionsthat define the plane of the circumplex andits
communality in the two-factor space. The best-known circumplex
in personality psychology is the interpersonalcircle (Kiesler, 1983;
Leary, 1957; Wiggins, 1979; Wiggins, Trapnell, & Phillips, 1988),
whichhas been used to representthe structure of interpersonal
traits. McCrae and Costa (1989a) have shownthatthe two inter-

personal circle dimensions correspond to FFM Extraversion and
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Agreeableness (which are a forty-five-degree rotation away from the
Dominance and Lovelabels preferred by interpersonalcircle the-
orists). Hofstee, de Raad, and Goldberg (1992) extendedthe think-

ing of interpersonal circle theorists by placing 540 trait-descriptive
adjectives on ten circumplexesrepresenting each possible pairing
of the FFM dimensions.

Goldberg (1993b) suggests that personality traits can be de-
picted by either hierarchical or circumplex representations. He
correctly observes, however, that forcing a hierarchical represen-

tation on the data will result in some loss of information. He there-
fore suggests that circumplex representations be used for basic
research on thestructure of personality traits. Note that a circum-

plex can be transformedinto a multilevel, latticelike structure,
making moreexplicit the observed multiple causation of facets by
higher-ordertraits. Such a structure, encompassing facets of FFM
Extraversion and Agreeableness, is shown in Figure 2.1.

Someresearchersbelieve that some of the FFM factors can be
embeddedhierarchically within factors that are of an even higher
order. For example, H.J. Eysenck (1991) argues that the constructs
of agreeableness and conscientiousness are lower-orderfacets of
psychoticism. Goldberg and Rosolack (1994), however, provide evi-
dence that Eysenck’s psychoticism construct is probably too broad
to be considered a cohesive basic personality construct.

Summary of the Evaluation of the FFM Against TaxonomicCriteria

The FFM has done moderately well against our taxonomiccriteria.
Thereis evidence that the modelis replicable across time, samples,
perspectives, adjective-versus-questionnaire data, and to some
extent cultures. The universality of the FFM, however, has not been

established. Moreover, the FFM needsto be replicated using meth-
ods other than factor analysis.

The model is not comprehensive, but the evidence indicates
that the FFM does indeed cover much ofthe terrain of personality
description. Othervariables that merit attention as basic personality
variables are achievement,social insight, affiliation, masculinity/

femininity (rugged individualism), and certain personality dis-
orders (or yet-to-be-specified dimensions necessary to accountfor
those personality disorders). When the criterion constructis
considered, the FFM variablesall relate to a variety of important
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real-world outcomes. Other constructs, however—constructs that

are either confounded with FFM variables or are not included in
the FFM—appearalso to correlate with external criteria (in some
cases, more highly than variables in the FFM).

Researchers have begunthe task of identifying lower-orderfacets
of the FFM and have hadlittle difficulty in identifying meaningful
facets that retain substantial predictiveness after their commonvari-
ance has been removed.It is unlikely, though, that multilevel exten-

sions of the FFM will proveto bestrictly hierarchical.
Finally, there is evidence that the FFM factors are indeed

source traits with underlying causal structures that can be invoked
to make informedpredictions. Alternative taxonomies, however,

with similar constructs (as well as additional constructs), may also

consist of source traits. Thus, while important, the heritability data
do not necessarily support the FFM over a competing taxonomy.

Need for Revision of the Five-Factor Model

Although the FFM fared moderately well against our taxonomic
criteria, its factors are somewhatelusive and in need of refinement.

This trait refinementprocessis crucial, because traits are open con-
cepts that are not amenableto strict operational definition (Meehl,
1978). Instead, provisionaltrait definitions must be inferred from

provisionallists of operational indicators (and the patternsof cor-
relations between thetraits and indicators of other constructs to
whichtheyrelate). The trait conceptions subsequently change as
the lists of indicators are revised empirically. As Meehl (1978) said,
“In psychology, as in the other sciences, part of the research aim is

precisely that of bringing aboutrevisions of concepts on the basis
of revisions of the nomological network that implicitly defines
them. We want, as Plato said, to carve natureat itsjoints” (p. 816).

Following Loevinger (1957), Tellegen and Waller (in press)

arguethatit is best to begin the exploration of a trait concept with
an overinclusive item pool—onereflecting all of the competing
rational conceptualizationsof the trait in question. Those con-
ceptualizations that do notfit the empirical facts of covariation
should be discardedasthetrait is refined, because one cannot

infer the existence ofa trait if its indicators fail to covary across
people (Cattell, 1946; Meehl, 1986; Tellegen, 1991). If an under-
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inclusive item poolis used, a trait construct may need to be ex-
panded based on examination of convergent and discriminantcor-
relations and theoretical reflection. Failure to expand and/or

refine a trait construct should result in a trait measure with less
potential for predictive utility and scientific illumination.

Have the FFM constructs been developed in such a way as to
make them likely to carve nature atits joints? Has their inherent
openness been acknowledged? Despite the large numberoftrait-

descriptive adjectives that form the basis for the FFM (Allport &
Odbert, 1936; Norman, 1967), the Goldberg and the Costa and

McCrae versions of the FFM were probably based on an under-
inclusive item pool. The exclusion of evaluative (includingself-
evaluative) and emotional terms, the exclusion by Normanoftrait-

descriptors that college undergraduates could not understand, and
the inadequaciesof the lexical approach to describing personality
scientifically (Block, 1995; Tellegen, 1993; but see Saucier & Gold-

berg, in press) all contributed to this underinclusiveness. In addi-
tion, the faceting of the NEO-PI (Costa & McCrae, 1985) andits

successor inventory, the NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992), was

done in a manner—moreconfirmatory than exploratory—that
may have resulted in nonoptimal facet constructs (and therefore
nonoptimal conceptualizations of the FFM constructs themselves).

Morespecifically, each of the NEO-PI FFM constructs is de-
fined by six facets—a numberselected based not on empirical but
on pragmatic considerations. After the facets were selected, items
were written to measure each facet. To determine which items
would ultimately be included in the NEO-PI, McCrae and Costa
factor-analyzed the items within each of the five trait domains.
They applied procrustes rotation, based on their rational assign-
ment of items to facets, to the factors they extracted. They then
selected items based onthat rotation. In ourview,this approach
was flawedin thatit did not allow the data to help shape concep-
tualization of the FFM facets (and therefore the FFM).

The construct definitions of the NEO-PI FFM could have been
adjusted at least somewhat during the course of the programmatic,

integrative research in which McCrae, Costa, and their colleagues

tried to assimilate manyofthe major existing personality instruments
into the NEO-PI. During the course of this research, the NEO-PI fac-
tors were related to the California Psychological Inventory (McCrae,
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Costa, & Piedmont, 1993), the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire

(McCrae & Costa, 1985), the Revised Interpersonal Adjective Scales

(McCrae & Costa, 1989a), the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (McCrae
& Costa, 1989b), the Personality Research Form (Costa & McCrae,

1988), and the California Q-Set (Lanning, 1994; McCrae, Costa, &

Busch, 1986), among other inventories. McCrae and Costa (in

press) state that “the continuing value ofstudies relating the FFM
to other systemsis in deepening conceptualization ofthe five fac-
tors and in reconceptualizing other systems.” Part of this “deep-
ening,” however, should include deliberate conceptual adjustment

of McCrae and Costa’s own FFM.This sort of conceptual adjust-
ment should not be frequentorwilly-nilly, certainly; but it must
occur. Accuracy of prediction depends on the quality of the pre-
dictor taxonomy(as well as the criterion taxonomy).

Incrementing Criterion-Related Validity

Historically, a major concern overthe use of personality constructs
for predicting behavior has beentheirrelatively low level ofvalidity.
In addition to having a better taxonomyofpersonality constructs,
there are at least two other ways to incrementthe criterion-related
validity of personality variables for predicting behavior. One wayis
to combinebasic personality traits into compoundtraits that are
designed to predict particular criteria. The other wayis to identify
and take into account moderatorvariables. In this section, we

define and distinguish basic and compoundtraits and describe
four compoundpersonality measures (integrity, customerservice,

managementpotential, and sales potential) and the validities asso-
ciated with them.In addition, we identify variables that moderate
criterion-related validity and dispel some myths aboutvariables
thought to moderate criterion-related validity.

Compound Personality Variables

Wedistinguish two kinds of personality traits: basic personality
traits and compoundtraits (sometimes called “emergent” traits).
For purposesofthis discussion, we define a basic personality trait as
a personality variable that meets the standardtests of internal con-
sistency, temporal stability, and conceptual coherence. Compound
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personality traits are comprised of basic personality traits that do
notall covary. In I/O psychology, compoundtraits arise when
researchers seek to synthesize a personality constructbyfirst iden-
tifying the criterion constructs they wantto predict and then iden-
tifying basic personality variables that will maximally predict those
criteria. Because this process involves customized combinations of
basic personality traits specifically targeted to certain criterion con-
structs, the criterion-related validity of compoundtraits should
exceed that of basic personality traits. In the following sections, we

discuss several promising compoundtraits.

Integrity Measures and Their Validity

Integrity tests are designed to assess employee theft and other coun-
terproductive behaviors. Sackett, Burris, and Callahan (1989) clas-

sified integrity tests into overt tests, which directly assess attitudes
toward theft and dishonestandillegal acts, and personality-basedtests,
which are designed to predict a broad range of counterproductive
behaviors. The use of integrity tests has increased substantially over
the past decade, partly because use of the polygraphis nowillegal
for employmentscreening in manyjobs (Camara & D. L. Schneider,
1994). Indeed,the useofintegrity tests is so commonthat the
American Psychological Association empaneled a task force to
assess the usefulness of commercially available tests for predicting
untrustworthiness (Goldberg, Grenier, Guion, Sechrest, & Wing,

1991).
Ones, Viswesvaran, and Schmidt (1993) conducteda large-scale

meta-analysis of integrity test validities. The results showed that
integrity tests possess impressive criterion-related validity. For exam-
ple, both overt and personality-based integrity tests correlated with
measures of broad counterproductive behaviors such as violence
on the job, tardiness, and absenteeism. The researchers reported
a mean estimatedtruevalidity of .29 (observed mean r= .20; total
n = 93,092) between personality-based integrity tests and external
measures of broad counterproductive behaviorcriteria (with appli-
cant samples and predictive validity designs) and a mean estimated
true validity of .39 (observed mean r= .27; total n = 5,598) between

overt integrity tests and counterproductive behaviors (with appli-
cantsamples and predictive validity designs). With supervisory rat-
ings of overalljob performanceas the criterion, the mean estimated
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true validity of integrity tests across overt and personality-based

measuresin applicantsettings with a predictive validity design was

.41 (observed mean r= .25; total n = 7,550).

Ones, Schmidt, and Viswesvaran (1994) addressed the construct

validity of integrity measures.Integrity tests have typically been
linked primarily to FFM Conscientiousness (Collins & Schmidt,
1993; Oneset al., 1993), although Kanfer, Ackerman, Murtha, and

Goff (1995) also noted a link to Emotional Stability. Ones, Schmidt,

and Viswesvaran (1994), however, argue that integrity tests derive
their predictive power by tappinginto a higher-order personality
factor consisting of three of the FFM factors: Conscientiousness,

Agreeableness, and EmotionalStability. Their meta-analysis, based
on thousandsofcases, indicates that the estimated true intercorre-

lations of Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and EmotionalStabil-
ity range from .25 to .27 (Ones, Schmidt,et al., 1994). Moreover,

integrity correlated .42 with Conscientiousness, .40 with Agree-
ableness, and .33 with Emotional Stability. Correlations between
integrity and the other two FFM dimensions, Extraversion and

Opennessto Experience, were considerably lower.
Hough’s data (1992) also bear on the constructvalidity of in-

tegrity. Included in her meta-analysis of the validities of nine basic
personality traits was a counterproductivity criterion which she
labeled “irresponsible behavior.” She defined thatcriterion as “poor

attendance, counterproductive behavior, numberof disciplinary
actions, notfollowing directions, being absent without authori-
zation, use of drugs (including alcohol) on the job” (p. 151). She
found observed mean correlations of —.19, —.24, -.15, and —.08 for

achievement, dependability, adjustment, and agreeableness,
respectively, in sample sizes of 19,476, 98,676, 21,431, and 24,259,

respectively. (Hough, in her meta-analytic work, codesthe sign of
a validity coefficient to indicate the direction of the relationship
with the definition of the criterion construct. For example, achieve-

ment, dependability, adjustment, and agreeablenessall correlate
negatively with poor attendance, counterproductive behavior,
numberofdisciplinary actions, and so on. Thus a —.20 in Hough’s
data is the same as a +.20 in data found in Onesetal., 1993.)

Hough’s data suggest that agreeableness correlates only modestly
with counterproductive behavior but that three basic personality
characteristics—achievement, dependability, and adjustment—
could be combinedto predict counterproductive behavior quite well.
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Ones, Schmidt, et al. (1994) suggest that integrity functions
in the personality domain muchasgdoesin the cognitive ability
domain. Some performancecriteria, however, are either unre-

lated to or are negatively related to the basic personality char-
acteristics that Ones, Schmidt, et al. (1994) suggest comprise
integrity (conscientiousness, agreeableness, and adjustment). For
example, in Hough’s meta-analysis (1992), creativity, an impor-
tant criterion for many endeavors, is negatively correlated with all
three of the basic personality traits that appear to comprise in-
tegrity. That is, dependability, agreeableness, and adjustmentcor-
relate with creativity —.07, —.29, and —.05 (uncorrected), respectively

(Hough, 1992). Executive performance is another importantcri-
terion that personality characteristics other than integrity appear
to predict. Bray and Howard (1983) report that need for advance-
ment and inner work standards are important determinants of
managerial/executive performance. Bentz (1984) reports that
sociability, social ascendancy, and self-confidence are important
predictors of executive performance. Hough (1992), in her meta-
analysis, found that potency and achievementbothcorrelate .18
(uncorrected) with overall managerial/executive performance,

whereas dependability, adjustment, and agreeablenesscorrelate,

respectively, —.03, .11, .07 (uncorrected) with overall manager-

ial/executive performance.
Integrity measuresclearly predict importantcriteria, and the

numberof correlations and sample sizes in the Oneset al. (1993)
meta-analysis are very impressive. Nevertheless, webelieve thatit
is premature to suggest that integrity functions in the personality
domain as g doesin the cognitive ability domain. While relatively
fewer people may occupyjobsthat require creativity or executive
talent, those positions are clearly important to the world of work.
Indeed, if one comparesthevalidity coefficients for personality
traits for differentjob families (for example, service jobs versus
managerial jobs) and differentjob performance constructs (for
example, creativity versus counterproductive behavior), traits
besidesintegrity are likely to be important.

Customer Service Measures and Their Validity

After integrity, the job requirements—based personality construct
that seemsto be receiving the most attention is customerservice
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orientation. Given that our economyis substantially more than half
service-oriented, it is hardly surprising that the prediction of
service-oriented behavior has becomeincreasingly important.

The available evidence indicates that the criterion-related valid-
ity of customerservice orientation measuresis impressive. McDaniel
and Frei (1994) performed a meta-analysis of customer service mea-
sures and reported a meanestimated truevalidity of .50 between
customerservice and job performance (total n = 6,945). They
foundthat the validity of customerservice measuresdid not differ
depending on whetherjob performancewasassessed globally or by
measures that targeted customerservice behaviors. A possible expla-
nation forthis findingis thatjobs included in the studies may have
been customerservicejobs for which the overalljob performance

criterion was customerservice.
Costa and McCrae (1995b) provide useful information regard-

ing the constructvalidity of the customerservice construct by cor-
relating their FFM facet scales withJ. Hogan and R. Hogan’s Service

Orientation scale (1986). These data indicate that service orienta-

tion is primarily associated with the Emotional Stability (Neuroti-
cism), Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness domains—the same

three constructs that Ones, Schmidt, et al. (1994) suggest comprise
integrity. Within the Emotional Stability (Neuroticism) domain, the
facet scale Angry Hostility correlates most highly with Service Ori-
entation (r= -—.62, p< .001), and the facet scale Vulnerability cor-

relates least highly (r= —.22, p< .05). Within the Agreeableness
domain, Compliance correlates most highly with Service Orien-
tation (r= .52, p< .00), and Trust correlatesleast highly (r= .21,
p< .05). Finally, within the Conscientiousness domain,the facet

scales Dutifulness and Deliberation correlate most highly with Ser-
vice Orientation (7's = .35 and .30, respectively; both p< .001),
whereas AchievementStriving is uncorrelated with Service Orien-
tation (r=-.01, ns).

Construct validity data provided by McDaniel and Frei (1994)
provide a somewhatdifferent picture of customerservice orienta-
tion. Their data indicate that customerservice orientation relates
primarily to FFM Agreeableness, Emotional Stability, and Extra-
version. Their data also indicate that customerservice orientation
appearsto be largely independentof cognitive ability and is only
moderately related to social interests. Examination of the highest
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correlations between customerservice and othervariables sug-
gests that an individual whois customerservice-oriented can be
characterized as resilient and coolheaded; cautious, planful, and

thoughtful; willing to cooperate and defer to others; willing to
adhereto strict standards of conduct; and interested in helping
others and providing them service (Costa & McCrae, 1985; Costa,

McCrae,& Dye, 1991; R. Hogan &J. Hogan, 1992).

ManagementPotential Measures and Their Validity

Identification of the characteristics of a good manager has been
an abiding interest of I/O psychologists; fortunately, the predic-
tion of managementsuccesshasattracted the attention of person-
ality researchersas well. For example, Gough (1984) developed a
Managerial Potential scale using an empirical keying strategy. Both
managerial interests and managerial competence were usedascri-
teria to select items from a large pool of California Psychological
Inventory (CPI) items (Gough, 1987). J. Hogan and R. Hogan

(1986) also developed a Managerial Potential scale. They devel-
oped their scale by correlating homogeneous item composites

(HICs) from the HPI with organizational level attained by employ-
ees in a trucking firm. The HICsthat correlated most highly with
this organizational-level variable were retained. Together, they
formeda fifty-seven-item scale.

Gough (1984) reported a cross-validated correlation of .20
between the CPI Managerial Potential scale andjob performance
in a sample of 143 male military officers. J. Hogan and R. Hogan
(1986) reported that their Managerial Potential scale correlated

.30, .29, and .26 with supervisory ratings of interpersonalrelations,
organizational skills, and overalljob performance, respectively, in
a sample of 108 insurance underwriters and claimsanalysts. They
also reported an uncorrected correlation of .28 between their Man-
agerial Potential scale and ratings of 103 public school principals
by school superintendents.

Costa and McCrae (1995b) correlated their FFM facet scales

with both the Gough (1984) and the J. Hogan and R. Hogan
(1986) Managerial Potential scales. Interestingly, the general pat-
tern of correlationsis the same for both scales, but the magnitude
of the correlations tends to be muchlarger for the J. Hogan and
R. Hogan Managerial Potential scale. (This is perhaps not a
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surprising finding, since the HPI is an FFM derivative.) Based on
Costa and McCrae’s data (1995b), one can conclude that man-

agerial potential is most strongly associated with FFM Conscien-
tiousness, Emotional Stability, and Extraversion. For the J. Hogan
and R. Hoganscale, there is also a moderate association with sev-
eral Openness to Experience facets. The Goughscale is more
highly related to facets of Agreeableness than is the J. Hogan and
R. Hogan Managerial Potentialscale.

Do the basic personality variables that have been linked to
managerial potential predict managerial performance? Hough’s
meta-analysis (1992) indicates that potency (FFM Extraversion

withouttheaffiliation component) and adjustment do indeed cor-
relate with managerial performance. Potency correlated .18

(uncorrected) with managerial job proficiency, and adjustment
correlated .11 (uncorrected) with managerialjob proficiency. On
the other hand, dependability correlated —.03 (uncorrected) with

managerial job proficiency, whereas achievementcorrelated .18

(uncorrected) with managerialjob proficiency.

Sales Potential Measures and Their Validity

J. Hogan and R. Hogan (1986) also developed a Sales Potential
scale. They used a deductive scale developmentstrategy to assem-

ble a twenty-four-item scale. They then administered the HPI to

127 (primarily male) sales representatives in a large truckingfirm.
Sales representatives’ Sales Potential scale scores correlated
between .22 and .57 (all p< .09) with (1) sales manager nomina-
tions of sales representatives they would take with them if asked to
open a newregionalsales office, (2) ratings by the vice president
of sales, and (3) sales revenue produced.

Costa and McCrae (1995b) found that the J. Hogan and R.
Hogan (1986) Sales Potential scale correlated most highly with facets
ofExtraversion (although not with the Gregariousness or Excitement

Seekingfacet scales), Openness to Experience (with the exception
of the Valuesfacet scale, which reflects a tolerant, broad-minded,

nonconformingattitude towardlife), and Agreeableness.It is in-
teresting to note that the Sales Potential scale correlated negatively
with several facets of Agreeableness: Straightforwardness (r= —.36,
p< .001), Compliance (r= -—.32, p< .001), and Modesty (r= -—.48,

p< .001). Taken together, these data suggest that the effective sales-
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personis not direct and frank with others; is not meek, mild, and

cooperative; and is not humble (Costa, McCrae, & Dye, 1991).

Dothebasic personality variables that have been linked tosales
potential predict a sales effectiveness criterion? Hough (1992), who
includedsales effectiveness as onejob performance constructin her
meta-analysis, found that potency (FFM Extraversion without the
affiliation component), affiliation, and Intellectance (Opennessto
Experience) do indeedcorrelate with sales effectiveness. She
reported uncorrected mean correlations of .25, .19, and .15, respec-

tively, with sales effectiveness. In addition, other basic personality

variables—variables apparently not includedin the J. Hogan and
R. Hogan Sales Potential measure—correlate with sales effectiveness.
For example, Bluen, Barling, and Burns (1990) foundthat achieve-

mentstriving correlated .18 (uncorrected) with insurance policies
sold. Similarly, Hough (1992) found that achievementcorrelated .27
(uncorrected) with sales effectiveness. (Dependability, on the other

hand,correlated only .06 with sales effectiveness.) Hough also found

that locus of control correlated .19 (uncorrected) with sales effec-

tiveness. These data suggest that, in addition to Extraversion, Open-

ness to Experience, and Agreeableness, other basic personality

variables should be includedin a sales potential measure.

Summary of Validity ofCompound Personality Variables

Several compoundpersonality traits have been identified by various

researchers. Someofthese traits have been shown to possess high

criterion-related validities. Meta-analyses of integrity and customer

service orientation measuresindicate that the criterion-relatedvalidi-

ties associated with those measuresfar surpass Mischel’s r= .30 pre-

diction barrier (1968). These compoundvariables are combinations

of personality traits and, when properly constructed, should out-

predict basic personality traits. Thus development of management

potential and sales potential measures should benefit from meta-

analysesofvalidities of basic personality scales with appropriate cri-

teria (such as managerial andsales effectiveness).

Nonmythical ModeratorVariables

Both basic personality traits and compoundpersonality traits pre-

dictjob performancecriteria. Creating compoundvariables can
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and does incrementthe personality-performancerelationship. Tak-
ing into account moderatorsofthe relationship betweenper-
sonality and job performance can further increment, as well as
illuminate, criterion-related validities. Indeed, some personality
variables that appearto be essentially uncorrelated with perfor-
mancecriteria correlate substantially withjob performance when
various moderators of the personality-performancerelationship
are considered. Type ofjob, criterion construct, criterion mea-
surement method,validation strategy, type of situation, and rater

perspective are all examplesofvariables that appear to moderate
personality-performancerelationships.

Type ofJob

Commonsense suggests that certain personality traits will be pre-
dictive ofjob performanceonlyfor certain types ofjobs, and the
available evidence supports this assertion. In Barrick and Mount’s
meta-analysis (1991), for example, FFM Extraversion was a stronger
(thoughstill weak) correlate ofjob performance in managerial
andsalesjobs than in professional, police, and skilled/semiskilled
jobs. Similarly, in Hough’s meta-analysis (1992), substantially dif-
ferent criterion-related validities were observed for managers and
executives than for health care workers. For example, measures of
dependability and agreeableness correlated more highly with job
proficiency for health care workers (mean uncorrected 7’s = .24 and
.19, respectively) than for managers and executives (mean uncor-
rected 71's = —.03 and .07, respectively). Potency, however, was more
highly correlated withjob proficiency for managers and executives
than it was for health care workers (mean uncorrected 7’s = .18

and .05, respectively). Ghiselli’s research (1966) also suggests that
type ofjob moderatesthe criterion-related validity of personality
variables.

Criterion Construct

There is now a substantial amountof evidencethat the predictive-
ness of most personality variables depends uponthecriteria being
predicted. For example, Hough (1992) coded thecriterion variables
used in the studies includedin her meta-analysis into categories
including (1) overalljob performance, (2) training success, (3) edu-
cational success, (4) technical proficiency, (5) counterproductive/

_ ee oe
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irresponsible behavior, (6) law-abiding behavior, (7) sales effective-

ness, (8) creativity, (9) effort, and (10) combateffectiveness. Each

personality variable correlated differently with this set of criteria, and
each of the constructs in Hough’s taxonomycorrelated substantially
with at least onecriterion.

Results of Project A, a significantvalidation study fundedby the
ArmyResearch Institute during muchof the 1980s, also provides
evidencethat personality scales correlate differently with different
criteria. In that project, five broad performance constructs—tech-
nical proficiency, general soldiering proficiency, effort and lead-
ership, personal discipline, and physical fitness and military
bearing—were developed. A variety of measures were used to
obtain criterion scores for soldiers on these five constructs, includ-

ing supervisory ratings, job-knowledgetests, work samples, and per-
sonnel records. (See J. P. Campbell, McHenry, & Wise, 1990, and

C. H. Campbellet al., 1990, for a complete description ofthesecri-
terion variables.) The predictor measures included cognitive abil-
ity, perceptual/psychomotorability, personality, and interest scales.
(See Peterson et al., 1990, or various chapters in a book edited by
J. P. Campbell, 1996, for a complete description of the predictor
measures.) In a sample of 4,039 soldiers in nine military occupa-
tional specialties, the cognitive and perceptual/psychomotorabil-
ity tests provided the best prediction ofjob-specific and general
task proficiency, while the personality composite provided the best
prediction of expending extra effort, supporting peers, and ex-
hibiting personal discipline (Houghetal., 1990; McHenry, Hough,
Toquam, Hanson, and Ashworth, 1990).

Moreover, the personality scales differentially predicted effort
andleadership and personal discipline (Houghetal., 1990). That
is, the dependability scales, which were developedto predict the
personal discipline criterion, did, in fact, predict the personal dis-
cipline criterion better than anyof the other predictors. Similarly,
the surgency and achievementpersonality scales, which were devel-
oped to predict the effort and leadership criterion, did,in fact,
predict the effort and leadership criterion better than anyof the
other predictors. Uncorrected validities were in the mid twenties
for personality scales and their targeted criterion. (Sample size
ranged from 7,666 to 8,477.)

Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) also provided evidence that
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personality variables predict criterion constructs differentially. They
correlated the personality scales of the Assessment of Background
and Life Experiences (ABLE; Hough, Barge, & Kamp, 1996)
with supervisory ratings of the task performance and contextual
performance of 715 Air Force mechanics. Task performanceis
defined as activities that (1) contribute directly to the transforma-

tion of raw materials into finished products and (2) support core
technical activities; whereas contextual performance refersto activi-
ties that supportthe social and psychological environments of orga-
nizations (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). According to Borman and
Motowidlo (1993), contextual activities include the following:

e Volunteering for tasks that are not formally part of thejob
¢ Persisting with extra enthusiasm or effort when necessary to

complete one’s own task activities successfully
¢ Helping, cooperating with, andassisting co-workers
¢ Following organizational rules and procedures even whenitis

personally inconvenient

e Supporting organizational goals

Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994) showed, through hierar-

chical regression, that the ratings of task and contextual perfor-
mancewerelargely independent. Each contributed significantly
and substantially to ratings of overall performance after the other
had already been entered as an independentvariable into a regres-
sion equation. They also showed that four out of the six ABLE con-

tent scales correlated significantly more highly with contextual
performance than with task performance. Moreover, each ofthe
six ABLE contentscales correlated significantly and positively with
contextual performance (correlations ranged from .11 for Domi-
nance to .36 for Work Orientation); only two of the six scales
(Work Orientation and Dependability) correlated significantly with
task performance.

Gellatly, Paunonen, Meyer, Jackson, and Goffin (1991) investi-
gated the relationships betweenvarious individual difference vari-
ables and six job performance dimensions in a sample of 114
managers employedin a large food-service organization. The six
dimensions, derived from ajob analysis, were public relations,
administration, communication (written and oral), management,
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policy (following operational policies and procedures), and routine
(conducting routine job tasks). Amongthe individualdifference
variables includedin this study were six personality dimensions
derived from a principal components analysis of the Personality

Research Form-E (PRF; Jackson, 1984). Gellatly and his colleagues
foundthat three of the six PRF components correlated significantly
with at least one of the six criteria, and each correlatedsignificantly
with differentcriteria.

Criterion Measurement Method

The usefulness of distinguishing between different criterion mea-
surement methods was demonstrated in Barrick and Mount’s meta-
analysis (1991). In oneanalysis, criteria were categorized into
objective and subjective criteria. Only the FFM Conscientiousness
construct had meaningfullevels of validity for both subjective and

objective criteria. It correlated .14 (estimated true correlation) with

objective criteria and .26 (estimated true correlation) with subjec-
tive ratings. Ones, Viswesvaran, and Schmidt (1993) compared the
validity of integrity tests for predicting overall job performance
using supervisory ratings and production recordscriteria. They
foundthat integrity tests correlated .35 (estimated true correla-
tion) with supervisory ratings of overall job performance (subjec-
tive criteria) and .28 (estimated true correlation) with production

records (objective criteria). In addition, Oneset al. (1993) com-

paredthevalidities of integrity tests for predicting counterpro-
ductive criteria using admissions versus external measures of
counterproductive criteria. They found thatintegrity tests corre-
lated .58 (estimated true correlation) with admissions of counter-

productivity and .32 (estimated true correlation) with externally
measured counterproductivity. These findings suggest that the
methodof criterion measurement moderatesvalidity.

Type ofSituation

Both theory and data indicate that the situation affects personality-
performancerelationships. One way to conceptualizesituationsis
in terms of their strength. Situational strength is the extent to
which a situation provides clearly communicated incentives and
expectations that induce people to behave similarly (Mischel,
1977). Behavior in “strong”situationsis thus similar regardless of
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the individual differences of the people. Funerals and weddings
are strongsituations; being alone in one’s bedroom is not.

Barrick and Mount(1993), in their study of U.S. Armycivilian
managers, tested the hypothesis that personality would predict bet-
ter in jobs characterized by low situational strength than in jobs
characterized by highsituational strength. They contendedthat
high-autonomyjobs tend to be low in situational strength and low-
autonomyjobstend to be highin situational strength. They tested
their hypothesis using a moderated multiple regression strategy.
They regressed supervisory performanceratings on each of the
FFM factors, a measure ofjob autonomy, andthe cross-productof
personality and autonomytotest for the hypothesized interactions.
They entered managerial grade level and type of supervision (mil-

itary versuscivilian) first, to control for possible effects of those fac-
tors on the personality-performancerelationship. Barrick and
Mountfoundsignificant personality-by-autonomyinteractionsfor
FFM Conscientiousness, Extraversion, and Agreeableness.

If autonomyis an indicator of complexity, the Barrick and

Mount(1993) results are similar to, but also intriguingly different
from, the meta-analyses of Ones, Viswesvaran, and Schmidt (1993)

and Ones, Schmidt, and Viswesvaran (1994), which addressed the

criterion-related and constructvalidity of integrity measures. Ones,
Viswesvaran, and Schmidt (1993) found thatjob complexity mod-

erates the criterion-related validity of integrity tests. Ones, Schmidt,

and Viswesvaran (1994) found that integrity consists of the FFM
factors of Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and EmotionalSta-

bility. In the Barrick and Mountstudy, Agreeableness was negatively
related tojob performance in managerialjobs high in complexity.
In the Ones, Viswesvaran, and Schmidt (1993) meta-analysis,

integrity, ofwhich Agreeablenessis a part, was positively related to
job performanceinjobs high in complexity. This anomaly high-
lights the importanceof the personality taxonomythatI/O re-
searchers use, as well as the importance of understanding the
nomological net of each construct.

I/O psychology would benefit from additional programmatic
research on situational strength. R. J. Schneider and Hough
(1995), for example, suggested that normsand roles are sources
of situational strength in organizations, because both generate
expected sets of behaviors. Behavioral normsserve to integrate
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organizational behaviorin that they constrain everyone’s behavior,
whereasroles serve to differentiate organizational behavior by con-
straining the behavior of role occupants only (Katz & Kahn, 1978).

Anotherpotential source of situational strength may, para-

doxically, be people. People are,after all, situations from the
perspective of those with whom theyinteract. It is possible, for ex-
ample, that individuals who are high on dominanceare stronger
“situations” than individuals who are low onthattrait. Certainly,
good leadership involvescreating a situational press that fosters
the expression of desired personality characteristics and inhibits
the expression of undesired characteristics.

Rater Perspective

Mount, Barrick, and Strauss (1994) provided evidence that rater

perspective affects the correlation between ratings of personality
characteristics and ratings ofjob performance. They obtainedself-
ratings of basic personality traits from 105 sales representatives
employed in a large appliance manufacturing organization. In
addition, they obtained observer(that is, supervisor, co-worker, and

customer)ratings of the personality characteristics of the sales
representatives. They correlated the personality ratings with super-
visor and co-workerratings of the sales representatives’ job per-
formance. Job performanceratings were based onjob knowledge,
quality of work, quantity of work, initiative, customer communica-

tion, account management, interpersonal skills, commitmentto
the job, andjob attitude. Mountet al. (1994) foundthatself-
ratings of personality traits typically had lowercorrelations with per-
formanceratings than did observer ratings. For example, customer
ratings of the sales representatives’ personality characteristics of
extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness correlated sub-

stantially higher with both supervisor and co-workerratings of the
sales representatives’ job performancethan didself-ratings of those
personality characteristics. In the case of Extraversion and Agree-

ableness, the correlation betweenself-ratings and the performance
criteria did not even reachstatistical significance.

Similarly, Nilsen (1995) had a group of 131 executives respond
to personality and performance measures; managers, peers, and
subordinates who hadclose workingrelationships with the execu-
tives were also asked to respond. Herfindingsare similar to those
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reported by Mountet al. (1994): concurrentvalidities of personal-
ity scales against performance measureswere higher for personality

descriptions made by others than for the executives’ self-descriptions.
Nilsen’s results are likely to be more robust than the similar find-
ing by Mountand colleagues, however, because the personality
inventory and the performance measures were not completed by
the sameothers. Instead, Nilsen randomly assigned the knowl-
edgeable others to two groups—one to complete the personality

inventory and the other to complete the performance description
scales. :

One must be cautious, however, in interpreting these results.

Validities of supervisor, co-worker, and customerratings of per-
sonality are likely to be inflated to an unknown degree by common

methodvariance. Thatis, the predictor and criterion measures(in
this case) share an “other” perspective. As pointed out by Mount
and colleagues (1994), however, inflated correlations mayalso be
accounted for by the fact that personality ratings provided by

supervisors, co-workers, and customers are based on manifestations

of personality in worksituations, whereasself-ratings of personal-
ity are likely to be based onself-observationsacross both work and
nonworksituations. People may display different personality-
related behaviors in work environments than they do in otherenvi-

| ronments.

Validation Strategy

Validation strategy—concurrentversus predictive—appears to
moderate many personality-performance relationships. Whether
it moderatesall personality-performancerelationships, however,is
unclear.

Hough (1996) conducted a meta-analysis of criterion-related
validity coefficients of personality constructs for various perfor-
mance constructs separately for concurrent and predictive validity
strategies. A comparison of the observed concurrentand predictive
validity coefficients indicated that predictive coefficients were on
average .07 points lower than the concurrentvalidity coefficients.
Furthermore, the size of the difference in validity coefficients de-
pendedon thecriterion construct. The largest differences between
observed concurrentand predictive validities were for the criterion
counterproductive behavior. Observed validity coefficients (across
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personality variables) for that criterion for predictive validity stud-
ies were, on average, 115 points lower than the observed coefficients
for concurrentvalidity studies.

Oneset al. (1993) examined the validity of integrity tests sep-

arately by type of validation strategy. They foundthat for concur-
rent validation strategies, integrity tests correlated .56 (estimated
true correlation) with counterproductive behaviors; whereas for
predictive validation strategies, integrity tests correlated .36 (esti-
mated true correlation) with counterproductive behaviors. They

state that “these results suggest that concurrentvalidities might
overestimate predictive validities” (p. 690). However, when they
examinedonly personality-based integrity tests and the criteria
were broad external measures of counterproductive behavior
(rather than theft and personal admissions), the correlation for
the concurrentvalidation strategy (using employees) was .29 (esti-
matedtrue correlation). They found the samelevel ofvalidity (.29)

for the predictive validation strategy (using applicants). Thus con-
clusions derived from Onesetal.’s fully hierarchical moderator
analysis (which is more relevant to understandingthe validity of

personality variables than analyses that include overt measuresof
integrity) suggest that validation strategy does not moderatevalid-
ity of personality-based integrity measures. |

Additional research is needed to determine whethervalidation
strategy moderates the relationship between integrity measures and
counterproductive behavior. Nonetheless, validation strategy does
appear to moderate many personality-performance relationships.

Mythical Moderators

In this section, we describe evidence that suggests that social desir-
ability, validation strategy, and mode of administration (computer
versus paper-and-pencil administration)—variables thought to be
promising as moderators—donotappear to affect validities of per-
sonality measures.

Social Desirability

Concern aboutthe effect of the social desirability of self-report
items on response-option endorsementhasa longhistoryin per-
sonality psychology. Many psychologists believe that intentional
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responsedistortion (or “impression management”)in self-report
measuresattenuatesthe validity of self-reports for personnel de-
cisions. For example, Kluger, Reilly, and Russell (1991) state that
“response distortion . . . should in turn lead to loweredvalidity”
(p. 896). Indeed, the possibility of response distortion is often cited
as one of the main arguments against using personality measures

to aid in selection, placement, and otherstaffing decisions.

Theevidenceis clear. People can, when instructed to do so, dis-
tort their responsesin the desired direction (for example, Borislow,

1958; Dunnett, Koun, & Barber, 1981; Dunnette, McCartney, Carl-

son, & Kirchner, 1962; Houghetal., 1990; Schwab, 1971; Thornton

& Gierasch, 1980). However, the extent of distortion in real-life

applicantsettings is not as greatas the distortion that results when

participants are instructed to slant their responses (Dunnetteetal.,
1962; Houghetal., 1990; Michaelis & H. J. Eysenck, 1971; Ryan &

Sackett, 1987).

Research examining the impact of intentional distortion on
criterion-related validity favors the conclusion that such distortion

doesnotattenuate the criterion-related validity of personality scales.
Evidencethat intentional distortion that occursin real-life appli-
cant settings lowerscriterion-related validity comes from research
by Dunnette et al. (1962) and someanalyses by Onesetal. (1993)
comparing concurrentand predictive validities. Evidence thatin-
tentional distortion in real-life applicant settings does not affect
criterion-relatedvalidity comes from (1) in-depth analyses by Ones
and colleagues comparing predictive and concurrentvalidities of
personality-based versus overt integrity measures; (2) studies by
Paajanen (1988) examining differencesin criterion-related validity

between applicants whohadslanted their responses and those who
had been frank; (3) a study by Houghetal. (1990) thatspecifically
examinedthe effect of overly desirable respondingandits affect on
validity; (4) a study by Christiansen, Goffin, Johnston, and Roth-

stein (1994) examiningthe criterion-related validities of uncor-

rected Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF; Cattell,

Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970) personality scale scores and scale scores
that were corrected for intentional distortion; and (5) an analysis
in a series of studies by Cunningham, Wong, and Barbee (1994)
involving partialing social desirability out of the correlation between
an integrity measure anda criterion measure. Thesefive groups of
studies involve thousandsof cases, whereas the Dunnette study
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involved validities from only two samples—onewith a samplesize
of 45, and the other, a samplesize of 159. In summary, intentional

distortion does not appearto affect criterion-related validity neg-
atively, as is often assumed.

Administration Mode

Individual difference measures are increasingly administered via
computers. With this increase has come concern that computer-
administered tests result in different mean scores than paper-

and-pencil tests. For self-report inventories, some people have
hypothesized that computer administration reduces the tendency
to describe oneself in a socially desirable manner (Booth-Kewley,
Edwards, & Rosenfeld, 1992). In other words, these people expect
scale scores to be lower when questions are computer-admuinistered.

Research comparing computerized versus paper-and-pencil
attitude and personality questionnaires suggests that mode of
administration haslittle or no effect on the level of socially desir-
able responding, however. Several studies have found that the two
types of administration yield very similar results (Booth-Kewleyet

al., 1992; Kantor, 1991; Katz & Dalby, 1981; Lukin, Dowd, Plake, &

Kraft, 1985; Millstein, 1987; Rosenfeld, Doherty, Vicino, Kantor, &

Greaves 1989; Rozensky, Honor, Rasinski, Tovian, & Herz, 1986;

Skinner & Allen, 1983; D. M. White, Clements, & Fowler, 1985; Wil-

son, Genco, & Yager, 1985). A few studies have found greater

socially desirable responding with computerized administration
(for example, Davis & Cowles, 1989; Lautenschlager & Flaherty,

1990; and Schuldberg, 1988), and a few studies have found that

computer administration results in less socially desirable respond-
ing (for example, Evan & Miller, 1969; Kiesler & Sproull, 1986). On

balance, however, mode of administration does not appear to affect

thelevel of socially desirable responding (and hence mean scores).
This being the case, it would also seem unlikely that modeof ad-
ministration acts as a moderatorof the personality-performance
relationship.

Summary of Moderator Variable Research

The literature reviewed suggests that type ofjob, criterion con-
struct, criterion measurement method (objective versus subjective),

validation strategy (for several variables), and type of situation
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affect personality-performancerelationships, while social desir-
ability and administration mode do not. Researchis less clear
about the effects of rater perspective. Preliminary evidence sug-
gests that rater perspective mightaffect the validity of personality
variables.

Summary

Personality taxonomieshave provided the organizing principles
that have enabled personality researchers to establish relationships
between personality constructs (taxons) and importantlife- and
job-related criteria—relationships that had been obscured previ-

ously becausecorrelation coefficients were summarized across per-
sonality constructs (or taxons). I/O personality researchers have
used different taxonomies to organize and summarizetheir data,
and different conclusions have resulted. ‘Thus, while having a tax-
onomyis important, the nature of the taxonomyis also important.

Anybasic personality taxonomythat is a contenderfor use by

I/O psychologists should (1) consist of traits that have been repli-
cated, (2) be comprehensive, (3) have external correlates, (4) con-

sist of sourcetraits, and (5) consist of multiple levels of traits. The

Five-Factor Modelofpersonality (consisting of Extraversion, Agree-
ableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, and Opennessto

Experience) did moderately well against ourcriteria:

1. The FFM factors have shown impressive replicability in some
areas but need further replication in others. They have been
replicated across time and samples, across self and peer data,
and across adjective and questionnaire measures. However,

they need to be replicated using a scientific method other than
factor analysis. The FFM factors have shown evidenceofcross-
cultural replicability as well, but their status as cross-cultural
universals has by no meansbeenestablished.

2. The FFM is not comprehensive, though the evidence indicates

that it does indeed cover muchofthe terrain of personality
description. Additional variables that merit attention as pos-
sible basic personality variables are achievement, social insight,
affiliation, masculinity/femininity (rugged individualism), and
various personality disorders (or yet-to-be-discovered person-
ality variables necessary to accountfor those disorders).
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3. All of the FFM factors have external validity if the multi-
dimensional nature of the job performance domainis taken
into account. Other constructs, however—constructs that are »

either confounded or are not well conceptualized by the

FFM—appearto correlate more highly with externalcriteria

than FFM variables.
4, Thereis evidence that the FFM factors are indeed sourcetraits

with underlying causal structures that can be invoked to make

informedpredictions.
5. Researchers who have begunthetask of identifying lower-order

facets of the FFM have hadlittle difficulty identifying mean-
ingful facets that retain substantial predictivenessafter their
commonvariance has been removed.It is doubtful, though,
that the modelis (or should be) strictly hierarchical.

Despite the fact that the FFM fared reasonably well against our
taxonomiccriteria, the FFM traits are somewhatelusive and in

need of refinement. The FFM factors were derived in such a way
as to make them unlikely to carve nature atits joints. The exclu-

sion by Norman (1967) oftrait-descriptors that college under-
graduates could not understand and the inadequacies of the
lexical approach to describing personality contributed to the
underinclusiveness of the item pool from which the FFM was
derived. In addition, the faceting of the FFM has been done in a
confirmatory rather than an exploratory way. This haslikely re-
sulted in nonoptimalfacet constructs and, as a consequence,non-

optimal conceptualizations of the FFM constructs themselves.
In this chapter, we distinguished between two kinds of person-

ality traits: basic personality traits and compoundtraits. Compound
personality traits are customized combinationsof basic personal-
ity traits specifically targeted to certain criterion constructs. Meta-
analyses of compoundtraits such as integrity and customerservice
orientation indicate that the criterion-related validities associated
with measuresof those traits surpass Mischel’s r= .30 prediction
barrier (1968).

Both basic personality traits and compoundpersonality traits

predictjob performancecriteria. For example, conscientiousness,
achievement, integrity, and service orientation predict performance
across many occupations. Several other personality traits, however,
correlate substantially withjob performance whenotherfactors are
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considered. Type ofjob, criterion construct, criterion measurement
method(objective versus subjective), validation strategy (for several
variables), and type of situation affect personality-performancerela-
tionships. Social desirability and mode of administration (computer
versus paper-and-pencil administration) do not appearto affect
criterion-related validity, however. Researchis less clear about the
effects of rater perspective. What evidencethereis suggests that

rater perspective affects the validity of personality variables.

Conclusion

Ourconclusion can besimply stated. Careful consideration oftax-

onomicissues is important to applied psychologists; taxonomic
issues are not simply the province of theoreticians whoare largely
disconnected from the real world. Increasing consensus on what
is an appropriate personality taxonomywill facilitate the accumu-
lation of practical knowledge andwill result in highervalidity coef-

ficients. The identification of compoundvariables and moderator
variables—twovitally important and underexploited methodsfor
incrementing ourvalidity coefficients and enhancing our under-
standing—is inextricably tied to the formulation and general
acceptance of an adequate personality taxonomy.

The mythical bird of personality is alive, its influence ascend-
ing. As we approach the new millennium,the relevance ofper-
sonality to I/O psychology is no myth;it is an undeniable and
scientifically exciting reality.

References
Albrecht, K., & Zemke, R. (1985). Service America. Homewood,IL: Dow

Jones-Irwin.

Allport, G. W., & Odbert, H. S. (1936). Trait-names: A psycho-lexical

study. Psychological Monographs, 47 (serial No. 211).
Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1991). The Big Five personality dimen-

sions andjob performance: A meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 44,
1-26.

Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1993). Autonomy as a moderator of the

relationships between the Big Five personality dimensions andjob
performance.Journal ofApplied Psychology, 78, 111-118.



PERSONALITY TRAITS, TAXONOMIES, AND APPLICATIONS 7/

Bentz,V. J. (1984, Aug.). Explorations in executive behavior. Invited address
presented at the 92nd annual meeting of the American Psycholog-

ical Association, Toronto.

Bergeman,C.S., Chipuer, H. M., Plomin, R., Pedersen, N. L., McClearn,

G. E., Nesselroade, J. R., Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1993).

Genetic and environmentaleffects on Openness to Experience,
Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness: An adoption/twin study.
JournalofPersonality, 61, 159-179.

Block,J. (1961). The Q-sort method in personality assessmentand psy-
chological research. Springfield, IL: Thomas. |

Block,J. (1995). A contrarian view ofthe five-factor approach to person-
ality description. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 187-215.

Bluen,S. D., Barling, J., & Burns, W. (1990). Predicting sales perfor-

mance,job satisfaction, and depression by using AchievementStriv-
ings and Impatience-Irritability dimensions of Type A behavior.
Journal ofApplied Psychology, 75, 212-216.

Bond,M.H. (1994). Trait theory and cross-cultural studies of person per-
ception. Psychological Inquiry, 5, 114-117.

Booth-Kewley, S., Edwards,J. E., & Rosenfeld,P. (1992). Impression man-

agement,social desirability, and computer administration ofatti-

tude questionnaires: Does the computer make a difference? Journal

ofApplied Psychology, 77, 562-566.
Borislow, B. (1958). The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and fake-

ability. Journal ofApplied Psychology, 42, 22-27.
Borman,W.C., & Motowidlo,S. J. (1993). Expanding the criterion space

to include elements of contextual performance.In N. Schmitt,
W. C. Borman,and Associates, Personnelselection in organizations

(pp. 71-98). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Bray, D. W., & Howard, A. (1983). Personality and the assessment center

method.In C. D. Spielberger &J. N. Butcher (Eds.), Advances in per-

sonality assessment (Vol. 3, pp. 1-34). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Buss, D. M. (1990). Toward a biologically informed psychology of per-

sonality. Journal ofPersonality, 58, 1-16.
Camara,W.J., & Schneider, D. L. (1994). Integrity tests: Facts and unre-

solved issues. American Psychologist, 49, 112-119.
Campbell, C. H., Ford, P., Rumsey, M.G., Pulakos, E. D., Borman, W.C.,

Felker, D. B., deVera, M.V., & Riegelhaupt, B. J. (1990). Develop-
ment of multiple job performance measuresin a representative
sample ofjobs. Personnel Psychology, 43, 277-300.

Campbell, J. P. (1990). Modeling the performance prediction problem
in industrial and organizational psychology. In M. D. Dunnette &
L. M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook ofindustrial and organizationalpsychology

 



78 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

(2nd ed.; Vol. 1, pp. 687-732). Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psycholo-
gists Press. |

Campbell, J. P. (Ed.). (1996). Exploring the limits: Performance improvement
through personnelselection and differentialjob assignments. Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Campbell, J. P., McCloy, R. A., Oppler, S. H., & Sager, C. E. (1993). A the-
ory of performance. In N. Schmitt, W. C. Borman, and Associates,

Personnel selection in organizations (pp. 35-70). San Francisco:Jossey-
Bass.

Campbell, J. P., McHenry,J. J., & Wise, L. L (1990). Modelingjob per-
formance in a population ofjobs. Personnel Psychology, 43, 313-333.

Cattell, R. B. (1943). The description of personality: Basic traits resolved
into clusters. Journal ofAbnormal and Social Psychology, 38, 476-506.

Cattell, R. B. (1945). The description of personality: Principles and find-
ingsin a factor analysis. AmericanJournal ofPsychology, 58, 69-90.

Cattell, R. B. (1946). Description and measurementofpersonality. Yonkers-on-
Hudson, NY: World.

Cattell, R. B., Eber, H. W., & Tatsuoka, M. M. (1970). Handbook ofthe Six-
teen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF). Champaign,IL: Institute
for Personality Testing. |

Christiansen, N. D., Goffin, R. D., Johnston, N. G., & Rothstein, M. G.

(1994). Correcting the 16PF for faking: Effects on criterion-related
validity and individual hiring decisions. Personnel Psychology, 47,
847-860.

Collins, J. M., & Schmidt, F. L. (1993). Personality, integrity, and white-

collar crime: A constructvalidity study. Personnel Psychology, 46,
295-311.

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1985). The NEO Personality Inventory manual.
Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1988). From catalogueto classification:

Social Psychology, 55, 258-265.
Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO Personality Inventory

(NEO-PER) and NEOFive-Factor Inventory (NEOFFI) professional man-
ual. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.

Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1995a). Solid groundin the wetlandsof per-

sonality: A reply to Block. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 216-220.
Costa, P. T., & McCrae, R. R. (1995b). Domains and facets: Hierarchical

personality assessmentusing the Revised NEO Personality Inven-
tory. Journal ofPersonality Assessment, 64, 21-50.

Costa, P. T., McCrae, R. R., & Dye, D. A. (1991). Facet scales for Agree-

ableness and Conscientiousness: A revision of the NEO Personality
Inventory. Personality and Individual Differences, 12, 887-898.

 



_ PERSONALITY TRAITS, TAXONOMIES, AND APPLICATIONS 79

Cronbach,L.J., & Meehl, P. E. (1955). Construct validity in psychologi-

cal tests. Psychological Bulletin, 52, 281-302.

Cudeck, R. (1989). Simple solutions and complex problems. In R. Kanfer,

P. L. Ackerman, & R. Cudeck (Eds.), Abilities, motivation, and method-

ology: The Minnesota Symposium on Learning and Individual Differences

(pp. 165-172). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Cunningham,M.R., Wong, D. T., & Barbee,A.P. (1994). Self-presentation

dynamics on overt integrity tests: Experimental studies of the Reid

Report. Journal ofApplied Psychology, 79, 643-658.

Davis, C., & Cowles, M. (1989). Automated psychological testing: Method

of administration, need for approval, and measuresof anxiety. Edu-

cational and Psychological Testing, 49, 311-320.

Day, D.V., & Silverman,S. B. (1989). Personality andjob performance:

Evidence of incrementalvalidity. Personnel Psychology, 42, 25-30.

de Raad,B., & Szirmak, Z. (1994). The search for the Big Five in a non-

Indo-European language: The Hungariantrait structure andits re-

lationship to the EPQ and the PTS. European Review of Applied

Psychology, 44, 17-24.
Digman,J. M. (1990). Personality structure: Emergence ofthe Five-

Factor Model. Annual Review ofPsychology, 41, 417-440. Palo Alto,

CA: Annual Reviews.

Digman,J. M., & Inouye,J. (1986). Further specification of the five robust

factors of personality. JournalofPersonality and Social Psychology, 50,

116-123.

Digman,J. M., & Takemoto-Chock, N. K. (1981). Factors in the natural

language of personality: Re-analysis, comparison, and interpreta-

tion of six major studies. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 16,

149-170. .

Dunnett, S., Koun,S., & Barber, P. (1981). Social desirability in the

Eysenck Personality Inventory. BritishJournalofPsychology, 72, 19-26.

Dunnette, M. D., McCartney, J., Carlson, H.E., & Kirchner, W.K. (1962).

A studyoffaking behavior on a forced-choiceself-description check-

list. Personnel Psychology, 15, 13-24.

Dweck, C. (1986). Motivational processesaffecting learning. American Psy-

chologist, 41, 1040-1048.

Evan, W.M., & Miller, J. R. (1969). Differential effects on responsebias

of computervs. conventional administration of a social science ques-

tionnaire: An exploratory methodological experiment. Behavioral

| Science, 14, 216-227.

Eysenck, H.J. (1990). Genetic and environmental contributionsto indi-

vidual differences: The three major dimensionsof personality. Jour-

nal ofPersonality, 58, 245-261.

Eysenck,H.J. (1991). Dimensionsof personality: 16, 5, or 3?—Criteria



80 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

for a taxonomic paradigm. Personality and Individual Differences, 12,
773-790.

Eysenck,H.J., & Eysenck, M. W. (1985). Personality and individualdiffer-
ences: A natural science approach. New York: Plenum.

Feingold, A. (1994). Genderdifferences in personality: A meta-analysis.
Psychological Bulletin, 116, 429-456.

Fleishman, E. A., & Quaintance, M. K. (1984). Taxonomies ofhuman per-
formance. San Diego, CA: AcademicPress.

Freidman,H.S., Tucker,J. S., Tomlinson-Keasey, C., Schwartz, J. E.,
Wingard, D. L., & Criqui, M. H. (1993). Does childhood personal-
ity predict longevity? Journal ofPersonality and Social Psychology, 65,
176-185.

Galton, F. (1884). Measurementof character. Fortnightly Review, 36,
179-185.

Gellatly, I. R., Paunonen,S.V., Meyer,J. P., Jackson, D. N., & Goffin, R. D.
(1991). Personality, vocationalinterest, andcognitive predictors of
managerial job performanceandsatisfaction. Personality and Indi-
vidual Differences, 12, 221-231.

Ghiselli, E. E. (1966). The validity of occupational aptitude tests. New York:
Wiley.

Gilbert, J. A., & Ones, D. S. (1995a). Are cooperative work group members born
or made? A meta-analysis of cooperativeness heritabilities. Unpublished
manuscript, Department of Management, University of Houston.

Gilbert, J. A., & Ones, D. S. (1995b, May). How heritable is conscientiousness:
Implicationsforpersonnelselection, employee training, andjob performance.
Paper presented at the 10th annual meeting of the Society for
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Orlando,FL.

Goldberg, L. R. (1990). An alternative “description of personality”: The
Big Five factor structure. Journal ofPersonality and Social Psychology,
D9, 1216-1229.

Goldberg, L. R. (1993a). The structure of phenotypic personality traits.
American Psychologist, 48, 26-34.

Goldberg, L. R. (1993b). The structure of phenotypic personality traits:
Vertical and horizontal aspects. In D. C. Funder, R. P. Parke, C. Tom-
linson-Keasey, & K. Widaman (Eds.), Studying lives through time: Per-
sonality and development (pp. 169-188). Washington, DC: American
Psychological Association.

Goldberg, L. R., Grenier, J. R., Guion, R. M., Sechrest, L. B., & Wing, H.
(1991). Questionnaires used in the prediction oftrustworthiness in preem-
ploymentselection decisions. Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association.

Goldberg, L. R., & Rosolack, T. K. (1994). The Big Five factor structure as



PERSONALITY TRAITS, TAXONOMIES, AND APPLICATIONS 81

an integrative framework: An empirical comparison with Eysenck’s
P-E-N model. In C. F. Halverson, G. A. Kohnstamm, & R. P. Martin

(Eds.), The developing structure oftemperament and personalityfrom infancy

to adulthood (pp. 7-35). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Goldberg, L. R., & Saucier, G. (1995). So what do you propose we use

instead? A reply to Block. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 221-225.
Gough, H. G. (1965). A validational study of the Chapin Social Insight

Test. Psychological Reports, 17, 355-368.
Gough,H. G. (1984). A managerial potential scale for the California Psy-

chological Inventory. Journal ofApplied Psychology, 69, 233-240.
Gough,H.G. (1987). Manual: The California Psychological Inventory. Palo

Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.
Gray, J. A. (1994). Framework for a taxonomyof psychiatric disorder. In

S.H.M. van Goozen,N. E. Van de Poll, &J. A. Sergeant (Eds), Emo-
tions: Essays on emotion theory. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Guion, R. M. (1965). Personneltesting. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Guion,R. M., & Gottier, R. F. (1965). Validity of personality measures in

personnelselection. Personnel Psychology, 18, 135-164.
Hampson,S.E.,John, O.P., & Goldberg, L. R. (1986). Category breadth

and hierarchical structure in personality: Studies of asymmetries in

judgments oftrait implications. Journal ofPersonality and Social Psy-
chology, 51, 37-54.

Hofstee, W.K.B., de Raad, B., & Goldberg, L. R. (1992). Integration of the

Big Five and circumplex approachestotrait structure. JournalofPer-
sonality and Social Psychology, 63, 146-163.

Hogan,J., & Hogan, R. (1986). Hogan Personnel Selection Series manual.
Minneapolis, MN: National Computer Systems.

Hogan,R. (1982). Socioanalytic theory of personality. In M. M. Page
(Ed.), 1982 Nebraska Symposium on Motivation: Personality—currentthe-
ory and research (pp. 55-89). Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Hogan,R., & Hogan,J. (1992). Hogan Personality Inventory manual. Tulsa:
Hogan AssessmentSystems. .

Hough,L. M. (1989). Developmentof personality measuresto supple-
mentselection decisions. In B.J. Fallon, H. P. Pfister, & J. Brebner

(Eds.), Advances in industrial organizationalpsychology (pp. 365-375).
Holland:Elsevier Science.

Hough,L. M. (1992). The “Big Five” personality variables—construct con-
fusion: Description versus prediction. Human Performance, 5,
139-155.

Hough, L. M. (1996). Personality at work: Issues and evidence. In M. D.

Hakel (Ed.), Beyond multiple choice: Evaluating alternatives to traditional
testingfor selection. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.



82 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

Hough,L. M., Barge, B. N., & Kamp,J. D. (1996). Assessment ofper-
sonality, temperament, interest, and motivational dispositions. In
J. P. Campbell (Ed.), Exploring the limits: Performance improvement
through personnelselection and differentialjob assignments. Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Hough,L. M., Eaton, N. K., Dunnette, M. D., Kamp,J. D., & McCloy, R. A.

(1990). Criterion-related validities of personality constructs and the
effect of response distortion on thosevalidities [Monograph].Jour-
nal ofApplied Psychology, 75, 581-595.

Jackson, D. N. (1984). Personality Research Form manual (3rd ed.). Port

- Huron, MI: Research Psychologists Press.
John, O.P. (1990). The “Big Five” factor taxonomy: Dimensionsofperson-

ality in the natural language and in questionnaires. In L. A. Pervin

(Ed.), Handbook ofpersonality: Theory and research (pp. 66-100). New
York: Guilford.

John,O. P., Angleitner, A., & Ostendorf, F. (1988). The lexical approach
to personality: A historical review of trait taxonomic research. Euro-
peanJournal ofPersonality, 2, 1771-203.

Kamp,J. D., & Hough, L. M. (1986). Utility of personality assessment: A
review and integration ofthe literature. In L. M. Hough (Ed.), Ufil-

ity of temperament, biodata, and interest assessmentfor predictingjob per-
formance: A review and integration ofthe literature (ARI Research Note

No. 88-02, pp. 1-90). Alexandria, VA: U.S. Army Research Institute.
for the Behavioral and Social Sciences.

Kanfer, R., Ackerman,P. L., Murtha,T., & Goff, M. (1995). Personality

andintelligence in industrial and organizational psychology. In D. H.
Saklofske & M. Zeidner (Eds.), International handbook ofpersonality
and intelligence. New York: Plenum.

Kantor, J., (1991). The effects of computer administration and identifi-

cation on theJob Descriptive Index (JDI). Journal ofBusiness and Psy-
chology, 5, 309-323.

Katz, D., & Kahn,R. L. (1978). The social psychology of organizations (2nd
ed.). New York: Wiley.

Katz, L., & Dalby, J. T. (1981). Computer and manual administration of
the Eysenck Personality Inventory. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 37,

586-588.
Kenrick, D. T., & Funder, D. C. (1988). Profiting from controversy:

Lessonsfrom the person-situation debate. American Psychologist, 43,
23-34.

Kiesler, D. J. (1983). The 1982 interpersonal circle: A taxonomy for com-

plementarity in human transactions. Psychological Review, 90,
185-214.



PERSONALITY TRAITS, TAXONOMIES, AND APPLICATIONS 83

Kiesler, S., & Sproull, L. (1986). Response effects in the electronic survey.
Public Opinion Quarterly, 50, 402-413.

Kluger, A. N., Reilly, R. R., & Russell, C. J. (1991). Faking biodata tests:
Are option-keyed instruments moreresistant? Journal ofApplied Psy-
chology, 76, 889-896.

Lakatos,I. (19770). Falsification and the methodology ofscientific research

programmes. In I. Lakatos & A. Musgrave (Eds.), Criticism and the
growth ofknowledge (pp. 91-195). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Lanning,K. (1994). Dimensionality of observerratings in the California
Adult Q-Set. Journal ofPersonality and Social Psychology, 67, 151-160.

Lautenschlager, G.J., & Flaherty, V. L. (1990). Computer administration
of questions: More desirable or more social desirability? Journal of
Applied Psychology, 75, 310-314.

Leary, T. (1957). Interpersonal diagnosis ofpersonality. New York: Ronald
Press.

Lemonick, M. D., & Nash, J. M. (1995, Mar. 6). Unraveling the universe.

Time, pp. 76-84.
Loehlin,J. C. (1992). Genes and environment in personality. Newbury Park,

CA:Sage.
Loevinger, J. (1957). Objective tests as instruments of psychological the-

ory. Psychological Reports, 3, 635-694.
Loevinger,J. (1966). The meaning and measurementof ego develop-

ment. American Psychologist, 21, 195-206. —
Loevinger, J. (1976). Ego development: Conceptions and theories. San Fran-

cisco: Jossey-Bass.
Lubinski, D., & Dawis, R. V. (1992). Aptitudes, skills, and proficiencies.

In M. D. Dunnette & L. M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook ofindustrial and
organizational psychology (2nd ed.; Vol. 3, pp. 1-59). Palo Alto, CA:
Consulting Psychologists Press.

Lukin, M.E., Dowd,E. T., Plake, B. S., & Kraft, R. G. (1985). Comparing

computerized versus traditional psychological assessment. Comput-
ersin Human Behavior, 1, 49-58.

McAdams,D.P. (1992). The Five-Factor Modelin personality: A critical
appraisal. Journal ofPersonality, 60, 329-361.

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1985). Comparison of EPI and psychoticism

scales with measures of the Five-Factor Model of personality. Per-
sonality and Individual Differences, 6, 587-597.

McCrae,R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1987). Validation of the Five-Factor Model

across instruments and observers. Journal ofPersonality and Social Psy-
chology, 52, 81-90.

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1989a). The structure of interpersonal



84 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

traits: Wiggins’ circumplex andthe Five-Factor Model.Journal ofPer-
sonality and Social Psychology, 56, 586-595.

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1989b). Reinterpreting the Myers-Briggs
Type Indicator from the perspective of the Five-Factor Modelof per-
sonality. Journal ofPersonality, 57, 17-40.

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1994). Trait explanations in personality psy-
chology. Unpublished manuscript, Gerontology Research Center,
National Institute on Aging, NIH, Baltimore.

McCrae,R. R., & Costa, P. T. (in press). Toward a new generation of per-

sonality theories: Theoretical contexts for the Five-Factor Model. In
J. S. Wiggins (Ed.), The Five-Factor Modelofpersonality: Theoretical per-
spectives. New York: Guilford.

McCrae, R. R., Costa, P. T., & Busch, C. M. (1986). Evaluating compre-

hensiveness in personality systems: The California Q-Set and the

Five-Factor Model. JournalofPersonality, 54, 430-446.
McCrae,R. R., Costa, P. T., & Piedmont, R. L. (1993). Folk concepts, nat-

ural language, and psychological constructs: The California Psy-
chological Inventory and the Five-Factor Model. Journal ofPersonality,
61, 1-26.

McCrae, R. R., &John, O.P. (1992). An introduction to the Five-Factor

Model andits applications. Journal ofPersonality, 60, 175-215.
McDaniel, M. A., & Frei, R. L. (1994). Validity of customer service measures

in personnel selection: A meta-analysis. Unpublished manuscript, Uni-
versity of Akron.

McHenry,J. J., Hough, L. M., Toquam, J. L., Hanson, M. A., & Ashworth,

S. (1990). Project A validity results: The relationship between pre-
dictor and criterion domains. Personnel Psychology, 43, 335-353.

Meehl, P. E. (1978). Theoretical risks and tabular asterisks: Sir Karl, Sir

Ronald, and the slow progress of soft psychology. Journal of Consult-
ing and Clinical Psychology, 46, 806-834.

Meehl, P. E. (1986). Trait language and behaviorese. In T. Thompson &
M. D. Zeiler (Eds.), Analysis and integration of behavioral units
(pp. 315-334). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Meehl, P. E. (1990). Appraising and amendingtheories: The strategy of
Lakatosian defense and two principles that warrantit. Psychological
Inquiry, 1, 108-141.

Michaelis, W., & Eysenck, H. J. (1971). The determination of personality
inventory factor pattern and intercorrelations by changesin real-
life motivation. Journal of Genetic Psychology, 118, 223-234.

Millstein, S. G. (1987). Acceptability and reliability of sensitive informa-
tion collected via computerinterview. Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 47, 523-533.

Mischel, W. (1968). Personality and assessment. New York: Wiley.



PERSONALITY TRAITS, TAXONOMIES, AND APPLICATIONS 85

Mischel, W. (1977). The interaction of person andsituation. In D. Mag-
nusson & N.S. Endler (Eds.), Personality at the crossroads: Current

issues in interactional psychology (pp. 333-352). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Motowidlo,S.J., & Van Scotter, J. R. (1994). Evidence that task perfor-

mance should bedistinguished from contextual performance. Jour-
nal ofApplied Psychology, 79, 475-480.

Mount, M.K., Barrick, M. R., & Strauss, J. P. (1994). Validity of observer

ratings of the Big Five personality factors. Journal ofApplied Psychol-
ogy, 79, 272-280.

Murray, H. A. (1938). Explorations in personality. New York: Oxford.
Nilsen, D. (1995). Investigation ofthe relationship between personality and lead-

ership performance. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Minnesota.

Norman, W.T. (1963). Toward an adequate taxonomyof personality.
attributes: Replicated factor structure in peer nomination person-
ality ratings. Journal ofAbnormal and Social Psychology, 66, 574-583.

Norman,W.T. (1967). Two thousand eight hundred personality trait descrip-
tors: Normative operating characteristicsfor a university population. Ann
Arbor: Department of Psychology, University of Michigan.

Ones, D. S., Mount, M.K., Barrick, M. R., & Hunter, J. E. (1994). Per-

sonality andjob performance: A critique of the Tett, Jackson, and
Rothstein (1991) meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 47, 147-172.

Ones,D. S., Schmidt, F. L., & Viswesvaran, C. (1994, Apr.). Do broader

personality variables predictjob performance with highervalidity?
In R. Page (Chair), Personality andjob performance: BigFive versus spe-

cific traits. Symposium conducted at the 9th annual meeting of the
Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Nashville, TN.

Ones, D. S., Viswesvaran, C., & Schmidt, F. L. (1993). Comprehensive

meta-analysis of integrity test validities: Findings and implications
for personnel selection and theories ofjob performance [Mono-
graph]. Journal ofApplied Psychology, 78, 679-703.

Ostendorf, F., & Angleitner, A. (1993, July). A Germanreplication study
of the Five-Factor Model based on a comprehensive taxonomy of
personality descriptive adjectives. In P. T. Costa (Chair), The Five-
Factor Model in Europe: Recent developments. Symposium conducted at
the 4th annual meeting of the International Society for the Study

of Individual Differences, Baltimore.

Paajanen,G. E. (1988). The prediction of counterproductive behavior by indt-
vidual and organizational variables. Unpublished doctoral disserta-
tion, University of Minnesota.

Pervin, L. A. (1994). A critical analysis of currenttrait theory. Psychological
Inquiry, 5, 103-113.

Peterson, N. G., Hough, L. M., Dunnette, M. D., Rosse, R. L., Houston,J. S.,



86 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

Toquam,J. L., & Wing, H. (1990). Project A: Specification of the
predictor domain and developmentofnew selection/classification
tests. Personnel Psychology, 43, 247-276.

Revelle, W. (1995). Personality processes. Annual Review ofPsychology, 46,

295-328.
Riggio, R. E., Messamer,J., & Throckmorton, B. (1991). Social and aca-

demic intelligence: Conceptually distinct but overlapping con-
structs. Personality and Individual Differences, 12, 695-702.

Robins, R. W., John, O. P., & Caspi, A. (1994). Major dimensionsofper-

sonality in early adolescence. In C. F. Halverson, G. A. Kohnstamm,

& R. P. Martin (Eds.), The developing structure of temperament and
personality from infancy to adulthood (pp. 267-291). Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Rosenfeld, P., Doherty, L. M., Vicino, S. M., Kantor, J., & Greaves, J. (1989).

Attitude assessmentin organizations: Testing three microcomputer-
based survey systems. Journal of General Psychology, 116, 145-154.

Rozensky, R. H., Honor, L. F., Rasinski, K., Tovian, S. M., & Herz,G. I.

(1986). Paper-and-pencil versus computer-administered MMPIs: A
comparison of patients’ attitudes. Computers in Human Behavior, 2,
111-116. |

Ryan,A. M., & Sackett, P. R. (1987). Pre-employmenthonesty testing: Fak-
ability, reactionsoftest takes, and company image. Journal ofBusi-
ness and Psychology, 1, 248-256.

Sackett, P. R., Burris, L. R., & Callahan, C. (1989). Integrity testing for

personnelselection: An update. Personnel Psychology, 42, 491-529.
Saucier, G., & Goldberg, L. R. (in press). The language of personality:

Lexical perspectives on the Five-Factor Model. In J. S. Wiggins (Ed.),
Theoretical perspectivesfor the Five-Factor Model. New York: Guilford.

Schneider, R. J. (1992). An individual-differences approach to understanding
and predicting social competence. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Minnesota.

Schneider,R.J., & Hough, L. M. (1995). Personality and industrial/orga-
nizational psychology. In C. L. Cooper & I. T. Robertson (Eds.),
International review of industrial and organizational psychology (pp.

75-129). Chichester, UK: Wiley.

Schuldberg, D. (1988). The MMPIisless sensitive to the automatedtest-
ing formatthan it is to repeated testing: Item andscale effects. Com-
puters in Human Behavior, 4, 285-298.

Schwab,D. P. (1971). Issues in response distortion studies of personality
inventories: A critique and replicated study. Personnel Psychology, 24,

637-647.
Skinner, H. A., & Allen, B. A. (1983)..Does the computer makea differ-



PERSONALITY TRAITS, TAXONOMIES, AND APPLICATIONS 8/7

ence?Computerizedversusface-to-face versusself-report assessment

of alcohol, drug, and tobacco use. Journalof Consulting and Clinical

Psychology, 51, 267-275. |

Soldz, S., Budman, S., Demby, A., & Merry,J. (1993). Representation of

personality disorders in circumplex and five-factor space: Explo-

rations with a clinical sample. Psychological Assessment, 5, 41-52.

Stelmack, R. M. (1990). Biological bases of extraversion: Psychophysio-

logical evidence. JournalofPersonality, 59, 293-311.

Tellegen, A. (1982). Briefmanualfor the Multidimensional Personality Ques-

_ tionnaire. Unpublished manuscript, DepartmentofPsychology, Uni-

versity of Minnesota.

Tellegen, A. (1985). Structures ofmood andpersonality and their relevance

to assessing anxiety with an emphasis on self-report. In A. Tuma &

J. Maser (Eds.), Anxiety and the anxiety disorders (pp. 681-706). Hills-

dale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Tellegen, A. (1991). Personality traits: Issues of definition, evidence, and

assessment. In D. Cicchetti & W. Grove (Eds.), Thinking clearly about

psychology: Essays in honor ofPaul EverettMeehl (Vol. 1, pp. 10-35).

Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Tellegen, A. (1993). Folk concepts and psychological concepts of per-

sonality and personality disorder. Psychological Inquiry, 4, 122-130.

Tellegen, A., & Waller, N. G. (in press). Exploring personality through

test construction: Developmentof the Multidimensional Personal-

ity Questionnaire. In S. R. Briggs & J. M. Cheek (Eds.), Personality

measures: Development and evaluation (Vol. 1). Greenwich, CT: JAI

Press.

Tett, R. P., Jackson, D.N., & Rothstein, M. (1991). Personality measures

as predictors ofjob performance: A meta-analytic review. Personnel

Psychology, 44, '703—742.

Tett, R. P., Jackson, D.N., Rothstein, M., & Reddon,J. R. (1994). Meta-

analysis of personality-job performancerelations: A reply to Ones,

Mount, Barrick, and Hunter (1994). Personnel Psychology, 47,

157-172.

Thornton,G. C., & Gierasch, P. F. (1980). Fakability of an empirically

derived selection instrument. Journal ofPersonality Assessment, 44,

48-51.

Tupes,E. C., & Christal, R. E. (1992). Recurrent personality factors based

on trait ratings. JournalofPersonality, 60, 225-251. (Originally re-

leased 1961.)

Waller, N. G., & Ben-Porath, Y. S. (1987). Is it time for clinical psychology

to embrace the Five-Factor Model of personality? American Psycholo-

gist, 42, 887-889.



88 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

White, D. M., Clements, C. B., & Fowler, R. D. (1985). A comparison of
computer administration with standard administration of the MMPI.
Computers in Human Behavior, 1, 153-162.

White, R. W. (1959). Motivation reconsidered: The concept of compe-
tence. Psychological Review, 66, 297-333.

Wiggins,J. S. (1979). A psychological taxonomyof trait-descriptive terms:
Theinterpersonal domain. JournalofPersonality and Social Psychology,
37, 395-412.

Wiggins,J. S., Trapnell, P., & Phillips, N. (1988). Psychometric and geo-
metric characteristics of the Revised Interpersonal Adjective Scales
(IAS-R). Multivariate Behavioral Research, 23, 517-530.

Wilson, F. R., Genco, K. T., & Yager, G. G. (1985). Assessing the equiva-
lence of paper-and-pencil vs. computerized tests: Demonstration of
a promising methodology. Computers in Human Behavior, 1, 265-275.

Yang, K., & Bond, M. H. (1990). Exploring implicit personality theories
with indigenous or imported constructs: The Chinesecase. Journal
ofPersonality and Social Psychology, 58, 1087-1095.



    

 

  
Chapter Three
 

Vocational Interests

Matching Self-Concept with
the Work Environment
Robert Hogan
RexJ. Blake 

This chapter reviews the implications of individual differences in

interests and values for how people behave at work and howtheyare

regardedby their co-workers. Let us begin with somedefinitions.

Introduction and Definitions

Peters (1958), in an importantanalysis of the concept of motiva-

tion, distinguishes between causes and reasons as explanationsfor

social behavior. Causesas explanationsare processes (biological or

physiological) inside people that somehow propel them into action.

Reasonsas explanations, on the other hand,refer to people's inten-

tions, goals, and agendas; reasons are mentalor intrapsychic con-

structs that provide direction and focus for people’s actions. Peters

goes on to arguethat, for most everyday purposes, we explain a per-

son’s actions in terms ofwhathe or she intendsor wishes to achieve

by a course of action. Thusintentions, goals, and agendas have a

uniquerole to play in the explanation of social action.

Needs, drives, values, and interests are closely related concepts;

they are motivational termsthat refer to the intentionsor goals of

a person’s actions. Needsare typically seen as the most funda-

mental of these constructs, and many people regard needsor drives

as having a physiological basis. Peters (1958) takes exception to

8)
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this popular notion. The concept of need ordrive, Peters notes,
postulates a mysterious end-state of quiescence,satisfaction, or ten-
sion reduction that is never measured or observed: “Psychology’s
advance,at any rate toward conceptualclarity, would surely be
morerapidstill if it were admitted that it is only the directedness
of behaviorthat is entailed by saying thatit is motivated, not any
specific causal conditionsof ‘drive’ or anything else” (p. 42).

To distinguish amongneeds, values, and interests may be as
mucha matter of semantics and personalchoice as anythingelse
because the terms have been used interchangeably in muchofpsy-
chology. Values generally have been the mostinclusive construct;
Dawis (1980) notes that various authors regard values as equiva-
lent to beliefs (Allport, 1961; Rokeach, 1973), attitudes (D.T.
Campbell, 1963), needs (Maslow, 1954), interests (Allport, 1961;

Perry, 1954), and preferences (Katzell, 1964; Rokeach, 1973).
Needs, values, and interests are constructs inferred from the

patterns of an individual’s activities or stated intentions. They dif-
fer primarily in their breadth and level of abstraction. Super
(1973) puts needs at the top of the hierarchyof abstraction. He
sees both values andinterests as lower-order constructs derived
from needs. Values are conceptualized as objectives soughtto sat-
isfy needs. Interests comprise the specific activities and objects
through which an individualattains values andsatisfies his or her
needs. Interests, then, are the least abstract constructs in Super’s
hierarchical representation of motivational terms. Dawis (1980)
suggests that interests, along with attitudes, needs, values, and pref-
erences, are a set of constructs that represent “an affective orien-
tation toward stimulusobjects” (p. 77). Like Super, he suggests a
hierarchical arrangementofthe constructs: “Attitudes appear to be
the most general construct and refer to a favorable-unfavorable
(accept-reject) orientation towardattitude objects. Needs and val-
ues refer to the importance-unimportanceto the subject of the
stimulus object. By contrast, preferences and interests refer to the
dimension ofliking-disliking for the stimulus object” (p. 77).
Although there are some differences between Dawis’s and Super’s
hierarchies, both people regard interests as the most specific and
least abstract constructin a hierarchy of motivational terms.

Constructs at the more abstractlevels of the hierarchy have
been linked to lower-ordervariables by means of measuresof those
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constructs. To assess individual differences in the higher-order con-
structs requires translating them into more specific exemplars. For
that reason, constructing a measure of a particular need (for exam-

ple, the need for achievement) requires identifying the values,
preferences, and interests that characterize that need (for exam-
ple, valuing success and accomplishment, preferring recognition
over anonymity, and expressing interest in competitive activities).

The availability of instruments to assess for constructs at the

lowestlevel of the hierarchy has not automatically forged links to

other motivational constructs. In particular, the measurement of
particular interests does not require inferences about relationships
to higher-order constructs. Interpreting a respondent’s endorse-
mentof the item “T like tennis” requires no assumptions about the
motive(s) or goal(s) that explain his or her expressedattraction to

the sport; that preference could be based on any of a numberof
underlying motives. Klinger’s distinction (1977) between needs and
current concerns seems relevant. According to Klinger, “A need or
motive such as ‘achievement’ or ‘affiliation’ can subsume a wide
range of possible concrete goals, any one of which may be the
focus of a current concern. Thus, someonewith a high ‘need to
achieve’ may have separate current concerns aboutsetting a new
sales record, beating his or her tennis partner, and patenting a new
design for a mousetrap. On the other hand, someoneinterested
in setting a newsales record may be doing it for the money,not
because of a need to achieve” (p. 350).

Thus, connectinginterests with the constructs from other mott-
vational domains may be a rather complex process; an interest in
a particular activity could conceivably represent any of a number

of underlying motives. Moreover, interests can have predictive util-
ity (in that an individual’s future choices of and reportedsatisfac-
tion with particular activities, occupations, and types of people
often reflect those that the individual found satisfying in the past)
without requiring the identification of a higher-order construct as
the source of the covariation. That is indeed how vocationalinter-
est measurement developed. Researchers have generated a con-
siderable empirical literature demonstrating significant predictive
utility for measured vocationalinterests. Thus far, however, there

has been little progress in connecting interests to constructs in |
other domains (Dawis, 1980; Holland, 1976). Holland (1976) notes
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the separation of interest measurementfrom the rest of psychol-
ogy with markeddissatisfaction: “The interest literaturestill re-
mains largely outside the mainstream of psychology and sociology.
The sheer empirical success of these inventories may have relieved
interest enthusiasts of the need to cultivate other parts of psychol-
ogy. Subsequently, neither group—interest types andthe other
types in psychology—have developed useful dependencies upon
one another. Consequently, the interest literature remains a ram-
bling, formless literature integrated only by a few popularinven-
tories and unable to draw on the strengths of personality and
learning theory andvice versa” (p. 523).

The foregoing discussion can be summarized in terms of three

points. First, terms such as needs, values, and interests overlap sub-

stantially in their meaning. Second, these terms can be placed in
a hierarchy of abstraction, with interests as the least and valuesas
the most abstract. Third, although philosophers regard these terms
as crucial for explaining social action, psychologists have been
largely uninterested in the conceptual relations among them.

The Meaningof Interests

For mostof the history of interest measurement, researchers have

been concerned with demonstrating the utility of the measures and
have focused on operational rather than conceptual definitions.
The need to demonstrate the practical utility of interest measure-
ment may have been driven byearly questions regarding the point
of studying interests. Interest measurementwasclearly seen as a

somewhat questionable enterprise in its infancy. Strong (1943)
observed that “some people in various walksoflife, including psy-
chologists, have considered the study of interests as of “no scien-
tific value,’ “extremelysilly and perniciousstuff,’ “a sheer waste of
time,’ ‘useless and inane’” (p. x). Perhaps in responseto suchcrit-

icisms, interest measurement assumed from the outset a distinctly

pragmatic character and emphasizedits ability to predict mean-
ingful outcomes—worksatisfaction, occupational tenure, voca-

tional choice, and so on. Researchers havealso investigated the

stability of vocationalinterests as well as the covariance structures

underlying the items andscales ofvariousself-report interest inven-
tories. Theory—aboutwhatinterests are—has generally taken a
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back seat to those other endeavors. Strong was content to define
interests solely in terms of the responsesto the interest test items.
Accordingto Strong (1960), interests are “activities that are liked
or disliked. Each person engages in thousandsofactivities, or
habits, if you prefer that term, and attachedto eachis a liking-

disliking affective tone. They remind meof tropisms. We go toward
liked activities, go away from disliked activities” (p. 12). Not sur-
prisingly, many writers regard theinterest literature as conceptu-
ally barren.

Nevertheless, Strong’s statement contains an implicit assump-
tion about the motivational nature of interests; he regards them as
having “directional” properties. Yet another statement by Strong
(1955) acknowledges both the practical concerns that drove the

construction of interest inventories (that is, career guidance and
placement) and their conceptual/theoretical connection to other
theories of human motivation: “Interest scores measure a complex
of liked and disliked activities selected so as to differentiate mem-
bers of an occupation from non-members. Such a complexis
equivalent to a ‘condition which supplies stimulation for a partic-
ular type of behavior,’ 1.e., toward or away from participation in the
activities characteristic of a given occupation. Interest scores are
consequently measuresof drives” (p. 142).

Personality and Interests

We noted abovethat interests can be thoughtof as representing
the lowerlevel of a hierarchical arrangement of motivational con-

structs—a personality hierarchy of increasing abstractness and
decreasing specificity as one ascendsto successively higherlevels.
We would like to examinea bit moreclosely here the links between
personality and interests. ‘The notion that personality and interests
are related, even equivalent, constructs has always appealed to
vocational psychologists. Hansen (1984) characterizes that notion
as “one of the most enduring hypotheses within interest measure-
ment” (p. 116). If one probes beyond operational definitions of
interests, virtually all the major players have, at one timeor an-
other, suggested that inventoried interests are manifestationsof a
morebasic set of personality characteristics. Darley and Hagenah
(1955), for example, regarded vocational interest measurement as
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“a special case in personality theory” and proposedthat “interests
reflect, in the vocabulary of the world of work, the value systems,

the needs, and the motivations of individuals” (p. 191). Layton
(1958) considered interests to be “one aspect of whatis broadly
considered as the motivation of an individual . . . a part of the per-
son’s personality structure or organization” (pp. 3-4). Bordin
(1943) regarded interest inventory scores as measuresof “self-
concept.” Strong (1955) spoke of interest scores as measures of
“drives” (p. 142). Super and Crites (1962) suggested a biological
basis, arguing that interests are “the product of interaction between
inherited neural and endocrinefactors, on the one hand, and

opportunity and social evaluation on the other” (p. 410). Roe
(1957; Roe and Siegelman, 1964) regardedinterests primarily as a
reflection of one’s social orientation; she suggested that parental
relations during early childhood produced an orientation toward
either “persons” or “nonpersons”’—anorientation that in turn
affected the developmentof an individual’s pattern ofinterests.

Holland made whatis easily the strongest statement regarding
the relationships betweeninterests and personality: “If vocational
interests are construed as an expression of personality, then they
represent the expression of personality in work, school subjects,
hobbies, recreational activities, and preferences. In short, what we

have called ‘vocational interests’ are simply another aspect of
personality. . . . If vocational interests are an expression of person-
ality, then it follows that interest inventories are personality inven-
tories” (1973, p. 7).

Ontheface ofit, however, the content of the two typesof in-
ventories suggests that something quite different is being sampled
in each. Hofstee (1990) suggests that the prototypical structure of
the items comprising personality questionnairesis a “conditional”
trait—that is, “an expressed predisposition to behave in a certain
way in a particular situation” (p. 79). He also notes that the items
comprising personality inventories typically consist of “a hodge-
podge of descriptions of overt and covert reactions, trait attribu-
tions, wishes andinterests, biographicalfacts, attitudes andbeliefs,

descriptions of others’ reactions to the subject, and moreorless
bizarre opinions(e.g., ‘Somebodyis trying to poison me’)”(p. 79).
Latent characteristics of the respondentare inferred from the
responses of those items. Rounds(in press) summarizes the con-
tent of interest items and scales as follows:
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Broadly speaking, interest items and scales involve preferences for
behaviors (response andactivity families), situations (the context

in which the preferred behaviors occur, usually occupations or
physical settings), and reinforcer systems (outcomesor reinforcers
associated with the behaviorin the situation). On the response
side, vocational interests are usually characterized by a shared
property ofthe activities (Selling, Technical Writing, Teaching),
andare often implied in the objects of interest (Mathematics,
Physical Science, Religion) or inferred as a latent entity (Enter-
prising, Inquiring, Leading- Influencing); on the stimulusside a
shared property of the context (Outdoor Work, Office Work,
Industrial) is invoked to explain interest covariation [p. 11].

Ourview is closest to Bordin’s argument (1943)—thatis, equat-
ing interests with self-concept. R. Hogan (1983, 1995) points out
that our evolutionary history as a group-living animal suggests that,
at a deep level, people need attention and approval; at the same
time, they need power, status, and control of resources, because

persons who enjoy social acceptance andstatus have preferential
opportunities for reproductive success.

Status and acceptance are exchanged duringsocial interaction;
thus most people spendtheir lives moving from one interaction
sequence to another, seekingto gain, or not to lose, acceptance

and status. During adolescence, people develop identities, ideal-
ized self-concepts—for example, scholar, athlete, fun-loving party-
goer—andthey usetheir identities to structure interactions.

Whenpeople respond to items on psychological inventories,
the process is formally identical to what goes on during other
formsof social interaction. People use their responsesto tell an
anonymousinterlocutor abouttheir idealized self-concepts—about.
how they would like to be regarded by the other person. Here,
however, we come to a crucial difference between personality and
interest inventories. Personality measures ask about typical
responsesin varioussituations, but interest measures ask aboutpre-
ferred activities, roles, and types of people. In doingso, they allow
people to describe the preferred roles that constitute their ideal
self-images. Thusinterest inventories get much closer to the actual
content of a person’s self-concept and moredirectly reflect the
image that he or she wouldlike to be credited with.

Interest inventories mayalso allow self-description to proceed in
a manner much moreconsistent with that foundin social interactions
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between nearstrangers. Considera typical conversation between
people who have onlyjust met in an informal, unstructured social
situation. In responseto the inquiry “Tell me about yourself,” we
are much morelikely to hear “I like tennis” than “In most situa-
tions, I am highly competitive.” People are accustomedto talking
to others about themselves in termsof interests; interests are at the

core of the languageof social self-description.
The conventional wisdom of industrial and organizational

(I/O) psychology is that interests and values reflect affective
responsesto specific people, events, and activities. Thus interests
and values are stimulus-linked, in the sense that they are tied to

specific references. In contrast with this view, we believe that inter-

ests reflect identities or idealized self-concepts; when peopletell
us abouttheir interests, they are telling us about themselves and
how they want or hopeto be regarded.

The Structure of Interests

Thestructures that have emerged from analyses of the item and
scale covariations in the personality and interest domains appear
to be quite different. As recently as 1977, Kuder observed that “a
definitive structure of interests has not been established”(p. 170).

Like personality assessment, interest measurement has progressed
toward a consensus regarding the structural properties ofits
domain, but the process has been influenced by the pragmatic
orientation of the vocational interest field. As noted earlier, the

field of interest assessment has had a markedly atheoretical qual-
ity. Whereas factor analysis has been only one route to theory
developmentin personality assessment, Rounds (in press) sug-
gests that “our current understanding of the interest domain, our
approach to describing vocational interests, and the emergence

of theoretical models have been largely the result of factor ana-
lytic research”(p. 3).

According to Rounds(in press), the application of factor analy-
sis to the interest domain has suggested a roughly hierarchical
structure within the domain, with approximately three levels of
generality. At the lowest level are “occupationalinterest factors”;

each represents a heterogeneousset ofwork activities that are char-
acteristic of a particular work setting or occupation. Roundsoffers
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“elementary education”and“library science” as examples of occu-
pational interest factors. At a somewhat more generallevel are
what Roundscalls “basic interest dimensions”; these “comprise
workactivities that transcendparticular situations (occupations) ”

(p. 11). These are the dimensions that seem to emerge mostreli-

ably in item-level factor analyses of vocational interest inventories.
They include such factors as “mechanical activities,” “mathemat-
ics,” or “outdooractivities.” The activities defining each of these

factors seem intuitively similar, and Roundsnotesthat “most peo-
ple describe their vocational interests using the language of basic
interests” (p. 12). Finally, at the highest level are what have been
called “general interest factors.” These typically emerge from
higher-order analysis of the covariance structures of the basic inter-
est dimensions.Atthis level, “the elements of the activity family (or
occupational family) are dissimilar and an internalentity is postu-
lated to explain their covariation” (Rounds, in press, p. 11).
Roundssuggests that, for the interest domain, the distinction
between basic interest dimensionsandthe generalinterest themes
correspondsto that between Meehl’s “surface” and “source”traits
(1986). Scales designed to measure the higher-order, general inter-
est themes have only recently becomea regular feature of interest
inventories. The increased attention to higher-level constructs is
reflected in successive revisions to our longest-lived interest mea-
surementtool, the Strong Interest Inventory (SII). This inventory

began as a series of empirically keyed occupational scales. The
number of occupational scales and the addition of both basic inter-
est and general interest themes meansthat the current form of the
SII contains scales correspondingto all three of the levels proposed
by Rounds.

Although Strong (1943), Roe (1956), Holland (1973), and

Jackson (1977) have proposed general interest schemes, Holland’s
system is the most widely accepted and popular in the United
States. Building on Roe’s work and onfactor analyses reported by
Guilford, Christensen, Bond, and Sutton (1954), Holland (1973)

proposed a sixfold taxonomyfor organizing individuals and occu-
pations and described six occupational “personality types” (1985).
(See Table 3.1.)

Realistic (R) types are practical, hands-on,real-world people who
are action-oriented; /nvestigative (I) types are abstract, analytical,
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Table 3.1. Holland’s Adjectival Descriptions
of Six Personality Types. |
 

Realistic Asocial, conforming, frank, genuine, hard-headed,

materialistic, natural, normal, persistent, practical,

self-effacing, inflexible, thrifty, uninsightful, uninvolved

Investigative Analytical, cautious, critical, complex, curious,
independent, intellectual, introspective, pessimistic,
precise, rational, reserved, retiring, unassuming,

unpopular

Artistic Complicated, disorderly, emotional, expressive,

idealistic, imaginative, impractical, impulsive,

independent,introspective, intuitive,nonconforming,

original, sensitive, open

Social Ascendant, cooperative, patient, friendly, generous,

helpful, idealistic, empathic, kind, persuasive,

responsible, sociable, tactful, understanding, warm

Enterprising Acquisitive, adventurous, agreeable, ambitious,

domineering, energetic, exhibitionistic, excitement-

seeking, extroverted,flirtatious, optimistic, self-

confident, sociable, talkative

Conventional Careful, conforming, conscientious, defensive,efficient,

inflexible, inhibited, methodical, obedient, orderly,

persistent, practical, prudish, thrifty, unimaginative
 

and theory-oriented; Artistic (A) types are imaginative and imprac-
tical and try to entertain, amuse, andfascinate others; Social (S)

types enjoy helping, serving, and assisting others; Enterpnsing (E)
types try to manipulate, persuade, and outperform others; and Con-
ventional (C) types count, regulate, and organize people orthings.

These types are portrayed in a hexagonal configuration in Fig-
ure 3.1. Their physical proximity indexestheir relative similarity;

adjacenttypes are moresimilar to one another than are types located
at opposite sides of the hexagon. Although multidimensional analy-
ses of scales designed to measure Holland’stypesrarely,if ever,
reproducea perfectly shaped hexagon,they generally replicate a cir-
cumplical ordering of the types (that is, RIASEC), suggesting that
the internal relations among the types match Holland’s model
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Figure 3.1 Personality Dimensions Underlying the Hexagonal
Representation of Holland’s Vocational Typology.
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(Rounds, Davison, & Dawis, 1979; Rounds & Zevon, 1983). Alterna-

tive structural models summarizing the relations amongthe types
have been offered (for example, Gati, 1991), but the evidence con-

sistently supports Holland’s hexagonal model as the most adequate
representation of the structure of interests (Tracey & Rounds, 1992).

In the domain of interest measurement, Holland’s model has

attained aboutthe samestatusas the Five-Factor Model (FFM) in

personality assessment. TheJournalofVocational Behavior, vocational
psychology’s flagship publication, recently devoted an entire issue
to Holland’s taxonomic scheme. Holland’s modelhas clearly had a
major impact on the construction of interest inventories, his own—
the Vocational Preference Inventory (VPI; Holland, 1965) and the
Self-Directed Search (SD; Holland, 1973)—as well as those of others.

In the early seventies, Holland’s scales were incorporatedinto the
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Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory (now Strong Interest Inven-
tory, SII; D. P. Campbell and Holland, 1972; Hansen andJohans-
son, 1972). Subsequently, authors of other inventories—notably,
the Unisex Edition of the ACT Interest Inventory (UNIACT; Amer-

ican College Testing Program), the Career AssessmentInventory,
Vocational Edition (CAI-V; Johansson, 1986), and the Career Deci-

sion-Making Inventory (CDM; Harrington and O’Shea, 1982)—
have developed alternative measures of Holland’s themes. Even
Kuder, who generated his own organizational scheme,has pro-

vided formulas to permit the translation of his scores into Hol-
land’s themes (Zytowski and Kuder, 1986). Although Roe offered a
model thatis, in many ways, similar to Holland’s scheme,hers has

not achieved the degree of popularity that Holland’s has. ©

Interests and Personality

Ourearlier discussion of the relationship between interests and
personality was theoretical and largely speculative. Whatis the evi-
dence that scales representing Holland’s themes(or, indeed, any
otherinterest scales) reflect personality characteristics? Empirical
investigations of the relationship between interests and personal-

ity now span somefifty years, and the results have been mixed.
Throughoutthis period, researchers have repeatedly tried to link
measuresofvocationalinterest to the scales of more prototypical
“personality” measures (for example, Athansou, O’Gorman, &
Meyer, 1986; Berdie, 1943; Blake & Sackett, 1994; Bolton, 1985;

Costa, Fozard, & McCrae, 1977; Costa, McCrae, & Holland, 1984;

Cottle, 1950; Dunnette, Kirchner, & DeGidio, 1958; Gottfredson,

Jones, & Holland, 1993; Hansen &Johansson, 1974; R. Hogan &

J. Hogan, 1995; R. W. Johnson, Flammer, & Nelson, 1975; Naylor

& Thorneycroft, 1986; Peraino & Willerman, 1983; Pryor, 1986;

Siess &Jackson, 1970; Stewart, 1971; Turner & Horn, 1975, 1977;

Wakefield & Cunningham, 1975; Ward, Cunningham, & Wake-

field, 1976). The results of such correlational studies are remark-

ably consistent: small to moderate correlations between interest
and personality scales that Hansen (1984) regards as “extremely
disappointing” (p. 117). Hansen and othersalso acknowledgethat
the correlations nevertheless appear to be meaningfully patterned
and systematic. Holland, who admits that “studiesrarely result in
substantial correlations between interest and personality variables”
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(1976, p. 532), neverthelessinterprets the results as generally sup-
porting his theory: “[T]he low-to-moderate significant correlations
are largely expected ones: people with social interests have high
scores on sociability scales, people with scientific interests appear
less social, accounting interests go with being orderly, etc.” (p. 532).

In the earliest studies, the lack of an accepted model of the
structure of either domain hamperedresearchers’efforts to gen-
eralize their results beyondthescales of particular inventories. The
study by Dunnette etal. (1958) is a case in point. Based on corre-

_ lations betweenthe basic scales of the Edwards Personal Preference
Schedule (EPPS; Edwards, 1959), the California Psychological In-
ventory (CPI; Gough, 1957, 1987), and the occupational scales of
the Strong Vocational Interest Blank (SVIB), the authors could con-
clude only that “the direction of the association amongthe various
variables makes good‘clinical sense’” (p. 179). The authors appear
to have had as muchdifficulty discerning meaningful relationships
between the personality inventories as they did betweeneither of
the personality inventories and the occupationalinterest scales. By
the time of R. W. Johnsonetal.’s study (1975), the introduction of
Holland’s taxonomyafforded a “higher-order”view of the interest
domainthat could guidetheir interpretation of the correlations
between the CPI and the occupationalscales of the SVIB andillu-
minate potentially meaningful patterns within the tabulated corre-
lations. Hansen (1984) cites the study by R. W. Johnsonetal. as an
example of empirical research that begins to converge onatleast
two broad dimensions of personality—social orientation and inde-
pendent thought—which appear to accountfor mostofthesignif-
icant correlations between interest and personality scales. R. Hogan
(1983) likewise proposes two broad personality factors as dimensions
underlying Holland’s hexagonaltypology. Specifically, Hogan sug-
gests that two orthogonal dimensions—Sociability and Conformity—
define the plane occupied by the hexagon/circumplex. The pro-
posedrelationship ofthese dimensionsto the hexagonis depicted
in Figure 3.1. Hogan aligned the Conformity dimension (labeled
Conforming/Nonconforming) with the hexagon such that Hol-
land’s Artistic and Conventional types respectively represent its low
and high poles. The Sociability dimension (labeled Extraverted/
Introverted) bisects the angle between the Enterprising and Social
types on oneside of the hexagon and between the Realistic and
Investigative types on the other; Social and Enterprising persons
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are thus “extraverted types” and Realistic and Investigative persons

are “introverted types.” Blake and Sackett’s multidimensional scal-

ing analysis of interest and personality scales (1994) indicates that

two broadfactors derived from self-report personality inventories

and corresponding approximately to Hogan’s Sociability and Con-

formity differentiate among the Holland themesin a manner fully

consistent with that proposed by Hogan. |

In thelast few years, there has been marked progressin devel-

oping an “adequate” taxonomyfor the organization of major per-

sonality constructs; consensusis building arounda set of three to

seven broad dimensions that have been identified in factor analy-

ses of natural languagetrait-descriptors and that also seem to be

well represented in a numberofself-report personality inventories.

The samelimited set of robust personality factors or themes can

also be reliably recovered from analyses of adjective-based inter-

personal ratings, self-descriptions, and standardized questionnaires

(John, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1985). The strongest proponents of

whathas cometo be known asthe Five-Factor Modelassert that

these themes“are both necessary and reasonably sufficient for

describing at a global level the major features of personality”

(McCrae & Costa, 1986, p. 1001). The so-called Big Five—Extra-

version, EmotionalStability (or Neuroticism) , Conscientiousness,

Agreeableness, and Intellect (or Openness to Experience)—offer

a framework for organizing and summarizing someof the existing

research regardingthe relationship of personality and interest

domains (for example, Gottfredson et al., 1993) and validating

scales intended to represent Holland’s types (for example, Blake

and Sackett, 1993). Research indicates that four broad dimensions

of personality (Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Intellect, and

Agreeableness) are consistently and significantly related to inter-

ests, while one (EmotionalStability) is not. Table 3.2 presents cor-

relations between scales intended to measure a respondent's

similarity to the Holland types andscales from various personality

inventories identified as markers for the dimensionsof the Five-

Factor Model. It is easy to discern a distinctive pattern of correla-

tions between each of the higher-order personality factors and the

Hollandtypes. Although the results support a fundamental con-

nection between the two domains, the magnitudeofthe correla-

tions suggests limited overlap. Interest inventories thus appear to

provide unique information about respondents.
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Table 3.2. Correlations Between Personality Factors
and Holland’s Occupational Personality Types.
 

 

 

Holland Type Scales

Personality Scales R $I A S E C

Extraversion

Sociability (CPI) 06 19 14 .26 .27 111

Social Presence (CPI) 05 04 06 08 .16 -.01

Person Orientation (CPI) —.04 -—.12 -.12 -—.27 -—.34 -.18

Social Activity (GZTS) -.08 -.002 13 .20 .48 «11

Sociability (HPI) 03 -.01 .21 .27 .36 -.02

Ambition (HPI) 04 .11 Ol .31 43 «14

Extraversion-Introversion (MBTI) (-) -.01 .00 -.02 .19 .20  .03

Social Potency (MPQ) -~06 04 .15 .20 .32 -.05

Social Closeness (MPQ) -16 -06 .16 .24 .22 01

Positive Emotionality (MPQ) 02 10 .16 .24 .22 01

Extraversion (NEO-PI) 04 12 Ol .26 .38 .12

Self-Sufficiency (16PF) (—) —.15* -.05 -03 .21 .20 .12

Conscientiousness

Flexibility (CPI) (—) 00 -.02 -.22 -.08 -.04 .08

Value Orientation (CPI) 10 .18 -09 .14 05 .17

Restraint (GZTS) -13 .05 -.09 -.03 -.09 .29

Prudence (HPI) -07 04 -13 .00 -.03 .21

Judging-Perceiving Orientation

(MBTT) (—) -.03 -.01 -14 01 .03 .18

Control (MPQ) -03 .00 -.16 -.01 -.09 .22

Constraint (MPQ) | —07 —12 -—.29 .00 -.02 .24

Conscientiousness (NEO-PI) 03 .03 -02 .11 .24 «34

Self-Discipline (16PF) 05 00 -.16 -.01 .06 .16

Superego Strength (16PF) 17 14 -05 09 13 .26

Agreeableness

Likability (HPI) -.07 -07 09 .47 .22-~ .05

Thinking-Feeling Orientation

(MBTI) -18 -04 .17 .26 -.09 -.15

Aggression (MPQ) (-) -05 -.03 -.08 .13 -.10 -.03

Agreeableness (NEO-PI) -—.29 -12 .10 .23 -.04 .05

Tendermindedness(16PF) -32 03 .40 .31 £4.01 -.06

Warmth (16PF) -.36 -.26 -03 .35 .24  .09

Suspiciousness (16PF) (—) 09 14 12 16 —04 -.03



104 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

Table 3.2. Correlations Between Personality Factors
and Holland’s Occupational Personality Types, Cont'd.
 

Holland Type Scales
 

Personality Scales R $I A S E C
 

Openness to Experience

Achievementvia Independence (CPI) 03 12 .27 15 02 -.02

Thoughtfulness (GZTS) 02 09 .10 .19 -.07 .18

Absorption (MPQ) 07 10 .37 .09 -.01 -.09

Sensing-Intuition (MBTI) 08 .34 .39 08 .O1 -.07

Openness (NEO-PI) 24 .36 .52 .24 09 -.26

Intellectance (HPI) ; 35 .36 .49 .15 19 -.03

Imagination (16PF) 06 18 .28 .12 12 —.02

Adjustment

Well-Being (CPI) 12 #15 07 14 10 .05

Objectivity (GZTS) .20 -.09 .09 -.05 -.06 .01

Adjustment (HPI) | -03 09 -01 .06 .05 .02

Stress Reaction (MPQ) (-) -.02 .00 -.04 .06 .06 .00

Neuroticism (NEO-PI) (—) Ol 14 O11 -.03 .07 -.02

Emotional Stability (16PF) 03 .00 -.006 .06 .02 -.04

Apprehensiveness (16PF) (—) 12 03 -05 .06 .11 .05
 

Note: Values of .20 and greater are shown in bold.

Key: R = Realistic; I = Investigative; A = Artistic; S = Social; E = Enterprising; C =

Conventional.

Source: MPQ (Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire) correlations with
Strong Interest Inventory reported by Blake and Sackett (1993); CPI (California

Psychological Inventory) correlations with Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory
reported by Blake and Sackett (1993); GZTS (Guilford-Zimmerman Tempera-

ment Survey) correlations with Vocational Preference Inventory reported by
Holland (1978); HPI (Hogan Personality Inventory) correlations with Vocational
Preference Inventory reported by R. Hogan andJ. Hogan (1992); MBTI (Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator) correlations with Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory
reported by Blake and Sackett (1993); NEO-PI (NEO Personality Inventory)
correlations with Self-Directed Search reported by Holland,Johnson, Asama, and

Polys (1993); 16PF (Sixteen Personality Factors Questionnaire) correlations with

Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory from Blake (unpublished data).
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Interests and Occupational Criteria

Strong (1943) noted that he could think of “no better criterion for
a vocationalinterest test than that of satisfaction enduring over a

period of time” (p. 385). Although job satisfaction has been stud-
ied directly, much research with interest measures has assumed that
occupational membership impliessatisfaction, and occupational
membership has been the most popular dependentvariable in the

study of interests. This research has yielded relatively consistent

results; membersof different occupations responddifferently to
interest items, and many occupational groupscan be distinguished
on thebasis of their interests. Furthermore, later occupational
membership can bereliably predicted from interests measuredat
an earlier age. Strong (1935, 1943) reported long-term follow-up

studies with the SVIB yielding impressive “hit rates” (as high as 78
percent) in the prediction of occupational membership based on
interest scale scores obtainedfive to eighteen yearsearlier. Strong’s
findings have been replicated by manyinvestigators using a variety
of samples and methods (for example, Bartling & Hood, 1981;

Brandt & Hood, 1968; Cairo, 1982; D. P. Campbell, 1966; Dolliver,

Irvin, & Bigley, 1972; Dolliver & Will, 1977; Gade & Soliah, 19'75;
Hansen, 1986; Hansen & Swansen, 1983; Lau & Abrahams, 1971;

Worthington & Dolliver, 1977; Zytowski, 1976). This body ofwork
providessolid evidence that measuredinterests are valid predictors
of occupational membershipcriteria.

Althoughtheseresults are impressive, they nonethelessraise a
question about morebasic processes involved in occupational choice
and tenure: Whatare the factors that contribute to a person’s tenure
in a particular organization or occupation? Dawis and Lofquist
(1984) propose that two relatively distinct appraisal processesaffect
tenurein a particular occupation. Oneis the degree to which a per-
son is satisfied with the environment—the nature of the work, the

working conditions, the compensation,the quality of relationships
with co-workers and supervisors. The otheris the degree to which

the environment(that is, the employer) is satisfied with the em-
ployee. The implications of each of these appraisals for tenure is rel-
atively straightforward. A dissatisfied employee will be morelikely to
leave an occupation or organization; an unsatisfactory employeewill
be morelikely to be expelled. A more fine-grained analysis of the
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relationship betweeninterests and occupational success requires that
the validity of measured interests for each of these criteria be con-
sidered separately.

Satisfaction

As noted above, Strong (1943) believed that the most appropriate
criterion for assessing the validity of interests is satisfaction.
Research on this topic, however, has produced mixedresults. A
numberofstudies have failed to find a significant relationship
between interests and jobsatisfaction (for example, Bartling &
Hood, 1981; Butler, Crinnion, & Martin, 1972; Cairo, 1982; Dolliver,

Irvin, & Bigley, 1972; McArthur, 1954; Schletzer, 1966; Trimble,

1965; Zytowski, 1976). Others, however, have reportedsignificant

relations betweenjobsatisfaction and group differences in voca-
tional interests (for example, Barak & Meir, 1974; DiMichael &

Dabelstein, 1947; Hahn & Williams, 1945; Herzberg & Russell, 1953;

Klein & Weiner, 1977; McRae, 1959; North, 1958; Trimble, 1965;

Worthington & Dolliver, 1977). In the positive studies, the correla-

tions have generally been low to moderate. Barge and Hough
(1988) cite eighteen studies with a median correlation of .31 be-

tween interests andjob satisfaction.

D. P. Campbell (1971) suggests that the modest relationships
betweeninterests andjob satisfaction reportedin the literature
reflect a restriction in the range ofthe criterion variable. Depend-
ing on how the question is asked, most incumbents expresssatis-
faction with their work. In a study of U.S. workers, for example,

Weaver (1980) reports that more than 80 percentsaid that they

were either somewhatorvery satisfied with their jobs. It is also
becomingclearthata variety of factors influence workers’ judg-
ments about whethera jobis “satisfying.”It is not clear that having
“interesting” work, for example, is a major concern for all employ-
ees. Moreover, manyfeatures of the work environment—pay, secu-

rity, and supervision, among others—thathavelittle to do with the
content of the workalso influencesatisfaction. Furthermore, there

are markedindividual differences in the degree to which any of
these factors influence workers’ feelings of satisfaction with ajob
(Dawis & Lofquist, 1984). Finally, there is increasing evidence for

individual differences in the degree to which workers expresssat-
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isfaction with anyjob. Although someresearchersdisagree, indi-
vidual differences in the disposition to experience positive and
negative affective states appear to havesignificant implications for
the use ofself-reportedjob satisfaction as a dependentvariable (for
example, Burke, Brief, & George, 1993; Costa & McCrae, 1980;

Levin & Stokes, 1989).

Satisfactoriness

Thereis little systematic research on the link between interests and
the degree to which an employeeis regardedbyothersassatisfac-
tory. Nonetheless, surveys of existing studies typically yield rea-
sonablevalidity coefficients. Most studies use performanceratings
as criteria. Such studies involve a variety of occupational groups,
including Navy enlisted personnel (Borman, Toquam, & Rosse,
1979; Dann & Abrahams, 1977; Lau & Abrahams, 1970), Naval

Academycadets (Abrahams & Neumann, 1973), forest rangers

(Miner, 1960), supervisors (Strong, 1943), foremen andassistant

foremen (Schultz & Barnabas, 1945), managers(J. C. Johnson &
Dunnette, 1968; Nash, 1966), engineers (Dunnette & Aylward,

1956), and counselors (Wiggins & Weslander, 1979). Barge and

Hough (1988) reviewedthe results of eleven studies using perfor-
manceratings as the dependentvariable and reportcorrelations
ranging from .01 to .40 (median r= .20). Thereis variability even
within a single study: Lau and Abrahams(1970), for example, in a

study of Navy enlisted recruits, report correlations between interest
scores and performanceratings ranging from .15 to .38 (median
r= .25). Although there are occasional negative findings (for exam-
ple, Dunnette & Aylward, 1956), the validity coefficients compare
favorably with those obtained with personality inventories and are
occasionally quite large. Wiggins and Weslander (1979) report cor-
relations of —.60 and .56 between the Realistic and Social scales of
the VPI and the rated performance of counselors.

Althoughthese results are intriguing, they are nonetheless ten-
tative, because researchers have only a rudimentary understanding

of the reasonsfor a relationship betweeninterests andjob perfor-
mance.At present, there seem to be twolines of thought regarding
the interest-performancerelationship. These perspectives might be
describedas the task motivational and social evaluation models.
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Thetask motivational modelreflects the traditional view of task
performancesas an interaction between ability and motivation—
P = f(A xX M)—wheretask-relevant interests are the motivational

variable. This is a conditional model of task performance; in order
to be successful at a task, an individual must be both able and will-

ing to doit. In the absence ofeither sufficientability or interest,
successful task performanceis unlikely. Interest aloneis insufficient
to guarantee performance;ability alone may be asufficient condi-
tion for task accomplishment, but the likelihood of effective per-
formance should increase with greater interest in the task. At lower —
levels of interest, a person will be less willing to engage the task and
less likely to persist on a difficult task even if he or she beginsit. At

even lowerlevels of interest, disinterest becomesdislike and a per-

son’s antipathy toward a task leads to avoidance, making perfor-
mance impossible—even for someonewith adequateability.

A handful of studies have found positive relations between
interests and objective indices ofworker productivity. Three of the

studies cited by Barge and Hough (1988) used archival production
records as dependentvariables, and those studies found a median
correlation betweeninterests and performanceof .33 (ranging
from .24 to .53). Strong (1943) reported a correlation of .40 be-

tween interest scores and the productivity of insurance agents.
Knauft (1951) reported a cross-validated correlation of .53 between
a specially developed key and an objective criterion of perfor-
mance (cost/sales ratio) for bakery shop managers. Clark (1961)
concluded that work performanceis an interaction between abil-
ity and interests; Clark’s data indicate that interest scores predict
job performance better at someability levels than at others.

Theability of the task motivational model to accountfor the
observed relations between interests, occupational membership,
satisfaction, and employeesatisfactoriness has some empirical
problems.If interests predict occupational criteria primarily be-
cause they reflect task-relevant motivation, then the interests that
characterize tenured workers in a particular occupation should
parallel the activities required as part of the job. However, occu-

pational groups often show distinctive patternsof interests that are

noteasily explainable on the basis of their “job-relatedness.”
D. P. Campbell (1987), for example, compares personality and

interest data from a sample of generals in the U.S. Armywith sam-
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ples of managers and executives from civilian organizations. Not
surprisingly, the generals scored much higher than the members
of the other two groupson scale reflecting interest in “military
activities.” It is easy to understand whythe military group had dis-
tinctive scores on “military” items; it seemsunlikely, afterall, that

a person would havea careerin the military if he or she disliked
“drilling soldiers,” “military people,” and so on.It is harder to
explain why the Armyofficers received low scores on measures of
“artistic” interests. Actually, although the generals received the low-
est scores in this area, all three groups scored well below the mean

for the general population on “artistic” interests. The three groups
resembled one anotheron a variety of dimensions, but they were
distinguished from other occupational groups on a dimension that
seemsto have nodirect bearing on their occupationalactivities.It
is difficult to explain why these groupsreceived low scoresforartis-
tic interests ifwe look only atjob-relevant task motivation. Nor does
this outcome seem to be a matter of the psychometric properties
of the interest inventory. The Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory,
which wasusedin the study, is not a forced-choice inventory. That
is, respondents do not have to choose between military andartis-
tic items; they can endorse both (but in the Campbell study gen-
erally chose not to). Nor are Campbell’s data unique. Borgen
(1986) notes that most of the empirical evidence regarding the
occupational relevance of measured interests amountsto state-
mentsthat have the form of “real estate salespeople like sales activ-
ities and dislike science.” Interest in sales makes sense based on
whatreal estate agents do; lack of interest in science is more diffi-
cult to explain. Borgen suggests that the blind empiricism that
characterizes vocational interest research leaves many questions
unanswered—for example, “Is it necessary to dislike science in
order to be a successful realtor?” (p. 106).

The social evaluation model of the interést-performancerela-
tionship may contain the answersto these questions.Forat least
thirty years, I/O psychology has used performance ratings as an
indirect method of samplingjob performance, based on the hope
that raters can evaluate the performanceof ratees accurately with
respect to job-relevant tasks and behaviors. An emerging per-
spective—thesocial evaluation model—regards performancerat-
ings as evaluative phenomenathat maynotbe directly related to
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work performance. Stockford and Bissell (1976), for example, sug-
gest that ratings reflect “primarily the personal-social relationships
between supervisor and subordinate rather than the outputof the

subordinate in question.” Borman (1983) notes that performance
ratings depend on the sameprinciples that characterize social per-
ception andevaluation in general.

Subsequentstudies by Borman (1974, 1987), Werner (1994),

and others suggest that raters normally take a broaderview ofjob
performancethanis indicated by the role prescriptions that come
from typicaljob analysis. It is increasingly clear that task perfor-
mancetypically accounts for only a part—and not always the major
part—ofa rater’s evaluation of his or her co-workers’ performance.
In addition to the specific tasks required by ajob, workers are usu-

ally expected to fulfill other role demandsthat are implicit in the
interdependentsocial nature of most worksettings.

Whenevaluating another memberof a work group,raters con-
sider, in addition to that co-worker’s actual task performance, the

degree to which that person goesalong with rules, does what he ©
or she is supposed to do, and maintains pleasant relations with
supervisors and peers. Consequently, Dawis (1991) suggests that
the term worker satisfactoriness be substituted for job performance. The
former term more accurately describesthe fact that criterion rat-
ings usually consist of a rater’s reported satisfaction with theratee.
These considerations suggest that performance ratings can be seen

as social evaluations that reflect raters’ reactions to ratees rather
than veridical reports of specific ratee behavior. This leads in turn.
to questions aboutthe factors that influence such ratings, and
these certainly include the values and characteristics of the raters.
J. P. Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, and Weick (1970) suggest that

whatobservers “define as effective in others’ job behavior depends
importantly on their own characteristics” (p. 201); nonetheless,
this view has not been well developed in I/O psychology.

Thesocial psychological literature on interpersonal attraction .
also seemsrelevantto this discussion. Thatliterature shows that sam-
ilarity (of attitudes, values, interests, and backgrounds) is an impor-

tant determinantof interpersonalattraction (Berscheid, 1985;

Byrne, 1971; Levine & Moreland, 1990; Lott & Lott, 1965). A few

studies have examinedtheeffects of perceived similarity on hiring
and selection decisions (Baskett, 1973; Wexley & Nemeroff, 1974;
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Rand & Wexley, 1975; Latham, Wexley, & Pursell, 1975) and per-
formanceevaluations (Miles, 1964; Pulakos & Wexley, 1983; Senger,

1971; Weiss, 1977; Wexley, Alexander, Greenawalt, & Couch, 1980).

Their findings have generally been positive—that is, persons who
are moresimilar to the raters get higherratings.

Holland (1973, 1985) and Schneider (1987) suggest that, in
order to understand organizational behavior, we need to under-
stand the values, interests, and personalities of an organization’s

members. Holland has long maintained that “the character of an
environmentreflects the typical characteristics of its members.If
we know what kind of people make up a group,we can infer the
climate the group creates” (1985, p. 35). Schneider (1987) also

arguesthat particular organizationsattract, select, and retain par-
ticular kinds of people andthat the behavior of an organization is
a function of the kind of people it retains. Pfeffer’s “organizational
demography model”(1983) is similar, but it focuses on the shared
biographical characteristics of incumbents. In each of these
schemes, interpersonal compatibility determines an individual’s
“fit” with an organization. Consistent with the social psychological
literature, interpersonal compatibility is associated with perceived
similarity, and this in turn creates a tendency toward relative homo-
geneity of values, interests, and personality within organizations.
Both Holland and Schneiderdefine the environmentof an orga-
nization in terms of the members’ characteristics rather than their
requisite tasks. They also suggest that taxonomiesofwork envi-
ronments based on characteristic tasks may not predict particular
work outcomesas well as taxonomies based on worker character-
istics; in other words, person analysis may be more important than
task analysis.

There is substantial empirical support for these ideas in the
vocational interest literature. The notion that interpersonal simi-
larity is psychologically importantandthat “birds of a feather flock
together” is a cornerstone of vocational psychology (Darley &
Hagenah, 1955, p. 19). Although the view has beencriticized as
unsophisticated and simplistic (for example, Crites, 1969), it has

nevertheless generated an extensive empirical literature showing
that the fit between workersin a particular occupation predicts
work outcomes. Beginning with Strong’s research, much vocational
interest measurementhas focused on identifying the distinctive
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interest patterns of work environments. As notedearlier, occupa-
tional choice, membership,andjob tenureareall related to the
similarity of an individual’s interests with those of a target occupa-

tion. It is also possible that interests may be related to performance
ratings, because they moderatethe relationship between ability
and task performance and becauseinterests influenceraters’ eval-
uations of others—both as co-workersandasfriends.

As noted earlier, Holland’s taxonomy (1976) defines occupa-

tional environments in terms of members’ personality character-
istics. The modelalso predicts how compatible individuals will be
with others in particular occupational or organizationalsettings—
andthis in turn predicts how others in the work environmentwill

react to that individual. To the extent that individual success
dependson others’ reactions to—and subjective evaluations of—
an incumbent, interest inventoriesare likely to be useful in a selec-
tion context.

Although vocational interest measures can forecast occupa-

tional success, they have a potential limitation as a personnelselec-

tion tool: because their items are transparent, they can easily be
faked. D. P. Campbell (1971) reviewed forty years of research on
the question of faking on the SVIB and concludedthat scores on
the inventory could be distorted by respondents but that the
degree of distortion varied according to occupational scale and the
transparency of the items. In most of the early studies reviewed by
Campbell, the research consisted of asking examinees to complete
the inventory with a normal set of instructions and then,after a

delay, to fake their responses to resemble those of members ofpar-
ticular occupations. This research design was assumedto be anal-
ogoustoa selection context in which applicants mighttry to distort
their responses.

It is not clear, however, that people necessarily dissimulate
when completing an interest inventory under those conditions.
Gray (1959) provides more direct information on respondents’
performancein selection contexts. He comparedthescores for a
group ofcollege students who completed an interest inventory first
when seeing a counselor and then again several monthslater when
applying for medical school: “Forty-seven percent of the medical
applicant group did not or could notraise their physician score
between testing for counseling andtesting for admission to med-
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ical school. Twenty-four percent raised their physician score
enoughto havea seriouseffect on its interpretation by an admis-
sions officer; twenty-nine percentraised their score by a less impor-

tant amount”(p. 296).

Abrahams, Neumann,and Githens (1971), comparing scores
obtained from Navy ROTC applicants with scores obtained from
those sameapplicants underearlier circumstances, reinforce Gray’s
conclusions. They report a 97 percent overlap in the distribution
of scores obtained underthe two conditions and concludethat
“there is neither a consistent nor significant tendencyfor appli-
cants to increase their selection scores” (p. 11).

Conscientiousness and Work Outcomes: Implications
of Holland’s Typology of Persons and Environments

We have made two majorpoints thusfar. First, motivational con-
structs can be organized in a roughly hierarchical structure.
Abstract dispositional concepts (values) occupythe highest level
of the hierarchy, and the concrete manifestations of those dispo-
sitions (interests) occupy the lowest level. Second, the pattern of
an individual’s preferences as seen in his or her responses to an
inventory of those preferences has important real-world conse-
quences. Patterns of interests are demonstrably associated with
vocational success andsatisfaction. We have so far discussed these
notions only in general terms. At this point, we wouldlike to be
more specific about the relevanceofindividual differences for out-
comesin particular work environments. In particular, we would
like to focus on the implications of research on Holland’s typology
for the role of conscientiousness in workersuccess.

Muchofthe currentliterature concerning the relationship
between personality andjob performance assumesthat conscien-
tiousnessis a universally valued personal characteristic—atleast
insofar as work behaviors are concerned. That assumption is
reflected in Peabody and Goldberg’s suggestion (1989) ofWork as
an alternative label for the dimension knownvariously as Consci-
entiousness, Constraint, Dependability, Will to Achieve, Prudence,

Self-Control, or Normative Orientation. Barrick and Mount(1991)

explicitly state that “Conscientiousness is expected to be related to
job performance becauseit assesses personal characteristics such as
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persistent, planful, careful, responsible, and hardworking, which
_ are importantattributes for accomplishing worktasks in alljobs. . .
Thus, we expect that the validity of this dimension will generalize
across all occupational groups and criterion categories”(p. 5).

Although Barrick and Mountfindit “difficult to conceive of a
job in whichthetraits associated with the Conscientiousness
dimension would not contribute to job success” (p. 22), the evi-
dence suggests rather wide variability in the relationship of con-
scientiousness to performanceratingsacross types and levels of
occupations (for example, J. Hogan & R. Hogan, 1993; Hough,
1992). Hough (1992) surveys the results of a large-scale literature
review ofthe relationship between higher-order personality dimen-

sions and occupational criteria and concludesthat conscientiousness
(labeled Dependability in Hough’s scheme) predicts law-abiding
behavior (mean r= .58) better thanjob proficiency (mean r= .08).

Its effectiveness as a predictor ofjob performancealso varies across
occupational types. Hough reports, for example, a mean correla-
tion of .24 between Dependability andjob proficiency for samples

of health care workers but a mean correlation of —.03 between

Dependability andjob proficiency for samples of managers and
executives.

Before discussing the reasonsforthis variability, let us reflect
on the nature of the conscientiousness construct. A broad, multi-
faceted construct evident in the natural language,it is marked by
such adjectives as organized, responsible, practical, thorough, hardwork-
ing, and thrifty (Goldberg, 1992). It also appears in mast compre-
hensive personality inventories, either at the level of higher-order
factors or as a single scale. In omnibuspersonality inventories,it

involves such attributes as orderliness, impulse control, group con-
formity, and social conservatism. Normative Orientation (Gough,

1987), (low) Impulsivity (Buss & Plomin, 1975), Constraint (Telle-

gen, 1985), Superego Strength (Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970),

Prudence (R. Hogan, 1986), and Orderliness and Social Confor-

mity (Comrey, 1970) are all labels for this factor. As operationalized
in most questionnaires, conscientiousnessis not unidimensional.
The various measuresare typically complex, containing themes of
independent thought,individuality, autonomy, spontaneity, and
impulsivity, along with self-control, rule adherence, andrigidity.
Consider Tellegen’s higher-order factor Constraint, which includes
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impulse control or restraint in both the task domain (thatis, the
lexical factor Conscientiousness) and the ideational or affective

domain (that is, Openness to Experience). Tellegen’s Constraint
emerges as a higher-order dimension from factor analyses of his
Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire (MPQ; Tellegen,
1982; Tellegen and Waller, in press). According to Tellegen (1982),
the MPQ “evolved outof attempts to clarify both the structure and
contentof the self-view domain” (p. 1). Through an iterative
process consisting of assembling, administering, analyzing, and
revising successive research questionnaires, researchers identified
eleven primary and three higher-order dimensions. Because Tel-
legen’s object “was not to explore wholly unknown territory, but to
arrive at a moreinstructive and useful map”(p. 2) of the self-view
domain,there are clear linkages between both primary and higher-
order MPQscales andscales on other inventories. The higher-
order MPQfactorPositive Emotionality is defined by the MPQ
primary scales Well-Being, Social Potency, Achievement, and Social

Closeness (Tellegen, 1982; Tellegen and Waller, in press). Negative
Emotionality (the MPQ’s second higher-order dimension), which
is marked by Stress Reaction, Alienation, and Aggression scales,
defines a broad adjustment or emotionalstability dimension. The
MPQ’s third higher-order dimension, Constraint, is marked by
three distinct primary scales: Control, Harm Avoidance,and Tra-

ditionalism. Tellegen (1982) describes high scorers on Control
(versus Impulsivity) as reflective, cautious, careful, plodding, ratio-

nal, sensible, level-headed, and habitually planful. Low scorers are

impulsive and spontaneous, can be reckless or careless, and make
no detailed plans, preferring instead to “play things by ear.” High

scorers on the MPQ Harm Avoidancescale prefer “safer activities
and experiences, even if they are tedious or aggravating” (p. 7).
According to Tellegen, the item content of the MPQ Traditional-
ism scale reflects high moral standards, religious values and insti-
tutions, and strict childrearing practices. High scorers express
positive regard for parents, value conventional propriety and a
good reputation, oppose rebelliousness and unrestricted freedom
of expression, and condemnselfish disregard of others. The three
scales are relatively independentof one another, with intercorre-
lations ranging from r= .17 for Harm Avoidanceand Tradition-
alism to r= .27 for Harm Avoidance and Control. Based on
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Tellegen’s description of Constraint (1982), John (1990) suggests
that the factor shares a numberof central features with the Consci-
entiousness dimension ofthe Five-Factor Model, “including caution,

attention to detail, and appropriate impulse control, as contrasted
with impulsiveness and distractability” (p. 87).

The Prudencescale of the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI)
resembles the MPQ Constraint factor and is composedof seven
clusters of highly correlated items called homogeneous item com-
posites (HICs; Zonderman, 1980). They are identified as Moralistic
(showingstrict adherence to conventional values), Mastery (hard-

working), Virtuous (pursuing perfectionism), Not Autonomous
(showing concern for others’ opinions), Not Spontaneous (pre-

ferring predictability), Impulse Control, and Avoids Trouble (pro-
fessing probity). Factor analyses used to develop the HPIscales
suggest two distinct clusters among these HICs. Onereflects con-
formity, self-control, and responsiveness to authority. The second
is defined by a concern fortraditional values, social appropriate-

ness, and a degreeofself-righteousness. The parallel between these
two underlying themesand thosereflected in the Control andTra-
ditionalism scales of the MPQis unmistakable.

These two aspects of the broad concept of conscientiousness
reflect two recurring themesin discussionsofvalues and valueori-

entations. They correspondto the notions of “work ethic” and “atti-
tude toward authority’—notionsthat in the popular mind are
particularly relevant to occupational performance and organiza-
tional citizenship.

Work Ethic

Certain people are believed to work hard because of their work
ethic. We mightsay, for example, “They have a good work ethic in
Oklahoma.” The conceptofwork ethic is usually attributed to the
German historian Max Weber (1904), who arguedin his classic The
Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism that (1) the economies of
Protestant countries after the Reformation grew more rapidly than
the economies of Catholic countries and (2) this was a function of

the value system of the Protestant cultures. Specifically, the core of
the Protestant ethic was the belief that salvation would come not
through adherenceto church teachings but rather through divine
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grace; only some people would be saved, and no onecould know
for sure whothat would be. But there were clues: each person,
Weberthought, had a “calling”; and in order to be chosen, one

had to perform assiduously the duties associated with one’scall-
ing. If one were a worker, one had to work very hard indeed;if one

were an entrepreneur, one had to make a lot of money—which was
not to be spent on worldly display but rather to be put back into
the business.

McClelland’s research on Achievement Motivation (1961) was

essentially designed to test the hypothesis implicit in Weber’s the-
sis—thatis, that hardworking people are characterized by a par-
ticular set of values. In perhaps his most imaginative demonstration
of the link between Protestant values and worldly achievement,
McClelland compared the economic developmentof all countries
in the temperate zones in 1950, defined in termsof electricity con-

sumption; the average value for twelve Protestant countries
(including Norway, Canada, and South Africa) was 1,983 kilowatt

hourspercapita; the average value for thirteen Catholic countries
(including Austria, Chile, and Belgium) was 474 kilowatt hours per
capita.

McClelland also developed a methodology for scoring Achieve-
ment Motivation from “fantasy” material. Using that methodology,
he showed that a certain set of childrearing tactics could produce
children with higher levels ofAchievement Motivation. The overall
effort is an interesting and impressive accomplishment; in our
judgment, however, the bottom line for the purposes ofthis
chapteris that Weber’s original definition of the Protestant ethic—
working hard and being successful—and McClelland’s measure of
the concept—Achievement Motivation—confoundtwodistinct
“values”: hard work and financial or worldly success. Many hard-
working people do not crave success, and many people who crave
success are not hardworking.

Bray and Howard (1983) support the distinction between these
themes. In a summary of the ManagementProgress Study at AT&T,
they note that two motivational themes predicted managerial per-
formancein that company. Thefirst, called Need for Advancement,
refers to the degree to which a person wants successively more
demandingresponsibilities. The second, called Work Standards,
refers to the degree to which a person maintains high standards
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for his or her performance. Need for Advancementroughly corre-
sponds to the worldly success componentof the Protestantethic;
Work Standards roughly correspondsto the hardworking compo-
nent. Composite ratings for these two motive patternsare essentially
uncorrelated. Ratings on these two variables have alsobeen corre-
lated with scales from various personality inventories. The highest
correlation for the Need for Advancementratings was r= .39 with
the Ascendancescale of the Guilford-Martin Inventory of Factors
(Martin, 1945) and r= .33 with the Dominancescale of the Edwards

Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS; Edwards, 1959). The highest

correlation with the Work Standardscriterion was obtained with the
Achievementscale of the EPPS.

Despite its label, “work ethic” includes somewhatdifferent
themesfrom thosetypically subsumed underthe rubric of consci-
entiousness or emphasized in either the MPQ’s Constraint or the
HPI’s Prudencescales. In each of those inventories, other scales
appear moreclosely aligned with the folk notion of hard work. On
the MPQ,the Achievementscale seems to approximate the central
concepts of the work ethic. According to Tellegen (1982), the
MPQAchievementscale measures the degree to which a person
works hard, welcomesdifficult and demandingtasks, persists where
others give up, puts work and accomplishment before many other
things, and sets high standards. Achievementis most strongly
related to Well-Being (r= .33 males; r= .24 females) and Social
Potency (r= .29 males and females) on the MPQ.,Interestingly,it
is slightly more highly correlated with the Control scale than are
the othertwoscales that constitute the MPQ Constraint factor
(r= .30 males; r= .20 females). The correspondingscale on the

HPI is Ambition. That scale is composed of themes of competi-
tiveness, energy, and achievementorientation, along with social

assertiveness and self-assurance. It is more highly correlated with
all of the other HPI scalesthanit is with Prudence (r= .28). Its

highest correlation is with Adjustment (r= .51).
Gough’s effort to derive a measure of the Protestantethic rein-

forces the notion that this folk concept is multidimensional and
somewhatdistinct from conscientiousness. Gough (1985) asked

. three experts to describe the Protestant ethic using his 300-item
adjective checklist. The items that defined the Protestant ethic in
the positive direction were capable, conscientious, dependable, efficient,
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industrious, loyal, patient, persevering, reasonable, responsible, sincere,

stable, steady, and thrifty. Based solely on that sample of adjectives,
the construct appearsto overlap with conscientiousness, because

a numberof those adjectives also appear on Goldberg’s list (1992)
of adjectives defining conscientiousness. However, Goughdid not
stop with a list of adjectives. He assigned a sample of men and
womenscores on the basis of their resemblance to the adjectival
profile of the Protestant ethic. He then comparedtheir CPI item
responses with Protestant ethic scores. Additionally, he compared
the CPI responsesof a large sample of correctional officers with
theirjob performanceratings. Finally, Gough composed a Work
Orientation scale using items that were significant in both samples.
The most interesting part of Gough’s analysis, in our view,is that

scores on Work Orientation correlate more highly with measures

of adjustmentthan with measuresof conscientiousness. The high-
est correlations reported by Goughare with the Well-Being scale
of the CPI (r= .84 for men; r= .85 for women), Emotional Stability

on the Guilford-Zimmerman TemperamentSurvey (r= .78), and
(low) Anxiety Level on the OmnibusPersonality Inventory (r= .78).

Work Orientation apparently includes themesofstability, respon-
sibility, impulse control, conservative values, friendliness in deal-
ing with others, and achievementorientation. This suggests, once
again, that the folk notion of a work ethic confounds a numberof
individual attributes, most ofwhich arerelatively distinct from the
core characteristics of the lexical dimension of conscientiousness.

These data suggest that the term “good work ethic” can be used
to describe the attitude of people who work hard, do not complain,
and seek out challenging assignments. Thus conscientiousness, in
the sense ofself-control and behavioral inhibition,is only part of
one’s workethic; in other words, persons with a good workethic
not only mindtheir mannersbutalso persevereat difficult tasks and
refrain from complaining about problemsandreversals.

Thesedata are relatively consistent with the hierarchy of moti-
vational constructs discussed in the opening sections. Character-
istics such as achievementorientation, adjustment, extraversion,

ambition, and conscientiousnessare at the highest level of the
hierarchy. At lowerlevels, those qualities, individually or in com-
bination, are labeled according to their impact and perceived
value in the social group. Thus the workethic is a configuration
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of characteristics representing a prototype of the effective worker.
It is the set of qualities that make up the ideal employee or co-
workerin the popular mind.

Thesestudies argue against the notion that conscientiousness
is a universally valued workorientation. Instead, the data indicate
that, while conscientiousnessis a part of that orientation, ambition,

energy, and a positive outlook accountfor a greater part of the vari-

ance in folk notions ofworker effectiveness.

Attitudes Toward Authority

Attitudes toward authority are also part ofwhat psychologists have

labeled conscientiousness. AS noted above, the HPI Prudence and

MPQConstraint scales each contain items concerningattitudes
toward external rules and formal authority that are different from
items reflecting caution, planfulness, and impulse control.

According to Tellegen and Waller (in press), the MPQ Tradi-

tionalism scale was developed to understand the relationship
betweenthetrio of conformity, conventionality, and authoritarian
attitudes and other psychological constructs. Tellegen and Waller
were influenced in the developmentofthat scale by Sells, Demaree,

and Will’s analysis (1968) of some 600 items provided by Guilford
and Cattell. From those 600 items, Sells et al. had identified a Con-

scientiousness factor marked by statements expressing “conform-
ing, conventional, and moralistic attitudes.” Tellegen and Waller
noted that some of the Conscientiousness items concerned such
authoritarian themesas respecting parental authority and advo-
cating strict discipline and childrearing practices. Tellegen and

Waller then adapted some of those items—along with others drawn
from theF scale, as revised by Lee and Warr (1969), the Dogma-

tism scale (Rokeach, 1960), and Ernhart and Loevinger’s measure

of Authoritarian Family Ideology (Ernhart & Loevinger, 1969)—
to form an initial item pool. Subsequent analyses confirmed that
the itemsdefined a distinct and replicable factor. The initial item
pool evolved into the current MPQ Traditionalism scale.

Although Hogan did notset out to assess authoritarianism with
the HPI, his efforts to sample the conscientiousness domain pro-
duceda similar subset of items. As noted earlier, the HPI Prudence

scale can be decomposedinto two subscales; one is an indexofself-
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control, and the otherreflects concern for traditional values and
social appropriateness.

Attitudes toward authority may be an importantfuture areaof

research for I/O psychology. As noted earlier, researchers have

begun to study howraters evaluate their subordinates and co-
workers. This represents a shift from thinking about performance
appraisals as reports of ratees’ behaviors to thinking about perfor-
mance appraisals as reactions or responses to ratees’ behavior. Terms
such as “performance schemata” (Borman, 1987), “prototypes”

(Foti & Lord, 1987), “cognitive categorization” (Mount & Thomp-
son, 1987; Phillips, 1984), and “schematic information processing”

(Phillips & Lord, 1982) are now used to describe the cognitive
structures that raters use to make performance judgments. Stud-
ies by Borman (1974, 1987) and Werner (1994) are part of a grow-

ing literature examining the content of those cognitive structures.
A consistentfindingis that workers’ attitudes toward rules and for-
mal authority contribute a distinct dimension of evaluation.

Raters seem to recognize the interdependentnature of work

and to value “cooperation, helpfulness, suggestions, gestures of
goodwill, altruism, and other instances of what we mightcall
citizenship behavior” (Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983, p. 653). Smith
et al. (1983) interviewed a number of managers and asked them

o “identify instances of helpful, but not absolutely required, job
behavior” (p. 656). The instances weretranslated into sixteen items

that were combined into a questionnaire. A second group of man-
agers rated employees on those items according to how charac-
teristic each statementwas of the employee. Two factors emerged.
Thefirst, labeled Altruism, consisted of efforts to assist other peo-

ple (as reflected in items such as “helps others who have been
absent,” “volunteers for things that are not required,” “helps oth-
ers who have heavy work loads”). The second factor concerned “a
more impersonal form of conscientiousnessthat does not provide
aid to any oneperson,but ratheris indirectly helpful to others

involved in the system. ... The behavior . . . seems to represent
something akin to compliance with internalized normsdefining
whata ‘good employee oughtto do’” (p. 657). The secondfactor,
defined by such itemsas “punctuality,” “attendance at work is above
the norm,” and “does not take unnecessary time off work,” the

authors labeled Generalized Compliance. Organ (1988) later
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refers to this dimension as Conscientiousness. Although thereis
still some debate regarding the dimensionality of these “citizenship
behaviors” (for example, MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Fetter, 1991;

Moorman & Blakely, 1992; Organ, 1988; Williams & Anderson,

1991), these two factors are relatively discrete and recurring themes
that reflect attitudes toward co-workers and attitudes toward rules
and authority.

Research on the outcomeofvocational rehabilitation services

also distinguishes between working hard and complyingwith rules
and authority. The Minnesota Satisfactoriness Scales (MSS; Gibson,
Weiss, Dawis, and Lofquist, 1970) are designedtoassess the degree
to which an employeris satisfied with a worker. A worker’s supervi-

sors or peers compare the quality of that worker’s performance on

a series of dimensionswith other membersof his or her work group
(“not as well,” “about the same,” or “better”) or rate the frequency
of certain behaviorsrelative to others (“less,” “about the same,” or

“more”). Other items ask whether the rater would give the
employee a pay raise or promote him orherto a position of greater

responsibility. The final item asks for an overall appraisal of the
employee’s performance, in comparison to others doing the same
work;the rater is asked to indicate in which quarter of the overall
distribution the employee would fall. The content of the scales
anticipates the current interest in “citizenship” or “extra-role”
behaviors in the workplace (for example, Organ, 1988; Werner,

1994). In addition to items rating quality and quantity of task per-
formance,the form includesratings of absenteeism, lateness, ad-

herenceto rules and regulations, and the quality of the worker’s
relationship with both supervisors and co-workers. Gibsonetal.

(1970) conclude that the instrumentassesses four factors: Perfor-

mance (task performance, suitability for positions of greater
responsibility, and an overall high rating relative to the worker’s
peers), Conformance (adherenceto standard workrules and pro-
cedures and acceptance of the supervisor’s authority), Depend-
ability (the absence of discipline-invoking actions, lateness, or
absenteeism), and Personal Adjustment (negative emotionality,
fatigue, and unusual or bizarre behavior at work). Thus employee
satisfactoriness is multidimensional; ratings on variousaspects of
work-related behavior are clearly distinguishable from ratings on
the performanceof specific tasks as well as overall appraisals of
workersatisfactoriness.
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Of these variousfacets of employeesatisfactoriness, the Con-
formance and Dependability factors are most clearly related to con-
scientiousness. Measures of conscientiousnessconsistently predict
a wide variety of negative work outcomes: absenteeism, alcohol and
drug use, rule breaking, disciplinary actions, and other delin-
quencycriteria (compare J. Hogan & Ones, in press; Hough,
Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy, 1990; Kamp & Hough, 1988;

McHenry, Hough, Toquam, Hanson, and Ashworth, 1990; Potter

& Blake, 1994). The ability of conscientiousness measuresto pre-
dict objective indices ofworker performance or productivity or to
assess supervisors’ or co-workers’ judgments of employee satisfac-
torinessis less clear (Compare Hough, 1992). To begin to under-
stand the possible reasonsfor the inconsistencyof results in these
areas, we need to consider an earlier body of work.

Social scientists have been interested in attitudes toward au-
thority since the late nineteenth century; virtually every major —
social theorist (for example, Durkheim,Piaget, G. H. Mead, Freud)

has noted that the most important psychological transformation
during human developmenttakes place when children accommo-
date to adult authority. Subsequent transformationsof othersorts
are possible and necessary, but each child mustfirst learn a sense
of duty and obligation to the laws, norms, and preceptsof his or
hersociety, all ofwhich are reflected in the rules, values, and stan-

dardsof his or her family.
Freud devoted more attention to this issue than the others—

the problem of authority is the fundamentalissue in psychoanaly-
sis. In psychoanalytic theory, persons with well-developed superegos
have positive attitudes toward authority; indeed,as adults (and
prior to undergoing analysis), their attitudes toward authority are
too positive. As a result, such personsare often guilt-ridden,rigid,
and self-critical, and (although they are utterly dependable orga-
nizational citizens) their obsessive self-recriminations leave them

joyless and exhausted.
Muchofthe subsequentresearch concerningattitudes toward

authority has acknowledged its positive and negative aspects
(Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950). Modern

research on conscientiousnessalso suggests two well-established
points: first, valid measures of conscientiousness index attitudes
toward authority; second, these measures predict a widevariety of
work outcomesassociated with rule adherenceandself-control. We
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in the field of I/O psychology have tended, however, to assume
that dependability is important regardless of the occupationalset-
ting, and we ignore the negative aspects of conformity. Although
there are environments in which conscientiousnessis valued, there

are other environments in whichit is not. Conscientiousness is neg-
atively correlated with creativity (Barron, 1965), for example, so
that high conscientiousness may be counterproductive in art,
music, poetry, dance, or architecture—in short, in anyjob that

requiresflexibility, spontaneity, and a willingness to depart from
established and approved ways of doing things. Nor is the impact
of conscientiousnessrelevantsolely to individual creativity. In the
context of small work teams, Morrison (1993) found that when a

task requires solving open-ended problems, teams that lack a mem-
ber with low conscientiousness scores are unable to provide any
adequate solutions.

Holland’s Environmental Taxonomy

Parsons (1909) developed the conceptual modelthat has guided
most vocational psychologists during this century. He described a
three-step process for choosing a vocation. In order to make an
effective decision regarding a career, an individual needsthe fol-
lowing: “(1) a clear understanding of himself, his aptitudes,abili-
ties, interests, ambitions, resources, limitations, and their causes;

(2) knowledge of the requirements and conditions of success,
advantages and disadvantages, compensation, opportunities, and
prospects in different lines ofwork; and (3) true reasoning on the
relations of these two groupsoffacts” (p. 5). In short, Parsons pro-
posed that vocational adjustment dependson the characteristics
of both the individual andhis or her environment. Holland appre-
ciates this perspective and understandsthat, in attempts to facili-
tate vocational adjustment, information about personality must be
supplemented by information on the kinds of environmentsin
which each personality type will flourish. Therefore, in addition to
describing six personality prototypes, Holland (1985) provides a
correspondingclassification system designed to predict “the out-
comeof pairing people and environments” (p. 34). His typology
ofwork environments parallels his typology of persons. According
to Holland (1985), “[W]e can predict what will happen whena par-



VOCATIONAL INTERESTS 125

ticular personis put into a particular environmentby characteriz-

ing the person andhis or her environmentin termsof the types

and models and reviewing the appropriate formulations in order

to discover the congruities and incongruities the models suggest.

For example, the interaction of a Conventional type and a Con-

ventional environmentshould produce a numberofdesirable out-

comes, such as worksatisfaction, achievement, and vocational

stability” (pp. 34-35). |
We earlier noted that conscientiousness distinguishes Artistic

and Conventional people in Holland’s scheme.As was seen in the

earlier list, Holland (1985) describes Artistic persons as “compli-

cated, disorderly, emotional, expressive, idealistic, imaginative,

impractical, impulsive, independent, introspective, intuitive, non-

conforming,original, sensitive, open” (p. 21). In contrast, Conven-

tional personsarelikely to be “careful, conforming, conscientious,

defensive, efficient, inflexible, inhibited, methodical, obedient,

orderly, persistent, practical, prudish, thrifty, unimaginative” (p. 23).

Based on Holland’s classification ofwork environments, therefore,

highly conscientious individuals will select Conventional work envi-

ronments, because such environments demand,support, and/or

reward the qualities associated with thattrait. According to Hol-

land (1985), the Conventional environment “encourages people

to see themselves as conforming,orderly, nonartistic” and to “see

the world in conventional, stereotyped, constricted, simple, depen-

dent ways.” Hollandalso suggests that Conventional environments

“reward people for the display of conventional values: money,

dependability, and conformity” (p. 40). Conversely, according to

Holland, low-conscientiousness people tend to select an Artistic

work environmentthat “encourages people to see themselvesas

expressive,original, intuitive, nonconforming, independent” and

to “see the world in complex, independent, unconventional, and

flexible ways” (p. 38).

Scores on conscientiousness measures obtained from samples

of personsin various occupationsclassified according to Holland’s

schemeare consistent with his predictions. J. Hogan and R. Hogan

(1993) examined the mean scores on the HPI Prudence scale for

six occupational samples. Using Gottfredson, Holland, and

Ogawa’s classification system (1982), they identified archival sam-

ples that represented each type. The occupations wereas follows:
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steel-mill workers (R), physicians (I), musicians (A), food-service
directors (S), sales representatives (E), and accounting clerks (C).
Table 3.3 presents mean scale scores, standard deviations, and per-
centiles for the HPI Prudence scale by occupational group.
Accounting clerks received the highest mean score (80th per-
centile), and musiciansreceived the lowest (25th percentile). For
the other occupational groups, mean Prudencescores decreased
along the axis from Conventionalto Artistic across the hexagon.
Differences among the groupswerestatistically significant. Similar
findings occur when mean scores on other conscientiousness mea-
sures are compared for occupational samples (compare Gough,
1987; Myers & McCaulley, 1985); membersof occupationsclassi-
fied as Conventional and Enterprising by Hollandconsistently pro-
ducerelatively higher mean scores on conscientiousness measures
than do membersofoccupationsclassified as Artistic, Investigative,
or Social.

Gottfredson et al.’s (1982) classification ofjobs from the Dic-
tionary of Occupational Titles (DOT; U.S. Departmentof Labor,
1979) into the Holland taxonomyreveals large differences in the
frequency with whichthesix types occurin the U.S. economy. Of
the 12,099 occupationaltitles classified by Gottfredsonetal., the
greatest numberwereclassified as Realistic (66.7 percent). The
next most frequently assigned categories were Conventional (13.4
percent) and Enterprising (11.1 percent). Artistic environments
were rare, accounting for only 1.2 percent of the occupationsclas-
sified. When high-conscientiousness people choose Artistic envi-
ronments or low-conscientiousness people choose Conventional
work environments, the outcomeis usually negative. Because there
are more Conventional than Artistic occupations, the latter situa-
tion will occur much moreoften.

This breakdown of the frequencyof the various occupational
types suggests that most I/O research involves personsin Realistic,
Enterprising, or Conventional environments—andwith predictable
results: most of those studies find correlations between low scores
in the area of conscientiousness andineffectivejob performance.
J. Hogan and R. Hogan (1995) studiedattrition in the Navy’s rig-
oroustraining school for Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD)
divers. These divers dismantle live bombs and warheads underwa-
ter. It is an unusually dangerousjob, andtheattrition rate at the
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Table 3.3. Mean Scores, Standard Deviations, and Percentiles

for Six Occupational Groups on the HPI PrudenceScale.
 

 

Occupational Title/ HPI Prudence Scale

Holland Code | Mean SD Percentile

Steel-Mill Laborers/REI 21.88

(n = 66) 4.02
64 percent

Physicians/ISR 20.10

(n= 19) 2.96
47 percent

Musicians/ASI 16.90

(n= 40) 4.71
25 percent

Food-Service Directors/SEC 20.03

(n = 422) 4.07
47 percent

Sales Representatives/ESR 20.14

(n= 55) 4.14
47 percent

Accounting Clerks/CSE 24.31

(n = 45) 3.37
80 percent
 

EODschoolat the time of the study was about 50 percent. The

study revealed that the attrition waslargely accountedfor by per-

sons with Artistic interests. Dismantling bombs and other ammuni-

tion requires following a set of procedures exactly; there is little

opportunity for creative self-expression. Similarly, in a study of

police officers, J. A. Johnson and R. Hogan (1981) showedthat

Artistic types are overrepresented amongofficers who are disliked

by their superiors andthe public they are supposed to serve—again,

it would seem, because thejob requires close adherencetoa setof

prescribed procedures. Welikewise suspect that manycases of stress

and burnout amongairtraffic controllers and nuclear powerplant

operatorsreflect similar dynamics: Artistic types, needing work but ©
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faced with ajob market that contains primarily Realistic, Conven-
tional, and Enterprising work environments,take jobs that are
composedlargely ofvigilance tasks. These Artistic types may have
pursuedjobs that seemed to promise autonomy,variety, and stim-
ulation only to find themselves performing structured and highly
routinized tasks. The mismatch betweentheir needs, values, and
capabilities and the demandsofinflexible jobs often leads to per-
sonaldissatisfaction and unsatisfactory performance.

J. Hogan and R. Hogan (1993) note that they know of “no
studies that evaluate the relationship between conscientiousness
and effective performancein Artistic or Investigative jobs” (p. 15).
They report data obtained from a sample of orchestral musicians:
correlations between the Prudencescale of the HPI and peerrat-
ings of musical talent ranged from —.25 to —.40; lower Prudence
scores were consistently associated with higher peer evaluations of
musical talent. Hogan and Hoganconcludethat the importance
of conscientiousness depends on the requirements of each occu-
pational context. They suggest that the attributes characterizing
individuals high on conscientiousness (for example, “rule compli-
ance, orderliness, carefulness, and attention to detail”) are assets
in Conventional environments but may “inhibit the innovation,
flexibility, ideational fluency, and originality” required in Artistic
environments (pp. 16-17).

As noted above, however, both Schneider and Holland suggest
that differences in organizational (or occupational) climate reflect
the differences in the people who work in the organizations.
Schneider’s thesis is that organizationsattract, select, and retain
particular kinds of individuals and thatthe climate of the organi-
zation is a function of the kind of people it has retained. Therat-
ings observed in Hogan and Hogan’s Artistic environment may
therefore reflect peculiarities of that population as much as the
nature of the particular worktasks beingrated. It is conceivable
that low-conscientiousnessraters use differentcriteria toJudge the
satisfactoriness of their colleagues. Thus low-conscientiousness peo-
ple may not be better musicians; rather, they may merely be
regarded more favorably by others whoare themselves low on con-
scientiousness.

At one of the nation’s military academies, Blake (1994) tested
the hypothesis that high- and low-conscientiousnessraters have dif-
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ferent views of what an “ideal” co-worker or subordinate is and

therefore use different criteria to evaluate overall satisfactoriness.

The military academy features a peer rating system that includes

(1) anumberofindividuals performingessentially the same work

tasks and subject to the same job requirements, (2) personality

information for both raters and ratees, and (3) multiple raters,

thereby allowing direct comparison of interrater differences in the

evaluation of the same individual(s). Further, the military academy

is a highly structured environment with complex and extensive sys-

temsof rules and carefully defined lines of authority. Because the

system of regulations is so heavily emphasized,it may be inferred

that rule-adhering behavior should be highly valued;it is likewise

easy to show that military academies are Conventional environ-

ments in Holland’s taxonomic scheme.

Ratings on six satisfactoriness dimensions (Conformance,

Dependability, Altruism, General Adjustment, EmotionalStability,

and Task Performance) taken from a modified form of the Minne-

sota Satisfactoriness Scales (Gibson et al., 1970), along with an

overall satisfactoriness rating, were collected from students’ peers.

Twosets of averagesatisfactoriness facet ratings and overall satis-

factoriness ratings were calculated for each ratee—one based on

his or her high-conscientiousness peers and the other based on

low-conscientiousness peers. Blake founddistinctly differentrat-

ing policies in the two groups. Theraters within each group, how-

ever, held similar views of their peers; their ratings on each of the

satisfactoriness dimensionswere highly similar. For example,the

average ratings on Conformance and Dependability for the two

groupscorrelated r= .87 and .83, respectively. However, the groups

differed significantly on the degree to which ratings on those

dimensionswere associated with an overall appraisal of their peers.

For the high-conscientiousnessraters, ratings on the Conformance

and Dependability dimensionswere highly correlated with overall

performanceratings (r= .80 and .70, respectively). For the low-

conscientiousness raters, the correlations of those dimensions with

the ratees’ overall rank fell to r= .37 for Conformance and r= .19

for Dependability. Even in the highly structured and regimented

environmentof a military academy, raters differed significantly

in the degree to which they valued conformance to authority

and adherenceto rules and standard procedures. Nor were the
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differences random.Instead, “they appear to reflect systematic dif-
ferencesin the value systems of raters—differences that covary
with the raters’ own standing on the conscientiousness dimen-
sion” (Blake, 1994, p. 16).

The implicationsof these data are significant. If one wants to
predict counterproductive work behavior (for example, absen-
teeism, tardiness, and discipline-invoking actions), then conscien-
tiousnessis important. If, however, one wishesto predict a broader
range of outcomes, including how anindividual is likely to be eval-
uated by his or her co-workers, then we need to knowsomething
aboutthose co-workers.

Final Comments

Wehave thus comefull circle, returning to the perspective that has
guided most vocational interest research. Thefield of vocational
interest measurementreflects a perspective on the individual in
the world ofwork that is quite different from that in I/O psychol-
ogy. Vocational psychologists are generally concerned with pro-
viding services to individuals; they help individuals move into
compatible work environments. Thatinvolves helpinga single indi-
vidual choose from amongan array of employmentoptions and
matching individual differences to characteristics of occupations.

The nature of vocational counseling has necessitated compar-
ing andclassifying work environments. Holland’s taxonomyis one
example of how vocational psychologists have developed psycho-
logically meaningful taxonomies of work environments (compare
Borgen, Weiss, Tinsley, Dawis, & Lofquist, 1968; Dawis, Dohm,
Lofquist, Chartrand, & Due, 1987; Rosen, Weiss, Hendel, Dawis, &
Lofquist, 1972). Industrial/organizational psychology has yetto
avail itself of much of this work. Nevertheless, the advantages of
these taxonomic schemesfor researchers undertaking meta-analyses
in order to uncover importantrelationships between individual dif-
ferences and important work outcomes should be obvious.
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Chapter Four
 

Trait and State Affect

JenniferM. George

Increasing attention is being paid in the organizational psychology
literature to the role of affect in organizations. Affect is a broad,
generic term that covers both the intense feelings and reactions
people have, which are commonlyreferred to as emotions, and the
less intense, but no less important, feelings often called moods.

While the cognitive revolution in psychology andrelated fields in
the 1970s and 1980s shifted attention away from affect, researchers
have rediscovered the importance of affect for understanding how
people think and process information, respond to situations and
events, and behave in organizations.

In this chapter, I provide a basic overview of the literature on
affect and its implications for understanding organizational behav-
ior. While terms such as mood and emotion conjure uprelatively
short-term or fluctuating affective states, people are predisposed
to experience different kinds andlevels of affect based upon their
personalities or dispositions. ThusI first discuss the dispositional
underpinnings of affect—namely, the personality traits of positive
affectivity and negative affectivity, their genetic origins, and their
implications for behavior in organizations. Next, I discuss affective
States, their determinants, and their consequencesfor under-

standing organizational behavior. The literature on affect (as both
a trait and a state) is voluminous, andit is not my intention to over-

whelm the reader with an exhaustive review of the manyissues and
controversies involved. Rather, I aim to impart a good under-
standing of the meaningof these constructs andtheir implications
for understanding organizational behavior based upon past and
currenttheorizing and research.
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Affective Disposition: Positive and Negative Affectivity

Hundredsof personality traits have been identified and studied
throughoutthe years, many of which would appear to predispose
people to feel certain ways or experience different kinds ofaffect
over time and acrosssituations. However, personality is notjust a
random collection oftraits; rather, it is hierarchically structured,

with a few very broad, generaltraits at the top of the hierarchy and
morespecific traits at lowerlevels.

While researchers are in agreement aboutthis hierarchical
structure, there is some controversy over the precise number and

type oftraits at the top of the hierarchy. The dominantview,called

the Five-Factor Model (or the Big Five), suggests that there are five
broad-basedtraits at the top of the trait hierarchy: Extraversion (or
positive affectivity), Neuroticism (or negative affectivity; this trait
is sometimesreferred to more broadly as Emotional Stability),
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness to Experience

(Church & Burke, 1994; Digman, 1990; McCrae, 1989; Norman,

1963). While considerable theorizing and research supports the
Big Five model, some researchers have proposed a somewhatdif-
ferent structure of traits at the top of the hierarchy. For example,
Tellegen (1982, 1985) proposed that there are three broad-based,
general personality traits: he labeled them Positive Affectivity, Neg-

ative Affectivity, and Constraint. However, as in Tellegen’s model,

the traits of positive affectivity (or Extraversion) and negative affec-
tivity (or Neuroticism) are present in most alternatives to the Big
Five. Hence, while researchers may disagree over whetherthere
are three,four, five, or six traits at the top of the hierarchy, they do
tend to agree that positive affectivity and negative affectivity should
be amongthesetraits, as they are in the robust Big Five model(for
example, Zuckerman, Kuhlman, Joireman,Teta, & Kraft, 1993).

Positive Affectivity

Positive affectivity (PA) is the disposition to experience positive
emotions and moods. People whoare high onpositive affectivity
tend to have an overall sense of well-being and to be positively
engaged in the world around them,in terms of both achievement

and interpersonalrelations (Tellegen, 1982, 1985). People high



TRAIT AND STATE AFFEcT 147

on PAtendto feel self-efficacious, experience positive moods and
emotions, and feel good abouttheactivities they are engagedin
(Tellegen et al., 1988; Watson & Pennebaker, 1989). High-PA indi-

viduals also tend to perceive stimuli (including other people),
think, and behavein a waythat will support and maintain their pos-
itive feelings. Dueto their positive outlook, individuals high on PA
tend to enjoy andseek outsocial interaction.

Individuals who are low on PA tendto be disengaged from

activities and the world around them in a nonpleasurable manner
or style (Tellegen, 1985). They do not think and behavein ways
that will promote positive moods and emotions and do not have a
strong sense of overall well-being. Theyareless likely to experience
positive moods and emotionsthan their high-PA counterparts and

may have somewhat of a depressive outlook or orientation
(George, 1992; Tellegen, 1985). Individuals who are low on PA are

not necessarily “unhappy” people;rather, they lack someof the
enthusiasm and positiveness of those high on PA.

Negative Affectivity

Negative affectivity (NA) is the disposition to experience negative
emotions and moods. People who are high on NAtend to have
negative feelings, be nonpleasurably engaged, andbedistressed by

their own thoughts and behaviors and the thoughts and behaviors
of others (Tellegen, 1982, 1985; Watson & L. A. Clark, 1984; Wat-

son & Pennebaker, 1989). High NAs tend to think and act in ways
that result in negative affective experiences and have an overall
negative orientation toward themselves and the world around

them. Thusthey are prone to experiencing distress over time and

acrosssituations.
Individuals who are low on NAare not proneto being dis-

tressed and experiencing negative moods and emotions. They do
not tend to view conditions and events from a negative point of

view and areless likely to think and behave in ways that promote
negative affective experiences.

It is important to note that PA and NA are independent dimen-
sions of personality (Meyer & Shack, 1989; Tellegen, 1982, 1985;

Tellegen et al., 1988; Watson & L. A. Clark, 1984; Watson & Pen-

nebaker, 1989). For example, a person could be high on both, low
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on both, or high onone and low on the other. If a person is prone
to experience negative moods(becauseheorshe is high on NA),
this does not preclude the person from also experiencingpositive
moods(andvice versa). As I will discuss later, positive and negative
affective states tend to be relatively independentof one another,
consistent with the independenceof the traits PA and NA (for
example, Watson & Tellegen, 1985).

Genetic and Biological Determinants of PA and NA

PA and NAare enduring dimensionsofpersonality. In fact, research
suggests that there are genetic and biological bases for thesetraits.
For example, in a study of identical and fraternal twins raised
together and apart, Tellegen et al. (1988) found approximately 40
percentof the variance in PA and 55 percentof the variance in NA
to be due to genetic factors. These heritabilities for PA and NA are
similar in magnitudeto the heritabilities found for other personal-

ity traits (for a brief review, see Arvey & Bouchard, 1994).

Viken, Rose, Kaprio, and Koskenvuo (1994) investigated the

genetic origins of PA and NAin a twin study that measured PA and
NAlevels in the same respondents at two points in time (six years
apart) andalso at varying ages ranging from eighteentofifty-nine.
While heritabilities tended to drop by small amounts depending

uponthe ages of the respondents, there was strong evidence of a
genetic basis for PA and NAatall ages, and heritabilities in this
study were similar to those found by Tellegen et al. (1988).

Consistent with a genetic origin of PA and NA, someresearch
has focused on determining the biological basis for these traits. For
example, it has been suggested that PA mayberelated to differ-
ences in brain dopamineactivity (Depue, Luciana, Arbisi, Collins,

& Leon, 1994). |
The logical conclusion to be drawn from the recognition that

a person’s levels of PA and NAare partially rooted in his or her
genetic makeupis that these are enduringtraits that are notlikely
to changesignificantly in the short or long run. Consistent with
this conclusion, Costa and McCrae (1988) found that measures of

PA and NAhadsix-yeartest-retest correlationsof .82 and .83. This
does not mean that PA and NAareinvariantover the life course
but rather that they tendto bestabletraits.
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Consequencesof Affective Disposition
for Organizations and Their Members

Whatare the implications of affective disposition for understand-

ing behavior in organizations? While perhapsten to fifteen years

ago this question might not even have been asked, a growing body

of evidence suggests that PA and NA doaffect how people feel,

think, and behave in organizations. HereI will sample some of this

research asit pertains to job behaviors and performance, work-

related strain, and work attitudes and affective reactions.

Job Behaviors and Performance

Traditionally, personality traits have not been seen as significant

determinants ofjob behaviors and performance (for example,

Ghiselli, 1973; Guion & Gottier, 1965). Recent research, however,

is more optimistic aboutthe role of disposition in understanding

behavior and performancein organizations (for example, Baehr

& Orban, 1989; Day & Silverman, 1989; Hough, Eaton, Dunnette,

Kamp, & McCloy, 1990; Pulakos, Borman, & Hough, 1988). One

overall conclusion that can be drawn from these and otherstudies

is that there are several important preconditions that should be

met before we can expect personality traits to be related to work

behaviors and performance.First, there must be a theoretical link

between the personality traits and behaviors investigated. Second,

the traits and behaviors mustbe at the same level of specificity/

generality. And third, job holders must have some freedom or

discretion in terms of the behaviors under consideration. Thatis,

the situation must not be so “strong” (Bem & Allen, 1974; Bem &

Funder, 1978; Monson, Hesley, & Chernick, 1982) as to wipe out

most sources of individual variation in behavior.

PA, andto a lesser extent NA, have been linked to job behav-

iors and performance. Tett, Jackson, and Rothstein (1991) and

Barrick and Mount (1991) have each conducted meta-analyses to

determinethe relationships betweenthe Big Five personality traits

and overalljob performance. While their results differ somewhat,

the two teams do painta consistent picture of PA and NA playing a

role in job performance.Tett et al. (1991) provide only data per-

taining to PA and NAcollapsing across occupations; they report a
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corrected meancorrelation of .16 between PA and job perfor-
mance and —.22 between NA andjob performance.

Barrick and Mounthypothesized specific relationships between
PA and NAandvarious dimensionsofjob performancefordif-
ferent occupational groups. Collapsing across job performance
dimensions,the estimated truecorrelations between PA andjob per-
formance foundin their meta-analyses are as follows: —.09 (pro-
fessionals), .09 (police), .18 (managers), .15 (sales), and .01 (skilled/
semiskilled). These results are theoretically meaningful, and they
are consistent with Barrick and Mount’s expectations. That is, PA
showsthe strongestrelationship with performancein occupations
requiring social interactions with others—managementand sales—
consistent with high-PA individuals’ proclivity toward and enjoy-
mentofsocial interaction. Congruentwith theseresults, Mount,
Barrick, & Strauss (1994) also found PA (assessed by supervisors,
co-workers, and customers) to berelated to sales performance.
However, PA was not foundto be related to performancein an-
other recent study conducted by these authors (Barrick, Mount, &
Strauss, 1993).

While Barrick and Mount expected NA to berelated to job
performanceacross occupational groups, meta-analysesfailed to
confirm their expectations. NA was only very weakly related to per-
formance. Given that the specific findings of Tett et al. and Barrick
and Mountdiffer, both sets of authors have attempted to uncover
and explain some potential reasons for these conflicting findings
(Ones, Mount, Barrick, & Hunter, 1994; Tett, Jackson, Rothstein,
& Reddon, 1994).

Cortina, Doherty, Schmitt, Kaufman, and Smith (1992) ex-
plored relationships between PA and NA and police performance.
Both PA and NAhadsomesignificant relationships with various
performanceindices, although sometimesthedirectionsof these
relationships were counterintuitive. Finally, Staw and Barsade
(1993) found that PA waspositively associated with both effective
decision makingand interpersonal behavior.

Taken together, these research results suggest that PA and NA
_ are likely to be related to job behaviors and performance,at least
undercertain conditions. In order to gain a better understanding
of how and whenthese dispositions influence performance,re-
searchers need to move beyondsimply correlating measures of PA
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and NA with various performanceindices andconstruct theoretical

models ofwhen and why PA and NAshould havesignificanteffects.

For example, Barrick and Mount(1993) hypothesized and found

that PA was more strongly related to managerial performance when

managershadhighlevels of autonomy. Building off these findings,

more generallyitis likely that personality will have greater effects

on organizational outcomes when workersare free to vary their

behaviorat least within a certain range of acceptability.

Work-Related Strain

Considerable evidence suggests that individuals high on NA are

morelikely to report that they are exposed to stressful conditions

at work andalso that they experience work-related strain than indi-

viduals low on NA (for example,Brief, Burke, George, Robinson,

& Webster, 1988; Burke, Brief, & George, 1993). This, along with

other research, suggests that correlating self-reports of stressors

andstrains to understand the linkage between actual stressors and

strains can be problematic: observed relationships are likely to be

partially a result of the spuriousinfluence of NA.Thatis, individ-

uals who are high on NA are morelikely to report being exposed

to stressors and experiencingstrain than individuals low on NA.

NAhas beenfrequently called a “nuisance”variable in stress

research because ofits influence on such self-reports. Nonetheless,

it is likely that the higherlevels of strain self-reported by individu-

als high on NAareindeedvery “real” to them—justas real as strain

reported by individuals whoare not dispositionally prone to expe-

riencingdistress (that is, those low on NA). It is importantto ask

why NAappearsto have these effects.

Thereare at least two ways in which NA mayimpactthelevels

of strain experienced by workers (McCrae & Costa, 1991). First, NA

may impactlevels of susceptibility to work stressors (Larsen & Kate-

laar, 1991). Individuals high on NA mayreact morestrongly to

potential stressors than individuals low on NA,given their tenden-

cies to react in a negative mannerto stimuli that are ambiguousor

potentially stressful. Gray’s work (1971, 1981, 1987) suggests that

this increased susceptibility may be due to the operation of a neu-

rological system known as the behavioral inhibition system (BIS).

TheBISis thoughtofas regulating responses when individuals are
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in the presence.of negative stimuli (those indicative of punish-
ment) (Larsen & Katelaar, 1991). The work of Gray and others sug-
gests that individuals high on NA havea particularly sensitive BIS,
which causes them to react more intensively to negative stimuli.

A secondpath through which NA mightimpactlevels ofstrain
is more indirect, but potentially noless important: individuals high
on NA mayinadvertently create stressful situations and life events
for themselves, which in turn result in increased strain. For exam-
ple, becauseof their negative orientation and outlook, individuals
high on NA mayhave moreinterpersonal problems at work; these
interpersonal problems mayresult in morestrain being experi-
encedby these workers. Consistent with this reasoning, Magnus,
Diener, Fujita, and Pavot (1993) found that individuals high on NA
tended to experience more objective negative life events (for
example, failure to get into graduate school, divorces/separations,
nonviolentcrimes,job dismissals/layoffs, and overdueprojects or
assignments), while individuals high on PA tended to experience
more objective positive life events (for example, admission into
graduate school, promotions/raises, awards or other public recog-
nition, car purchases, and acceptanceinto clubs or groups).

In orderto further understandthe role that NA plays in work-
related stress, future research should focus on (1) uncovering the
causal mechanisms through which NAhasits effects onstrain in
the workplace and (2) discovering howstrain is experienced,in a
phenomenological sense, by individuals who are high and low on
NA. Having established that NAisrelatedto strain,it is time to
move beyondsimply exploring relations between self-reports of
stressors andstrains and NA to someof the underlying (and poten-
tially more interesting and important) issues involved.

WorkAttitudes and Affective Reactions

Given the positive outlook and negative outlook of individuals high
on PA and NArespectively,it is not surprising that these disposi-
tions are related to workattitudes and affective reactions. Because
the second partof this chapter deals specifically with affect as a
State, in this section I will focus on the impact ofaffective disposi-
tions on workattitudes, particularlyjob satisfaction.

Research has found, as would be expected,that PA is positively
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related and NAis negatively related to job satisfaction (for exam-

ple, Brief, Butcher, & Roberson, 1995; Cropanzano, James, &

Konovksy, 1993; George, 1991a; Necowitz & Roznowski, 1994). Wat-

son and Slack (1993) foundthis to be the case even whenjobsat-

isfaction was measured approximately two years after the

measurementofaffective disposition (that is, PA and NA). These

findings do not suggest that individuals high on PA are always

goingto besatisfied or that individuals high on NA are always

going to bedissatisfied, of course. Rather, they suggest that dispo-

sition plays a role in influencingjobattitudes, as do situational fac-

tors such as the nature of the work itself.

Summary

Theissues and research discussed above, while by no meansdefin-

itive, certainly suggest that PA and NAplay importantrolesin at

least certain outcomesrelevant to both individuals and organiza-

tions (for example, stress andjob behaviors). Thefield is ripe for

additional research aimedat understanding the nature of these

effects. Theory-driven research that focuses on the dynamics and

causal mechanismsinvolvedis likely to have the biggest payoff in

terms of increased understanding.

Aside from the main andinteractive effects of affective dispo-

sition on outcomes, PA and NAplay perhaps an even more impor-

tantrole vis-a-vis their impact on affective states at work, the focus.

of the next part of this chapter.

Affective States and Moods at Work

Unlike affective dispositions (PA and NA), which are enduring over

time, affective states fluctuate and change, capturing how people

feel from moment to moment, hourto hour, and dayto day. At the

most generallevel, there are two typesof affective states: emotions

and moods. Emotionsare intense feelings that demandattention,

interrupt ongoing cognitive processes and behaviors, and are tied

to or associated with specific events or circumstances (Simon,

1982).
Moods, whichareless intense than emotions, encompass more

of the day-to-day feelings people experience—feelingsthat, while
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not interrupting cognitive processes and behaviors, affect them in
more subtle but also important ways (M.S. Clark & Isen, 1982;
Thayer, 1989). Moodsare generalized affective states that are not
necessarily linked to specific events or circumstances (Brady, 1970;
Nowlis, 1970; Ryle, 1950). While an event may initiate a mood
state, the mood,onceinitiated, provides the affective context for
ongoing thoughtprocesses and behaviors unrelated to the mood-
inducing event. Moodsare pervasive and nonspecific and have the
potential to have wide-ranging effects on thought processes and
behaviors (Morris & Reilly, 1987).

A considerable bodyofliterature suggests that affective states
(like affective traits) are best described by two major andinde-
pendentdimensions,positive affect and negative affect, rather than
a single dimension (ranging from positive to negative) (Costa &
McCrae, 1980; Meyer & Shack, 1989; Watson & Pennebaker, 1989;
Watson & Tellegen, 1985). Positive and negative affective states
have different antecedents, correlates, consequences, andrela-
tionships with life events (Costa & McCrae, 1980; Watson & L. A.
Clark, 1984; Zautra, 1983). Indeed, they have been found to be
largely independentofeach othereven over short periods of time
(Watson, 1988; Watson, L. A. Clark, & Tellegen, 1988); however,at
intense levels (for example, as emotions), positive and negative
affective states have not been found to be experienced simultane-
ously (Diener & Iran-Nejad, 1986). —

These two dimensions of affect describe how a person is
engaged: howthepersonfeels, the person’s cognitive style, and the
person'srelationship with his or her surroundings(Tellegen,
1985). Positive affective states signal positive or pleasurable engage-
ment, while negative affective states signal negative or nonplea-
surable engagement. A high positive affective state is described by
termssuch as enthusiastic, active, elated, peppy, strong, and excited,
while a low positive affective state is described by terms such as
drowsy, dull, sluggish, and sleepy. A high negative affective state is
characterized by termssuch asdistressed, hostile, nervous, jittery, scorn-
ful, and fearful, while a low negative affective state indicates feeling
placid, relaxed, calm, and atrest (Tellegen, 1985; Watsonetal., 1988;
Watson & Tellegen, 1985).

These descriptions of positive and negative affective states
apply to both emotions and moods.Again,it is the intensity of the
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affective state that distinguishes between emotions and moods.
Strong affective states (in the form of emotions) interrupt ongoing
cognition and behavior and demandattention, while less intense

affective states (in the form of moods) impact ongoing cognition
and behavior without necessarily interrupting them or causing a
change in a person’s focus of attention. Emotions can often feed
into moods; once an individual has “dealt with” or habituated to a

positive or negative emotion (Frijda, 1988), that emotion might

continue to affect the individual’s functioning by promoting an
analogoustype of mood. Positive emotions prompted by the news
that you are going to receive a substantial raise, for example, may
lead to a positive moodfor the remainderofthe day. Similarly, neg-
ative emotionsresulting from learningthat yourbest friend and co-

workerhas been laid off may lead to a negative moodthat persists

even once you have gotten overthe initial shock.
Because emotionsare specific to events or circumstances, how

people respond to them and their consequencesfor organizational
behavior depend uponthe particular factor that caused the emo-
tion. Moods,on the other hand, are nonspecific and affect behav-

ior irrespective of their cause or origin. In the remainderof the
chapter, therefore, I focus on moods. At this point, I would also
like to note that since work moodshave been the focus of schol-
arly theorizing and research only in thelast several years, much of
whatI discussis tentative and in need of further research.

Determinants of Work Moods

Recently, George and Brief (1992) reviewed some of the determi-
nants of positive moods at work. Building off their model, I discuss
below potential determinants of positive and negative moodsat
workthat are foundat three levels of analysis: individual, group,
and organizational.

Individual-Level Determinants of Work Moods

There are two basic categories of determinantsat the individual
level: affective disposition and life events. Affective disposition
refers to people’s tendencies to experience positive and negative
moods, while life events capture the impact of an individual’s life
circumstances on his or her work moods.
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Active Disposition

Based upon myearlier descriptions of the personality traits PA and
NA,it should comeas nosurprise that individuals who are high on
PA are morelikely to experience positive moods than those low on
this trait. Likewise, individuals whoare high on NA are morelikely
to experience negative moodsthan those low on thistrait (for
example, Tellegen, 1985; Watson & Pennebaker, 1989).

Research has confirmed that these relationships between affec-
tive disposition and moodin generalalso apply to moodsexperi-
enced at work. For example, Brief, Burke, George, Robinson, &

Webster (1988) found NAto be significantly associated with nega-
tive mood at work amonga sample of professional and managerial

personnel of an insurance company; George (1989) found mea-
sures of PA and NAto besignificantly associated with positive and
negative moodat work, respectively, in a sample of salespeople; and
George (1995) found a measure ofPA to be significantly associated

with positive mood at work among a sample of managers.

Life Events

The term life evenis refers to the different things that happen to
people in their daily lives, both at work and in other domains (such
as homeand family). Life events can be major (for example, a

promotion) or minor (for example, going out to lunch with co-
workers) and positive (as in the former two examples) or negative

(for example, an argumentwith one’s boss). All of these different
kindsof life events have the potential to influence workers’ moods
both on andoff the job.

Research has found that positive life events are morelikely to
influence positive moods than negative moods, while negativelife
events are morelikely to influence negative moods than positive
moods (Zautra, 1983; Zautra & Reich, 1983; Zautra & Simons,

1979). Negative events do notnecessarily decrease positive moods

over time, and positive events do not necessarily decrease negative
moodsover time (Emmons, 1986).

Group-Level Determinants of Work Moods

There are a variety of potential group-level determinants ofwork

moods, and research hasjust begun to explore these factors. Evi-
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dence to date suggests that several types of group factors are espe-
cially likely to impact mood at work, and these can be grouped into
two main categories: group affective tone and group characteristics.

Group Affective Tone

George (1990) hypothesized and foundthat work groupsoften
have groupaffective tones or characteristic feelings that are expe-
rienced consistently by group members. Some groups may be
enthusiastic and energetic (those with a high positive affective
tone), and other groups may be troubled and distraught (those
with a high negative affective tone). To the extent that a group has
an affective tone, that toneis likely to influence individual mem-
bers’ positive and negative moodsat work. (For information on the
measurementof group affective tone, see, for example, George,

1990; George & Brief, 1992; and George &James, 1993.)

Group Characteristics

Group characteristics such as groupsize, the proximity of group
members, group norms, and leader moodalso arelikely to influence
moodsat work. Let us look at each of these characteristics in turn.

First, research has found that as group size increases, members
of a group interact less frequently with each other, feel less close
to each other, are less attracted to the group, and are morelikely
to have conflicts and disagreements with one another (for exam-
ple, Bass & Norton, 1951; Berger & Cummings, 1979; Hare, 1952;

Katz, 1949; Schull, Delbecq, & Cummings, 1970; Shaw, 1981).

These findings suggest that work moodsare likely to be more favor-
able when work-groupsize is kept relatively small.

The term proximity has traditionally been used to describe the
physical distance between group members. However, with advances
in information and communication technology, physical distance
maynotnecessarily be a good indicator of “experienced” proxim-
ity. Group members whoare separated by thousandsof miles but
communicate daily with each other via video conferences may be -
more proximate than group memberswhoshare a building but
rarely interact. Given new technological developments, perhapsit
is more appropriate to view proximity in termsof the extentto
which group membershaveaccess to and communicate with each
other. Viewed in these terms, proximity is likely to foster more
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favorable work moodsbecauseit results in social interaction, which

has been related to positive moods (for example, Bradburn,1969;

Bradburn & Caplovitz, 1965; Harding, 1982; Headey, Holstrom, &

Wearing, 1985; Phillips, 1967; Zautra, 1983). Proximity may also
help to reduce the incidence of negative moodsto the extent that
group membersare sourcesof social support.

Group normsand leader moodsalso are likely to influence
individual members’ moodsat work. Normsthatstress the impor-
tance of helping each otherout, being friendly and cooperative,
and having “fun” at work, for example,are likely to promote favor-
able moods. Leaders who experience positive moods themselves
may have a favorable effect on their subordinates’ moods. Like-

wise, leaders who experience negative moods mayfind themselves

with subordinates whoare similarly distressed.

Organizational-Level Determinants of Work Moods

A wide variety of contextual and environmental factors also are

likely to influence work moods(L. A. Clark & Watson, 1988; M.S.

Clark & Isen, 1982). These factors include the physical design of
the workplace,the attractiveness of office furnishingsandfixtures,

the extent to which the organizational layout promotesor inhibits
social interaction, placement ofwindows, and so forth. Moods can

be significantly impacted by these relatively commonplace and
taken-for-granted aspects of the workplace.

Summary

Work moodsare ultimately determinedby the interaction of per-
sonality or disposition (in the form of positive and negative affec-
tivity) and situational factors (at the individual, group, and
organizationallevels). Just as looking solely at disposition will lead
to an incomplete understanding of why workers experience the
moodsthey do, so too will an examination of situational determi-
nants in isolation from disposition yield an incomplete picture of
the etiology ofwork moods.

Consequences ofWork Moods

Research on the consequences of work moodsis in its infancy.
However, the growing body of research points to some of the ways
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in which workers’ feelings may influence their behaviorsin or-
ganizations. I consider here four potential areas in which work
moodsmayplaya role: job behaviors and performance,organiza-

tional spontaneity, withdrawal behaviors, and leadereffectiveness.

Job Behaviors and Performance
GeorgeandBrief (1996) have recently proposed a modelofwork
motivation in which moods—particularly positive moods—play a
pivotal role. In their model, positive moodsare proposedto influ-
ence distal motivation (for example, choice of behaviors or effort

levels) by causing workers to have higher expectancies, instru-
mentalities, and valences due to the effects that positive moodsare
likely to have on the cognitive processes underlying these judg-
ments (through the mechanisms of mood-congruentjudgment,
mood-congruentrecall, and moodeffects on attributions). Posi-
tive moodsare also proposedto influence proximal motivation
(for example, ongoing behavior when actually engaged ona task)
by causing workers to maintain higher standards(or “reference cri-
teria,” in control theory terms; Hyland, 1988) for themselves. While

negative moodsarealsolikely to influence work motivation,their
potential effects are moredifficult to tease out.

The results from someinitial research are consistent with
Georgeand Brief’s reasoning (1994). For example, Staw, Sutton,
and Pelled (1994) found, in a sample of workers from a hospital
and two manufacturing plants, that positive moodspredicted per-
formanceas rated by supervisors eighteen monthslater. As another

example, George (1991b) found that the positive moods experi-
encedby salespeople at work weresignificantly and positively asso-
ciated with the performanceofcustomerservice behaviorsas rated
by their supervisors. However, contrary to these finding, T. A.
Wright and Staw (1994) found that moods(both positive and neg-
ative) were notsignificantly related tojob performance,while affec-
tive disposition was. (It should be noted that their samplesize was
small, which may have resulted in somestatistical powerissues.)

Organizational Spontaneity

Increasing attention is being paid in the organizational psychology
literature to extra-role behaviors—behaviors that are not required
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of organizational membersyet contribute to and are necessary for
organizational survival and effectiveness. Various labels for these
behaviors have been proposed,such as prosocial organizational
behavior (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986) and organizational citizenship
behavior (Organ, 1988), and their defining characteristics and
types have been the subject of some debate. George and Brief
(1992) expanded on andfurther developed Katz’s originaltreat-
ment of such behaviors (1964), which (based on Katz’s formula-

tions) they subsume underthe conceptof organizational spontaneity.
Organizational spontaneity refers to behaviors that are extra-

role, are performed voluntarily, and contribute to organizational
_ effectiveness. The five forms of organizational spontaneity (as out-

lined by George andBrief, 1992) are helping co-workers, protect-
ing the organization, making constructive suggestions, developing
oneself, and spreading goodwill. George and Brief (1992) devel-
oped a theoretical rationale for their expectation that positive
moodsat work would foster or facilitate each of these five forms of
organizational spontaneity—arationale thatis briefly recappedas
follows:

1. Positive moodsare expected to foster helping co-workers
based on extensive literature in psychology supporting the finding
that people whoare in positive moodsare morelikely to be helpful
to others or engagein prosocial behavior (for example, Aderman,
1972; Cunningham, Steinberg, & Grev, 1980; Isen, M. S. Clark, &

Schwartz, 1976; Isen & Levin, 1972; Levin & Isen, 1975; Rosenhan,

Salovey, & Hargis, 1981). Carlson, Charlin, and Miller (1988)

reviewed complementary theoretical underpinningsfor these find-
ings based on processessuchas priming,attraction, and positive
mood maintenance.

Consistent with this literature, George (1991b) found that the
positive moodsof salespeople weresignificantly and positively asso-
ciated with helping co-workersas well as with helpful behaviors
directed at customers. While Organ and Konovsky (1989) did not
find mood to be predictive of helping co-workersin their study,
George (1991b) has suggested that they may have inadvertently
measured positive moodas a trait (that is, positive affectivity) rather
than a state, consistent with the work of Watson, L. A. Clark, and

Tellegen (1988).
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9. Positive moods are expected to encourage protecting the

organization based on the idea that people whoare in positive

moodsoften take steps to maintain their good feelings (Carlson et

al., 1988). If workers experience positive moodsat work, they may

see it as in their best interest to protect the organization from harm

so as to maintain their own goodfeelings on the job.

3. Positive moods are expectedto result in workers’ making

constructive suggestions in organizations. This expectation is based

on the workof Isen and her colleagues, who hypothesized and

found that positive moodsfoster creativity via their effects on cog-

nitive processes (Carnevale & Isen, 1986; Isen & Daubman, 1984;

Isen, Daubman, & Nowicki, 1987; Isen, Johnson, Mertz, & Robin-

son, 1985).

4. Positive moods are expectedto facilitate self-development

efforts based on work suggesting that people whoare in positive

moods(a) think that they are morelikely to be successful atdif-

ferent activities and (b) are indeed moresuccessful, which can lead

to greater persistence (for example, Brown, 1984; Bower & Cohen,

1982; Taylor & Brown, 1988; J. S. Wright & Mischel, 1982).

5. It is hypothesized that workers whoare in positive moods

are morelikely to spread goodwill based on their increasedlike-

lihood of having positive cognitions abouttheir organizations

and their tendency toward increased social interaction with others

(A. S. Rossi & P. E. Rossi, 19777; Watson, 1988).

Withdrawal Behaviors

Work moods,with their origins in person-situation interactions,

have the potential to influence withdrawal behaviors such as absen-

teeism and turnover. In terms of absenteeism, George (1989) rea-

sonedthat the characteristic moods people experienceat work (as

a result of the interaction of their personality with the situation)

mayinfluence their attendance patterns. Workers who tend to

experience positive moods at work may be moreinclined to come

to work (orless inclined to be absent), because doing so maintains

their good feelings. Conversely, workers who experience negative

moodsat work mayuse absenceto control or changetheir bad

feelings. Consistent with this reasoning, George (1989) found that

positive moodat workwassignificantly and negatively associated
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with absence. However, negative moodwasnotsignificantly asso-
ciated with absence, contrary to George’s expectations.

Turnover, as a permanent form of withdrawal, may also be

impacted by work moods. To the extent that workers consistently
experience negative moodsat work, this may prompt them to seek
out alternative opportunities and eventually quit theirjobs. Con-
versely, workers who consistently experience positive moodsat
work may be motivated to keep their presentjobs to prolong these
goodday-to-day feelings. However, given the fact that positive and
negative moodshave not been found to have symmetrical effects
on absence (George, 1989), it may be that relations with turnover
are also more complex.

It is obviously too soon totell if, when, and how moodstates

affect withdrawal behaviors such as absence and turnover. How-
ever, based on an initial study (George, 1989), as well as on poten-
tial theoretical links between moods at work and withdrawal
behaviors, future research certainly seems warranted.

Leader Effectiveness

George and Bettenhausen (1990) reasoned that the extent to
which leaders experience positive moods at work may contribute
to their effectiveness. Whenleaders feel excited, enthusiastic, and

active (Watson & Tellegen, 1985), they may be morelikely to ener-
gize their subordinates and convey sense ofefficacy, competence,
optimism, and enjoyment. Leadersin positive moods mayalso be
morelikely to positively reinforce their subordinates and be a pos-

itive interpersonal force. Consistent with this reasoning, George

and Bettenhausen foundthat store managers who experienced
positive moodsat work had higher-performing subordinates who
also were less subject to turnover. In another sample (building off
these findings), George (1995) also foundpositive leader mood to
be related to indicators of leader effectiveness.

Additional research is needed to understand the mechanisms
through which leader mood (both positive and negative) influ-
encesleader effectiveness, subordinate behavior and performance,

and other outcomes. For example, leader mood may impact sub-
ordinateself-efficacy and motivation and mayresult in more open
and effective communication between a leaderandhis or her sub-
ordinates.



TRAIT AND STATE Arrect 163

Summary

The ideas and proposedrelationships between work moods and
the outcomesconsideredin this section are reasonable, based on

current theorizing and research; but they are also very tentative,
given the lack of a bodyofliterature that directly addresses them.
Whatis clear, however, is that work moods do have the potential to

impact a wide variety of important organizational behaviors. Thus
the field is ripe for theoretically based investigations into the con-
sequences of work moods.

My treatment of work moodsin this section has tended to
be skewed toward the consideration of positive work moods; the
consequences of negative moodshave,in a sense, gotten short-
changed. This imbalanceis dueto the fact that manyof the rele-
vant findings andrelations are moreclear-cut in the case of positive
moods and more equivocal in the case of negative moods. For
example, while positive moods have been found to foster helping
behaviors, negative moods sometimesresult in more helping
behaviors but other times do not (Carlson & Miller, 1987). Al-

though negative work moodsare likely to have just as important
implications for understanding organizational behavioras positive
work moods, negative moods may present researchers with more
of a challenge in termsof theoretically and empirically ascertain-
ing their effects on organizationally relevant outcomes.In this
regard, researchers need to keep in mindthat while intuitively we
may expect positive and negative moods to have symmetrical
effects on cognitions and behaviors,this is often not the case.

Conclusion

By nowit should be clear that affect, as both a trait anda state, has

important implications for understanding work behavior. Workers’
feelings, or their moods, can have powerful effects on their
thought processes and behaviors in organizations. While in the
past, attention has been focused on cognition more than affect (as
it relates to such topics as work motivation or withdrawal), both
cognition andaffect are clearly integral aspects of the human and
work experience.

Affective dispositions (positive affectivity and negative affectiv-
ity) represent the affective tendencies workers bring with them to
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the workplace, and thus have the potential to impact organiza-
tional behavior. These tendencies interact with situational factors
emanating both within and outside the workplace to determine
affective states such as moods.

The diverse studies and perspectives covered in this chapter
lead to one overarching conclusion:a rich understanding of behav-
ior in organizations requires a consideration of affective traits and
states. The timeis ripe for theoretically driven empirical studies to
uncover when, how, and whyaffective traits and states impact orga-
nizational behavior.
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Orientation Toward the
Job and Organization
StephanJ. Motowidlo 

This chapter is about individual differencesin orientation toward
thejob and the organization.In particular, it focuses on individual
differencesinjob satisfaction. Although otherattitudinal orienta-
tions, such as organizational commitment (Mowday, Porter, & Steers,

1982; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990), job involvement (Lodahl & Kejner,

1965), and the sense of groupidentification and cohesion implicit
in the concept of morale (Motowidlo & Borman, 1977, 1978) are
also important, they are beyond the scopeofthis chapter.

Job satisfaction is nearly always measured throughself-report

questionnaires that ask respondents such questionsas whetherthey

are likely to stay in the job or recommendit to others, how often
they think about quitting, how favorably thejob comparesto other
jobs, whetherthejob has positive or negative attributes, whether
they like the job, whetherthey like the job moreorless than other
people like theirjobs, and how often theyfeel satisfied or dissatis-

fied with their job (Porac, 1987). Such self-reports are assumed

to reveal someone'saffective responses to aspects of the work
environment. There is growing recognition, however, that other
factors besides the work environmentaffect self-reports ofjob
satisfaction in ways that makeit difficult to interpret the mean-
ing of these reports (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Some of these

variables involve individual differences in such traits as negative
affectivity (Brief, Burke, George, Robinson, & Webster, 1988) and

affective disposition (Judge & Hulin, 1993).
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The purpose of this chapter is to provide an integrative theo-
retical frameworkfor the results of many studies that have exam-
ined relations between individual difference variables and
self-reported job satisfaction. The chapter’s main themeis that
individual difference variables can be either a source of errorvari-
ance or a source of true score variance in measuresofjob satisfac-
tion. Whetherindividual difference variables contribute error or
true score variance depends on howthe construct ofjobsatisfac-
tion is defined.

This chapter is organized in two sections. The first section
develops an information-processing model to explain how people
form judgments of job satisfaction. It describes the process
through which people transform information aboutthe work envi-
ronment to produce judgments ofjob satisfaction and suggests
four ways to define the constructofjob satisfaction according to
different sources of true score variance anderror variance. The
second section focuses on individual differences in relation to the
information-processing model describedin the first section. It
reviews lines of evidence that argue for individual differences in
self-reports ofjob satisfaction and integrates effects of individual
differences with the information-processing model to develop a
theory of individual differences in job satisfaction.

Cognitive Processes in Self-Reports ofJob Satisfaction

The information-processing model presented in this chapter
assumesthatself-reports ofjob satisfaction are judgments about the
favorability of the work environment. Each of these critical features of
self-reportedjob satisfaction is elaborated below.

First, self-reportedjob satisfaction is a judgment. To form that
judgment, people have to reflect upon their experiences at work
and integrate information aboutaspects of the work environment
and their affective responses to them (Motowidlo & Lawton, 1984).
This perspective is consistent with Porac’s view of responsestojob
satisfaction questionnaires as cognitive events (1987): he distin-
guished between feeling states and descriptionsoffeeling states and
argued thatself-report measuresofjob satisfaction evoke cognitive
processesfor describing feelings about the work environment.
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Second,self-reportedjob satisfaction is ajudgment aboutfavor-

ability; it is ajudgment about how goodor bad, how positive or neg-

ative, how benign or malignant, how likable or unlikable the work

environmentis. In other words,it is an evaluativejudgment more

than a descriptive judgment. This evaluative judgment can be

assessed through descriptive items such as someof those found

in theJob Descriptive Index (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969), but

such items are scored according to assumptions abouttheir evalu-

ative implications for the characteristics described. Becauseself-

reportedjobsatisfaction is an evaluative judgment,it is colored by

affective elements such as values (Locke, 1976) and moods(Brief,

Butcher, & Roberson, 1995).

The favorability of self-reports ofjob satisfaction is personal-

ized. Either explicitly or implicitly, self-reports ofjob satisfaction

usually reflect favorability from the idiosyncratic perspective of the ©

individual providing the report. Theytell about how mucha par-

ticular person likes or dislikes the work environment. Whatone

personlikes, of course, another mightdislike. Depending on the

purpose for whichjobsatisfaction is being measured,differences

between people in their judgments aboutthe favorability of the

same environmentmight be consideredeither true score variance

or error variance.

Third, self-reported job satisfaction is ajudgment aboutthe

favorability of the work environment based uponan evaluation ofits

variousfacets, such as pay, co-workers, supervision, the work itself,

and benefits. It reflects affective reactions to events and conditions

in the entire work environment,including the immediate task envi-

ronment, the social environment, the administrative environment,

andall other aspects of the broader organizational environment

that might producepositive or negative affective reactions.

These events and conditionsare distributed through time and

space. Events thatelicit affective reactions occur unevenly at dif-

ferentspecific places in the work environmentandat different

times; conditionsthatelicit affective reactions exist at different

places in the work environmentand for varying durations. Because

people experience only events and conditions that occur where

they happen to be and when they happento bethere, they can

experience only samples of the work environment.
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An Information-Processing Model
for Self-Reports ofJob Satisfaction

The modelpresented here describes how people sample events
and conditions in their work environmentandprocessthatin-
formation to formjudgments ofjob satisfaction. It is drawn from
an information-sampling modelthat was developed to explain
evaluative judgments related to personnel decisions in general
(Motowidlo, 1986). It begins by assuming that people form judg-
mentsofjob satisfaction by combining positive and negative bits
of information thatare available to them at the time they form
theirjudgments. The favorability of theirjudgments increases with
the numberofpositive bits of information and decreases with the
numberof negative bits of information thatare available.

This assumption has appeared prominently in theliterature on
attitudes andsocialjudgment. Forinstance, while discussing their
ideas aboutsocial information processes in job attitudes, Salancik
and Pfeffer (1978) wrote, “The link fromjob characteristics to atti-
tudes represents the cognitive processing of information about the
characteristics of thejob andits environment. Althoughthedetails
of such processing are not well known,theliterature onjudgment
suggests thatjudgments are monotonic functionsof the positive
and negative items of information a person has about the object
(Anderson, 1971)—in this case, ajob” (p. 230).

The assumption hasalso appeared in descriptions of models
of social cognition that have incorporatedinfluencesofaffective
factors on social judgments (for example, Bower, 1981; Clark &
Isen, 1982)—models asserting that moodaffects evaluative judg-
ments about people by increasing the availability (Tversky & Kah-
neman, 1973) of bits of information that are consistent with the
mood. According to these models, people in a good mood should
therefore recall more positive information aboutothers and for
that reason evaluate them morepositively, while people in a bad
moodshould recall more negative information about others and
evaluate them morenegatively.

Anderson’s integration model (1971) developed the assump-
tion more formally. He proposed that ajudgmental responseis a
weighted sum of any priorjudgmentof the referent which theindi-
vidual made and the degreeto which pieces of information related
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to the referentare positive or negative. The degree of positiveness

of each piece of information is weighted byits psychological impor-

tance. The sum of these weightedvaluesacrossavailable bits of

information, combined with the formerjudgment, represents the

newjudgmental response.

The information-processing modelforself-reported job satis-

faction appearsin Figure 5.1. It consists of fourstages. First, there

is a population of events and conditionsin the work environment

that have the potential to rouse positive or negative affective reac-

tions in people who experience them. Second, people experience

someof these events and conditions, which then becomethe input

sample for further processing. Third, people retrieve a sample of

that input sample whentrying to form ajudgmentof the favora-

bility of their work environment. Fourth, people report some level

ofjob satisfaction accordingto the retrieved sample of events and

conditions (and otherfactors that motivate them to distort their

judgments) andreporteither high orlowlevels ofjob satisfaction.

Each of these stages is described morefully below.

Population ofEnvironmental Events and Conditions

The modelposits a population consisting ofall the positive and

negative events and conditionsthat occur in a work environment

over a period of time. This is a hypothetical population, because

its content can never be completely identified except through lab-

oratory simulations in which properties of contrived work en-

vironments are manipulated through controlled experimental

procedures.
People can generally agree that some events and conditions

are more favorable than others. For example, events such as hear-

ing that one was promoted,getting a hefty raise, and being enthu-

siastically praised by the supervisor and conditions such as excellent

dental benefits, meaningful work, and clean, dry, and brightsur-

roundingsare generally regarded as more favorable than events

such as hearing that one was demoted,getting a pay cut, and being

severely criticized by the supervisor and conditions such asa lack

of dental benefits, meaningless work, and dirty, damp, and dark

surroundings. Certainly, the same events and conditions might be

more orless favorable for some people than for others. But be-

cause some events and conditionsare likely to be widely, if not
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Figure 5.1. Stages of Information Processing
in FormingJudgments ofJob Satisfaction.
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universally, regarded as more favorable than other events and con-
ditions, it is possible to compare work environments according to
their normative favorabilities. Thus a work environmentin which
promotions, pay raises, and supervisory praise occur frequently and
in which excellent dental benefits, meaningful work, and clean,
dry, and bright surroundings are commonis normatively a more
favorable environmentthan one in which demotions, pay cuts, and
supervisory criticism occur frequently and in which

a

lack of dental
benefits, meaningless work, and dirty, damp, and dark surround-
ings are common.

Normative favorability, then, is a characteristic of the work envi-
ronment. It refers to the expected level of favorability of the work
environmentfor all people likely to occupyit. It recognizes that
objective differences between work environments can havereliable
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main effects on reports ofjob satisfaction. Amountof pay, for

example, is positively correlated with reportsof satisfaction with

pay (Motowidlo, 1982, 1983), and enriched tasks are more Satis-

fying than unenrichedtasks (Kraiger, Billings, & Isen, 1989). ‘Thus,

although manydifferent people might occupya particular work

environment, there is only one true score for its normative favor-

ability.
The normative favorability of a work environment depends on

the relative number of normatively favorable and unfavorable

events and conditions in the population weighted by the degree to

which they are regarded as favorable or unfavorable by people

likely to occupy the work environment.

Input Sample

As mentioned, people experience only a sample of the normatively

favorable and unfavorable events and conditions that make up the

population in their work environment; and that sample can rep-

resent the population with varying degrees of accuracy. If someone

experiences proportionately more or fewer favorable events and

conditions than are represented in the population, the experi-

enced favorability of the sample of input events and conditionswill

be either moreorless positive than the normative favorability of

the population of events and conditions in the work environment.

The experienced favorability of the input sample of events and

conditions might be different from the normative favorability of

the population of events and conditionsfor two reasons.First,

some people might be exposedto a larger numberof normatively

favorable or unfavorable events and conditions than are repre-

sented in the population. Second, some people mightevaluate the

same events and conditions morefavorably or unfavorably than

other people do.In eithercase, the result is variability between

individuals in the experienced favorability of the samples of events

and conditions that they encounterat work, even if thenormative

favorability of the work environmentis constant.

In the same way that the normative favorability of the work

environmentis defined according to the separate normative favor-

abilities of events and conditions in the population, the experi-

enced favorability of the input sample is defined according to the

relative numberof experienced favorable and unfavorable events
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and conditionsin the input sample weighted by how favorable or
unfavorable they are experiencedto be.

The experienced sample of events and conditions is what can
be encoded andstored in memory, butit is not necessarily stored
only as a descriptive record of events. Zajonc (1980) argued that
people form affective and evaluative reactions very soon aftertheir
first exposure toa target stimulus, without much cognitive pro-
cessing. By this reasoning, an event or condition sampled from the
work environmentis quickly and automatically transformed into
an evaluative impression—eitheran affective reaction, such as a
mood (George & Brief, 1992), or an implicitjudgmentthat the
event or conditionis favorable or unfavorable. Whatgets stored in
memory about a particular event or condition, therefore,is either
a descriptive accountofit or the evaluative impression it produced
(or both). |

Thus people experience samples from the population of events
and conditions in the work environment. Those samplesvary in
experienced favorability from person to person even when the
normative favorability of the work environmentis the same. The
samples serve as the inputs for the cognitive process thatleads ulti-
mately to reports ofjob satisfaction.

Retrieved Sample

Whenpeople try to judge the favorability of their work environ-
ment, they retrieve evaluative information from memory. They
retrieve only a sampleofall the evaluative information about events
and conditions that they experienced, however, and the retrieved
sampleis notnecessarily a perfect representation of the input sam-
ple. If they retrieve proportionately more favorable or unfavorable
bits of information aboutevents and conditions, they will remem-
ber their work environmentas morefavorable or unfavorable than
they experienced it. Consequently, even if two people experience
an identically favorable sample of events and conditions, factors
that affect the favorability of their retrieved samples of events and
conditionswill create variability between them in how favorably
they remembertheir work environment.

Again, the favorability of the retrieved sample depends on
the relative number of favorable and unfavorable events in the
retrieved sample weighted by how favorable or unfavorable those
events are.
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ReportedJob Satisfaction

The sample of retrieved information is one determinant of how

people actually report theirjob satisfaction, but other factors can

affect this too. Just as performanceevaluations are often deliber-

ately distorted either positively or negatively (Longenecker, Sims,

& Gioia, 1987), judgments ofjobsatisfaction are also often delib-

erately distorted. People can have different motivations about

reportingtheirjob satisfaction. They might be motivatedto report

a level ofjob satisfaction that accurately represents the favorability

of the sample of information theyretrieve from memory. Especially

if questionnaires are not anonymous, however, people might be

reluctant to report low levels ofjob satisfaction for fear of retalia-

tion by management. Conversely, they might be motivated to exag-

gerate their dissatisfaction either to punish management with

reports of poor employee morale or to impress management with

the seriousness of their complaints so that managementwill be

morelikely to take remedialaction.As a result, even if two people

remembertheir work environmentas identically favorable, factors

that affect their motivation to report high or low levels ofjob sat-

isfaction will create variability between them.

Four Constructs ofJob Satisfaction

This information-processing model suggests four different ways of

defining job satisfaction: normativefavorability (the favorability of

the population of events and conditions in the work environment),

experiencedfavorability (the favorability of events and conditions in

the input sample), rememberedfavorability (the favorability of events

and conditionsin the retrieved sample), and volitionalfavorability

(the favorability that people try to presentin theirself-reports of

job satisfaction). These four constructs are causally related to each

other. As shown in Figure 5.2, normative favorability affects expe-

rienced favorability, which affects rememberedfavorability, which

affects volitional favorability, which, finally, affects the observed

score on a self-report measure ofjob satisfaction.

Figure 5.2 also showsthat other factors besidesthe foursatisfac-

tion constructs indirectly affect self-reportedjob satisfaction through

direct effects on experienced, remembered,andvolitionalsatisfac-

tion. These other factors explain why people do not necessarily expe-

rience their work environmentas favorably or unfavorablyasit
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Figure 5.2. Four Constructs ofJob Satisfaction
and Their Relations with Other Causal Factors

and Self-ReportedJob Satisfaction.
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normatively is, why they do notnecessarily rememberit as favorably

or unfavorably as they experienced it, and why they do not neces-

sarily report it as favorably or unfavorably as they rememberit.

The dotted arrowsin Figure 5.2 from normative, experienced,

and rememberedfavorability to self-reported job satisfaction are

meantto illustrate that self-reported job satisfaction can be used

to measure anyofthese threesatisfaction constructs, in addition

to the construct represented byvolitional favorability. They also

show how the otherfactors affecting experienced, remembered,

and volitional favorability might be sourcesof either error variance

or true score variance, depending on whichof the four constructs

the self-report ofjob satisfaction is intended to measure.Ifself-

reported satisfaction is intended to measure normative favorabil-

ity, other factors affecting experienced, remembered,andvolitional

favorability in Figure 5.2 are sourcesof errorin the self-report mea-

sure, because they indirectly affect it but have nothing to do with

normative favorability. If selfreported satisfaction is intended to

measure experienced favorability, other factors affecting remem-

bered and volitional favorability are sources of error, but otherfac-

tors affecting experienced favorability now becomesourcesoftrue

score variancein the self-report measure.If self-reported satisfac-

tion is intended to measure rememberedfavorability, other factors

affecting volitional favorability are sources of error, but other fac-

tors affecting experienced and rememberedfavorability now be-

comesourcesoftrue score variancein theself-report measure. And

if self-reported satisfaction is intended to measurevolitional favor-

ability, other factors affecting experienced, remembered,andvoli-

tional favorability are now sourcesof true score variance.

These distinctions between sourcesof true score and errorvari-

ance useclassical psychometric theory as a loose metaphor. Some

readers mightpreferto think of these distinctions instead accord-

ing to generalizability theory (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, & Rajarat-

nam, 1972; Shavelson, Webb, & Rowley, 1989), which explicitly

acknowledges multiple sources of error variance and providesdif-

ferentreliability estimates according to a measure’s intended use.

Basically, however, the model presented here is about sources

of variability in self-reportedjob satisfaction.It describes two cate-

goriesofvariables that shape self-reports ofjob satisfaction.‘The first

category consists of the foursatisfaction constructs—normative,
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experienced, remembered,and volitional favorability. The second
category consists of otherfactors that affect experienced, remem-
bered, andvolitional favorability independently of the favorability
of preceding stages in the processing model. Whenthey are desig-
nated as sourcesof error variance, that meanssimply thatthe vari-
ability they bringto the self-report measure ofjob satisfaction does
not contribute to variability in the construct that the self-report is
intended to measure. Whenthey are designatedas sources of true
score variance, that meanssimply that thevariability they bring to
the self-report measure ofjob satisfaction does contributeto vari-
ability in the constructthat the self-report is intended to measure.

Thusself-reported job satisfaction can be used to measure
either normative, experienced, remembered,orvolitional favora-
bility. There are good reasons for measuring each ofthesesatis-
faction constructs, and they havedifferent implications for sources
of error and true score variancein theself-report measure ofjob
satisfaction, as discussed next.

Normative Favorability

Normative favorability is the degree to which an environmentis
likely to be regarded assatisfying by anyone who worksin it. This
is something managers are probably very interested in when they
conduct anonymoussurveysofjob satisfaction.

Information about normative favorability has three important
uses.First, it can help managers decide whetherthey should do
somethingto try to make the work environmentmoresatisfying.
If, for example, the work environmentin their organization is sub-
stantially less favorable than work environments in comparable
organizations, they should probably try to improveit. Second,
information about normative favorability can have diagnostic util-
ity. It can help managers decide exactly whataspects of the envi-
ronmentthey should try to improve and how they should go about
it. Third, it can help managers decide whetheractions taken to
improve the environmentwere successful and whether changesin
policies or organizational events and conditions had theeffect of
making the environment morefavorable orless favorable.

If employee reports ofjob satisfaction are collected to estimate
a true score of normative favorability, all variation in reportedjob
satisfaction between people assumedto be in the same workenvi-
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ronmentis error. The mean jobsatisfaction reported by everyone
working in the same environmentis a reasonable measure of nor-
mative favorability. To control further for sources of error, mean

satisfaction scores can be aggregated both across employees and
across multiple occasions, providing that the favorability of the
work environmentdoes not change between occasions. The merit
of such an aggregated measure of environmental favorability relies
partly on the assumption that other factors that affect the favora-
bility of input samples, retrieved samples, and reports ofsatisfac-
tion are randomly distributed and cancel themselves out. This
assumption is not alwaysjustified, however. Somefactors unrelated
to the work environmentcan have uniformly positive or negative
effects on everybody who completesa satisfaction questionnaire.
For instance,if all questionnaire administrations are conducted in

a way that enhancespositive moodsjust before people report their
Job satisfaction, this will probably lift reports ofjob satisfaction
across the board and produceartifactually high estimates of nor-
mative favorability (Brief et al., 1995).

Experienced Favorability

Experienced favorability is the favorability of the sample of events
and conditions that people actually encounter. Whenself-reported
job satisfaction is intended to measure experienced favorability,
variation betweenindividuals in opportunities to experiencedif-

ferent parts of the environmentandvariation in characteristics that
affect how favorably or unfavorably people evaluate environmen-
tal events and conditions contribute to true score variance in their
self-reported job satisfaction. Other factors that affect the favora-
bility of the retrieved sample orvolitional satisfaction arestill
sourcesoferror.

Thus some,butnotall, of the variation in reports ofjob satis-
faction by people in the same work environmentis error in estimates
of experienced favorability. Somebody might report different lev-
els ofjob satisfaction upon repeated administrationsof a satisfac-

tion survey without experiencing any new events or conditions in
the work environment between reports. This would mean that
sometimesthe individual remembersor reports the work envi-
ronmentthat he or she experienced as being more favorable than
at other times. These differences across measurement occasions
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are sourcesof error for estimates of experienced favorability. Ifit
is possible to survey employees repeatedly over a period when they
are not experiencing any new events or conditions at work, the
sum or average of each person’s reportedsatisfaction on different
occasions shouldyield a reliable estimate of his or her experienced
favorability.

Experienced favorability might be the construct of interest
wheninvestigators study relations between jobsatisfaction and
othervariables at the individual level. This sort of study is often
undertaken within organizations or within organizational units.
Whendifferences in reportedjob satisfaction between people in

the same work environmentare correlated with other variables
(such as performanceor turnover) at the individual level, the
source of those differences might be experienced favorability.

Remembered Favorability

Remembered favorability is the favorability of how someone
remembers the work environmentat the timeheorsheis called
upon to reportjob satisfaction. Factors that affect the favorability
of information retrieved from memory, together with factors that
affect experienced favorability, are now sourcesof true scorevari-

ance. This means that someone’s true score for remembered favor-
ability can vary from one occasion to another, even if he or she

does not experience any new workevents or conditions between
occasions.

Reasons for measuring rememberedfavorability are similar to
reasons for measuring experienced favorability—to study relations
betweenjob satisfaction and othervariablesat the individual level.
One importantdifference is that temporary conditions such as
moodinductions that are presumedto affect retrieval processes
(for example, Kraiger et al., 1989) are now sourcesoftrue score
variance, whereasthey are sourcesof error variance in self-reports

intended to measure experiencedfavorability.

Volitional Favorability

Volitional favorability is how much jobsatisfaction or dissatisfac-
tion someoneis trying to report. Now variability in factors that
affect experienced, remembered,andvolitional favorability are all

sources of true score variance. True scores on volitional favorabil-
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ity can vary (1) between individuals who experiencedifferent sam-

ples of their work environments,even if their work environments

are identical, (2) between individuals who remember their work

environmentsas differently favorable or unfavorable, even if the

work environments they actually experienced are equally favorable,

and (3) between individuals whotry to report differentlevels ofjob

satisfaction even if the work environments they actually remember

are equally favorable. The only sourcesof error left are random

measurementerrors, such as those represented in inconsistent

responsesto different questionsin thesatisfaction questionnaire.

Which of these four true scores—normative, experienced,

remembered,or volitional favorability—represents the most appro-

priate constructforjob satisfaction? That depends on the purpose

for which information aboutjob satisfaction is being collected.If

the purposeis to determine whethertotry to improve a work envi-

ronment, how to improveit, or whether some changesin environ-

mental events and conditions led to improvementor deterioration,

job satisfaction is appropriately defined as normative favorability.

If the purpose is to understand howindividuals react to their own

affective appraisals of their work environment,job satisfaction is

appropriately defined as either experienced or rememberedfavor-

ability. If the purpose is to understand how employees use Satis-

faction surveys to influence managementactionsandpolicies, job

satisfaction is appropriately definedas volitional favorability.

Individual Differences in Judgments ofJob Satisfaction

The four constructs ofjob satisfaction differ from each otherin

two importantrespects. First, they representfavorability at differ-

ent stages of the process by which evaluative information about

environmental events and conditionsis transformed intoself-

reports ofjob satisfaction. Second,theydiffer accordingto whether

the “other factors” shown in Figure 5.2 (affecting experienced,

remembered,andvolitional favorability) contribute to true score

or error variancein self-reports ofjob satisfaction.

Someof these other factors are situational, such as social influ-

ences (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978) and conditionsthatalter mood

states (Brief et al., 1995; Kraiger et al., 1989); some other factors

are individual difference variables. Individual difference variables
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are particularly interesting in this context because of the recent
attention to the possibility that self-reports ofjob satisfaction might
have important dispositional determinants as well as environmen-
tal determinants. Several studies have been done to examine the
role that individual difference variablesplayin self-reports ofjob
satisfaction. They provide support for the argumentthat part of
the variability in self-reports ofjob satisfaction is accounted for by
individualdifference variables. After reviewing this empiricallit-
erature below,I present a theory to explain (1) how individualdif-
ference variables cometo affect self-reported job satisfaction
accordingto the information-processing modelofjob satisfaction
presented earlier and (2) how these variables are involved in
processesthat affect the constructs of normative, experienced,
remembered,andvolitional favorability.

Evidence for Individual Differences in Job Satisfaction

Six lines of evidence support the argumentfor individual differ-
encesin jobsatisfaction.

Correlations with Demographic Variables

One focus of support for the argumentfor individual differences
in job satisfaction is found in evidence of correlations between °

_ demographic variables and jobsatisfaction. Arvey, Carter, and
Buerkley (1991) noted that, although manystudies reported such
correlations, they were often so flawed by inappropriatestatistical
analyses and poor explanationsofresults that “a significant por-
tion of the research literature intended to explain relationships
between demographicvariables andjob satisfaction is uninter-
pretable” (p. 362). They also noted, however, that education and
age are two demographicvariables that seem to showfairly consis-
tent positive correlations withjob satisfaction, while gender shows
no consistent correlation.

Relations between demographicvariables andjobsatisfaction
are often complicated by variance in frames of reference (Smith
et al., 1969). For instance,positive correlations between education
andjob satisfaction probably mean that people with higher levels
of education have access to objectively more favorable work envi-
ronments. In fact, as Arvey et al. (1991) pointed out, this positive
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correlation is found when samples include widely varied work envi-
ronments and whendifferences in potential for rewarding expert-
ences are not controlled. When samplesinclude a narrower range

of work environments, however, or when reward potential is held

constant, relations with job satisfaction becomeless positive (and
sometimes even negative).

This can be explained by the competing effects of education
on normative favorability and, through frames of reference, on

experienced favorability. Highly educated people probably expect

more from their work environment than less educated people. As
a result, highly educated people evaluate the same environmental
events and conditionsless favorably than less educated people. But
highly educated people are also likely to have access to more nor-

matively favorable environments. Thus education affects experi-
enced favorability positively through its effects on normative
favorability and negatively throughits effects on framesofreference.
Effects on normative favorability can be held constantbyrestrict-
ing the variability in types of work environmentsor by partialing
out indicators of normative favorability. When this is done, the

negative effects on frames of reference become more prominent
andthe correlation between education and jobsatisfaction drops
toward zero or even becomesnegative.

Correlations Between Satisfaction with Referents Related to
theJob and Satisfaction with Referents Not Related to theJob

A secondline of evidence consists of relations between satisfaction
with different referents when the normative favorabilities of those
referents are notlikely to be correlated.

Weitz (1952) developed a test of “general satisfaction” that

asked respondents howsatisfied they were with referents de-
scribed in forty-four items such as “the city in which youlive,”
“8 x 11 paper,” and “your telephone number.”It correlated .39
with a test of specific job satisfaction in a sample of 168 life insur-
ance agents.

Judge (1993) developeda revised version ofWeitz’s test of gen-
eral satisfaction, which he called the Neutral Objects Satisfaction
Questionnaire. In a sample of 234 hospital workers,it correlated

.21 with an overall job satisfaction.score derived from the Job
Descriptive Index.
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Judge and Locke (1993) also correlated scores onJudge’s Neu-
tral Objects Satisfaction Questionnaire with scores on the Job
Descriptive Index in a sample of 231 university clerical workers. Cor-
relationsacrossthefive scales of theJob Descriptive Index ranged
from .08 (promotionscale) to .24 (pay scale), with a mean of .19.

These three studies show that reports of satisfaction with ref-
erents whose normative favorabilities ought to have nothingin
commonwith the normative favorability of someone’s working
environmentare correlated with reports ofjob satisfaction anyway.
One explanation is that people differ in how favorably they evalu-
ate any aspectof their environment, including the kindsof objects

listed in Judge’s Neutral Objects Satisfaction Questionnaire and

facets of the work environment. These individual differencevari-

ables mightbetraits such as positive and negative affectivity
(George & Brief, 1992; Watson & Clark, 1984). According to this
explanation, such traits predispose people to notice, evaluate, and
rememberevents and conditionsin line with their positive and
negative affective dispositions. As a result, these traits affect reports
of satisfaction with any aspect of the respondents’ environment
and lead to correlations between reports of satisfaction with dif-
ferent environmentalaspects.

Correlations Across Time

A third line of evidence consists of correlations between jobsatis-
faction measured on two occasionsin different work environments.

Staw and Ross (1985) analyzed data from the Longitudinal Sur-
vey of Mature Menthat included multiple administrations of sur-
vey instruments in 1966, 1969, and 1971. In a sample of 735 men
who changed both employer and occupation between 1969 and
1971, the correlation betweenjobsatisfaction as measuredat these
two times was .35. In a sample of 1,121 men who changed both
employer and occupation between 1966 and 1971, the correlation

between jobsatisfaction as measured at these two timeswas .19.

Gerhart (1987) replicated their study with a sample drawn
from the youth cohort of the National Longitudinal Surveys of
Labor Market Experience. Among men and women who changed
both employer and occupation from 1979 to 1982, the correlation
between jobsatisfaction as measuredat these two timeswas .19.
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Thusthereis significant consistency injob attitudes even when
people change employers and occupations. The source of this
consistency might be the “affective state of the individual” (Staw,
Bell, & Clausen, 1986, p. 61), as represented, perhaps, in the con-

structs of positive and negative affectivity. If the normative favor-
abilities of the work environments on the two occasions are not
correlated, reported satisfaction with the work environments
might be correlated, becausetraits such as positive and negative

affectivity affect how favorably people reporttheir satisfaction with
any work environment.

Correlations Between Twins
Arvey, Bouchard, Segal, and Abraham (1989) measuredjob satis-
faction in thirty-four pairs of monozygotic twins who had been
reared apartsince early in theirlives. Because the twins were raised
in different environments, any similarities observed within pairs of
twins were assumedto be attributable to genetic factors. Arvey et
al. found that genetic factors explained 31 percentof the variabil-
ity in job satisfaction scores. They suggested that individual differ-
ences in positive and negative affectivity, which have been shown
to have genetic determinants (Tellegen et al., 1988), might pro-
vide the mechanism forthe heritability ofjob satisfaction. If, as
expected,these traits affect the way people notice, evaluate, or
recall the favorability of events and conditionsin their work envi-
ronments, they would operate as a pathway from genetic influences
to reportedjob satisfaction.

Correlations with Expected Satisfaction

A fifth line of evidence consists of correlations between measures
of howsatisfied people expect to be in a newjob with measuresof
howsatisfied they are after they have been on the job for some
time. Pulakos and Schmitt (1983) asked graduating high school
students to rate their expectation of obtaining thirteen favorable
outcomesin the workplace. After they had foundjobs and been
employed for approximately twenty months, they were asked to
reporttheirjob satisfaction. Expectancies of being able to satisfy
existence, relatedness, and growth needs as measured before they

had ajob correlated .13, .27, and .21 with externalsatisfaction and
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.20, .26, and .28 with internal satisfaction. Pulakos and Schmitt

mentionedtwotypesoftraits that might accountfor their results.
Oneis traits that reflect stable predispositions toward beingsatis-

fied; the otheris traits that affectjob satisfaction by disposing peo-
ple to behave in waysthatfulfill their expectations.

Correlations uith Affective Traits

Finally, a sixth line of evidence consists of correlations betweenjob
satisfaction and dispositions to experience positive or negative
affect.

Staw et al. (1986) drew upon longitudinal data from the Inter-
generational Studies to investigate relations between affective traits

measured asearly as adolescencewithjob satisfaction measured in
adulthood. Based uponcase material available for participants when
they were in their early adolescence, their late adolescence, their
thirties, and their forties, clinical psychologists and psychiatric social
workers madejudgments aboutthe participants’ affective disposi-
tion in each of the four periodsin theirlives. In the fourth period,
whenparticipants were in their forties, they completed a jobsatis-
faction questionnaire.Job satisfaction scores correlated .20 (n= 59)

with affective disposition in early adolescence, .26 (n= 52) with
affective disposition in later adolescence, .30 (n= '70) with affective

disposition in the first period of adulthood, and .40 (n = 76) with

affective disposition in the second period of adulthood.
Levin and Stokes (1989) used a self-report scale to measure

negative affectivity. In one study, they identified people who scored
in the upperor lower quartile on their scale. They had participants
complete either an “enriched”task or an “unenriched”task and
rate their task satisfaction. Low scorers on negative affectivity
reported moretask satisfaction than high scorers in both task con-
ditions. In a secondstudy, Levin and Stokes found that their Neg-
ative Affectivity Scale correlated —.31 with theJob Satisfaction scale
from the Job Diagnostic Survey and —.29 with the Work Satisfac-
tion scale from theJob Descriptive Index.

Schaubroeck, Ganster, and Fox (1992) measured negative

affectivity with the Neuroticism scale of the Eysenck Personality
Scale (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1963) and also with the State-Trait Anx-
iety Scale (Spielberger, Gorsuch, & Lushene, 1970); they then mea-
suredjob satisfaction with the Job Diagnostic Survey. In a sample
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of 311 employeesoffire and police departments,jobsatisfaction

correlated —.17 with the neuroticism measure and —.29 with the

trait anxiety measure.
Judge and Locke (1993; Judge, 1992) administered the Posi-

tive and Negative Affect Schedule scales (Watson, Clark, & Telle-

gen, 1988) and theJob Descriptive Index to 231 clerical employees
in a university. Correlations between positive affect and the five
facet satisfaction scales ranged from .08 (co-workerscale) to .39

(workitself scale), with a mean of .22. Correlations between nega-

tive affect and thefive facet satisfaction scales ranged from —.20

(co-workerscale) to —.35 (work itself scale), with a mean of -.29.

Brief et al. (1988) administered the short form of the Minnesota

Satisfaction Questionnaire and the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale
(Taylor, 1953), as a measure of negative affectivity, to 497 profes-

sional and managerial employees of an insurance company. The

overalljob satisfaction score correlated —.24 with negative affectivity.
Brief et al. (1995) administered the Taylor Manifest Anxiety

Scale and a modified version of Kunin’s Faces scale (1955) asa

measureofjob satisfaction to 57 hospital employees. They found

that negative affectivity correlated —.34 with jobsatisfaction.

These studies offer consistent support for the idea that indi

vidual differences in the tendencyto view the world in a positive

or negative light and the tendency to experience positive or nega-

tive affect are correlated with reports ofjob satisfaction. Correla-

tions between positive or negative affectivity and job satisfaction
range from .17 to .40 (correlations with negative affectivity are
reversed), with a mean of .28 (not weighted by samplesize).

Summary ofEvidence

The literature reviewed here supports the case for individualdif-

ferencesin job satisfaction from several directions. Someofthis

evidenceis circumstantial and someis quite direct. Evidence of

correlations betweensatisfaction measured on two occasions1s the

mostcircumstantial, becauseit relies on the arguable assumption

that the normative favorabilities ofwork events and conditions on

two occasionsare not correlated. Evidence of genetic effects, of

correlations with satisfaction with neutral objects, and of correla-

tions with expectationsofsatisfaction is more direct, becauseit
showspatternsofrelations that are more difficult to explain by
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appealingto situational effects. That evidence does not, however,
specify whattrait variables might be involved. The mostdirect
evidence comesfrom studiesof individual differences in demo-
graphic characteristics and positive/negative affectivity. It specifies
whattrait variables are involved anddirectly estimatestheir rela-
tions with self-reportedjob satisfaction.

Taken together, the body of empirical work builds a strong
argumentthat someportion ofthe variability in reports ofjob sat-

isfaction is attributable to stable individual difference character-
istics. These characteristics potentially affect the kinds of work
environments people occupy, the kinds of experiences they have
in their work environments, the way they remembersatisfying and

dissatisfying events and conditions, andthelevel of satisfaction
they try to report (aside from how favorably they remembertheir
environments).

The information-processing modelofjob satisfaction outlined
in this chapter describes how people sample from a population of

favorable and unfavorable events and conditions in the work envi-

ronmentand encodethat information as an input sample, retrieve
a sample of the input sample whenasked abouttheirjob satisfac-
tion, and report somelevelof satisfaction or dissatisfaction based
partly on the retrieved sample of information. The empiricalliter-
ature on individual differencesinjob satisfaction provides several
examples of how variousindividual difference characteristics might
affectjudgments ofjob satisfaction by affecting the favorability of
different stages of the process by which people formjudgments of
job satisfaction. The next section of this chapter integrates the dis-
cussion of empirical relations between individual differences and
job satisfaction with the information-processing model to develop
a theory of individual differences injob satisfaction.

A Theory of Individual Differences in Job Satisfaction

The theory presentedin this chapter consists of two parts. Thefirst
part is the information-processing modelalready described. The
secondpartposits that various individual difference characteristics
affectjudgments ofjob satisfaction through several processes that
influence the favorability of the four stages of the information-
processing model. This part explains how variousindividual dif-
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ference characteristics are likely to affect normative favorability,
experienced favorability, remembered favorability, and volitional
favorability.

My theory proposesthat individual difference characteristics
affect these four constructs ofjob satisfaction through several dif-
ferential processes—“differential” because they exerttheeffects of
individual difference characteristics on the “cognitive” process
through which environmental events and conditions are trans-
formedtoself-reportedjob satisfaction. As shown in Figure 5.3, the
theory proposesthat (1) normative favorability is affected by the
differential processes of environmentalselection and self-selection, (2)
experienced favorability is affected by the differential processes of
environmental reward and affective reaction, (3) rememberedfavora-
bility is affected by the differential processofselective recall, and (4)
volitional favorability is affected by the differential process of moii-
vated reporting. These differential processes andtheir implications
for effects of specific individual difference characteristics on con-
structs ofjob satisfaction are described in the pagesthatfollow.

Individual Differences and Normative Favorability

The process of environmental selection involves effects of demo-
graphic variables (for example, types of formerjob experience and
education), ability variables, and personality variables on norma-
tive favorability. Because they are often the basis upon which orga-
nizations select employees, such variables are distributed unevenly
in differentjobs and work environments.If some organizationsalso
select according to demographic variables such as sex or race
(despite laws that generally forbid such practices) or according to
traits correlated with such demographicvariables, the result will

be that men, women,and variousracial groups are also unevenly
distributed in different work environments. Thus environmental
selection creates a correlation between individual characteristics
and normative favorability through legitimate efforts to optimize

job performanceor throughdiscriminatory selection practices.
Theprocess ofself-selection has similar effects. People with cer-

tain demographic characteristics, abilities, or personality charac-
teristics select themselves into work environments partly according
to their expectancies that they will be accepted,satisfied, and suc-
cessful. These processes of occupational andjob choicealso create



198 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

Figure 5.3. A Theory of Individual
DifferencesinJob Satisfaction.
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correlations between individual characteristics and environmental

favorability.

Indiwwidual Differences and Experienced Favorability

Environmental reward, a process muchlike environmental selection,

operates within work environments to provide some people with
more normatively favorable events and conditions than other peo-
ple. People with organizationally desirable skills, knowledge, abil-
ities, personality, and other characteristics are rewarded more

frequently and punishedless frequently. Thus thesetraits are cor-
related with the favorability of events and conditions that people
sample from their work environments andprovide one explana-
tion for why people in the same environment can experience
events and conditions with different normative favorabilities.

Environmental reward, environmental selection, and self-

selection are processes that affect the objective features and
normative favorabilities of events and conditionsthat people ex-
periencein their work environments. They affect either the kinds
ofwork environments that people enter and occupyor the kinds of
experiences people have after they enter a work environment. A
broad range of individual difference variables are associated with
these processes—too manyto discuss separately here—butthese
variables can include individualdifferences in interests and val-
ues, abilities, personality characteristics, demographic character-
istics (such as experience, education, sex, and race), and even

physical characteristics (such as attractiveness). Theyall have the
potential to affect the kind of work environments that people
choose to occupy andthekind of people that work environments
choose to admit and reward. Therefore, they can all be correlated
withjob satisfaction.

Affective reaction is a processthat affects not the kinds of work-
related events and conditions that happen to people but the way
people respondaffectively to those events and conditions. Affec-
tive reaction involves individual differences related to frames of
reference, valence structures, and affective dispositions.

The same broad rangeof individual difference characteristics
that affect the normative favorabilities of events and conditions
that people experiencecan also affect people’s affective reactions
to those events and conditions throughtheir frames of reference.
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According to Smith et al. (1969), “Frame of referenceis the inter-
nal standard (or standards) a person uses in making an evaluation”
(p. 13). “Job satisfactions are, we believe, a function of the per-

ceived characteristics of thejob in relation to an individual’s frame
of reference. Alternatives available in given situations, expectations,
and experience play importantroles in providing the relevant
frame of reference” (p. 12). Thus, if people with certain charac-
teristics tend to occupy work environments that are normatively
favorable, they should have more experience with favorable work
environments, develop beliefs that their alternatives are more
favorable, and come to expect more favorable events and condi-

tions in a work environment. Their frames of reference should

reflect a relatively favorable standard for environmentalevents and

conditions. As a result, when they experience a particular event or
condition, they will respondless positively than other people with
personal characteristics that lead them to develop less favorable
frames of reference.

Effects of personal characteristics onjob satisfaction through
the normative favorability of events and conditions that happen to
people tend to counteract effects of the same personal character-
istics onjob satisfaction through the way people respond affectively
to those events and conditions. Personal characteristics that have
positive effects on job satisfaction through processes of environ-
mental selection, self-selection, and environmental reward will have

negative effects onjob satisfaction through framesof reference and
the process of affective reaction. Consequently, the overall relation
between these characteristics and reportedjob satisfaction might
not be noticeably different from zero.

Valencestructures are a secondclass of individual difference
variables that affect.experienced favorability through the process
of affective reaction. Because of individual differences in values
(Locke, 1976) and occupational interests (Campbell, 1971), peo-

ple differ in the kinds ofwork events and conditionsthatthey find
satisfying. For example, someone whovaluespay increases andpro-
motionsis likely to form morepositive affective reactions to such
events and develop a morefavorable input sample in a workenvi-
ronmentin which pay increases and promotions occur regularly
than someoneelse who doesnotparticularly value pay and pro-
motions. As a result, if two people experience exactly the same pay
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and promotion events, the one who values themmore will have a

morefavorable input sample.
A third class of variables that affect experienced favorability

through the process of affective reaction are mood andaffective
dispositions. People are likely to evaluate all the events and con--
ditions they experience more favorably while in a positive mood
and morenegatively while in a negative mood.Traits such as posi-
tive and negative affectivity dispose people to experience positive

and negative moods moreintensely and more frequently, with the
result that those traits should be correlated with how favorably peo-
ple evaluate events and work conditions that happen to them in
the work environment. Thus experienced favorability should be
positively correlated with positive affectivity and negatively corre-

lated with negative affectivity.

Individual Differences and Remembered Favorability

Individual differences affect remembered favorability through the

process of selective recall.
The same moodandaffective disposition variables thataffect

experiencedfavorability can also affect rememberedfavorability.
According to some models of social cognition (Bower, 1981; Clark
& Isen, 1982), mood affects evaluativejudgments about people by

increasing theavailability of information in memory thatis con-

sistent with the mood. For the same reason, mood should also

affect evaluative judgments about the work environment. When
asked abouttheirjob satisfaction, people in a good moodshould
recall more favorable information, while people in a bad mood

should recall more unfavorable information. Therefore, mood at

the time of information recall affects the favorability of informa-
tion retrieved from memory and colors reports ofjob satisfaction
(Brief et al., 1995; Kraigeret al., 1989). Becausetraits of positive

and negative affectivity are presumed to affect moodstates, they
should also be related to remembered favorability. Thus remem-
bered favorability should be correlated positively with positive affec-
tivity and negatively with negative affectivity.

Individual Differences and Volitional Favorability

The process of motivated reporting involves deliberate distortions of
self-reported job satisfaction. People might deliberately distort
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their reports ofjob satisfaction for a variety of reasons. For in-
stance,if satisfaction surveys are not anonymous,reports ofjob
satisfaction may be inflated outof fear of retaliation by manage-
ment. The dynamicsofthis effect are similar to a leniencyeffect
often found in performance. appraisal—an effect that frequently
occurs when raters are reluctant to confront subordinateswith
negative information abouttheirjob performance (Longenecker
et al., 1987). Because of the likelihood of motivated reporting
whenreports ofjob satisfaction are not anonymous,individualdif-
ferences in characteristics such as fear of negative evaluation,
which reflects concerns about making a favorable impression
(Leary, 1983; Motowidlo, Packard, & Manning, 1986), should be

positively correlated with job satisfaction (Packard & Motowidlo,
1987). Ordinarily, however, managementdoesnot have access to
information about howanyparticular employee answereda satis-
faction survey, even when surveys are not anonymous. Conse-
quently, fear of retaliation, and individual differences that might

be correlated with that fear, is probably not often an important
factor in reported favorability.

Otherpotential reasons for distorting reports ofjob satisfac-
‘ion are to punish managementwith bad reports or to be polite
and agreeable in refraining from saying negative things about man-
agement. Individual differencesin traits related to altruism and
consideration for others should berelated to this type of report-
ing distortion. Thusthe trait of agreeableness, for example, should
be positively correlated with reportedjobsatisfaction.

Summary

The theory of individual differences injob satisfaction begins with
a cognitive process through which information is sampled from a

population of events and conditions in the work environment—
events and conditionsthat, in the aggregate, endow the work envi-
ronmentwith a characteristic normative favorability. People sample
some events and conditions from this population and input them
to memory. These samples of events and conditions vary accord-

ing to their experienced favorability, which is directly affected by

their normative favorability. When asked abouttheirjob satisfac-
tion, people sample information about events and conditions from
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memory andretrieve those samples for integration into an evalu-
ativejudgment. The samplesof retrieved information about events
and conditions vary according to their rememberedfavorability,
whichis directly affected by their experienced favorability. Finally,
the remembered favorability of information about events and con-
ditions directly affects volitional favorability, which affects the
observedscore in a self-reported measure ofjob satisfaction.

The theory also includesseveral differential processes through
which individual difference characteristics affect the favorability of
various stages of the information-processing model. Environmental
selection andself-selection affect normative favorability. Environ-
mental reward affects experienced favorability. All three of these
processes affect the kinds of events and conditions that people
experience. Affective reaction, through effects of frames of refer-
ence, valence structures, and affective disposition, affects experi-

enced favorability by influencing how people evaluate the events
and conditionsthat they experience. Selective recall affects remem-
bered favorability by influencing the kinds of information about
events and conditions that people remember. Motivated reporting
affects volitional favorability by deliberately distorting reports of
Jobsatisfaction.

A wide rangeof individual differences can affect normative
favorability (through environmentalselection andself-selection)
and experiencedfavorability (through environmental reward)—
differencesin interests and values, abilities, personality character-
istics, demographic characteristics (such as experience, education,
sex, and race), and even physical characteristics (such as attrac-
tiveness). The same characteristics can also affect experienced

favorability through a processof affective reaction. Their effects
on frames of reference counteracttheir effects on the normative
favorability of events and conditions that people experience, with
the result that their overall effects on reportedjob satisfaction
might not be noticeable. Values, occupationalinterests, and affec-
tive dispositions (such as positive and negative affectivity) also
affect experienced favorability through affective reaction. Through
selective recall, affective dispositions affect rememberedfavora-
bility as well. Traits such as agreeableness and, in special circum-
stances, fear of negative evaluation affect volitional favorability
through the process of motivated reporting.
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One important implication of this theory is that the overall
conceptofjob satisfaction embracesseveral alternative constructs
or true scores. Self-reports ofjob satisfaction can be collected to
estimate normative favorability, experienced favorability, remem-
bered favorability, or volitional favorability. Depending on thepar-
ticularjob satisfaction constructof interest, individual differences
that affect various stages of the information-processing model
mightact either as nuisance variables that contribute only error or
as legitimate sourcesof true score variance.

Researchers should be explicit about which job satisfaction
construct and truescoreis their focusofinterest. If it is normative
favorability, individual differences in affective disposition are nul-
sance variables that contribute error varianceto self-reports ofjob
satisfaction.If it is experienced favorability, individual differences
in affective disposition that affect experienced favorability are legit-
imate sources of true score variance, but effects of the same affec-

tive dispositions and temporary mood changes(Briefet al., 1995)
on remembered favorability are sources oferror. If it is remem-
bered favorability, effects of individual differences in affective dis-
position on experienced and rememberedfavorability are all
legitimate sources of true score variance.

Distinguishing between thesealternative types of true scores
forjob satisfaction opens the door to some interesting questions
about which jobsatisfaction constructs are related to behavioral
outcomessuch as turnover. Do people quit because their work
environmentis normatively less favorable than someavailable
alternative, because they happen to experiencea particularly unfa-
vorable sample of events and conditionsin their work environ-
ment, or because they remembertheir work environmentas
unfavorable? Anotherway to ask this research question is accord-
ing to separate effects of objective environmental conditions and
individual differences related to reported job satisfaction on
turnover behavior: Is turnover correlated only with the normative
favorability of events and conditions in the work environment, or
are individual differences in characteristics that affect the way peo-
ple respond affectively to (and remember) these events and con-

ditions also correlated with turnover?
The main contribution of this theory of individual differences

injob satisfaction is that it provides a conceptual frameworkfor (1)
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defining what we meanbyjobsatisfaction (and we can meandiffer-

ent things, depending on our purpose), (2) distinguishing between

different sources of error andtrue score variancein self-reports of

job satisfaction, and (3) sorting through potentially different behav-

ioral outcomesof different constructs ofjob satisfaction.

References
Anderson, N.H. (1971). Integration theory and change. Psychological

Review, 78, 171-206.

Arvey, R. D., Bouchard,T.J., Segal, N. L., & Abraham,L. M. (1989). Job

satisfaction: Environmental and genetic components. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 74, 187-192.
Arvey, R. D., Carter, G. W., & Buerkley, D. K. (1991). Job satisfaction: Dis-

positional andsituational influences. In C. L. Cooperand I. T.

Robertson (Eds.), Internationalreview of industrial and organizational

psychology (Vol. 6, pp. 359-383). New York: Wiley.

Bower, G. H. (1981). Mood and memory. American Psychologist, 36,

129-148.
Brief, A. P., Burke, M. J., George, J. M., Robinson,B. S., & Webster,J.

(1988). Should negative affectivity remain an unmeasuredvariable

in the study ofjob stress? Journal ofApplied Psychology, 73, 193-198.

Brief, A. P., Butcher, A. H., & Roberson, L. (1995). Cookies, disposition,

andjob attitudes: The effects of positive mood inducing events and

negative affectivity on job satisfaction in a field experiment. Orga-

nizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 62, 55-62.

Campbell, D. P. (1971). Handbookfor the Strong Vocational Interest Blank.

Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Clark, M.S., & Isen, A. M. (1982). Toward understanding the relation-

ship between feeling states and actual behavior. In A. H. Hastorf &

A. M.Isen (Eds.), Cognitive social psychology (pp. 73-108). NewYork:

Elsevier Science.

Cronbach,L.J., Gleser, G. C., Nanda, H., & Rajaratnam,N. (1972). The

dependability ofbehavioral measurements: Theory ofgeneralizability ofscores

andprofiles. New York: Wiley.

Eysenck, H.J., & Eysenck, S.B.G. (1963). Eysenck Personality Inventory, Form

A. San Diego, CA: Educational and Industrial Testing Service.

GeorgeJ. M., & Brief, A. P. (1992). Feeling good—doing good: A con-

ceptual analysis of the mood at work/organizational spontaneity
relationship. Psychological Bulletin, 112, 310-329.

Gerhart, B. (1987). How important are dispositional factors as determi-

nants ofjob satisfaction? Implications forjob design and otherper-
sonnel programs. Journal ofApplied Psychology, 72, 366-373.



206 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

Judge, T. A. (1992). The dispositional perspective in human resource
research. In G. R. Ferris & K. M. Rowland (Eds.), Research in person-
nel and human resources management (Vol. 10, pp. 31-72). Greenwich,
CT: JAI Press.

Judge, T. A. (1993). Does affective disposition moderatethe relationship
betweenjobsatisfaction and voluntary turnover? Journal ofApplied
Psychology, 78, 395-401.

Judge, T. A., & Hulin, C. L. (1993). Job satisfaction as a reflection of dis-
position: A multiple source causal analysis. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 56, 388-421.

Judge, T. A., & Locke, E. A. (1993). Effect of dysfunctional thought
processes on subjective well-being andjobsatisfaction. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 78, 475-490.

Kraiger, K., Billings, R. S., & Isen, A. M. (1989). The influence of positive

affective states on task perceptions andsatisfaction. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 44, 12—25.

Kunin, T. (1955). The construction of a new typeofattitude measure. Per-
sonnel Psychology, 8, 65-78.

Leary, M. R. (1983). A brief version of the fear of negative evaluation
scale. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 9, 371-375.

Levin, I., & Stokes, J. P. (1989). Dispositional approach tojobsatisfaction:
Role of negative affectivity. Journal ofApplied Psychology, 74, 752-758.

Locke, E. A. (1976). The nature and causes ofJob satisfaction. In M.D.
Dunnette (Ed.), Handbook of industrial and organizational psychology
(pp. 1297-1343). Skokie, IL: Rand McNally.

Lodahl, T., & Kejner, M. (1965). The definition and measurementofjob
involvement. Journal ofApplied Psychology, 49, 24-33.

Longenecker, C. O., Sims, H.P., & Gioia, D. A. (1987). Behind the mask:
The politics of employee appraisal. Academy ofManagement Executive,
I, 183-193. ©

Mathieu,J. E., & Zajac, D. M. (1990). A review and meta-analysis of the
antecedents, correlates, and consequences of organizational com-

mitment. Psychological Bulletin, 108, 171-194.
Motowidlo,S.J. (1982). Relationship betweenself-rated performance and

pay satisfaction amongsales representatives. Journal ofApplied Psy-
chology, 67, 209-213.

Motowidlo,S.J. (1983). Predicting sales turnover from paysatisfaction
and expectation. JournalofApplied Psychology, 68, 484-489.

Motowidlo,S.J. (1986). Information processing in personnel decisions.
In K. M. Rowland andG.R.Ferris (Eds.), Research in personnel and
human resource management (Vol. 4, pp. 1-44). Greenwich, CT: JAI
Press.



ORIENTATION TOWARD THEJOB AND ORGANIZATION 20)7

Motowidlo,S.J., & Borman, W. C. (1977). Behaviorally anchoredscales

for measuring morale in military units. Journal ofApplied Psychology,
62, 177-183.

Motowidlo,S. J., & Borman, W. C. (1978). Relationships between military

morale, motivation, satisfaction, and unit effectiveness. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 63, 47-52.

Motowid)lo,S.J., & Lawton, G. W. (1984). Affective and cognitive factors

in soldiers’ reenlistmentdecisions. JournalofApplied Psychology, 69,
157-166.

Motowidlo,S. J., Packard, J. S., & Manning, M. R. (1986). Occupational

stress: Its causes and consequences forjob performance. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 71, 618-629.

Mowday,R. T., Porter, L. W., & Steers, R. M. (1982). Employee-organization
linkages: The psychology of commitment, absenteeism, and turnover. San
Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Packard,J. S., & Motowidlo,S. J. (1987). Subjective stress,job satisfaction,
andjob performanceof hospital nurses. Research in Nursing and
Health, 10, 253-261.

Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1986). Self-reports in organizational

research: Problems and prospects. Journal ofManagement, 12, 531-544.
Porac,J. F. (1987). Thejob satisfaction questionnaire as a cognitive event:

First- and second-order processes in affective commentary. In K. M
Rowland & G. R. Ferris (Eds.), Research in personnel and human

resources management (Vol. 5, pp. 51-102). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.
Pulakos, E. D., & Schmitt, N. (1983). A longitudinal study of a valence

model approach for the prediction of job satisfaction of new
employees. Journal ofApplied Psychology, 68, 307-312.

Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J. (1978). A social information processing

approachtojob attitudes and task design. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 23, 224-253.

Schaubroeck,J., Ganster, D., & Fox, M. (1992). Dispositional affect and

work-related stress. Journal ofApplied Psychology, 77, 322-335.
Shavelson,R. J., Webb, N. M., & Rowley, G. L. (1989). Generalizability

theory. American Psychologist, 44, 922-932.
Smith, P. C., Kendall, L. M., & Hulin, C. L. (1969). The measurementofsat-

isfaction in work andretirement. Skokie, IL: Rand McNally.
Spielberger, C. D., Gorsuch, R. L., & Lushene, R. E. (1970). Manualfor

the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psycholo-
gists Press.

Staw, B. M., Bell, N. E., & Clausen, J. A. (1986). The dispositional

approachtojobattitudes: A lifetime longitudinal test. Administra-
tive Science Quarterly, 31, 56—77.



208 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

Staw, B. M., & Ross, J. (1985). Stability in the midst of change:A disposi-
tional approachtojob attitudes. Journal ofApplied Psychology, 70,

469-480.
Taylor, J. A. (1953). A personality scale of manifest anxiety. Journal of

AbnormalandSocial Psychology, 48, 285-290.
Tellegen, A., Lykken, D. T., Bouchard, T. J., Wilcox, K. J., Segal, N. L., &

Rich, S. (1988). Personality similarity in twins reared apart and

together. Journal ofPersonality and Social Psychology, 54, 1031-1039.

Tversky, A.,& Kahneman,D. (1973). Availability: A heuristic forjudging
frequency and probability. Cognitive Psychology, 5, 207-232.

Watson, D., & Clark, L. A. (1984). Negative affectivity: The disposition to
experience aversive emotional states. Psychological Bulletin, 96,

465-490. |
Watson,D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Developmentand valida-

tion of brief measures of positive and negative affect: The Panas
scales. Journal ofPersonality and Social Psychology, 54, 1063-1070.

Weitz, J. (1952). A neglected conceptin the study ofjob satisfaction. Per-
sonnel Psychology, 5, 201-205.

Zajonc, R. B. (1980). Feeling and thinking: Preferences need noinfer-

ences. American Psychologist, 35, 151-175.



 

Chapter Six
   

Work Motivation
and Goal Striving
James T. Austin
HowardJ. Klein 

This chapter advocates considering theoretically derived and
empirically supported individual difference constructs with respect
to work motivation. This objective is classic, in the sense of Cron-

bach’s recommendations (1957), and timely, given a resurgence

of research on both individual differences and motivation. M. W.
Eysenck (1994) notes that individual differences are increasingly
important for psychology. Evidence of this importance can be seen
in conceptual developments that deploy individual differences in
theoretical frameworks and elaborate biological foundations.
Within industrial and organizational (1/O) psychology, there is evi-
dence ranging from research programs to quantitative reviews that
individual differences—eitherpersonality traits (Barrick & Mount,
1991) or cognitive abilities (Gottfredson, 1986; Schmidt & Hunter,

1992)—predictjob-relevant criteria. These summaries, however,
are based onbivariate studies within a prediction framework.A fur-
ther necessary step is to embedindividual difference constructs
within theories to develop explanatory frameworks.

A parallel resurgence,driven largely by goals, is evident with
respect to motivation. Numerousreviews of motivational theories

 
Note: The authors thankJeffrey Vancouver, RaymondKatzell, Peter Villanova, and
Steven Huntfor their critical advice during the preparation of this chapter.

209



210 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

and constructs documentthis renewal of interest (Ford, 1992;

Katzell & Thompson, 1990a; O’Neil & Drillings, 1994). Goals were
credited with a “renaissance” in motivation in the lead-in to fea-
tured reviews of Locke and Latham’s (1990) formal statementof

their goal-setting theory. Other evidence for a goal-driven resur-
gence is provided by goal frameworks advancedin special issues of
journals (Baron, 1991; Locke, 1991b). These parallel rebirths pro-
vide an opportunity for an integrated treatment of work motiva-
tion and individual differences. This chapter uses the concept of
goal striving as a framework for examining individual differences
and work motivation. The term goal striving refers to the content,

structure, and process characteristics involved in establishing, plan-

ning, pursuing, and revising goals.
This chapter consists of three major sections. The remainder

of this first section provides a historical review that supports a
cognitive-integrative position on motivation. Three goal-based
frameworks are then described and integrated through the con-

cepts of attentional focusing andallocation. Our choice to con-
centrate on goal-based models ofwork motivation is based on the
current prominenceofthis framework. In the secondsection,indi-
vidual differences from cognitive ability, personality, and affective
domainsare defined and linked to goal-based work motivation.
These individual differences influence attention allocations through

goals. Attentional focus and shifts in focus occur at multiple levels.
Thelevels include (1) focus within a goal-feedback comparison,
(2) focus between multiple comparisonsat differentlevels in a goal
hierarchy, and (3) focus between goal hierarchies. The final sec-
tion offers conclusions and suggests research directions. In each
section, emphasis is placed on three questions:

1. Whatis currently known regardingindividual differences and
goal setting?

2. How doindividual differences relate to goal processes?

3. What are some newdirections for research?

In order to provide perspective on the current resurgence in
motivation, let us begin by reviewing somehistory.
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Historical View of Motivation Theory and Research

Commentators on the history of motivation often note a cyclical

waxing and waningof interest in motivation in experimental psy-
chology (Bolles, 1978; Hilgard, 1987). Within psychology in the
United States, motivation appearedfirst around 1918 in Wood-
worth’s placementof “drives” as mediators between stimuli and
responses. Research evaluating cognitive extensions by both Lewin
and Tolman kept motivation an important topic between 1930 and
1960. During the next decades, motivation research declined,as

indicated by inspection of Psychological Review contents (Bolles,
1978). A resurgence of interest during the last decadehas led the
Nebraska Symposium to reclaim motivation as the central theme
of its annual conference (R. M. Ryan, 1992). Hilgard’s explanation
(1987) is that both the decline and the resurgence of motivation
are due tocognitive psychology: cognitive researchers displaced
motivation but foundthat their theories were incomplete without
it (Simon, 1967). One implication of this analysis is that combin-
ing “hot” and “cool” cognitions, which have been found to provide
a richer accountin tandem,has implications for work motivation.

In contrast to the cyclic interest in motivation in experimental
psychology, interest in work motivation has remainedconsistently
high within J/O psychology. Motivation was recognized as impor-
tant during the earliest years of the discipline (Williams, 1925). Fol-
lowing a path that paralleled the development of industrial
psychology, Taylor (1911/1967) and his contemporaries elaborated
scientific management through a molecularfocuson tasks, daily
quotas, and work techniques.In scientific management, monetary
incentives were considered the premier route to the worker’s moti-
vation andsatisfaction. The controversial Hawthornestudies
showedthe benefits of looking beyond mechanistic efficiency and
environmental concernsin order to predict expandedcriteria (sat-
isfaction, withdrawal). The theme of this research was institution-

alized in the humanrelations movement(Bass, 1994; Wren, 1994).

Increasing attention to motivation was evident following World
WarII in perspectives provided by Viteles (1954), T. A. Ryan and
Smith (1954), and March and Simon (1993). Viteles, for example,

reportedthatin revising his classic treatise on selection, he found
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it impossible to ignore motivation and morale (Katzell & Austin,

1992). Perhapsthis salience of motivation was due to the analysis
of decisions to participate and to produce by organization members

(March & Simon, 1993). T. A. Ryan and Smith (1954) even as-

serted that “motivation can be considered the central problem of
industrial psychology” (p. 353). They posited three features of
motivation: (1) goal character (akin to intrinsic or functionally

autonomous motives or terminal values), (2) obligation (norms),

and (3) means character (instrumentalvalues, subgoals).

Despite the increasing research on work motivation,little in
the way of theorizing occurred from the timeof the earliest re-
search to about 1960. One reason for the paucity of theory was the

dominantfunctionalist-empiricist orientation of the early applied

psychologists (Landy, 1993). One exceptionto the lack of theory
is T. A. Ryan (1970), whose program of research on task andinten-
tion as proximal determinants of behavioris a direct precursor of
current goal and behavioral intention perspectives.

Reviews of work motivation research appeared regularly over
the succeeding decades (R. Kanfer, 1992; Landy & Becker, 1987;

Locke & Henne, 1986; Staw, 1977), and two comprehensivetreat-

ments appearedin successive editions of the Handbook ofIndustrial
and Organizational Psychology (J. P. Campbell & Pritchard, 19776; R.
Kanfer, 1990). Between 1957 and 1980, I/O researchers concen-

trated primarily upon expectancy, need, drive, and goaltheories.
The content-process dichotomy,list of suggestions derived from
experimental psychology, and directions for research put forward
byJ. P. Campbell and Pritchard (1976) capture the focusof the
1960s and 1970s. This period saw evaluation of numerousparts
and simple linkages of the aforementioned theories but few com-
plete or competitive tests. R. Kanfer (1990) expanded Campbell
and Pritchard’s distinction between content and process by review-
ing need/motive/value, cognitive-choice,self-regulation, and inte-

grative theories. She concluded that the dominant themes in
motivation research since Campbell and Pritchard’s chapter
involve cognitive and integrative constructs. A related contribution
was her continuum of proximal-distal influences on behavior (R.
Kanfer, 1992), which encompasses both experimental and corre-
lational constructs (R. Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989) and can be seen

as a reincarnation of Lewin’s “lifespace” metaphor.
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Current theorizing on work motivation, which represents a

merging of U.S. and Europeanresearch streams (Bargh & Goll-

witzer, 1994; Kleinbeck, Quast, Thierry, & Hacker, 1990), is mov-

ing toward integrated modelsofself-regulation (R. Kanfer & F. H.

Kanfer, 1991). Equal emphasis is now advocated for dynamic and

hierarchical facets of behavior (Kuhl, 1994). Dynamic facets cycle

over time from initial goal establishment through goal pursuit to

goal attainment/revision choices, whereas hierarchical models

structure goals from general-abstract to specific-concretelevels.

The linkage of European andU.S.traditionsis useful, because

motivation within a European psychological tradition has long

been viewed as dynamic and molar—occurring across behaviors,

goals, and time—rather than as episodic. Lewin’s work in Berlin

during the 1920s,investigating intentions as quasi-need systems

constructed andaltered by the individual, is reemergent in work

on volition by Gollwitzer, Kuhl, Frese, and others (Corno & R. Kan-

fer, 1993; Halisch & Kuhl, 1987). With such conceptions comesa

renewed recognition of complexity. Kuh] (1986) identified several

implications of dynamic views. These implications include empha-

sis on motivation over time, acknowledgmentofthe variable nature

of motivational states, and realization of reciprocal effects among

cognition, motivation, affect, and behavior. Because renewedinter-

est in volition suggests the utility of dynamic models, the next sec-

tion presents three goal modelssituated along a continuum from

episodic to dynamic. |

Goals as the Core of Work Motivation

Scientific investigations of goals bridge basic and applied domains

of psychology. Studies span the social-personality (Gollwitzer, 1993;

Pervin, 1989), developmental (Rapkin & Fischer, 1992), cognitive

(Simon, 1994), and I/O domains (Locke & Latham, 1990). Goals

provide a useful vehicle for analyzing both individual differences

and motivation. In the domain of motivation, pursuit of goals is

crucial for self-regulation theories that unite goal establishment,

planning, execution/behavior, feedback, and evaluation processes

(Bandura, 1986; R. Kanfer & F. H. Kanfer, 1991; Karoly, 1993; Kuhl,

1992). In the domain of individual differences, both attributes of

goals and attainmentof goals are influenced by abilities,traits, and
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affects. The present analysis of individual differences is based on
three goal frameworks: (1) Locke and Latham’s goal-setting theory
(1990), (2) resource allocation theory (R. Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989;
Naylor, Pritchard, & Ilgen, 1980), and (3) control systems theory
(Carver & Scheier, 1981; Lord & Hanges, 1987). Each of these

three perspectives is described here in turn.

Goal-Setting Theory

The essence of a protracted program of research spearheaded by
Locke andcolleaguesis the general principle that goals are the
proximal causal determinants of action (compare Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975; T. A. Ryan, 1970). Within Locke and Latham’s High
Performance Cycle (1990, 1994), as illustrated in Figure 6.1, the
causal effects of task goals or work challenges (demands) on task
behavior are mediated by effort and strategy development.
Rewards and other consequencesthat are contingent on perfor-
mance determinespecific affective reactions that provide feedback
to goals. According to Locke and colleagues, goals vary in content
and intensity. Difficulty and specificity are the primary content
dimensionsthat have been manipulated or measured. Conflict and
complexity are also contentattributes of goals. Intensity of the
goal-setting phase influences goal commitment, a construct that
subsequently influences persistence andresistance to goal change
(Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987; Locke, Latham, & Erez, 1988). An-
otheraspectofintensity is the origin of a goal; goals range from
self-set to participative to assigned (Erez & F. H. Kanfer, 1983).
Thus the core components of Locke and Latham’s theoretical
modelare goals, tasks (varying on complexity), feedback, self-
efficacy, performance, and contingent rewards. Individualdiffer-
ences for Locke and Latham moderate the constructlinks in the
model—primarily the relationship betweentask goals and perfor-
mance.It is possible to elaborate further the role of individualdif-
ferences in this framework, as will be shown below.

Resource Allocation Theory

Naylor, Pritchard, and Ilgen’s theory ofwork behavior (1980) ana-
lyzes choices in committing personal resources, defined as time
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andeffort, to particular actions. This theory (abbreviated in this dis-
cussion to NPI), although complex andfar-ranging, is described by
the authors as an elaboration of Woodworth’s stimulus-organism-
response paradigm,whichinitiated the systematic study of motiva-
tion in the United States. The fundamental construct in NPIis “the
process of engagingin a particularact with a particular degree of
commitment” (Naylor et al., 1980, p. 270). Naylor and Ilgen (1984)
illustrate the benefits of a deductive approach in explaining goal
effects using a frameworkofgoal attributes (specificity and diffi-
culty) and otherrelevant conditions (goal source, person, and task
features). The major mechanism advancedto explain the effect of
goals on task performanceis a shift in the allocation of resources
created by an explicit goal statementoractivated goal. Individual
differences are defined by Nayloret al. (1980) as stable attributes
that constrain decisions and responses. The moderatorstatus of indi-
vidual differences for Nayloret al., consistent with goal-setting
theory,is clear from this definition.

R. Kanfer and Ackerman’s aptitude-treatment integration of
experimental and psychometric constructs (1989) is a specialized
resource allocation model. Attention for R. Kanfer and Ackerman
can beallocated to on-task,off-task, or self-regulatoryprocesses,
within a conceptualization of attention as a unitary resource. In
this framework, multidimensional performance on complextasks
is a function of attention allocated via individual policies. These
policies are presumably sensitive to measurement and to change
attempts by researchers or by organizational agents. An adapted
version of this modelis shown in Figure 6.2. Sources of variance
in performanceinclude attention requirements of the task (en-
vironmental variance); attention capacity of the person (person
variance); and attention allocation policy (person X situation vari-
ance). Allocation policies represent the response of the individual
to the task-situation “field” and are thus a novel dependentvari-
able for research on goalstriving. This frameworkisjust beginning
to be exploited, butit is apparentthat the clear specification of
main andinteractive sourcesofvarianceis helpful in attaining the
precision demandedby Naylor and Ilgen (1984).

R. Kanfer and Ackerman (1989) show that difficult goals im-
pede performance duringearly task acquisition. Their argument
is that task goals invokeself-regulation processes, which compete
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Figure 6.2. Multiple Resource Allocation Model.
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with attentional resources neededfor task learning. Their results are
consistent across effect measures. R. Kanfer, Ackerman, Murtha,

Dugdale, and Nelson (1994) further support this argumentin a
study comparing spaced and massed practice conditions. Results
are consistent with hypothesesacross performance, goal commit-
ment, and volitional measures. One explanation for increasing
effectiveness of goals over stages of task acquisition involves atten-
tional resourcesthat are freed through the automationoftask
operations (Kleinbeck, Quast, & Schwarz, 1989).

Attention, distributed differentially based on an individual’s

allocation strategies, is the key construct in the various resource
allocation models (Gopher, 1993). Individualallocation strategies
are a function of personal goal levels and shifts in such goals.
Although this discussion may seem focusedat a molecularlevel,
perhaps a concrete example would help to clarify the point. Con-
sider a bank teller who establishes superior customerservice as a
general work objective. Later, if quantity of production assumes

a greaterrole in the goal set—perhaps through feedback from a
supervisor or through changein branch policy—theteller’s atten-
tion can be redirected toward increasing the numberoftransac-
tions. Reflecting this “speed-accuracytradeoff,” the effects of goal
shifts and subsequentattention shifts lead (in this work example)
to a different information-processing set during customertrans-
actions. Errors and poorerservice created by haste may be unin-
tendedresults of these shifts. Both quality and quantity goals for
customerservice can be optimized bya teller, but the required
attentional capability to do so must be acquired through experi-
ence (Erez, 1990; Gilliland & Landis, 1992).

Control Systems Theory

Katzell (1994) characterized control systems theory as a meta-trend

for the I/O field. The negative feedback loop is the core compo-_

nentof control systems (Wiener, 1948). In its simplest form, the
negative feedback loop, shown in Figure 6.3, consists of fourele-
ments: a referent standard or goal, a sensor/input function, a com-
parator, and an effector/outputfunction.

While its origins are mechanical, control theory can represent

a very flexible, nonmechanical view of behavior, as illustrated by
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Gallistel’s program of research (1994). In human control systems,

feedback involves more than mere mechanical sensing of envi-
ronments, goals are more thanstatic standards, and there are often
multiple meansto reduce discrepancies (Klein, 1989, 1991a; Lord
& Hanges, 1987). Consider the preceding example of a bankteller
whohas accepted providing superior customerservice as a per-
sonal goal (the standard). The input function in that exampleis
informationthe teller perceives about a customer’s needs and that
customer’s reactionsto the service being provided. This informa-
tion is comparedto any currently activated standards, and the
teller then—onthe basis of that comparison—formsa perception
of how well he or sheis doing in meeting the goal. If the compar-

ison reveals a discrepancy between performanceandstandard, the
teller may take somecorrective action—taking extra time, perhaps,
or providing information about an accountthat would better meet
the customer’s needs. |

Complex behaviors can be explained by hierarchies of feedback

loops. In such systems, the means to reduce discrepancies in higher-
order feedback loops becomethe standards of lower-orderloops
(Miller, Galanter, & Pribram, 1960; Nelson, 1993; Powers, 1973).

The outputfunction of one loop might consist of a string of other
loops, with each of those in turn containingstill other strings of

loops. For example, a possible output function in the bankteller

example—providing account information—actually consists of sev-
eral sequenced actions (including giving the customera brochure,
pointing out pertinentsubsets of information, and assessing cus-
tomer comprehension). Each of these actions can be broken down
further; the hierarchy extends down to a loop involving neural sig-
nals and changesin muscle tension associated with reaching for the
brochure. Although this molecularlevel is not emphasized here,it
shows the multilevel span of control systems theory. This example
could be extended to a more complex occupation by considering
a financial services consultant who advises aboutvarious routes to

achieve personalfinancial objectives.
Theresult is a hierarchical structure for providing superior cus-

tomerservice through informing customersof suitable banking
products. Powers (1973) and Gallistel (1994) show that the human

nervoussystem can support a detailed hierarchy of such feedback

loops. This hierarchy of control extends upward as well. Thatis,
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the specific action of providing superior customerservice could be
part of the output function of a higher-order standard, perhaps
resulting in an outstanding performancerating for the bankteller.
Receiving that high rating mayitself be the meansofattainingyet |
a higherstandard(a pay raise, promotion, or recognition award).
In order to achieve any given standard, therefore, we may need to
establish chains of. subgoals, pursuing each subgoal sequentially as
attention shifts from one control loop to another (Lord & Hanges,

1987; Schank & Abelson, 1977). This shifting of attention between

loops within goal hierarchiesis a feature of control systems dictated
by the limited capacity ofworking memory (Baddaley, 1986). Fur-
ther, shifting illustrates a link between control systems and resource
allocation models. Specifically, self-regulation is carried out by

attention shifts, which can disrupt performance if they create com-

petition for cognitive resources. From a control systems perspec-
tive, individual differences influence the adoption of a particular
goal, the regulation of that goal (that is, monitoring the environ-
ment, processing feedback, detecting discrepancies, tolerating dis-

crepancies), and the implementation and evaluation of strategies

to reduce discrepancies.

Summary of Goal-Based Perspectives

Goal-setting theory is a “middle-range” framework grounded in
empirical data; it concentrates on task goals and task performance
in achievementsettings (for example, work, sports). The extensive
evidence relating to this theory documents primarily the operation
of single goals in simple tasks (Wood & Locke, 1990; Wood, Mento,

& Locke, 1987), although complementary viewpoints on single
goals are provided by resource allocation and control systems the-
ories. The latter two perspectives study attentional and behavioral
switching between workactivities (Nayloret al., 1980; T. A. Ryan &
Smith, 1954). These shifts are determinedin part by decisions
about acceptance, attainment, persistence, or abandonmentof

multiple goals. Control systems deal with dynamic, hierarchical
goal pursuit (Campion & Lord, 1982; Klein, 1989). Recent exten-

sions (most notably, that by Lord and Levy, 1994) employ connec-
tionist concepts to span the cognition-action gap—an approach
similar to Kuhl’s emphasis (1994).
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Explaining the motivation process demands multivariate, mul-
tioccasion, multilevel theories (Royce, 1979). Frameworksthat

address dynamic conceptionsatseveral levels of analysis, ranging
from thetask to the lifespan level, are required to link individual
differences to goal-directed action. Such multiple levels are found
in action control models (Frese & Zapf, 1994) but are noteasily

integrated into goal-setting theory.
Traditional goal-setting and resource allocation models offer

fine-grained analysis, while control systemsyield a multilevel and
systemic perspective. The fact that these perspectives highlightdif-
ferent aspects of motivated work behavior makes their combina-
tion a potentially rich amalgamation. Thereare clearly differences

between these perspectives—differences that have been the focus

of debate (Klein, 1991b; Locke, 1991a). Some of these differences

are found in underlying assumptions that make these theories
incompatible for certain research questions. For the purposes of
the current analysis, however, these differences are less relevant.

The nextsection integrates these three goal-based perspectives
using the construct of attention conceptualized at multiple levels.
Simon’s recent exposition of attention as a bottleneck between cog-
nition and motivation (1994) is a prominent influence on the

attempted integration. Issues pertaining to attention are also cen-

tral to our review of individual differencesthat uses the linking of
these motivational perspectives.

Integrating Motivational Perspectives

A key mechanism for self-regulation and motivation is attention
(Simon, 1994; Wickens, 1992)—a term defined as a limited, share-

able resource for conscious processes. Attention has been researched
at several levels, differing in generality and time perspective.
Research encompasses a molecular focus on the part of cognitive

researchers (Cooper & Regian, 1982; M. W. Eysenck, 1988; Gopher,

1993; Hunt & Lansman, 1982), a midrange focus on attention at

work (Gardner, Dunham, Cummings, & Pierce, 1989; Hollenbeck,

1989; Roberson, 1989), and an even broaderfocus designated as

self-consciousness (Fenigstein, 1987), self-attention (Carver, 1979), or

self-monitoring (Snyder, 1979). Although the contentof attention
varies at each level, several issues are common acrosslevels.
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Thefirst commonissue is the nature of attention. Structural
facets concern the distinction between unitary and multiple atten-
tion resources, whereas capacity facets relate to the amountof
attentional resources. R. Kanfer and Ackerman (1989) explicitly
derived their hypotheses from a unitary conception, yet many
researchers now embrace a conception of attention as multidi-
mensional and malleable (Gopher, 1993; Wickens, 1992). Contin-

uing the previous example, a bankteller could serve a customer
with minimal or with considerable attention. An experiencedteller
might process the requests of a customerusing well-learned, habit-
ual responses; in this case, minimal attentional resources would be
focused onthetasks involved. For a newly hiredteller, however,

- considerable attention might need to be directed to each opera-
tion involved in completing the transaction. In other words,the
amount of attention required should alter systematically as the
teller moves from novice to expert.

A secondissue is the target of attention. Attention can shift
within a single goal-feedback loop, between loopsin a hierarchy,
and betweenhierarchies; what differs in each case is the focus. At

the level of a single goal-feedback loop or episode,attention is
focused on activated goals and the immediate task environment.
At higherlevels, attention is focused on long-term personal proj-
ects. In terms of Beach’s image theory (1990), the highest-level

focus is on trajectories extending into the future, referencing

careerorlifespan goals. Selective attention, viewed as concentrat
ing or focusing upona goalorits implementation despite distrac
tions from competing intentions, is one of several strategies fo1
self-regulation and volition (Kuhl, 1992).

A second part of this attentional target issue concernsthe
effects of intrusions into a current task focus. Because of the
potency ofintrusions,the teller’s attention on the customer’s trans
action is influenced not only by experience but also by demand:
unrelated to the task at hand. As a result of these demands, the

teller may focus on other work-related concerns (for example,ar
earlier missed service opportunity) or on nonwork concerns (fo
example, an ailing family member).

Goals facilitate task performancein part by directing attentio
to a particular task or to a level of performance on a task (Locke
1968). Research has shown thatthe reallocation of attention from
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a given task disrupts the goal-performancerelationship unless the
task is automated (reducing the correlation between goaldifficulty
and performance). One source of attentional disruption is “tasks”
that, when viewed from an experimental-manipulational or a
correlational-measurementperspective, are irrelevant. Anxiety,
rumination, and nontask cognitionshave all been found to divert
attention from the primary task and goalstriving. Test anxiety, for
example, can bestudied as an attention constructin whichdis-
ruptive thoughts (reflecting an urge to escape or a negative emo-

tional state) compete with test-taking processes of item encoding,
memory scanning, and response formulation (Wine, 1982). Along
those lines, Kuhl and Koch (1984) found that anxiety served as a

“hidden”task, a result that suggests competition for attentional
resources. M. W. Eysenck (1988), Sarason (1988), Carver and

Scheier (1988), and Revelle (1987) analyzed anxiety from differ-

ent theoretical perspectives. Their analyses, however, converged
on the principle that the cognitive components of task perfor-
mance(sustained information transfer, working memory manipu-
lation, and long-term memory retrieval), self-regulation, and other

nontask cognitions compete for limited attentional resourcesin
working memory. These findings supportthe role of attention in
goal striving. To reiterate, attention is the cognitive bottleneck.

There are also differences in the extent to which people are
able to resist attentional reallocation or suppress unwanted
thoughts (Gernsbacher & Faust, 1991; Tipper & Baylis, 1987).
These individual differences are another source ofvariance in allo-
cation policies across tasks and time. The effects of individualdif-
ferences on attention allocation are measurable under multiple
task demandsusing computerized platforms (Damos, 1991; Klein-
beck et al., 1989; Mane & Donchin, 1989). Kuhl’s construct of

action andstate orientation (1992) also has implications for how

attention is allocated and what environmentalevents activateself-
regulation processes. Kuhl’s action orientation, whichis similar to

Gollwitzer’s implemental mindset (1990), refers to a behavioral

and environmental focus of attention, while state orientation,

whichis similar to Gollwitzer’s deliberative mindset, refers to an

inward focus of attention. Action-oriented persons are hypothe-
sized to be able to engagein self-regulation moreeasily than state-
oriented persons. Study of the relationships between action-state
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orientation and causal attributions, which have been related to

goal processes (Thomas & Mathieu, 1994), could help to explicate
how on-line processing of performance-relevant information influ-
ences successive affective and strategic responses. A tendency to
shift activity or to persist following failure, for example, can be
partly explained using action-state orientation.

While it is difficult to show in a single diagramhow thesethree
perspectives fit together, a merger can be described in termsof the
features of goal striving that each separately emphasizes. Goal-
setting theory accounts well for the within-episode operation of
task goals, control systems theory encompassesthe multilevel oper-
ation of goals, and resourceallocation theory highlights dynamics
within and between levels and hierarchies.

Thereare several benefits of this merger, the greatest ofwhich
is the recognition of the multiple levels that the synthesis can
address. A keyto this integration involves generalizing the con-

struct of attention across levels of cognition. Consider that atten-
tional focus can be shifted from task-relevantactivities in the
present (for example, ongoing dyadic behavior with a customer or
client) to a midlevel focus on a project due at the end of the week
(and comprising multiple subparts) to a dispositional self-focus
(such as the tendencyto perceive the world negatively). A prob-
lem occurs when these focuses attempt to coexist, as in the phe-
nomenonofego-involvementduring task engagement. Specifically,
if the experimentalsetting or work environmentcreates a focus on
the self, perhaps through cuing a mastery orientation, thenit is
reasonable to expectintrusions into task information processing
and decreasesin quality of performance. |

A second benefit of this mergeris the provision of a concep-
tual framework for examining individual differences as they influ-
ence goal striving. Relatively few researchers studying goal setting
have examinedindividual differences in a theoretical manner
(Weiss & Adler, 1984), although McClelland’s extensive program
of research on nAch (Need Achievement) is a prominent excep-

tion. Locke, Shaw, Saari, and Latham (1981) identified this issue

overfifteen years ago, pointing out that researcherstendto graft
measuresofindividual difference constructs onto studies of goal
difficulty and then try to explain any observedrelationships. Par-
tial exceptionsare seen in resourceallocation and control systems
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research, although a restricted range of constructs has been con-
sidered by these groups. With that in mind,the nextsection links a
comprehensiveset of individual differences to the goal frameworks.

Individual Differences and Work Motivation

There are two sourcesof the current treatment of individual dif-
ferences. The majorinfluence is Royce and Powell’s “individuality
theory” (1983), which combinesfactor, systems, and information

theory concepts. Individuality for Royce (1979) derives from inte-
grated action in goal pursuit. While the highest goalis to optimize
“personal meaning,” a subordinate layer consists of goals dealing
with lifestyle satisfaction, maintenanceofself-image, and evolution

of worldview—broad goals that contribute to the superordinate
goal and suggest multiple routes to attainment. These second-level
goals mark out domains and cascade downward with increasing
specificity toward action. A second sourceof ourview ofindividual
differencesis their variability, which occurs across individuals, occa-

sions, and situations (Ackerman & L. G. Humphreys, 1990; L. G.

Humphreys, 1985). In this section, a discussion of the cognitive
ability, personality, andaffective domains precedesa review ofindi-
vidual differences within the goal-based frameworks.

Cognitive Ability Domain

Letusfirst address cognitive abilities, which have been ofinterest
since Plato ordered persons by analogy to metals (brass, silver,

gold) in his Republic.

General Discussion

Currentdefinitions of ability constructs focus on behavioralflexi-
bility/adaptability, on maximal performance,and on task-relevant
information processing of declarative and procedural knowledge
(Carroll, 1993; Murphy, 1988; Royce, 1979). For example,L. G.
Humphreys definesintelligence as the “acquired repertoire ofall
intellectual (cognitive) skills and knowledgeavailable to the per-
son at a point in time” (1994, p. 180). The longest-runningissue
in the domainofability is a dispute over the levels required for the-
oretical analysis and practical application. The opposing factions
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are adherents of general ability (the psychometric g) (Jensen, 1985;
Ree & Earles, 1992; Schmidt & Hunter, 1992) and adherents of

intermediate plus general factors (Carroll, 1993; L. G. Humphreys,
1985; Horn, 1988; Lubinski & Dawis, 1992). Landy, Shankster, and

Kohler (1994) have provided reasons to continue to investigate

intermediate abilities. Additional support for the Landyetal. posi-
tion is providedby studies of the heritability of intermediate abil-
ities. Recent behavior genetics studies report influencesof specific
abilities that are conceptually distinct from the psychometric g
(Pederson, Plomin, & McClearn, 1994). These studies also confirm

hierarchical structures with general and intermediate levels (Harn-
qvist, Gustafsson, Muthen, & Nelson, 1994).

Anotherdebate in this domain is between psychometric and
cognitive paradigmsfor studying abilities (Messick, 1992; Stern-

berg, 1977). The psychometric tradition investigates abilities as
structures, while the cognitive tradition uses a process-oriented.
approach.Thelatteris illustrated in the careful analysis by Revelle
(1987) of the task/criterion domain into task demandsforsus-

tained information transfer, short-term memory, and long-term

memory (M. S. Humphreys & Revelle, 1984). It is possible to clas-
sify laboratory tasks systematically using the three axes of his con-

ceptualization and,at least in principle, to construct tasks that load
primarily on one of the axes.

Theory, support, and measurementcapabilities vary with the
psychometric and cognitive paradigms, although H.J. Eysenck
(1984) argues that the contributions of both are valuable, and Mes-

sick (1992) contends that the cognitive approaches can be sub-
sumed underexisting psychometric factor-based theories.

Research onthe internalstructure of abilities supports a hier-
archical organization (Harnqvist et al., 1994; Horn, 1988; Lubin-

ski & Dawis, 1992). Carroll (1993) advanced a framework with

narrow, broad, and general ability layers based on reanalysesoftest

datasets. General ability, approximately equivalentto intelligence,is
foundat the highest level. Seven broad intermediate factors—fluid
intelligence,crystallized intelligence, general memory andlearn-
ing, broad visual perception, broad auditory perception, broad
retrieval ability, broad cognitive speed, and processing speed—
constitute the second level. Elements specific to a test type are
foundat the bottom of the pyramid,in the stratum labeled narrow.
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Lubinski and Dawis (1992) proposed a radex or conic structure in
their thorough treatmentof aptitudes, skills, and proficiencies.
They too argued thatfactors at different levels could be useful in
theoretical research and practical applications of individualdiffer-

ences. Following the lead of these researchers, this chapter pro-

poseslarge significance for both general and intermediatelevels of
ability in understanding goal choice/reaction and goal attainment.

Cognitive Ability Constructs Within Goal Striving

For goal-setting theory, cognitive ability is regarded as a moderator
of the goal-performancelink. Ability is recognized as a competing
determinantof task performance andasa rival explanation to be
controlled. Locke and Latham (1990) list multiple studies that sup-

port the moderatingeffects of ability. Closer inspection of these
studies, however, suggests thatlittle attention is given to the con-
ceptualization and measurementofability, the distinction between
general and intermediate levels ofability, or cognitive-psychometric

perspectives on ability. In fact, ability is generally measuredin goal-

setting studies using practice trial performancerather than using
task-independent measures of general or intermediate abilities
(Locke, 1982) orself-reports of standardized test scores (Campion

& Lord, 1982). Few studies have used standard measuressuch as

the Wonderlic PersonnelTest or a multiple aptitude battery. (One
exceptionis the resource allocation perspective, which is anchored
in an established test battery.) Furthermore, significant versus non-
significant ability-performancecorrelations (rather than specific
tests for moderation effects) are typically used to support moderator
interpretations (James & Brett, 1984).

In addition to the moderating effects of ability, Locke and
Latham (1990) also considerthe issue of the homogeneity of moti-

vation, given that task performance is hypothesized to be an inter-
active function of motivation andability. If thereis little variance
‘in motivation (one part of the cross-product term), then a main
effect for ability on performance (instead of an interaction) will
be found. Locke and Latham (1990) also mention personal con-

ceptionsofability (fixed or incremental) as an influence on goal
processes.

Intermediate-level abilities might be especially importantin the
consideration of task learning stages (R. Kanfer & Ackerman,

eee
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1989) or theself-efficacy construct (Cervone, Jiwani, & Wood,
1991). Spatial ability, for example,is a well-established intermedi-

_ate componentof general ability (Lohman,Pellegrino, Alderton,
& Regian, 1987) and can be investigated in conjunction with self-
efficacy measuresin spatially loaded tasks suchas anairtraffic con-
trol simulation. An extension of this idea involves expanding
Fleishman and Mumford’s model (1989)to incorporate goal manip-
ulations or measures. That model explains changesin task perfor-
manceover timeas a function of both practice/experience and
shifting loadings on an indirectly observed spatial ability construct.
Otherintermediate-level ability measures could be included. Prob-
lem sensitivity, for example, mayalso berelevantto task performance.

From the perspective provided by control systems, both gen-
eral and intermediateabilities fit into (1) a predecisional phase of
goal setting and (2) subsequentchoicesrelating to persisting, revis-
ing, or abandoninga goal (thatis, relating to goal commitment
levels). A parsimonious modelholdsthat generalabilities directly
influence choice of personal goals and subsequenttask perfor-
mance; an alternative model posits a path from generalability to
goal difficulty and task performance mediatedbyself-efficacy. For
example, some goal-striving cycles may depend onspecific self-
efficacy percepts (Bandura, 1986; Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Linkages
betweenself-efficacy and ability constructs, together with goal
attributes, should also predict commitment and subsequentper-
sistence. Both Klein (1991a) and Earley and Lituchy (1991) have
shown that goals are more powerful proximal determinants of task
performancethanself-efficacy is, however. This finding suggests
that different antecedents may be operating. Longitudinal studies
and lagged measurescan help to elaborate goal/ability/perfor-
mancerelationships beyondthe alternative models compared by
Earley and Lituchy (1991). In that study, three causal orderings
were compared. The path modelreceiving strongest support was
that of Locke and Latham.A recentinvestigation by Thomas and
Mathieu (1994) viewedself-efficacy in the context of single-episode
and between-episodeeffects of goals. Their results suggest self-
efficacy as a link between single- and multiple-episode conceptions,
which in the framework of this chapter would be described as an
attentional shift from a single goal-feedback loop to a loop at a
higherlevel. Bandura’s (1986) micro-analytic paradigm could be
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used to frame the interplay amonggoals,ability, self-efficacy, and

commitment, with performance as one dependentvariableof inter-

est and subsequentgoal cycles as a second. Thecyclic design of Hall

and Foster (1977) could also be employed in such extensions.

Running through ouranalysis of cognitive abilities thusfaris

a distinction between ability as objectively assessed andability as

subjectively perceived. This distinction might be important for

understandinginitial goal choice, reaction to assigned goals, and

subsequent commitment. Thebasis for this distinction is the find-

ing that measuredability does notalways correlate highly with such

self-perceptionsas self-esteem andself-efficacy, as shown empiri-

cally by Brim (1965) and by the meta-analysis of Mabe and West

(1982). The implications of including both objective and subjec-

tive conceptions ofability in goal striving remain to be explored,

but the program of research by Dweck and hercolleagues,

although developed with children, suggests onefruitful direction

(Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Another research-relevant

distinction might be made betweenself-esteem andself-efficacy,

on the one hand, and general and intermediate abilities, on the

other. Both distinctions contrast more-inclusive andless-inclusive

levels of a phenomenon—inthis case,self-concept and cognitive

abilities. If self-efficacy is a task-specific construct, as implied by

Bandura’s micro-analytic measurementstrategy (1986), then spe-

cific abilities should predict self-efficacy, task goal levels, and

task performanceatsignificantly higherlevels than g. On the other

hand, general ability should also be strongly related to self-

esteem and to longer-term career goals, given appropriate match-

ing of predictor-criterion specificity (Roznowski & Hanisch, 1990).

Greaterclarity and a mapofthe relationships amongthese con-

structs can be providedbyfuturestudies.

R. Kanfer and Ackerman’s (1989) resource allocation frame-

work uses the ArmedServices Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB)

to measure general, perceptual speed, verbal, vocational-technical

information, and quantitative ability constructs. It is reassuring that

these constructs predict performance, but Kanfer and Ackerman’s

results do not address the question ofthe relationship of cognitive

abilities to goal choice and goal reactions. The linkage between

ability andself-efficacy will play an importantrole in mediatingthis

set of goal paths, and future studies should provide adequate mea-
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surementofself-efficacy and cognitive abilities. All components
should be evaluated. .

To summarize whatis known about cognitive abilities and goal
striving, there is enough evidence to propose that a general ability
construct exerts direct and indirect effects on goals and perfor-
mance. Theindirect effects of ability on goals are mediated
throughself-efficacy. Less research exists with respect to interme-
diate-level abilities, but several possible designs have been sug-
gested to examinerelationships while also matching predictor and
criterion generality (Hanisch, 1995).

Personality Domain

We turn now to personality constructs, which concern patterns of
behavior across time andsituation. Over the last decade, interest
in explaining additional variance in work behavior has been evi-
dent (Hogan, 1991).

General Discussion

The personality domain can be viewed in termsoftrait or social-
cognitive paradigms (Cervone, 1991). In the formerview,traits are
the constructs of interest; in the latter view,it is person-environment

adjustmentsthatare of interest. A long-standinginterest in the
structure of personality is indexed by treatments dating from All-
port’s 1937 classic treatise (Kluckhohn & Murray, 1949; London &
Exner, 1978; Pervin, 1990). Amongtheorists favoringtraits, thereis
growing consensus that (1) systems approachesare superiorto the-
ories built aroundsingle traits and (2) systems views can encom-
pass manyofthesingle traits (Goldberg, 1991; McCrae, 1992).
There are debates about whether the appropriate structureis
H. J. Eysenck’s system of Psychoticism-Extraversion-Neuroticism
(PEN), Cattell’s source traits, or the Big Five of Agreeableness,
Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Intellectance (or Openness to
Experience), and Surgency (or EmotionalStability or Neuroti-
cism). In these debates, Eysenck (1991) analyzes andcriticizes the
Big Five andCattell’s source traits, while Block (1995) criticizes the
Big Five. One reason to favor Eysenck’s approachisits links to
underlying neurophysiological substrates.

Despite a period of neglect by I/O psychologists, caused in part
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by misinterpretation of Guion and Gottier’s review ofthevalidity of

personality traits for selection (1965), abundantevidencelinks per-

sonality constructs with work behavior (Barrick & Mount, 1991;

Hogan, 1991; Tett,Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991) and with goals (D.J.

Campbell, 1982; Cropanzano,James, & Citera, 1992; Pervin, 1989).

Bernardin and Bownas (1985), for example, provide multiple treat-

ments of personality assessment in organizations. Moreover,self-

conceptis an aspect of personality that adds to understanding

organizational behavior (Brockner, 1988) in both trait (self-esteem)

and social-cognitive (self-efficacy) approaches.

Personality Constructs Within Goal Striving

Goal-setting researchers examining personality as a moderatorhave,

for the most part, measured only oneortwotraits. According to

Locke and Latham (1990), the traits for which several studies exist

are self-esteem, need for achievement, need for independence,

Type-A behaviorpattern, locus of control, andself-efficacy. Self-

efficacy, a task-specific construct, appears to have received the

greatest attention over the last decade. After reviewing these stud-

ies, Locke and Latham (1990) called for the consideration of addi-

tional traits, including attention-persistence, ambition, initiative,

and future time perspective. The examination ofsingle traits may

be oflittle value, however, since personality theorists generally

agree thatit is systems oftraits that influence behavior dynamics.

McClelland and Boyatzis (1982), for example, found that the pro-

file of an individual across several traits—achievement, affiliation,

and power needs—predicted long-term leadership effectiveness

better than anysingle trait.
Thespecific taxonomyselected is not as important as the

larger perspective—thatis, the belief that a profile acrosstraits

accounts for goal-striving variance and process. Both currently

prominent majortrait systems—Eysenck’s PEN system and the Big

Five—subsumethesingle traits previously studied by researchers

investigating goal setting. These trait structures also provide foun-

dations for conceptualizing the effects of goals on work motivation

and performanceovertime. Within the Big Five taxonomy, for

example, the characteristic of conscientiousness received the most

consistent supportacross three categories of criteria and five job

families in Barrick and Mount’s quantitative review (1991). The
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conscientiousness construct appears especially important for the
motivational aspects ofjob performance. Barrick, Mount, and
Strauss (1993) provided evidence for goals and goal commitment

as mediators between conscientiousness andjob performance for
a sample ofsales representatives. Given these research findings, the
relationship between conscientiousness and goalstriving deserves
immediate attention, with other personality constructs from the Big
Five included for subsequenttheory revision. In thespirit of this

volume, models that include standardized measures of general or |

specific abilities (Wonderlic Personnel Test, Differential Aptitude
Battery [DAB], ASVAB, andso on), conscientiousness (Five-Factor

Inventory; Costa & McCrae, 1992), and self-concept (assessments

of self-esteem and/orself-efficacy levels; Robinson, Shaver, &

Wrightsman, 1991) should be able to predict an expandedcrite-
rion space. Borman and Motowidlo (1993) expandedthe criterion
domain explicitly by adding non-job-specific constituents to job-
specific or technical performance dimensions. Thejoint influence
of trait and social-cognitive constructs on goals for contextualele-

ments ofjob performance has not been extensively investigated.

Last, the traits proposed by H.J. Eysenck and co-workers provide
an alternative superstructure for future research.

Within control systems, personality, self-concept, and goal ori-
gin are importantfactors in goalstriving. D. J. Campbell (1982)
classified situational and personality determinants of goal difficulty
choice within an expectancy-value framework. He noted that no
directtests of the relationship between personality constructs and
goal difficulty had been attempted. Hollenbeck and Brief (1987)
distinguished assigned andself-set goal origins (Austin, 1989;
Mone& Baker, 1992), noting that the dependentvariable ofinter-

est shifts from the goalitself to goal reactions when researchers
manipulate or study goalorigin. In other words, when goals origi-
nate internally, individual differences in general (and personality
in particular) influence aspects of chosen goals (for example, goal
difficulty, specificity, conflict). When goals originate externally, per-
sonality determines, in part, an individual’s reactions to those goals
(for example, acceptance, commitment). Given an intermediate,

participative goal origin, personality constructs should influence
the negotiation process between the parties (whether supervisor
and subordinate or coach andathlete). As noted by Weiss and
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Adler (1984), researchers investigating goal setting typically have
tacked on individual difference measures while attempting to find
an effect for goal difficulty. The experimental manipulationsin
these studies have mostlikely created so-called strongsituations,
which may have overwhelmedanyeffects of individual differences.

Cropanzano,James, and Citera (1992) integrated personality
and motivation using a hierarchical control systems model. Accord-
ing to Cropanzanoet al., three abstract directional orientations
(approachingpositive stimuli, avoiding negative stimuli, and
approaching novel stimuli) lead to the developmentofvalues.
These core values then define why people engage in particular
activities, and they in turn prompt the construction of more spe-

cific goals that reflect self-identity. Linking self-identity and task
goals are personal projects—midlevel standards (also known as
“life tasks”) grouped around importantlife situations. Little, Lecci,
and Watkinson (1992) showedthat the Big Five are related to

aspects of defining and striving toward personal projects. Hierar-

chical structures presented by Cropanzanoetal. parallel Royce and
Powell’s individuality theory (1983) and other proposedstructures
(Powers, 1973). Campion and Lord (1982) hypothesized that the
multiple goals that originate in the duties or task clusters of a par-
ticular organizational position can be dealt with either serially or

through development of tolerance for discrepancies. Both strate-

gies are based on goal importance, whichis thus crucial for in-
vestigating multiple goals. Gollwitzer (1993) pointed out that goal
importanceis a major determinantof goal commitment; therefore,

via current commitmentto goals, it contributes to resolution of
conflict amonggoals.

One empirical implication of this perspective involves exam-
ining the influence of higher-level goals as a frame or contextfor
task and midlevel goals. Orientation toward goals of learning or
mastery, for example, could be assessed using recently developed

scales (Duda & Nicholls, 1992; Farr, Hofmann, & Ringenbach,

1993), manipulated using ego-involving events or instructions
(Wood & Bandura, 1989), or studied using both measurementand

manipulation tactics. The aptitude-treatmentinteraction frame-
work adopted by R. Kanfer and Ackerman.(1989) providesa rich
heuristic for the combined modeofinvestigation, with the addi-
tion of Big Five or PEN constructs a logicalfirst step.



Work MOTIVATION AND GOAL STRIVING 235

A core of the argumentpresented pertains to goals activated
as Current concernsas attentional constructs. With regard to atten-
tional allocation, Matthews, Davies, and Lees (1990) showed that

extraversion, assessed within H. J. Eysenck’s PENtriad, is related

to arousal levels and theavailability of attentional resources. Fur-
ther, a modelof the effects of cognitive and motivational variables
on cognitive task performance formulated by Revelle (1987) is
based on competition for attentional resources with respectto
information transfer, working memory, and long-term memory
components of task performance.

Anotherquestion for research concerns patterns of movement
within and between goal hierarchies. Direction of movement can
be manipulated througha series of how and why questions(Little,
1989) asked by an observerorby the individual. Verbal protocols,
taken during on-task and off-task periods, could provide data on
goal cognition (Karoly, 1993). The role of self-regulation during
task acquisition reveals important information for organizational
purposes. From such studies, an increased understandingof the
deliberation and implementation phasesof goal striving should be
obtained (Gollwitzer, 1990; Kuhl, 1994; Lord & Levy, 1994).

It is possible to speculate further aboutthe effects of person-
ality on whereit is in goal hierarchies that individuals allocate their
attentional resources. Kuhl’s action-state orientation andself-
regulation framework holds promise, as does Dweck and Leggett’s

construct of goal orientation (1988). Farr et al. (1993) integrated

these two perspectives by using Kuhl’s self-regulatory framework to
encompass the goal orientation construct. Recall that state-oriented
individuals engage primarily in internally focused cognitions, while
action-oriented individuals focus on behavioral/environmental
events. If self-regulation requires cognitive allocation of attention,
unexpected performance outcomesshouldlead to an activation
of self-regulation through a monitoring process.

To summarize what is known aboutpersonality constructs and
goal striving, not enoughresearch using systems of personality con-
structs has been conductedto allow the venturing of confident

conclusions. However,the social-cognitive constructofself-efficacy
has stimulated a large amountof research (Bandura, 1991). Self-

efficacy’s role in a self-regulation theory such as Bandura’sis well
established,andlinks to affective and task strategy responses have
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been strongly supported. Thusonefrontier inviting research is the

conceptoffitting the Big Five or Eysenck’s taxonomyinto current

studies, perhaps through use of the multidimensional goal ques-
tionnaire developed by Lee, Bobko,Earley, and Locke (1991). In

particular, relationships between personality traits or social-cognitive
constructs and the higher-order positive and negative goal-setting

factors identified by Lee et al. (1991) would be helpful in specify-

ing the map of causal factors.

Affective Domain: Orientation and Temperament

We nowturn to the remaining individual difference constructs,

which are grouped together becausetheyall pertain to the affective-
emotional domain (Lewis & Haviland, 1993). This domain—as well

as the personality domain—is receiving attention as researchers
expandtheir focus beyondabilities and task performance.

General Discussion

Thefirst set of affective domain constructs falls under the heading
of orientation—thatis, values andinterests (or affective reactions to

such specific stimuli as people, events, and activities). Within I/O
psychology, researchers have studied orientation by examin-

ing workvalues (Nord,Brief, Atieh, & Doherty, 1988; Wollack,

Goodale, Wijting, & Smith, 1971) and vocational interests (Dawis,

1991). The structure of interests appears to be a circumplex—a

specific covariance structure that posits a circular ordering ofcor-

relations. This structure implies that adjacent points are correlated
morehighly than distant points (as illustrated in Holland’s hexa-
gon; see Figure 3.1). The structure of values appearsto be hierar-
chical (Cropanzanoetal., 1992), comprising instrumental and
terminal types (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992). This distinction

isanalogous to subgoal-goal inclusion relationships.
Temperament,as distinguished from orientation, pertains to

general (rather than specific) affective reactions. In addition, mod-

els in this domain are characterized by links to neurobiology (Bates

& Wachs, 1994). Positive and negative affectivity (Watson & Telle-

gen, 1985)—defined as the opposing tendencies to experience
events in either a positive or a negative manner—typify this cate-

gory. The structure of temperamentappears to contain positive,
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negative, and intensity factors (Baker, Zevon, & Rounds, 1994;

Diener, 1984). Furthermore, there are substantial linkages between
two Big Five traits and positive/negative affectivity (Watson &
Clark, 1992): extraversion consistently and positively correlates with
components ofpositive affectivity, while neuroticism correlates with
negative affectivity. In I/O psychology, Brief, Burke, George, and
colleagues’ developmentandvalidation of the Job Affect Scale
illustrates the state of the art (Brief, Burke, George, Robinson, &

Webster, 1988; Burke, Brief, George, Roberson, & Webster, 1989).

Affective Constructs Within Goal Striving

Locke and Latham (1990) developed goal-affect relationshipsfol-
lowing Locke’s treatmentofjob satisfaction (1976). In their model,
satisfaction is the result of high performance whenrewardsare

contingent on performance. Locke and Latham’s modelalso sug-
gests that the effects of satisfaction on motivation are indirect,
operating first through broad behavioral families (Roznowski &
Hulin, 1992), including adaptation, commitment, and organiza-

tional citizenship behaviors, and then downto specific task goals.
Affect has also been incorporated within goal striving by Bandura
and Cervone (1986) and by Pervin (1983) inhis inclusion ofaffect

as a componentof goals.
The analysis of goal-affect relationships can be extended by

incorporating recent developments in the study of emotions,
broadly defined at multiple levels (Izard, 1993; Lewis & Haviland,

1993; Stein & Levine, 1991). Multilevel approaches have been slow
to appearin the I/O domain,although researchers are using sev-
eral distinct levels of analysis, ranging from moods (George &
Brief, 1992), to attitudes (Cranny, Smith, & Stone, 1992), to traits/

dispositions (Brief et al., 1988; Burke et al., 1989). Little work, how-

ever, meets the requirements for cross-level analysis (Cacioppo &
Berntson, 1992), because most researchers focus their attention upon

single levels and also because theories and methodsarelacking.
A related and eminently researchable example involves com-

bining or crossing multilevel goals with two domains, work and
nonwork, to associate between-situation and within-situation frame-

works. Goals in the work domainexist at task-related and career-
focusedlevels and may conflict with goals in the nonwork domain.
There are few data bearing on the question ofwork/nonwork goal
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conflict, but interference among goals from variouslife domains
could be measuredandrelated to such affective constructs as stress
and psychological functioning. Roberson’s Work Concerns Inven-
tory (1989), which assesses multiple work goals based on Klinger’s
“current concerns” concept (1975, 1995), would be a useful instru-

mentfor researching these issues when supplemented with an

instrumentfor assessing nonworkgoals.
A research question pertaining to affect that can best be

addressed within a control systems framework considers how affec-

tive levels and goal levels interact. While goal-setting theory

includes a feedbackloop, goal-setting studies have examinedaffect

primarily as a consequence of performanceratherthanas a deter-

minant of ongoing motivation. Differentiating goal-striving affect
and goal attainmentaffect may help to clarify this issue. This dis-
tinction can be related to the conceptof “flow” proposed by Csik-
szentmihalyi (1990) and to Apter’s theory of reversals between
goal-oriented and behavior-oriented motivational modes (1989).

Specifically, the function of striving or process affect may be to asso-
ciate emotion with intermediate subgoals, which maintains persis-
tence toward distal, longer-term goals. The relationships between
goal-striving affect and higher-orderaffective constructs such as
positive and negative affectivity, again with general andspecificlev-
els, are unknown atthis point. Carver and Scheier (1990) argue
that affect is regulated as a second-orderpercept, asserting that dis-
crepancy reduction rate appraised from a higheror meta-level
determinespositive or negative affect—a principle supported by
Saavedra and Earley’s results (1990). Reconciling the arguments
against control systems (Locke, 1991a) with the present integrated

position will require empirical research. One idea would involve a
construct of sensitivity to discrepancies thatis similar to the con-
struct advancedin the equity literature (Huseman,Hatfield, &

Miles, 1987). Hyland’s conceptof errorsensitivity (1988) lends fur-
ther credence to Carver and Scheier’s proposal that affect is
related to rate of change in discrepancies (1990). Factors involved
in error sensitivity should be mappedoutin studies measuring

dimensionsofaffect.
R. Kanfer and Ackerman (1989) measured affect as positive

and negative self-reactions, with findings similar to those of Ban-
dura and Cervone (1986). Clearly, fewer studies bear on affect and
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goal striving within a resourceallocation framework than within
the other two frameworks discussed here (whichis not surprising,

given therelatively recent focus of researchers working within that
perspective). Naylor et al. (1980) proposedthatit is anticipated
satisfaction that influences commitmentto acts. Taking a disposi-
tional level of analysis—for example, using positive and negative
affectivity—may accountfor additional process variance.Intensity
of affect might also be relevant for allocation of attention: to the
extent that affect impedes time sharingandselective attention,it
will impede complex task performance.

To summarize whatis known aboutaffective constructs and
goal striving, not enough research using such constructs has been
doneto allow us to advance any confident conclusions. On the
other hand,affective responses appear importantin supportof

continued goal-striving motivation (Pervin, 1983). This domain,
therefore, is the one that requires the most attention from re-
searchers in order to extend the framework for goalstriving.

Conclusion

The central thesis of this chapteris that individual differences are
valuable partners for theoretical accounts of work motivation.
Throughoutthis review of individual differences and work moti-
vation, several queries have provided guidance.

1. What is known about individual differences and motivation? To
answerthis question, goal-setting theory, control systemsthe-
ory, and resource allocation theory werelinked via their com-
plementary emphasis on attentional features of goal striving.
Despite studies addressing individual differences within each
of the perspectives, a considerable amount of research is
needed before precise statements can be made abouttheir
role. As a starting supposition, individual differences should be
related to various goal processes, including the processes of
goal establishment, goal pursuit, and goal revision, abandon-
ment, and persistence.

2. By what mechanism or mechanisms do individual differences influence
goal striving? The multilevel construct of attention—a scarce cog-
nitive commodity for which on-task (engagement), off-task
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(irrelevant), and self-regulatory processes compete—wasad-
vanced as the fundamental mechanism.

3. What are some new directionsfor research? Gaps in knowledge and
directions for research were developed throughoutthe chap-
ter (and are addressed further in subsequent paragraphsin
terms of baseline and extensionstudies).

Letus address thatfinal issue—potential directions for research—
in greater detail. A useful baseline study should contain multiple
indicators of distal constructs (R. Kanfer, 1992) from each con-

struct domain—for example, the cognitive ability, personality, and
affective domains. Goal difficulty levels would serve as proximal

effects of those distal constructs and also as proximal exogenous

variables predicting measures of the mediators (development,
application, and revision of strategies). Several extensionsof this
baseline design would include multiple goals, intermediate-level
factors of ability, and other components of the personality and

temperament domains. Goal orientation and/oraction-state ori-

entation typify alternative constructs to be examinedrelative to
conscientiousness and othertraits of the Big Five. Competitive test-
ing of sets of these models could suggest further revisions, which
would befit back into the frameworkfor goal striving proposedin
this chapter.

Anotherpotential extension of this baseline study involves mul-
tilevel analyses using a hybrid area, social psychophysiology
(Cacioppo,Petty, & Tassinary, 1989). Cacioppo and Berntson
(1992), in proposing a multilevel doctrine for within-person analy-
sis, briefly allude to the investigation ofjob attitudes using a micro-

macro perspective. A study by Gellatly and Meyer (1992) shows
how such methods could link goal striving to individual dif-
ferences. One contribution ofthis studyis its multiple-indicator
perspective on goal difficulty—a perspective developed outof phys-
iological, cognitive, and task performance measures. The linking

of social-psychophysiological methods to complex simulationsis
also advocated. Such methods, when combined with complex task
simulations (Cervoneet al., 1991; Gopher, 1993; Locke, Smith,

Erez, Chah, & Schaffer, 1994; Wood, Bandura, & Bailey, 1990),

should yield data that bear on multiple levels of functioning. Addi-

tional conceptual leverage can be gained from longitudinal studies
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of goal striving. These methodsallow the study of multiple goals
(within-task or between-task) and also permit researchers to study
goal conflict (Lockeet al., 1994), a content attribute inherentin

sets of goals.
Anotherpotential extension of the dynamic and multilevel per-

spectives emphasized here pertains to the job performance
domain,itself receiving renewed attention (Austin & Villanova,

1992; Borman, 1991; J. P. Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager,

1993). First, however, appropriate matching of predictor andcri-
terion measuresis required. Job performance could be modeled
to some extent on J. P. Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, and Sager’s
framework (1993), in which eight factors make up thecriterion
space. Second, given the general recognition of the value of using
multiple levels of analysis in conceptualizing and measuring
work performance—for example, using both task andjob layers—
investigations designed along these lines should assess multiple
goals and link them to multiple measures of effectiveness. Third,
in accordancewith the concept of motivational dynamics over
time, investigations should considercriteria that are dynamic.
Applying theory to this third issue, as suggested by Austin,L. G.
Humphreys, and Hulin (1989), necessitates identification of clus-
ters of individuals with comparable patterns of change. Hofmann,
Jacobs, and Baratta (1993), using methods suggested by Nessel-
roade (1991), illustrated this principle empirically in a multiyear
study. Ultimately, withoutrelevant, reliable, and practical criterion
measures, goal setting in actual organizations maybeineffective.

Extension of these conceptions to the team/grouplevel of

analysis is required, and individual differences undoubtedly play a
role at this level of aggregation. Team composition research, for
example, could be extended to multivariate combinationsof the
individual difference measures addressed throughoutthis volume.
New knowledge aboutthe effects of applying Eysenck’s PEN model
to selection of teams (andthe resultant effects on team-level goals)
could shed light on groupinteraction and performance. Applying
the trait of conscientiousness, along with other Big Five traits, to
team selection might suggest that quality norms would result in a
homogeneousgroup high on conscientiousness. Oneof this chap-
ter’s authors (James Austin) is currently evaluating this hypothe-
sis (Waung & Austin, 1995).
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An additional issue for future research involves questions about
self-regulation, viewed as a processlinking goals, performance
monitoring, and decision making. Could there be individual dif-
ferencesin self-regulation skills themselves, or are the individual
difference domains reviewed heresufficient to accountforvari-
ance in self-regulation? How (andhoweasily)is self-regulation

acquired?Is there utility in training interventions aimedatincreas-
ing levels of self-regulation,oris self-regulation a stable character-
istic of individuals?

Statistical analysis, measurement, and design issues are impor-
tant in planning research based on these proposals. Concerning
statistical analysis, a study by Sawyer (1993) evaluating competing
models of role-goal clarity deserves mention becauseofits use of
covariance structure analysis. The Lee et al. (1991) results, also sig-
nificant, should be replicated using confirmatory factor analysis.
Concerning measurement, individual differences in conative con-
structs are reviewed by Snow andJackson (1994) within a two-part
framework for conation: motivation andvolition. An interesting con-
cept put forward in their review is the use of two “pathways”—one
defined for performance commitment and one for performance.

The former comprises a sequence from wishesto wants to intentions
to action, while thelatter links knowledge,skills, and abilities to

action. Snow andJackson review measures of achievementorienta-
tion, self-regulation, transitional interests andstyles, self-directed

constructs, and other-directed constructs. They conclude that
research to develop the psychometric properties of current measures
and research using novel computerized formats wouldaid in devel-
oping networks linking motivation/volition, on the one hand, and
cognition/affect/behavior, on the other. Concerning design, a con-
sonant recommendationis for doubly multivariate studies incorpo-
rating multiple occasions and multiple measures. Furthermore,

models andstudies that incorporate states andtraits (Steyer, Graser,

& Widaman, 1993) couldalso assist in evaluating an array of causal
processesin goal setting. Individual differences constitute the traits
in such models, with motivational interventions and cognitive
processes constituting thestates. State-trait theories provide models
that encompassshifting situation andstable individual constructs;
this logic permits both differences in a stable tendency andsitua-
tions in whichthestate may differ across subgroupsor persons.
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The utility of the approach outlined aboveis theoretical, and
its practical implications remain to be demonstrated. However,it
is possible to speculate concerning implementation using the goal
system design framework presented by Pritchard, Roth,Jones, Gal-

gay, and Watson (1988). This system, based on the framework of

Nayloret al. (1980), recognizes both design and implementation
issues. Amongthe designissues addressed by Pritchardetal. are
criterion measurement, feedback, targeted versus overall goal-
setting strategies, participation,difficulty levels, public versus pri-

vate goals, and timing.

In conclusion, this chapter has advocatedtheutility of adding
well-defined and empirically supported constructs from individual
difference domains to multilevel models of goal striving. A major
ramification of considering individual differences with respect to

work motivation is that complexity and moderating influences
must be recognized and incorporated. Whetheroneprefersa sin-
gle motivational perspective or the several frameworks employed
here, there are ample directions for future research. Such exten-
sions will heed the call of Cronbach (1957) to combine experi-
mental and correlational strategies and will also continue the
blending of science and practice identified by Dunnette (1990).
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Chapter Seven
   

The Substantive Nature of
Job Performance Variability
John P Campbell
MichaelBlake Gasser

Frederick L. Oswald 
We,as well as others, have previously argued the pointthat, in spite
of its centrality to human resource management and personnel
research,job performanceis still the forgotten construct in indus-
trial and organizational (I/O) psychology (Campbell, McCloy,
Oppler, & Sager, 1993). Theliteratureis filled with theoretical con-
structions that attempt to depictthe nature of abilities, personal-
ity, interests, biographical history, motivational structures,

leadership, cognitive processes,job characteristics, communication

strategies, goals, work-group properties, organization development
strategies, conflict, climate, stress, andjob satisfaction, to name but

a few. However, until only recently, job performance stood as a term
that, thoughit was used frequently—particularly in article and
chapter titles—was never explicated or even defined.

As preparation for this chapter, we examined over twenty major
textbooks in I/O psychology and organizational behavior for their
discussions of performance. None of them attempt even to define
the word. The term performance is frequently used, but always with
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the implication that its meaning is understood. Instead, there are

many definitions of the term criterion and discussionsof the “crite-
rion problem.” However, the definitions consist of statements such
as these: the criterion is the variable to be predicted or changed;

the criterion is the dependentvariable; the criterion is the variable
of real interest; the criterion is “a measure ofjob performanceor
job behavior, such as productivity, accident rate, absenteeism,

tenure, reject rate, training score, and supervisory or co-workerrat-

ings.” This last definition is taken from the glossary of the Society

for Industrial and Organizational Psychology’s Principlesfor the Val-
idation and Use ofPersonnel Selection Procedures (1987, p. 37). The
Principles then go on to offer a definition of performanceas “the
effectiveness and value ofwork behavior and its outcomes”(p. 39).
Withall due respect, this is not a very substantive definition;it

seemsso general and inclusive that almost no dependentvariable
or variable metric would beruled out.

It is also reasonably typical in most of the textbook discussions
we read to follow a general definition of the term criterion with a
laundry list of possible indicators (such as those containedin the
glossary for the Principles). However,if there are no conceptual dis-
tinctions amongthe variousindicators, and if the construct that
each is measuringis not explicated in some way, then it becomes
impossible to accumulate information in any meaningful way about
howsuch “criteria” are related to parameters of individualdiffer-
ences (for example, cognitive abilities) or to specified “treatments”
(for example, interpersonalskills training). Furthermore,if they
are all lumped togetheras “criterion measures of performance”
whenresearchers are accumulating the prior distribution for meta-
analytic purposes, the meaningof the meta-analytic estimate of the
population effectsize is unclear, wniless all the entries in the laundry
list are reasonably valid measures of the samelatent variable and
the substantive meaningofthis variable is commonly understood.

This volumein the Frontiers in Industrial and Organization
Psychology Series is about the effect of individual differences on a
wide variety of processes and outcomes, job performance being
one.It is axiomatic for the current authors that information about
howspecific individual differences affect, explain, or predict any
of these dependentvariables cannotbe systematically accumulated
or interpreted unless there is a shared understanding ofwhat both
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sides of the equation mean,notjust the independentvariable side.
Calls for a better understanding of performance are neither new
nor rare (Astin, 1964; Dunnette, 1963; Guion, 1965; James, 1973;

Wallace, 1965); but for reasons that are not perfectly clear, it has

not been until recently that the field of I/O psychology has tried
to comply with this request. Perhapsthe tide is turning.

Objectives

The overall objectives of this chapter are (1) to take note of how
far we have gotten and how muchwehave learned to date about
the nature of performanceas a construct and (2) to examine ways
we might push our understanding further. Wewill try to address

the following specific issues.

1. What are the majoralternative definitions ofjob performance?
Whatare the pros and consof each?

2. How has the content andlatent structure ofjob performance
been portrayed?

3. How have the determinants of performance been modeled?
Are there competing views? Do they have different implications
for measurementor practice?

4. Whatis the magnitudeof the substantive variability injob per-

_ formance? Under what employmentor organizational condi-
tionsis it restricted or increased?

5. If the overall goal is to accumulate research findings in the
most productive way to determine how performance should be
measured, how performance can be improved, and howper-
formancecan be predicted, then how should performance be
modeled and whatare the optimal research designs? On the
performanceside of the equation, what are the major research
needs?

Defining Performance

As we have already noted, definitions ofjob performance simply
cannotbe found in the I/O psychology literature. This could be for
one or more of the following reasons: (1) producing a useful defi-
nition is an extremelydifficult task that is best avoided; (2) there is
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really no functional use for such a definition even ifwe hadit (that
is, it is adaptive not to have such a definition); and (3) people know
job performance whentheysee it, so why bother pontificating
aboutit? It is our position that, even thoughit is difficult, attempt-
ing to develop a useful definition of performanceis far from being
an academic exercise or a dysfunctional activity. Not to have a con-
ceptual construction for performanceis to adopt an extremelog-
ical positivist view of the worst kind (thatis, a view stating that

performanceis whatever a “criterion” measures). Consequently,

we must consider whatthefield currently has to offer.

Behavior Versus Results

Perhapsthe principal definitional issue is the distinction between

“behavior” andits “outcomes.” We have previously argued that the
focus of performance measurement should be the former, not the
latter; and we have attempted to define performancein the fol-
‘lowing terms.

Performance is synonymouswith behavior. It is something that
people actually do, and it can be observed. By definition,it in-
cludesonly those actions or behaviors that are relevant to the orga-
nization’s goals and that can be scaled (measured) in terms of each
individual’s proficiency (that is, level of contribution). Perfor-
manceis what the organization hires one to do, and do well. Per-

formanceis not the consequenceorresult of action; it is the action
itself. Admittedly, this distinction is troublesomein at least one
major respect: behavioris not always observable (for example, cog-
nitive behavior, as in solving a math problem) and can sometimes

be knownonly byits effects (for instance, producinga solution
after much “thought”). However, “solutions, statements, or answers

producedas a result of covert cognitive behavior andtotally under
the control of the individual are included as actions that can be
defined as performance” (Campbellet al., 1993, p. 40).

In addition, by definition, performanceresults or perfor-
mance outcomesare nottotally under the control of the individ-
ual andare influencedin significant ways by things such as other
work groups, management accounting practices, geographic loca-
tion, interest rates, sales demand, and so on. To say that a high-

performing individual is someone whogets results is a legitimate
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statementonly if the results in question can be identified and
shown to be underthe control of the individual.

There are at least two principal reasonsfor defining perfor-
mancein this way. They have to do with science and practice.If
human resource managementpractices directed at the individual
are to be fair and equitable, and if they are to make contributions
to organizational effectiveness, then they must reward, punish,
teach, or otherwise try to influence those things that the individ-
ual can control. To do otherwise is at best wasteful and at worstdis-
astrous. For example, it would not be good practice to evaluate

coursesin sales training by comparing subsequentsales revenue
for the experimental and control groupsif sales revenue is a func-

tion of many other things besides what the individual salesperson
does. On thescienceside,if the research agendais to learn how
characteristics of individuals determine performance, then defin-
ing performance as somethingthat is not underthe control of
individuals is not very helpful. Examining the differential correla-

tions of specific abilities with salary level, for example, will nottell

us much aboutthe implications of measuring different abilities if
salary level is a function of the consumerprice indexor the part
of the country a person happensto get assigned to.

Whose Goals?

Most recent discussions of how performance should be defined are
consistent with this emphasis on performance as behavior (for
example, Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Organ, 1994). What might

notbe so readily agreed uponis the definition of performance in
terms of behavior that is “relevant for the organization’s goals.”

For example, Organ (1994) might disagree with regard to the
class of performance behaviors referred to as organizationalciti-
zenship behaviors (OCBs), which are things people do in the name
of peer support, organizationalloyalty, courtesy to others, or de-
pendability and which contributeto the effectiveness of the orga-
nization, but which are not enforceablejob requirements and are
not contractually rewarded.

Ilgen and Hollenbeck (1991) have madea distinction between

job behavior and role behavior in terms of there being two dif-

ferent constituencies, perhaps with different goals, for these two
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categories of behavior. While the primary stakeholders for evalu-
ating the proficiency ofjob behavior might be the managementof
the organization, the stakeholders for role performance might be
your co-workers or yourself. For example, if you do notsocialize
with your co-workers in the right way, your role performance might
be given a low rating by your peers even though yourjob perfor-
mance, in thejudgmentof the organization,is quite high.

Graen and Scandura (1987) also point out that the behaviors

that are defined as goal-relevant are sometimes negotiated between
supervisor and subordinate;as a result, the content of the behav-
ior defined as performance could bedifferent for two individuals
sharing the samejob title. The work by Rousseau and Parks (1993)
and others on the nature of the psychological contract says essen-
tially the same thing. |

Noneofthese considerations—all of them interesting—conflicts
with the basic definition of performance as behaviorthatis goal-
relevant and that can be evaluated in termsofits degree of con-
tribution to relevant goals. OCBs, role performance, negotiated
performancespecifications, and the termsof the psychological
contract are all viewed as directed toward goals that are relevant
for the organization’s effectiveness. They may or may notbe explic-
itly recognized by managementorbepartof the explicit contract
or formal specifications for ajob. All of which implies a certain
potential for goal conflict—an issue with which a wise management
would want to deal—butthe definitions are consistent.

Thereare two additional critical issues here, particularly for the
science/research side of the house.First, are the goal considera-
tions, from whatever source, normative enough to permit general-

izations of research findings? For example,if the designation of
whatconstitutes a highly valued OCBistotally idiosyncratic to each
specific situation, then OCBs cannot becomepartof a general
researchliterature. Fortunately, this appears notto be the case. Sec-
ond, in any given research sample, it would be counterproductive to

evaluate the same performance behavior from different goal per-
spectives for different people. For example,ifvolunteeringforcer-
tain tasks was explicitly recognized and rewarded underthe terms
of thejob contract for half the people in a research sample but for
half the sample it was not, the assessments of “volunteering perfor-
mance” would be contaminatedby an artifactual source ofvariance.
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In general, the fact that the substantive content of perfor-
mance is in large part a function ofwhat goals are operative makes
a performanceconstruct different than an ability construct or a
personality construct.If the definition ofwhat behavior constitutes
performance behavioris indeed idiosyncratic to a specific organi-
zation and a specific time, then thereis little hope of building a
general knowledge base about whatpredicts, explains, or improves
performance. However, the actualstate of affairs seems to be very
muchthe opposite. Much of the content of OCBs,or of “manage-
ment,” or of supervision, or of a police officer’sjob (or any other
worker’s job) seems to be defined in much the same wayacross
organizations. Considerable generalization is possible and has

indeed beenachieved.

Modeling Performance

Beyondthe definitional hurdle, if we are to accumulate a knowl-
edge base about whatpredicts, explains, or improves performance,
then the substantive nature of performance mustbeidentified. A
substantive specification ofjob performanceis what werefer to
here as a performance model or theory. After decadesofbeingtotally
operational aboutthe “criterion” and using whatever indicators
could be obtained from an organization’s records, I/O psychology
has finally begun trying to develop a general theory or modelof

performance.
There seem to be two general themes. One concentrates on

the nature of the constructs that compose performanceitself. The
second focuses on the nature of the determinants of performance
andtheir causal interrelationships. In the next sections, we try to
summarize the currentstate of theory and research with regard to
each of them.

Models of Performance Content

In termsof alternative models of performance content, several dif-
ferent points of view are possible. We briefly discuss six. Others
might count them differently. (Portions of this section are ab-
stracted from Campbell, 1994.)
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The “Classic” I/O View

Elsewhere (Campbell et al., 1993), we have characterized the so-

called classic model of performance. This model says simply that

the general factor will accountfor almostall the relevant true score
covariances among observed measures. Correlation matrices that
appear otherwise do so becauseof differential reliabilities, the
influence of method-specific variance, or other kinds of contami-
nation. The goal of measurementis to obtain the best possible
measureof the general factor. Further, the best possible measure
is an “objective” indicator of an individual’s overall contribution
that is maintained by the organizationitself; approximations are
also useful, however, so long as they havea significant correlation
with the general factor and do not introduce any large new sources
of contamination.

The reasonsfor identifying this as the classic modelof perfor-
manceareas follows. First, for most of this century, the single cri-
terion measure has dominated personnel research.Further, in the
scientific/professional literature, the term job performanceis virtu-
ally always usedin the singular, with no explicit or implicit condi-
tionals. When discussing whetheror notjob performance can be
changedbythis or that treatment, predicted by a particular abil-
ity, or measuredbetter or worse by a particular method,the impli-
cation is clearly that there is one general thing to be changed,
predicted, or measured.

The Multtple-Factor Model

This model assumesthat performance is genuinely multidimen-
sional and is composed of a numberofbasic, distinguishable com-

ponents. Within this model, a person might perform well on one
componentand,relatively speaking, not well on others. Thatis,
while the true intercorrelations amongthe factors are probably not
zero, they are significantly less than unity.

For example, the model used in the Army’s Project A (Camp-
bell, 1990) is much different than the classic unidimensionalview.

Five substantive factors were hypothesized in that project and then
subjected to two major confirmatory tests. While there was still con-
siderable positive manifold for the five simple-sum factor scores,
there was also considerable convergent and divergentvalidity
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acrossthefive factors for the correlations of performanceat time |
with performanceat time 2 (Campbell,Johnson, & Fellows, 1994).

On thebasis of the job performanceliterature, including the
literature on supervisory, leadership, and managementperfor-
mance,we suggested that, within theframeworkof a multifactor

modelof the latent structure, there are eight basic components of
job performance (Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1993). An
abbreviated set of definitions for the eight factors follows:

A Taxonomy ofHigher-Order Performance Components

1. Job-specific task proficiency. This factor reflects the degree to which
the individual can perform the core substantive or technical

tasks that are central to his or herjob. Included herearejob-
specific performance behaviors that distinguish the substantive

content of onejob from another.
2. Non-job-specific task proficiency. In virtually every organization (but

perhapsnotall), individuals are required to execute perfor-
mance behaviorsthat are notspecific to their particularjob. For
example, in research universities with Ph.D. programs,the fac-
ulty must teach classes, advise students, make admission deci-
sions, and serve on committees. All faculty members must do
these things, in addition to practicing chemistry, psychology, eco-
nomics, or electrical engineering. How well do they do theme

3. Written and oral communication task proficiency. Manyjobs in the
workforce require the individual to make formaloral orwrit-
ten presentations to audiencesthat may vary from oneto tens
of thousands. For people in those jobs, the proficiency with
which they can write or speak, independentof the correctness
of the subject matter, is a critical component of performance.

4. Demonstration ofeffort. This factoris a direct reflection of the
frequency with which people expend extra effort when asked
and keep working underadverse conditions.It is a reflection
of the degree to which individuals commit themselvesto alljob
tasks, workat a high level of intensity, and keep working when
it is cold, wet, or late.

5. Maintenanceofpersonal discipline. This componentis character-
ized by the degree to which negative behaviors, such as alco-

hol and substance abuseat work,law or rule infractions, and

excessive absenteeism, are avoided.
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6. Facilitation ofpeer and team performance. This factor represents the
degree to which the individual supports his or her peers, helps
them with job problems, andacts as a de facto trainer. It also

encompasses howwell an individualfacilitates group function-
ing by being a good model, keeping the groupgoal-directed,
and reinforcing participation by the other group members.

7.. Supervision/leadership. Proficiency in the supervisory component
includesall the behaviors directed at influencing the perfor-
mance of subordinates through face-to-face interpersonal inter-
action andinfluence. Supervisors set goals for subordinates,
teach subordinates effective methods, model appropriate
behaviors, and reward or punish in appropriate ways. Thedis-
tinction betweenthis factor and the preceding oneis a dis-

tinction between peerleadership and supervisory leadership.

8. Management/administration. The eighth factor is intendedto
include the major elements in managementthatare distinct
from direct supervision, such asarticulating goals for the unit
or enterprise, organizing people and resources to work on
them, monitoring progress, helping to solve problemsorover-
comecrises that stand in the way of goal accomplishment, con-
trolling expenditures, obtaining additional resources, and
representing the unit in dealings with other units.

This taxonomy implies a normative, hierarchical multifactor
modelas a representation ofthelatent structure. The eightfactors
described are at the top, or most generallevel, of the hierarchy.
Indeed, someof the factors may be too general; each is mostlikely
composedofsubfactors that could be meaningfully separated. For
example, the personaldiscipline factor could include such things
as employee theft, chronic absenteeism, and perhaps sexual harass-
ment. Such subfactors may be too disparate to be subsumedby one
general factor. At present, there are not sufficient data to provide
clear answers. Thesituation is different for factors 6, 7, and 8. The

literature on leadership, supervision, management, and work-
group structure and dynamics providesa fairly lengthy record of
attempts to specify subfactors within each of these generalfactors.
For example, Borman and Brush (1993) summarize muchofthe
research on identifying factors of supervisory and management
performance. _
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Factors 7 (supervision/leadership) and 8 (management/
administration) are kept separate in the current taxonomy because

they separate performancebehaviorsthat involve face-to-face inter-

personal influencetasks (factor 7) from functionsthat do not (factor

8). This distinction is based on the belief that these two performance
domainsare a function of somewhatdifferentskills. Similarly, writ-

ten and oral communication proficiency is proposed as a separate
factor because of ourbelief that it represents skills that are distinct
from substantive expertise. However, lumping both written and
oral communication proficiency in the same factor may be mixing
an apple with an orange.

In general, these eight factors are specified :in this way because

we believe that the intercorrelationsof their true scoresare signifi-

_ cantly less than 1.00. However, weare not arguing that they areall

orthogonalor that the general cognitive ability factor would not
correlate to somesignificant extent with each one.Also, these fac-

tors are mostlikely not functionally independent. For example, a

person’s high performance on factor 1 (job-specific task profi-
ciency) andfactor 3 (written and oral communicationtask profi-
ciency) should increase the likelihood, other things being equal,
that he or she will exhibit high performance on factor 7 (supervi-
sion/leadership). Subordinates will probably pay more attention to

a supervisor whois technically an expert and communicatesclearly
than one whois not, unless other things are not equal, for example,
a supervisor whoscores low on factor 5 (personaldiscipline).

Weare also not suggesting that all eight factors are necessarily
presentin everyjob. Manyjobs contain no supervision/leadership
or management/administrative component, although the basic
mechanism of “empowerment”is to load more of these two factors
back intojobs. For a fewjobs (for example, radio announcer), fac-
tors 1 and 3 may be synonymous.

However,it is our intent to argue that the specific subfactors
or components of performancein anyjob could be clustered into
some subsetof these eight general factors. Combining these gen-
eral factorsintostill higher-order factors would cover up too much
and should be avoidedif at all possible. Subsequent research on
performancewill probably show ourassertions to be wrong in
manyrespects and will producea better picture of the latent struc-
ture. So muchthebetter.
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One meta-analysis of performance data that attempted to
address the factor structure shown in the above taxonomyis based
on a doctoral dissertation by Viswesvaran (1993), as reported by
Viswesvaran, Schmidt, and Ones (1993). Although the numberof

relevant studies was limited, the investigators did their bestto clas-
sify the peer and supervisory rating scales used in the various stud-
ies into categories represented by the factors in the above taxonomy.
Notall of the cells in the factor intercorrelation matrix could be
filled in; but for those data that were available, the investigators

estimated the true score intercorrelations for peer ratings, super-
visor ratings, and for the intercorrelations in which onefactor in
the pair was rated by peers andthe otherwasrated by supervisors.
This last estimate controls for the large amounts of halo usually
found whenonerater rates an individual on all dimensions and

not a lot of attention is paid to trainingraters and carefully speci-
fying the distinctions. Consequently, the peer/supervisor matrix is
the one of mostinterest. Of the 64 — 8 = 56 uniquecells (peer/
supervisor and supervisor/peer), 30 could be estimated; and the

values for the true score intercorrelations ranged from .03 to .88

with 24 of the 30 being between .34 and .54. The investigators
focused on the positive manifold and the high probability that a
general factor could be extracted. However, for us, the estimates

are very much within the expected range—perhapssurprisingly so,
given the measurement imperfectionsin the individualstudies.

In general, we see no basic inconsistencies between the con-
tent of the factors described in our taxonomyandthe various
latent structures described by other researchers. For example, the
specific components of organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs)
identified by Organ and others (Organ, 1988, 1994) seem readily

assignable, depending on the component, to factors 4, 5, and 6,

with a few being clustered in factor 8 (since they seem to represent
certain aspects of management; for example, “Demonstrates con-
cern aboutthe image of the company”). Borman and Motowidlo
(1993) expand on the notion of organizational citizenship behaviors

and discuss two categories of performancefactors: task performance
factors and contextual performancefactors. Task performancefac-
tors represent the core technical activity of the organization (for
example, selling sporting goods, delivering mail, auditing tax re-
turns). Contextual performancefactors represent the performance
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components that support the organizational, social, and psycho-
logical environmentin which the technical core must function.
Based on the factor content of OCBs (Organ, 1988), the concep-

tualization of prosocial organizational behavior proposed by Brief
and Motowidlo (1986), and the modelof soldier effectiveness that

was formulated before Project A began (Borman, Motowidlo, and
Hanser, 1983), Borman and Motowidlo (1993) groupsixteen com-

ponents of contextual performanceinto five major categories. The
five categories and their corresponding componentsarelisted
below. Without too muchdifficulty, we assigned the five categories
to the more general factors in our taxonomy:

1. Persisting with enthusiasm andextra effort as necessary to com-

plete one’s task activities successfully (to factor 4)

Showing perseverance and.conscientiousness
Offering extra effort on thejob

2. Volunteeringto carry out task activities that are not formally
part of one’sjob (to factor 4)

Suggesting organizational improvements
Showinginitiative and taking on extra responsibility

3. Helping and cooperating with others (to factor 6)
Assisting/helping co-workers
Assisting/helping customers
Exhibiting organizational courtesy and not complaining
Evidencing altruism

4. Following organizational rules and procedures(to factor5)
Following orders and regulations and showingrespectfor

authority
Complying with organizational values andpolicies
Displaying conscientiousness
Meeting deadlines
Showingcivic virtue

5. Endorsing, supporting, and defending organizational objec-

tives (to factor 8)

Exhibiting organizationalloyalty
Showing concernfor unit objectives
Staying with the organization during hard times and repre-

senting the organization favorably to outsiders

In general, the question ofwhich multiple-factor portrayal of the
latent structure of performanceis the best one is both an empirical
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question and a function of the goals of measurement. Empirically,
the issue pertains to whatlevel of specificity is most beneficial for
describing the relationship between individual differences and per-
formance and whatlevel of factor specificity best “fits” the co-
variance matrices that current research technology is capable of
producing.If the goals of measurementare to support personnel
selection research, the latent structure may be portrayed in more
general terms than would beusefulif the goal were to develop cn-

terion measuresfor evaluating specific training programs.

In ourjudgment, the alternative descriptions of performance
factors that exist in the literature describing multiple-factor models
seem to differ only in termsof the level of specificity with which
the latent factors are described. Everyone seemsto be lookingat
much the samehierarchical picture.

The National Research Council Model

A very explicit model of performance has been incorporated in
the final report of the National Research Council’s (NRC) Com-

mittee on the Performance of Military Personnel (Green & Wig-

dor, 1988). The committee chose to define performanceas the

proficiency with which the individual can do the technicaltasks,
or has mastered the substantive content, of the job. Thatis, the
only factors of interest from our taxonomyare factors | and 2.

The measurementtask then becomes one of enumerating the
full population of substantive or technical tasks and assessing an
individual’s performance on a sample of tasks from this popula-
tion understandardized conditions. The measurement method of
choiceis the standardizedjob sample, commonly referred to as the
“hands-on” measure. The NRC report places great importance on

the job sample methodas the only appropriate way to assess how
well an individual can actually do something. All other measure-
ment methodsare viewedas “surrogates.” One implication ofthis
choice of measurement methodis that individual differences in
motivation do not contribute to variance in performance.

The Critical Task Model

The above logic can be carried onestep further in terms of maxi-
mizing the distinctiveness of performanceacross jobs. Thatis,
instead of sampling representatively from the populationofall sub-
stantive tasks making up ajob, we could identify a much smaller



272 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

numberof only the mostcritical tasks (perhaps only one) in each
job. Further, the mostcritical tasks could be chosen so as to maxi-
mize the degree to which task contentis different acrossjobs. This
would deliberately stack the deckin favorof classification, butif
the total groupto be assigned werefirst selected on thebasis of
predicted scores for the performance components held in com-
mon by mostjobs, use of this model might be reasonable.

Adopting such a model would open the doorto a large body
of research and theory on theability and motivational determi-
nants of skill acquisition (for example, Ackerman, 1992; Kanfer &
Ackerman, 1989; Fleishman & Mumford, 1989); these studies tend

to focus on specific and well-understoodtasks in a controlled set-

ting. However, the tasks used as dependentvariablesin this litera-
ture were not identified via job analysis methods; and, except
perhapsin thecaseof theair traffic control simulation of Kanfer
and Ackerman (1989), the tasks do not represent.a particular pop-
ulation of “criticaljob tasks.” In general, they do notfit the defin-

ition of performancediscussed previously.

The Critical Deficiency Model

If there are critical task accomplishments that can differentiate
jobs, perhapstherearealso critical task failures; and these twosets
may not represent ends of the same continuum.An explicit exam-

ple of the critical deficiency model may notexist anywhere, butit
seemsat least implicit in jobs where certain individual errors can
be very seriousor even catastrophic (such asairline pilot or school
busdriver) or in jobs where, even ata less critical level, the con-

cern focuses on avoiding certain performancedeficiencies rather
than on achieving particularly high levels of performance. For
example, job analysis might establish a numberoferrors to be
avoided, andif the existing base rates for such errors were high
enoughto obtain useful research data, the selection/classification
system could be designed to make job assignments that would

reduce the probabilities of such errors.

The Attrition/Turnover Model

Turnoverhas a long history as a criterion variable in selection
research, particularly in the military services. However, while the

military services tend to accountforattrition with the economic
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cycle and with stable individual differences such as interests (Abra-
hams, Neumann, & Githens, 1968), temperament (White, Nord,

& Mael, 1990), and education level, the private sector worries

about the economiccycle and things that happen to the individ-
ual after he or she enters the organization (Mobley, Griffith, Hand,

& Meglino, 1979). That is, much of the blame for turnoveris placed
on compensation and benefit practices, training opportunities, or

managementpractices.
Thereis evidence for the validity of both points of view. How-

ever, both are hinderedby a lack of information concerningthe
latent structure of turnoveritself. Everyone would probably agree
that there are different kinds of turnover and that the different
kinds have different antecedents. Ideally, we need both a basic tax-

onomyof types of turnover that would be used by everyone and

methodsof capturingattrition data that avoid the criterion conta-
mination to which operational data are often subjected. Neither
exists at the moment.

Models of Performance Determinants

If there is a latent structure of performance,is there a latent struc-

ture of performance determinants? To say it anotherway, is there
some theory or conceptual road map that can makesense ofthe

plethora of performance determinants that are used in research
and practice—a theory that can provide guidanceto people doing
selection, training, organization development, and so on? What
currently exists is summarized below.

Campbell et al. (1993) previously approached this issue in a
rather gingerly fashion, dividing the world of performancedeter-
minants into two kinds: direct and indirect. Wetakeit asvirtually a
truism that there can be only three direct performance determi-
nants: declarative knowledge, procedural knowledge andskill, and
motivation. Thelatteris strictly defined as three volitional choices
(the choice to perform, the choice of effort level, and the choice

to persist at a given effort level for a specified amountof time). ‘The
indirect determinants (for example, individual differences such as
ability, personality, and interests; instructional treatments such as
education, training, and experience;individual differencesx treat-
mentinteractions; reward systems; and managementpractices) can
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influence performanceonly by influencing the direct determinants.
Campbell et al. opted not to worry explicitly about the functional
form of the causal relationships among knowledge,skill, and choice

behavior. There are mostlikely a numberofimportantinteractions
among them that could not be capturedby describing one partic-
ular causal sequence. The goal of research should be to identify the
most critical ones and to build a database around them. |

Onefairly straightforward implication of this two-tiered view is
that, in the causal modeling sense, there can be nodirect causal

path betweenthe indirect determinants (for example, general cog-
nitive ability or leadership training) and performance.At the level
of construct-valid true scores, the indirect determinants can affect

performanceonly by influencing knowledge,skill, or choice behav-
ior. If, for example, thereis a significant direct causal path between
general mental ability and a supervisory rating of performance,it
is by definition an artifact. Unfortunately,it is also a truism that
measurementof such things as currentjob knowledge, current

skill, and choice behavioralwaysfalls short of perfection.If that is
the case, what goodis served by naming these twoclasses of deter-
minants? The primary reason,in our opinion,is to providea lan-
guage for talking about the causal mechanisms by which the
indirect determinants of performance might havetheireffects.

Whydoes goal setting increase performance on factor 1? Why do

high scorers on a personality dimension have higherscores on spe-
cific performance factors? The more we can removecorrelations
from the “black box,” the betterit will be for science and practice.

Structural Models

There have been a numberof recent attempts, in the structural
equation sense, to model the causal sequencethat explainsthe pat-
tern of covariation among measuresof individual differences and
measures of performance. Thefirst widely cited study of this kind

was Hunter’s reanalysis (1983), in structural equation terms, of pre-

dictor and criterion data from fourteen prior studies. The model
included fourvariables: (1) cognitive ability, (2) job knowledge,as

measured by paper-and-penciltests, (3) job skills, as measured by
standardizedjob sample tests, and (4) overall performance as mea-

sured by supervisory ratings.
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Aggregated over studies, there were direct paths from ability
tojob knowledge and work sample measures, fromjob knowledge
to work sample measures, and fromjob knowledge and the work

sample to the supervisory rating; there was no direct path from
ability to supervisory ratings. The correlation between ability and
the performancerating could be accounted for by the mediating
effects ofjob knowledge and the work sample. This is consistent
with the direct/indirect distinction discussed above.

Additional analyses of the same dataset by Schmidt, Hunter, and

Outerbridge (1986) and analyses of additional datasets by Schmidt,
Hunter, Outerbridge, and Goff (1988) expandedthestructure to
include length of experience on the specific job in question as an
additional exogenousvariable. In general, ability, job knowledge,
and work samples were represented as before, and supervisorrat-
ings of overall performance remained as the dependentvariable.
In these expandedanalyses, the structural properties of the origi-
nal Hunter model remained the same. The experiencevariable
showeda direct path to both the work sample and thejob knowl-
edge measures, but the direct effect of experience was much
greater forjob knowledge than for the work sample. There was no
direct path fromjob experienceto the supervisory rating of overall
performance. These authors also discussed the range ofvalues over
which experience might demonstrate causal effects onjob knowl-
edge and work sample test scores. Forjobs of what they termed
medium complexity, experience played a causalrole in the job
knowledge andjob sample test variance during approximately the
first five years on the job. Once most people in the sample had
been on thejob five years, the correlation of experience with job

knowledge decreasedsignificantly. These additional analyses are
also consistent with the distinction between direct and indirect
determinants discussed above.

Borman, White, Pulakos, and Oppler (1991) built on the Hunter

(1983) and Schmidtet al. (1988) framework and added several

additional variables to help explain the variance in supervisory rat-
ings of overall performance. Specifically, they used the Project A
database to add two personality dimensions—achievementorien-
tation and dependability—and two personnel record indices—total
numberofawards and total numberofdisciplinary actions—to the
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structural model. The results for ability were the same as those
found by Hunter and Schmidtet al. However, the relative size of
the path coefficients forjob knowledge and work sample profi-
ciency were reversed: the work sample measures hadthe largest
direct effect on supervisory ratings, while job knowledge had no
direct effect on performanceratings but was a strong mediator of
the effect of ability differences onjob sample scores.

While the differencesin the role played byjob knowledge ver-
sus work sample proficiency are interesting and bearfurtherstudy,
the Bormanetal. (1991) results are still quite consistent with the

Campbell et al. (1993) distinction between direct and indirect
determinants of performance. Whatis not consistent with this dis-

tinction are the small butstatistically significant direct path coef-
ficients between the two personality variables and the supervisory
ratings. However, there are also significant, and larger, indirect
effects for the personality variables when they are mediated by the
two personnelrecord indices. That is, achievement orientationis

linked to awards and then to performanceratings, and depend-
ability is linked to the frequency of disciplinary actions and then
to performanceratings. One reasonable explanationfor the direct
effects of the personality variables is that choice behavior as an
influence on performanceis very underdeterminedin this dataset.
Ultimately, a full model of the causal mechanismslinkingability,
personality, training, experience, and so on with performance will
require valid measurement ofjob knowledge,job skill, and choice
behavior.

Borman, White, and Dorsey (1995) followed up a subsample
of the Project A cohort and obtained additional peer and supervi-
sor ratings on seventeen scales intendedto assess interpersonal
behavior in the job setting. The seventeen scales were factor-
analyzed separately for both peer and supervisorraters, and the
factor scores were conceptualized as representing nontechnical
performancefactors that could influence ratingsof overall per-
formance. The ratings on these factors were not directly influenced
byjob knowledgeorjob skill, as indeed they should not have been.

All of the structural analyses reviewed so far used ratings of
overall performance as the dependentvariable. One that does not
is a study by Vance, MacCallum, Coovert, and Hedge (1988). Using
Air Force data on jet engine mechanic performance,these inves-
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tigators used ratings of three different subfactors of core technical

performanceto generate different structural models. The three

subfactors wereinstallation proficiency, inspection proficiency, and

form completion proficiency. The exogenousvariables were abil-

ity (as assessed on the ASVAB), experience, training proficiency,

and the Walk Through PerformanceTest (WTPT), which is a form

of work sample measure that requires the test taker to verbally

“tell” the examiner whathe or she would doin a specific situation.

The study did not use a direct measure ofjob knowledge. The

overall finding from this study was that each of the three perfor-

mancefactors yielded a somewhatdifferent structural model.

In the onlyotherstudy to date that does not use ratings of over-

all performanceas the endogenousvariable, Borman, Hanson,

Oppler, Pulakos, and White (1993) used a large sample of non-

commissionedofficers (enlisted personnelin their second tour of

duty) from the Project A database to model the determinants of

ratings of leadership performance. The othervariables in the

model were the same as those used by Schmidt, Hunter, and Out-

erbridge (1986), and the results were very similar, except that the

best-fitting model included showeda direct path from ability to

experience. The authors hypothesized that high-ability people earn

more opportunities for supervisory experience, which may make

this sort of causal relationship uniqueto the leadership perfor-

mance factor.
While the above kinds of structural modeling analyses provide

an interestingstart, thereis still a long way to go. One major need

is to begin thinking of performancein termsof its major compo-

nents rather than as one overall “thing.” There are hints of a more

appropriate view in the Vanceet al. (1988), Bormanet al. (1993),

and Borman, White, and Dorsey (1995) studies, but we need to

more systematically examine differencesin the structural model

for various performancefactors (such as those portrayed in our

taxonomy). For example, what determines performance variance

on the peer support and team contribution factor? Does “experi-

ence”play any partatall? If so, what kind of experience? We sim-

ply must go beyond the attempt to explain “ratings of overall

performance,” interesting though this may bein its own right. For

example, Barrick, Mount, and Strauss (1993) present a path model

for thejoint effects of personality, ability, and goalsetting on both
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sales volume and supervisory ratings of performanceforsales rep-
resentatives. Scores on the conscientiousness dimension ofper-
sonality had a strongdirect link to whether or not individuals set
specific performance goals for themselves, which in turn had the
strongest direct relationship to both sales volume and the super-
visory rating. These results are directly congruent with our two-
tiered specification of performance determinants.

In sum, the currentstructural modelingstudies only scratch at
the surface of the latent structure of performance determinants.
Motivationaldispositions, training interventions, goal-setting con-
siderations, reward structures, supervisory practices, and so on have
not been incorporated into such models. See Waldman andSpran-
gler (1989) for what a reasonably completelist of boxes and arrows
would looklike. Their model includesfifteen boxes and twenty-two
arrows (paths?), and mostof the boxesare severely underspecified
(for example, “motives,” “group processes,” “job complexity”). In
general, modeling the causal determinants of performance must
avoid a numberofseriouspitfalls:

1. The exogenousvariables in structural models cannot be so
underspecified that they take on very different meanings across
studies, since accumulating studies then makeslittle sense.

2. Structural models cannot have so many “boxes”that useful
interpretation becomes impossible. “Testing” the great box-
and-arrow modelin thesky is not a useful goal. Alternatively,
the mostcritical relationships mustbe identified, and the pop-
ulation values for the magnitudeofthe relationship undera
relevant set of conditions must be estimated.

3. The dependentvariable in structural models cannot continue
to be a “rating of overall performance,” where the nature of
overall performance remains unspecified andits construct
validity also remains unknown;otherwise, our understanding
of performanceandits determinantswill not advance very far.

Whatwould help the enterprise is a better understanding of
the substantive domains of knowledge,skill, and choice behavior,
which constitute the direct determinants of performance. For
example (by the definitions used above), if we want to assess
whether someoneis “motivated,” what kinds of observable choices

eeeeeee
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do we try to measure? Whatis the substantive contentof interper-

sonalskill? Is there such a thing as a general problem-solvingskill?

The bottom lineis that to understand the determinants of perfor-

mance,wereally need to understandtheir substantive nature.

Performance Dynamics

A numberofresearchers have taken issue with the above type of

structural model becauseit takes too static a view of performance.

The counterassertion is that criteria are “dynamic.” A protracted

series of arguments about performancestability are contained in

Ackerman (1989), Austin, Humphreys, and Hulin (1989), Barrett

and Alexander (1989), Barrett, Caldwell, and Alexander (1985,

1989), Fleishman and Mumford (1989), Henry and Hulin (1987,

1989), and Murphy (1989). The central issues in this ongoing debate

are (1) whetheror notindividual performanceitself is stable over

time and (2) the conditions under whichthe correlation of cogni-

tive abilities (or other predictors) with performancewill or will not

remain stable. Studies such as Schmidt, Hunter, and Outerbridge

(1986), and by implication all similar studies,are criticized because

their modeling analyses imply that the structural relationships do

not change over time, whenforvarious reasons they might change

systematically. In fact, if performanceis notstable over time, then

computing the meanofany priordistribution ofvalidity coefficient

is risky, because the variation in validities may notbe artifactual.

As pointed out by Barrett, Caldwell, and Alexander (1989), the

terms performance stability and dynamiccriteria could pointto one or

more of several possible phenomena,andthe parties are not always

clear about the onesto which theyare referring. The dynamics of

performance, for example, could refer to anyof the following:

1. The systematic changein an individual’s true score on

a

latent

variable across time

9. The systematic changein an individual’s observed score across

time
3. The systematic change in the group meanforeither the true

scores or the observed scores across time

4. A correlation between true scoresat time 1 and time2 thatis

less than 1.0
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5. A correlation between observed scores at time 1 and time 2
that is considerably less than 1.0

6. Correlations between scores on a predictor measure (measured
once) and scores on a performance measurethat changes from
time | totime 2

7. Systematic differences between individuals in terms of the
patternsof intraindividualvariability in performance across
time (since people are reliably different in terms of the shape
of their performance “growth curves”; Hoffman,Jacobs, &
Baratta, 1993)

Each of these performance dynamics could be importantin
different contexts. Certainly, the degree of change in the group
meanis critically importantfor trainers, managers, and educators;
and no one would denythat changesin individual true scores can
have manydifferent causes. Nor would anyonedisagreethatit
would be useful to separate true score change from changes due
to unsystematic measurementerror (Heise, 1969). Furthermore,
most of us would acknowledgethat systematic changes in observed
scores across time could result if time is confounded with mea-
surement method, as when performance is measured with a stan-
dardizedjob sample at time | and a supervisory rating attime 2.

The twoaspects of dynamiccriteria that seem mostatissue are
(1) the changein the rank ordering of individual true scores on
performance from time1 to time 2 and (2) the change across time
of the true score correlations between a predictor variable and a
performancevariable.

The correlation betweentrue scores on the performancevari-
able for two occasions could beless than 1.0 because of differen-
tial changes betweenindividuals. For example, some people might
simply become moreinterested in thejob and devote moreeffort
to becomingas proficientas possible; other individuals might sim-
ply learn faster than their co-workers. The correlation could also
be less than 1.0 because thejob itself changes (for example, com-
puterization runs rampant) and the newjob requirements affect
individual performancedifferentially (for example, because of
already existing differences in keyboardskills).

Whateffects might changesin individual performanceacross
time have onthevalidity coefficient? Unless the validity coefficient
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at time 1 is close to 1.0,it is not a given thatit will be different at

time 2, even if the correlation of performance with performance

is less than 1.0. The changein the rank orderingofindividuals on

performanceat time 2 could decreasevalidity, increase it, or not

change it. It would depend on the substantive nature of the

changes in performancescores from time | to time2.

Conversely, even if the changes in performance were uniform

across individuals (thatis, if the correlation between the true scores

was very high), the validities for certain kinds of predictor variables

could vary. For example, two principal reasonsthat the correlations

of cognitive ability with performance could vary overtimeare (1)

that an increasing numberofperformance components are reach-

ing automaticity via training or experienceor (2) that the job

demands more and morecontrolled processing because new pro-

cedures and new technologies are being introduced. The former

reason should lead to smaller performance correlations with gen-

eral cognitive ability and larger correlations with specific abilities,

while the opposite should betruefor the situation in which new

procedures and equipmentare being introduced (for example,

see Murphy, 1989). The overall effect of increasing automaticity of

task performanceontherelative criticality of general versus spe-

cific abilities as performance determinants seems well documented

(Ackerman, 1989). It points to the need to develop a substantive

knowledge base concerningdifferential processing requirements

that make upthe different components ofjob performance. We

cannot deal with such criterion dynamics until there are feasible

methodsavailable that can analyzejobs in termsof their controlled

and consistent processing requirements. No such methodsexist at

the moment.
In general, the available evidence can be usedtoillustrate

manydifferent types of performance dynamics.It can also be used

to argue strongly that, in spite of the potential for time-related vari-

ation in predictorvalidities, there is a great deal of validity gener-

alization across “situations” (Schmidt, Ones, & Hunter, 1992). In

termsof the residual variances in manyprior distributionsofvalid-

ity estimates, time-related differencesin validities do not seem to

be a large threat. However, in keeping with the main themeofthis

chapter, our argumentis that these issues of criterion dynamics

andtheir effects will not be satisfactorily resolved until research
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results are tied to substantively defined constructs on the perfor-
manceside.

The Substantive Meaning of Performance Variance

It is relatively easy to calculate the variance of a measureofper-
formance for a sample ofjob incumbents, determine the propor-
tion of the reliable variance, and, if need be, correct the variance

estimate back to the appropriate reference group.It is much more
difficult to provide a description ofwhat the substantive variability
in performance means. In any given context,is it big or small? To

say it anotherway,is the observedvariability in performancein real
job settings worth worrying about? By no meansis there a wide
assortmentof strategies that can be used to describe orinterpret
the observed variability in job performance in substantive terms.
Perhapsthereare only the following.

Comparisons of Extreme Scores

If an outcomeorresults measureis directly underthe individual’s
control and is expressed in a ratio scale, thenit is legitimate to

express higher scores as multiples of lower scores (as in “the best

performerproduced or achieved four times as muchas the lowest
performer”). Wechsler (1952) summarizedjob incumbent sample
data from a numberofclerical and assembly/manufacturingjobs
and computed the mean,the standard deviation (SD), and the

ratio of the best performer’s level of output to the lowest per-

former’slevel of output. The indicators were such thingsas typing
or keypunchingspeed, the numberoffilaments mountedinlight-
bulbs, the numberof radio parts assembled, and so on. Theratio

of the highest to the lowest performance score amongthe samples
of experiencedjob incumbents varied from approximately 3.00:1
to 1.75:1.

Rothe (1978) also summarizedthevariability in output rates
for a number of manufacturingjobs (for example,positions in a
foundry), and theratios of output for the highest versus the low-
est performers were in the same range (from 2.50:1 to 1.50:1).

Rothe’s ratios wereslightly lower overall than the estimates sum-
marized by Wechsler (1952), however.
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For higher-level jobs, it is possible to observe much higher
ratios. For example, Rimland and Larson (1986) reported a ratio
of 16:1 for lines of code written by computer programmers. Ack-

erman and Kanfer (1993) obtained a ratio of 3.56:1 for subjects
hired to work on an air traffic control simulation whenthecrite-
rion score was the numberof planes successfully handled over
thirty-six trials.

Estimations of PerformanceVariability
from the Coefficient of Variation

Most studies do not report extreme scoresfor the criterion distri-

bution. To overcomethis problem andstill be able to compare
extreme scores, Schmidt and Hunter (1983) and Hunter, Schmidt,

andJudiesch (1990) used the coefficient of variation as a means to

estimate the ratio of outputs for high versus low performers. For
this strategy to work, the performance measure mustbe ona ratio

scale, and it must be reasonable to assume normality for the per-

formancedistribution. The investigator must then choosea defi-
nition for high and low scorers. That definition cannotsimply be
the very highest and very lowest scores, because those stretch off
into infinity for a normaldistribution. Instead, the mean for the
highest and lowest 1 percent, 5 percent, or 10 percent could be
used. Schmidt and Hunterchose to focus on the mean ofthe high-
est and lowest 1 percent, which is the meanofall those above and
below 2.33 standard deviations from the overall mean. In normal-
ized standard score terms, the mean ofall scores above the 99th

percentile is 2.67 and the mean ofall scores below the Ist per-
centile is —.2.67. To give substantive meaning to these two standard
scores (that is, 2.67), the scores must be transformed to a ratio met-

ric that is a function of the substantive differences in performance
in a particularjob. This can be done by computingthe coefficient

of variation (that is, the SD of the criterion scores, divided by their

mean) in each study. The standard deviation of performance (SD,)

is then expressed as a percentage of the mean whenthecriterion
meanand standard deviation are expressedin the originalratio
metrics (for example, dollars earned, numberof pieces produced).
This puts the performancedata from all jobs on a commonscale
while still preserving the relative magnitudeof the variability for
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each job. If the assumption of normality makes sense, the two
extremescores can then be computed_as (2.67) (SD,). The larger

the SD, (thatis, the larger the original SD, compared to the mean
in the original score distribution), the largerthe ratio of the high
performer's score to the low performer’s score. Hunter, Schmidt,
andJudiesch (1990) also made two adjustments to SD,, whenever

enough information was available to do so: they corrected it for
range restriction so that the ratio of extremescores could also be
estimated for the applicant group; and they correctedit for crite-
rion unreliability, which reducedthe estimate of the SD, (since
error variance is addedto true score varianceto yield the observed
variance). "

After a search of the literature through 1989, Hunteretal.
computed SD,and the ratio of extreme scores forjobs that were
classified as being of low, medium, or high complexity. The mean
ratio (adjusted) of extreme scores for the low-complexityjobs was
3.17:1; for the medium-complexityjobs, it was 12.33:1. Thatis, for

the medium-complexityjobs (for example, craft sales), the mean
performance of the top 1 percentin the applicant group would be
12.33 times as great as the mean performancefor individuals in
the lowest 1 percent (if individuals were selected at random from

_ the applicants). The results for the high-complexityjobs were not
emphasized, because the SD,s becamevery large andthe original
criterion distribution had considerable positive skew. Nevertheless,
it is relatively easy to see which waythe arrowis pointing. The
absolute difference between the highest performers and the low-
est performersis large; and for morecritical and complexjobs,it
can bevery large indeed.

Variation in the Valueof Performance

Someyears ago, Schmidt, Hunter, McKenzie, and Muldrow (1979)

suggested a simple scaling procedure for estimating the standard
deviation of performancein dollars (SD,) for specific jobs. The
procedure consisted of asking supervisors to estimate the current
yearly economic return of someonein a particularjob who was per-

formingat the 50th percentile, someone performingat the 85th
percentile, and someone performingat the 15th percentile. Since,
in a normal distribution, the distance between the 50th percentile
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and either the 85th percentile or the 15th percentile is one stan-

dard deviation, the difference is interpreted as an estimate of SD,

in dollars. After some experience with obtaining such estimates,

researchers began noticing that the estimated values for 5D,

tendedtofall in the range of 20 to 60 percent of the meansalary

for the position. Thus was born the 40 percentrule as a quick way

of estimating SD,
The 40 percentrule (or a 20 or 60 percentrule) is a form of

the coefficient of variation (that is, SD,). Consequently, it can be

treated in the samewaythat SD,was treated aboveto estimate the

ratio of the value of high performanceto the value of low perfor-

mance. For example,if SD, is 20 percentofsalary, then the ratio

of the mean return from the top 1 percent of performers to the

mean return from the bottom 1 percent of performersis 3.29:1.

Thatis, the top performers return over three times as muchas the

bottom performers.(It goes up from there for the 40 percentrule

and the 60 percentrule.)
Whetherthe return is 3.29 times as much as $5,000 or 3.29

times as muchas $50,000 dependsonthe estimate of the current

return provided by the 50th percentile performer,since the range

ofvalues is equal to Y,,,, 2.67 (SD,). While the appropriate value for

Y..., is still a matter for argument, it seems reasonable to believe

that it must be significantly greater than simply the average of

salary and benefits paid to individuals. In any event, if SD,is

between 20 and 40 percentofthe valueforY,,,,, the value of the

high performer is somewhere between 3 and 10 timesas great as

the value of the low performer.It is also true that recruiting and

supporting the work of high performers costs more than those

organizationalefforts for low performers (Boudreau, 1991). How-

ever, the cost differences are relatively small comparedto the pay-

off differences. It is not difficult to reach the conclusion that

differences between whathigh versus low performers return to an

organizationis very substantial. Most of us probably severely under-

estimate the effects of high-performing people on an organization.

Other Metrics

Notall organizations gauge their effectiveness in economic terms.

For example, the military services and many public organizations
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are required not to maximizeprofit from the sale of goods andser-
vices but to meetcertain very importantgoals (for example, to be
able to successfully engage an enemyin two different conflicts
simultaneously) at the minimum possible cost. For these situations,
SD, needs a different metric. Sadacca, Campbell, DiFazio, Schultz,

and White (1990) scaled the value of performance differences in

terms of the numberofindividuals performingat a given level that
it would take to provide the equivalent performanceofa target
numberofindividuals performingat a specific reference level (for
example, the 50th percentile). While the definitions of high and
low performers in the study were notstrictly comparable to thetop
and bottom 1 percentas defined above,it is interesting that the
estimated ratios are similar to those alreadydiscussed. In the

Sadaccaetal. (1990) study, a ratio estimation procedure was used
to obtain utility values for five different performancelevels (the
10th, 30th, 50th, 70th, and 90th percentiles) for every entry-level

enlisted position (k = 273) in the U.S. Army. One basic question

addressed by these researchers was how manyindividuals per-
formingat the 50th percentile it would take to equal ten individu-
als performingat the 90th percentile. Acrossjobs, the ratios were
in the range of 2.0 to 4.5, and the magnitudeof the ratios was
related to the technical complexity of the positions. These data are
not unlike the ratios produced by the comparisons of extremescor-
ers discussed above.

Similar results were obtained by Eaton, Wing, and Mitchell
(1985) when they scaled SD, for Army tank crewsin termsof the
numberof crewsat the 85th percentile it would take to equal the

capability of a target numberofcrewsat the 50th percentile.

Summary

Regardless of whether the substantive nature of performancedif-
ferencesis described in termsofthe direct ratio of high and low
proficiencylevels, estimates of these ratios using the coefficient of

variation, estimates based on conservative approximationsof SD,
to mediansalary levels, or direct ratio estimation by expertjudges,
the overall conclusionis that substantive differences between high
and low performers (defined any of several ways) is very large.
These ratios range from between 2:1 and 4:1 forjobs of low diffi-
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culty and complexity to ratios between 6:1 and 10:1 for jobs of

moderately high difficulty and complexity, even after the existing

selection systems have donetheir work. Within-group variation of

this extent, while it may be well recognized by some managers,is

not generally acknowledged by organizational psychologists, orga-

nizational theorists, or even training and developmentspecialists.

Improving Performance

The previous section argued that the substantive variability in per-

formanceis very large, even when the reference groupis current

job incumbents selected by whatever meansorganizations have

used. If the same indicators of performancevariability are esti-

mated for an incumbentgroupselected at random from the appli-

cant population,the estimates of substantive variability are larger,

but not that much larger (Hunter, Schmidt, &Judiesch, 1990). This

seems to say something aboutthe generallevel of selection efficacy

in the current U.S. occupational system. Thereis still a great deal

of room for making performance improvements, and it becomes

greater as the jobs orjob families in question become more com-

plex and moredifficult.
There are two general procedures for improving performance

that have been given attention by I/O psychology: we can begin to

select people differently such that the resulting distribution of per-

formancescoresis different than the distribution producedby the

recruitment, selection, and classification procedures currently

being used; or we can attempt to change individuals after they have

been hired. This is not a great revelation; it correspondsto the

individual differences versus experimental approach to changing

behavior that Cronbach (1975) referred to as the two disciplines

of psychology (lamenting their lack of cooperation).

Performance Improvements from ImprovedSelection

Within the lastten to fifteen years, the available evidence on the effi-

cacy of each of these two approacheshas been summarized in a num-

ber of meta-analyses. On the individual differences side, most of the

available meta-analyses are cited in Schmidt, Ones, and Hunter

(1992) and are discussed in more detail elsewherein this book.
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Theresults show consistent and reasonably high validities for
research-basedselection. In general, the single best predictor of
overall job performanceis cognitive ability. This relationshipis
strongerfor entry-level positions and forjobs that are more “com-
plex” in termsof their information-processing demands. For
advanced positions that require considerable experience on the
part of the applicant, job sample measures (for example,assess-
ment centers) frequently have highervalidities than measures of
cognitive abilities. In such selection situations, the applicant pop-
ulations havea restricted range in cognitive ability true scores, and
the currentdifferences in expertise become morepredictive. As
the information-processing demandsof ajob decrease, the validi-
ties of tests of psychomotorability and perceptual speed and accu-
racy becomegreater (and eventually surpass those oftests of

. general mental ability). Overall, the variable that seems to add the
most incremental validity to the primary predictor is a broad per-
sonality factor madeupofthree of the Big Five factors (Ones,
Schmidt, & Viswesvaran, 1994).

Translating these correlations into the expected changesin
performancethat selection can achieve requires someaddi-
tional considerations, which are specified by the basic
Brogden-Cronbach-Gleser formulation (Cronbach & Gleser,
1965). Thatis, besides being a function ofthe level of predictive
validity, the actual increase in performancethat can be achieved
depends on the degreeofselectivity that is possible and on the
magnitude of the substantive variation in performance. There
are numerous arguments over howbest to estimate gains from
selection (Boudreau, 1991; Cascio & Morris, 1990; Cronshaw &
Alexander, 1985; Hunter, Schmidt, & Coggin, 1988; Murphy,
1986), and colleagues lecture each other aboutbasic principles
of accounting, labor economics, and psychometrics. None of the
arguments detracts from the overall conclusionthat, if the validi-
ties are as estimated from the existing meta-analyses anditis
possible to use a selection ratio of .50 or lower, the mean increase
in performancewill be considerable (for example,effect sizes of
-50 to 1.50)and the value of the increase in outputwill be very
high in comparisonto thecost of achievingit, even when SD, and
the gain in utility are estimated in the most conservative fashion.
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However, notice again that the term performanceis being used
in the singular. In all of the research summarizedinthis section,
performancerefers either to a measure of overall performance or
a measure of some version of factor 1 in our taxonomy. We need

to learn much more aboutpredicting other majorfactors.

Performance Improvements from Posthire Interventions

After an individual has been selected, a numberof “treatments”

for the purpose ofincreasing individual performanceare possible.
A completelist ofall the distinct treatments that have been evalu-
ated in termsof their effect on performance would be formidable,
in terms of both its length and the complexity ofits latent struc-
ture. The most complete summary of the meta-analyses of these
data is still the one reported by Guzzo,Jette, and Katzell (1985).
Their classification of all possible treatments is shown below. The
adjusted meaneffect sizes for the “output” measures are also
shown.

Taxonomy of Organizational Interventions

Training andinstruction (.78). Practices in this category include
behavior modeling, humanrelations programs, and manage-
ment seminars. Excluded are programs aimedat changing
supervisory styles.

Appraisal and feedback (.35). This category includes practices
designed to provide employees with more frequent or exten-
sive feedback aboutjob performance—practices such asfor-
mal appraisals, self-monitoring, or the sharing of performance
data previously unavailable.

Managementby objectives (MBO) (.12). MBO emphasizesthe specifi-

cation ofwork objectives, the monitoring of accomplishments,
reward attainment when objectives are met, and participation
in the setting and review of work objectives.

Goalsetting (.75). While related to both MBO and feedback, goal
setting has as its central focus the specification of difficult
but attainable goals for limited but important aspects ofjob
performance.
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Financial compensation (.57). This category ties monetary rewards
to individual, group, or organization-wide performance.

Work redesign (.42). Practices that enrich jobs with qualities that
enhance workerinterest and motivation are considered work
redesign. |

Decision-making techniques (.70). Programsfor improving decision
making in organizationsfall into this category.

Supervisory methods (.13). This category is used for programs
intended to change the general patterns of supervision, usu-
ally by broad retrainingor by the redefinition ofroles.

Work rescheduling (.21). These practices include establishmentofflex-

ible working hours orthe redistribution of hours in a work week.

Soctotechnical interventions (.62). Programsof this sort focus on a
joint consideration of technological and social demandsat
work andaretypically implementedover a considerable period
of time.

Perhaps the main point to be drawn from Guzzo,Jette, and

Katzell’s review is that the effect sizes are generally in the same
range as those for selection procedures whentheselectionratio is
-60 to .50, or less. Training, goal setting, sociotechnical organiza-
tion development, and changes in compensation procedurespro-
ducethe largest changes in performance.It is also the case that the
numberofmeta-analyses (or any other kind of analyses attempting

to estimate aggregate effects) that have been undertaken are much
fewerfor posthire interventions than for selection procedures. In
part, this is probably due to a lack of comparable information.
However, it is also the case that taxonomiesof the independent
variables on the intervention side are much less coherent and their
substantive meaningis not always clear. For example, whatis the

substantive meaning of the independentvariables referred to as
“leadership training,” “participation,” or “empowerment”? Com-
paredto variables such as general cognitiveability, spatial relations,
conscientiousness, and “realistic interest,” the descriptors for

posthire interventions have muchless constructvalidity. A good

illustration is the dispute between Latham and Erezoverthejoint
effects of goal setting and participation on individual performance
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(Latham,Erez, & Locke, 1988). The participation treatment did
not mean the samething for the two investigators.

If the treatment side of performance improvementis ever

going to systematically accumulate reliable and substantive esti-
mates of population effects, then the helter-skelter nature of the
way the independentvariables are designated and represented
must be changed. For example, when the terms “supervisory inter-
personalskills training” or “performance feedback”are used, they
must convey a shared meaning in the same waythat the phrase
“perceptual speed was measured” communicates a common under-_
standingof the variable being assessed. Besides dealing with the
taxonomic requirement, the treatmentside mustalso attempt to
specify the conditions under whichtheeffects of the intervention
should be observed andthe conditions under which it should not.
The specification of these conditionals is probably a more com-
plicated task for the posthire treatments thanfor the selection pre-
dictors. These difficulties aside, if significant progress could be
madein developing a shared meaningfordifferent treatments and
in identifying the majorsets of conditions within which they have
their intendedeffects, the power of applied psychology would grow

exponentially.

Conclusion

In spite of the difficulties involved,the field of I/O psychology has
finally begun to build a cumulative research record on the degree
to which various prediction or intervention strategies can be
expected to increase performance. More comprehensive research
programs, techniques of meta-analysis, and the willingness of many
investigators to painstakingly examine hundredsofresearch re-

ports of varying degrees of completeness andclarity have madethis
possible. The results to date show that a numberof prediction and
intervention strategies have considerable powerfor increasing
mean performance.

However, a full understanding of what these strategies can do
is still being held back by a lack of substantive theory and mea-
surement developmenton the performanceside. Almost always,
the dependentvariable is some measure of “overall job perfor-
mance,” and that term is never defined. In addition, even though
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we haverich substantive theories of cognitive abilities, personality,
and interests, we have no such models of knowledge,skill, or

choice behavior, which are, according to the model espoused in

this chapter, the direct determinants of behaviorand are the vari-
ables through which any characteristic of individual differences or
intervention strategy must work to influence performance. The
few attempts that have been made to modelthe causal determi-
nants of performance, incomplete thoughthey are, supportthis
conclusion.

Howcan we learn more about the performanceside of the
equation? There is no magic here, and studying the performance

side is certainly less glamorousthanresearchingorselling the pre-

dictor or treatment, but considerthe following:

1. Research on performance muststop using severely contami-
nated outcome measuresasindicators ofperformance. Sales
revenue, total compensation, and so on are dangerous mea-

sures to use in this regard.

2. A distinction must be maintained between the performance
construct to be measured and the method used to measureit.
For example, we are nottrying to predict or change supervi-
sory ratings. We are trying to predict or change the dimension
of performancethat the supervisoris trying to assess. What the
determinants of variance unique to the measurement method
are is a relevant, but different, question.

3. The substantive definitions of the major performance factors
must be improvedso that there is a well-understood andrela-
tively common meaningfor them.

4. The substantive content of the mostcritical components of

knowledge,skill, and choice behavior(thatis, the direct deter-

minants of performance) should be described. For example,
whatare the critical components of knowledge, skill, and
choice behavior that determine whetheran individual will be
a contributor to team effectiveness? A potential set of proce-
dures for doingthis is contained in the research (both basic
and applied) on expertise. Specific procedures are described
by Olson and Rueter (1987) and Glaser, Lesgold, and Gott
(1991). Collectively, these procedures are known as cognitive
job analysis. In essence, cognitivejob analysis expands the focus
of conventional job analysis from a description of tasks and
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behavior to include a description of how high performers
accomplish tasks in terms of the knowledgeandskill structures
used, the mental models used to represent problems, and so

on. An excellent example is the cognitivejob analysis of the air
traffic controller position by Meansetal. (1988). The cogni-
tive job analysis processis very different from the way we have
donejob analysis in the past.

5. The extant literature should be summarized in terms of the
specifications for specific knowledgeandskill structures thatit

already provides. The voluminousleadership literature (Bass,
1990; K. E. Clark & M. B. Clark, 1990) is one example of a body

of evidence that could be much more coherently described in
terms of what is meantby interpersonalskill, goal-setting skill,
coachingskill, and groupleadershipskill. _

A Final Word

The mantra for this chapteris the request that I/O psychology
seek substantive models of performance and performance deter-
minants. Saying that performance equals ability times motivation
or that training works or that someset of boxes and arrowsis a
model does not help us much. We needto knowthe substantive
nature of the constructs we are trying to predict or improve, and
we need to knowthe substantive nature of the knowledgestruc-

tures, skill structures, and specific volitional choices that directly
determineindividual differences in performance. Then, and only
then, will we really begin to build a cumulative understanding of
whatindividual differences in performance mean and how they
are produced.
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Chapter Eight
   

Adapting to Rolesin
Decision-Making Teams
John R. Hollenbeck
JeffreyA. LePine
DanielR. Ilgen 

Organizations can be conceptualized as structured systemsin which,
at the macro-organizationallevel, the elements ofstructure are typ-
ically defined in terms of companies, divisions, departments, or geo-
graphic regions. At the micro-organizationallevel, the elements of
structure are generally constituted by thejobs or roles held by indi-
vidual membersof the organization (Ilgen & Hollenbeck, 1991).
Traditionally, organizations havespecified and legitimized their
structures by creating organizational charts. These charts formally
specify both how laboris to be differentiated via differentjobs and
howthe outputs from this differentiated labor will be coordinated
and integrated to meet the needs of the organization as a whole.
These organizational charts are typically accompanied by formal
job descriptionsthat further specify the within-job and between-
job relationships.

In recent years, however, there have been fundamental changes
in the ways organizationsstructure work (Ilgen, 1994). In this chapter,
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we will review what we believe to be some of the major changesin
how workis being structured in contemporary organizations and
the implications of these changes (in termsofindividual difference
variables) that are going to be critical for organizational members.
In general, we will argue that individuals will increasingly find
themselves working in short-term teams with other people who
have different areas of functional expertise. These teamswill work
on a particular project, apply their expertise to the specific prob-
lem at hand, then disband andbeassignedto a new ordifferent

team working on a different project. The nature of workin these
new structureswill place a premium on the individual’s ability to
rapidly and effectively assimilate into teams, and therearelikely to
be individual differencesin the efficiency with which people can
accomplish this. This chapterwill review the historical literature
on role taking and role making, along with morerecentliterature
on team decision making,skill acquisition, and the structure of
personality traits, to develop an integrated modelthat specifies the
individual differences that will be critical for effective functioning

within team-based organizationalstructures.

New Developments in Organizational Structures

There has been a shift in contemporary organizations away from

tight bureaucratic structures with well-defined jobs toward more
flexible structures centered around teams. This trend has been
thoroughly documentedin scholarly reviews (Bettenhausen, 1991;
Levine & Moreland, 1989), edited books directed toward teams

and teamwork (Goodman, 1986; Hackman, 1990), and the popu-

lar press (for example, cover stories in Time magazine, Business
Week and Fortune, all in 1990).

Someof these changes have resulted from newbusinessstrate-
gies that are increasingly emphasizing adaptive structures and
processes. For example, many firms have adopted processes such as

integrated manufacturing, concurrent engineering, just-in-time
inventory control, and total quality management—processesthat
presumeless rigidjob specifications. In addition, many organizations
have increased their use of contingent workers in order to quickly
modulate organizational size (Feldman, 1990). Moreover, these

changes have taken place within an environmentwhereresistance
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to change is low: labor unions, which havetraditionally champt-
onedstrict interpretation of formalizedjob descriptions as a means
of protecting workers from exploitation, have witnessed both
declining power (in terms of membership) andshifts in strategy
(more labor-managementcooperation). All these changesled For-
tune magazineto declare “The Endof theJob” onits cover, boldly
concluding that “the traditional job is becoming a social artifact”
(Bridges, 1994).

Although reports of the “death ofjobs” may be premature,it
is clear that the demandforflexible organizational structuresis
high and that one commonresponseto this demandis to organize
work so that it can be performed by teams (Hoerr, 1989). Struc-
tures organized around teams decouple specific tasks from specific

persons andinstead assign general projects to groups of people.
This enhancesflexibility, because the team canshift tasks among
its membersto take advantageof specialized skills and resources.

For example, Chrysler’s “platform teams” are composed of
designers, engineers, suppliers, manufacturing personnel, and

marketing experts, all of whom work together on a project at the
same time (Byrne, 1993). In the past, this set of functionally dif-
ferentiated groups would have worked sequentially. That is, design-
ers would hand over drawings to engineers, who would then hand
over specifications to manufacturers, who would then hand over
products to marketers. Now these groups work togetheratall
stages of the product developmentprocess. This way, if the design-
ers decide to draw up a productthatwill be too difficult to produce
or too difficult to market, their decision can be reversedearly, at a

stage whenitis still relatively easy to rectify problems.
These platform teams werelargely responsible for the success

of the Chrysler minivans, the Grand Cherokee, and the Viper
(Treece, 1992; Woodruff, 1991). They were also central to the

developmentof Chrysler’s newest product, the Neon, an award-
winning, low-cost subcompact introduced in 1994 (Woodruff,

1993). Concurrent engineering processes built around small teams
of differentiated experts, such as those employed by Chrysler, have
been created in thousandsof organizationsoverthe last ten years
(Hammer & Champy, 1993).

In someinstances, the membersof these teamsspill over orga-
nizational boundaries, forming what has come to be knownas a
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“virtual structure.” A structure of this type develops when a com-
pany forms temporary alliancesorjoint ventures with other com-
panies to quickly exploit a business opportunity. A virtual structure
is not really a single organization; rather,it is a temporary network
of several organizations in which each firm focuses on its core com-
petency (for example, design, manufacturing, or marketing) and
contributes personnelto a closed-end project team that spans orga-
nizational boundaries. A virtual structure allows an organization
to act as thoughit has more expertise or productive capacity than
it actually controls. Several large and well-known companies,
including Levi Strauss, Hewlett-Packard, and Atlas Industrial Door

have implemented thisapproach (Davidow & Malone, 1992).
Despite their virtues, however, these postbureaucratic struc-

tures create some challenges. For example,relative tojob-oriented
structures, team-based structures are much more complex forjob
incumbentsto adaptto, for several reasons. First, above and be-

yond the normal job requirements, employees need to develop
behavioral coordination, shared mental models (that is, a common

understanding of goals and functional means-endsrelationships),
and mutual trust among members (Rouse, Cannon-Bowers, &
Salas, 1992).

Yet the developmentof coordination, shared mental models,

and trust among people requires a time commitmentanda stabil-
ity of relationshipsthat are often not possible within flexible team-
based structures. This is especially the case when an organization’s
human resource strategies emphasize contingent workers or the
rotation of personnel, because both these approachescause lack of
familiarity amongindividuals. Thus, far from being a panacea for
all organizational problemscreated by individually drivenjob struc-
tures, teams create unique problemsof their own. Indeed, many
organizations moving to team-based structures have experienced

difficulties, and the same source that announcedthe “death ofjobs”

(that is, Fortune magazine) had two weeksearlier discussed “the
trouble with teams” (Dumaine, 1994). The lack of cross-references

madeit clear that these authors mistakenly saw these as two unre-
lated dilemmas.

There are two problems surrounding team-based structures
that need to be given particular attention by industrial and orga-
nizational (I/O) psychologists. First, the short-term nature of these
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structuresdictates that the typical group formation process—often
expressed with variations of Tuckman’s forming, storming, norm-
ing, and performing heuristic (1965)—has to be highly acceler-
ated. Team membershaveto rapidly assimilate and get on to the
performancestage,yet this is made difficult by the lack of formal,
well-differentiatedjob specifications and by the differential areas

of functional expertise embodied in team members.
A second problem created by team-basedstructures deals with

changes in team membership over time. Many “shocks” that can
occur to an organizational structure are more easily managed with
tight bureaucratic structures and Tayloristicjob descriptions than
with team-based structures (Locke, 1982). Turnover amongjob

incumbents, for instance, is well handled by tight bureaucratic
structures because of the decoupling of individual roles andre-
wards. Movementin and out of teams, however, is a majorissue,

given the aforementioned need to develop coordination, shared
mental models, and trust among team members.

For example, naive observers are often surprised at how an
injury to one memberof a sports team can haverippling effects
that decrease the effectiveness of all the other team members who
dependedon that individual. Sometimesthis interdependenceis
obvious (for example, the quarterback wholoseshis top receiver),
but sometimesit is not (for example, the running back whosefor-
mer effectiveness was contingent uponthe ability of the top re-
ceiver to take two defenders away from play).

Becauseofthe liabilities of tight bureaucratic structures, a
return to the old ways is probably nota viable solution to this prob-
lem. Instead, we need to discover ways of managingthe startup and
substitutability problemsthat arise when individuals work in team-
based structures. If we assume that we cannot managethese prob-
lems by changing the organizational structureortasks (that is, we
cannotreturn to tight bureaucratic structures and elaborately
detailedjob descriptions), then the focusshifts to changing the
organizational members,either directly (through training) or indi-
rectly (through differential selection).

This chapter adoptsjust such a focus. Within this chapter, we
develop a theoretical model of the assimilation of new members
into decision-making teams based uponindividual differences. We
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focus specifically on decision-making teams because of ourbelief
that the nature of any team’s task is so central to understanding
team processes that general models attempting to describeall types

of teams regardless of tasks have limited utility (Ilgen, Major, Hol-
lenbeck & Sego, 1993). Most teams makedecisions of somekind;
therefore, this model should have broad applicability. Many teams
also have implementation requirements, however, such that team

effectiveness depends heavily on specific physical or psychomotor
abilities of team members. These kinds of physical and psycho-
motor requirements will not be the focus of this chapter; we will
instead center ourattention on information-processing require-
ments for teams of distributed experts that are making complex
decisions. |

Wewill focus on teams that confront complex decision tasks,
because these are the types of teams whereindividual differences
are mostlikely to be relevant and wherespeedofassimilationis
mostcritical. Most individuals can quickly learn to perform simple
decision tasks. However, the ease with which a team can get up to
speedis a critical concern on complex tasks and mayeven bethe
overriding concern in certain types of teams (suchastask forces
or special-project teams) that are working against hard deadlines.

Althoughthe goal of creating a seamless transition when mov-
ing an individual from one team to anotheris overly ambitious, we
believe that certain types of people will find it easier to assimilate

into teams than others. The model developed here may be useful
in understanding both whythis is true and how this knowledge can
be applied to facilitate team functioningin the face ofinstability
in team membership.

In order to accomplish this objective, the remainderof this
chapterwill be structuredin three sections. First, we will briefly
review the literature on the role of individual differences in adapt-
ing to roles in general. Second, we will focus on recent develop-
ments in the areas of team decision making,skill acquisition, and

personality measurementthatare relevantto the role assimilation
process. Third, we will integrate these literatures to come up with
an overall modelthatisolates six primary individual differences
that are central to effective assimilation into decision-making
teams.

 



306 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

Individual Differences and Role Assimilation:
Historical Perspectives

Historically, conceptual approachestojobs androles started with
the notion that people wererelatively passive actors in organiza-
tions (the role-taking models) but then developed to grant people
amore active role (the role-making models). Most recently, it has

been recognizedthat both orientations can take place, and the cur-
rent emphasis is determining when and where these different reac-
tions will take place (job-role differentiation models).

The Role-Taking Model

Muchofthe current thinking aboutrole assimilation can be traced
to the description formulated by Kahn andhis colleagues (Kahn,
Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; Katz & Kahn, 1978) of

the “role episode.” Although this model was developedto describe
how an individual takes on an organizationalrole, the processitself
clearly generalizes to an individual taking on a role within a team.

This model is based upon the assumption that two people—a
role sender and a role incumbent—interact to determine the
requirements of the focal role held by the role incumbent. The
role sender communicatesto the role incumbenta setof beliefs
regarding the role (thereby outlining the “sent role”), and the role
incumbentperceives this communication in the form of the “re-
ceived role.” The role incumbent then engagesin some role behav-
ior that is fed back, becoming inputinto the role sender’s belief
system. The role sender’s perception of the behavior is then com-
pared to somestandard held bythe role sender, and the result of
that comparison process may influence future role-sendingefforts.

Within this model, individual attributes comeintoplay in three

different ways. First, some attributes of the role incumbent evoke or

facilitate evaluations and behaviors from the role sender. Second,

characteristics of the role incumbentcolorhis or her perceptions of
the sentrole; as a result, two individuals whoare sent identical com-

munications may experiencedifferent received roles. Third, role
incumbents, according to Katz and Kahn,are “self-senders”ofroles.

In other words, they may have their own set of beliefs about what
one should and should notdo within a givenrole.
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While Katz and Kahn (1978) describe the manner in which indi-

vidual differences mightaffect role taking, they do not identify any
keytraits that (1) induce certain evaluations from role senders, (2)

influence perceptionsof role incumbents, or (3) affect the nature
and scope ofself-induced role sending. Katz and Kahn dobriefly
review the literature on this topic and cite studies showing how cer-
tain value orientations (universalistic versus particularistic; moral-
istic versus expedient) and certain personality traits (dominance,

anxiety, and need for achievement) mayaffect various aspects of
the role episode. However, neither Katz and Kahn nor morerecent

social psychological reviewsof this literature (for example, More-
land & Levine, 1989) provide any systematic attempt to develop a
content-oriented approachthat specifies what specific traits are
likely to affect which specific aspects of the role-taking process.

Perhaps most significant for our purposesis Katz and Kahn’s
postulation of a “general aptitude for role taking” (1978, p. 213)
and the suggestion that sometypesof people will be able to more
quickly adjust to any role—regardless of specific role requirements.
Although notspecifying precisely whattypes of people these might
be, the possibility that such a prototypical person might exist moti-
vates the theoretical model wewill develop.

The Role-Making Model

Historically speaking, Graen and colleagues (Graen, 1976; Graen,
Orris, &Johnson, 1973; Haga, Graen, & Dansereau, 1974) have also

had a powerful influence on current thinking regarding the role
development process. Graen’s approach to role development
shares some elements with the approach of Katz and Kahn,butit
differs in a numberofwaysas well. First, while Katz and Kahnrec-

ognize, almost in passing, that role incumbents are “self-senders”
of roles, Graen’s approach assumes a much more proactive stance
for role incumbents. Indeed,this heightened aggressiveness on the
part of role incumbents is reflected in Graen’s referenceto his
model as a “role-making” model, rather than a “role-taking” model.
Second, whereas both Graen’s model and Katz and Kahn’s model

are dyadic in nature, Katz and Kahntend to focus on the role
incumbent’s entire “role set” (that is, everyone who may hold
expectations regardingthe role), while Graen focuses primarily on
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the hierarchically based supervisor-subordinate dyad. Finally,
whereas Katz and Kahn suggest that the role episodeis a recurring
process that goes on over time, Graen is much morespecific
regardingthe stages that the process goes through,the potential
end-states producedby the process, and the means (negotiation)
by which end-states are produced.

According to Graen’s model, thefirst stage of the role assimi-
lation process (the sampling phase, which Graenlabeled the “ini-
tial confrontation stage”) is muchlike the role-taking episode
described by Katz and Kahn, where the leader andthe focal per-
son come together and confront each other with their respective
sets of role beliefs. This is followed by the secondstage (the role
developmentphaseor the “working-through stage”): via a negoti-
ating process, the supervisor and subordinate reach a settlement
regarding howdifferences in their respective belief sets are going
to be accommodatedin the eventual role. In the third stage (the
role routinization phase or the “integrating stage”) this agreement

is unofficially formalized between the parties.
Role incumbents who agreeto adoptroles that conform to the

supervisor’s belief set become part of the “in-group,” serving as
“informalassistants,” and their willingness to take on additional
role elements is rewarded by the supervisor with better assignments
and enhancedlevels of responsibility. Role incumbents whofail to
adhere to the supervisor’s set of beliefs regarding the role are
assignedto the “out-group”andtreated as “hired hands”with lim-
ited responsibilities and more mundaneworkassignments.

For the most part, Graen’s model can be seen as a majorelab-
oration and refinement(in terms ofspecificity) of the original role-
taking model put forth by Katz and Kahn. Oneaspect of the
role-taking model thatis shared (but nottruly elaborated upon)
by the role-making modeldeals with individual differences. Adopt-
ing a perspective that is much like Katz and Kahn’s “general apti-
tude for role taking,” Graen suggests that there are individual

differences in “role readiness” (pp. 1231-1232) that will influence
the ease with which people can assimilate into roles. As with Katz
and Kahn, however, Graen offers no systematic or comprehensive
approachinlisting whatspecific traits are likely to impact which
stages of the role developmentprocess or the overall outcome of
the process.
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The closest one can cometo such a discussion in Graenis a
consideration of characteristics of subordinates that might predict
whethertheyare likely to be ultimately categorized in the in-group

versus the out-group.Relative to Katz and Kahn,whospeculate on
individual differences mostly in terms of values and personality
traits, Graen (1976) focuses more onskills and abilities. Graen

notes that supervisors might use criteria such as competence or
high levels of interpersonal skills to separate the “informalassis-

tants” from the “hired hands.” On the other hand, he also notes

that “prejudices concerningrace,religion or ethnic background”
(p. 1242) might comeintoplay.

One feature of Graen’s discussion (1976) that is worth empha-
sizing at this point is the speed with which such categorizations
take place. Graen notesthat “the selection process probably occurs
very early in the developmentof the relationship between super-
visor and member”(p. 1242), and this belief has been strongly sup-
ported by subsequent empirical research (Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell,
1993). This is an important point, because timing issues determine
whattypes of individual differences can and cannotcontribute to
the categorization process. We will return to this point in a later
section of this chapter, when we comparethe stages and timing of
role developmentwith the stages and timingofskill acquisition on
complextasks.

Job-Role Differentiation

The last perspective on roles that we will review is Ilgen and Hol-
lenbeck’s recent (1991) job-role differentiation approach. Ilgen
and Hollenbeck note that the literature onjobs and theliterature
on roles attempt to cover much of the same theoretical ground.
Indeed,they show that conventional definitions of the terms “job”
and “work role”are virtually indistinguishable. Yet despite the com-
montheoretical ground coveredby these twoliteratures, there is
in fact little conceptual overlap or cross-referencing.

Ilgen and Hollenbeck (1991) also show thatthe twodifferentlit-

eratures approachtheir topics very differently. The literature on
rolesis descriptive and process-oriented. The literature onjobs, however,
tends to be much more prescriptive and content-oriented. Thatis, the
jobs literature focuses on measuring the contentofany givenjob (in
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termsoftask elements and their corresponding behavioral require-
ments) and manipulating either the content of thejob (for exam-
ple, through human factors engineering orjob enrichment) or the
characteristics of thejob incumbent (through selection and place-
ment) to achieve certain desired ends (efficiency orjob satisfaction).

Iigen and Hollenbeck distinguish between “established task
elements” (which constitute the core job) and “emergent task

elements”’—additional elements that may be layered over the core
job (constituting the more elaborated role)—andthenuse this

to draw a formal separation betweenjobsandroles. Ilgen and
Hollenbeck show how taking a prescriptive, content-oriented
approachto roles informs both the measurementof role charac-
teristics (for example, role ambiguity and role conflict) and inter-
ventions aimedat redressing role problems(see their pp. 200-202).
Ourbeliefin the undesirability of approachingroles from a content-
free perspective underlies our decision,in this chapter, to previ-
ously specify the content and context of the teams wewill address

(that is, hierarchical teams with distributed expertise confronting
a complex decision-makingtask).

From the job-role differentiation perspective, individual dif-
ferences influence the degree to which the role incumbentis able
and willing to move beyondthe established task elements. Thus
again wesee the notion of an aptitude for role taking orrole readi-
ness. Since incumbents needto be both able andwilling to take on
emergenttask elements, any modelthat attempts to systematically
address these issues needsto include individual differences that
are ability-related (such as those addressed by Graen)as well as
those that are motivation-related (such as those mentioned by Katz
and Kahn).

Conclusions

There are several conclusions that can be drawn from the histori-
cal literature onroles. First, there is a great deal of convergence
on both the process and the content/context of role development.
Second, there seems to be consensus that some people are going
to be better at developing roles than others (in other words, some
people are “role ready” or high on “role-taking aptitude”). Third,
despite the implicit recognition of individual differencesin role-
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taking or role-making aptitude, there has been no attemptyet to
develop any systematic, overarching frameworkthat provides a
clear listing of the key variables related to the speed and effective-

ness of the role assimilation process. Thus we are not currently in

a strong position to predict whowill quickly assimilate and effec-

tively expandhis orher role and whowill end up segregated and

relegated to a constrained and minorrole. Fortunately, recent
developmentsin other areas of psychology help us addressthis

latter issue more specifically—at least for decision-making teams.

Recent Research Developments Related to Role
Assimilation in Decision-Making Teams

Three areas of recent research are relevant to the issue of role

assimilation in decision-making teams.First, Hollenbecketal.

(1995) provide the content and contextof the task confronting

decision-making teams. Their theory identifies three core variables,

all at different levels of analysis, that explain the determinants of

decision-making accuracy. Oneofthese, decision informity, resides

at the decision level and deals with how muchrelevant informa-

tion the team hasto bring to bear on the problem. The second

variable, individualvalidity, resides at the individuallevel of analy-

sis and deals with the ability of the functional experts orstaff to

translate this information into accurate recommendations about

various courses of action. Thethird variable, dyadic sensitivity, re-

sides at the dyadic level and deals with the team leader’s ability to

accurately weigh each staff member’s opinion in coming up with

a single overall decision for the team as a whole. These three vari-

ables becomethecore specifications for the team’s task. One can

then work back from thesetask specifications to identify the abili-
ties and traits required of team members.

The abilities and traits we will examine here are drawn from
two distinct literatures: the literature on skill acquisition and moti-

vation of complex tasks (Ackerman, 1986, 1987) and the literature

on the Big Five personality traits of the Five-Factor Model (Costa

& McCrae, 1987; Digman, 1990). We will argue that a new person

entering a decision-making team needsto successfully and simul-
taneously execute two developmental sequences. One of these
developmental sequencesdeals with acquiring skill within one’s own
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role, and the otheris related to acquiring influence within the team.
Wewill argue that successful assimilation requires a rapid execution
of both of these sequences. Within a team context, skill without influ-
ence or influence withoutskill is insufficient for becominga truly
valuable and contributing team member. Wewill also argue that dif-
ferent individual difference variables contribute differentially to the
successful execution of these two developmental processes.

The Multi-Level Theory of Team Decision Making

The Multi-Level Theory (Hollenbecket al., 1995) is a framework

for understanding decision-making accuracy in teams. In this sec-

tion,wewill briefly sketch some of the major propositions from this
theory to illustrate its relevance forisolating critical individual dif-
ferences related to rapid and successful assimilation into decision-
making teams. Theinterested readeris referred to Hollenbeck et
al. (1995) for a more detailed delineation ofthis theory.

The Multi-Level Theory uses a Brunswick Lens Model approach
to analyze the information-processing requirements confronting
decision-making teams(Ilgen, Major, Hollenbeck, & Sego, 1995).

Within the Brunswick Lens Model, decision objects manifest them-
selves througha finite set of cues or predictors (Brunswick, 1940).

The cues each havevaryinglevels of predictive accuracy (“ecolog-
ical validities”) with respect to the decision object, and these cues
are assigned varying weights (“policy weights”) by the decision
maker. Decision accuracy, according to this model, is achieved

whenthe policy weights of the decision maker match the ecologi-
cal validities associated with the cues.

Working from a team-based generalization of this model, the
Multi-Level Theory proposes that manyofthe critical determinants
of team-level effectiveness occur at conceptual levels below the team
level, and it attempts to isolate the most important aspect of team
performancethatoccursat the decision level, the individuallevel,

and the dyadic level. Each of these lower-level variables has a con-
ceptual analogat the team level.

As alluded to earlier, one of the most important variables,

accordingto this theory, resides at the decision level. Decision infor-
mity is formally defined as the degree to which team members are
adequately informed (in other words, have accurate information
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on all the relevant cues) about the particular object that they are
evaluating. This variableis at the decision level, because a team can
have a great deal of reliable information (and hencebe wellin-

formed) on somedecisions but be poorly informed on others.

Over manydecision-making opportunities, however, there could —

be stable between-team variance onthis variable, in that some

teamsare consistently better informed than others. This variation
is captured by a team-level variable referred to as team informity.
Team informity is simply the average level of decision informity for

a given team across a specified numberof decisions. The Multi-

Level Theory proposesthat team informity is one of the core dri-

ving influences behind team-level decision accuracy.
At the level of the individual team member, the mostcritical

variable is individual validity—thatis, the degree to which team

memberscan translate raw information regarding the decision

object into recommendationsthat predict the true state of the

decision object. This variable is at the individual level, because a

team can have some members who makehighly valid recommen-

dations and some who make poor recommendations. As with dect-

sion informity, however, there can be stable between-team variance

on this variable, in that some teams have, on average, better mem-

bers than other teams;this is captured by a team-level variable

referred to as staff validity (or the level of validity for a team aver-

aged acrossall the staff members). The Multi-Level Theory pro-

posesthatstaff validity is one of the core influences of team-level

decision accuracy.
Thefinal core variable identified by the Multi-Level Theory lies

at the dyadiclevel andis labeled dyadic sensitivity. A team with mul-

tiple membersanda leader is composedofseveral hierarchical
dyads, and thus a team leaderis often confronted with different

recommendations from different team members regarding a deci-

sion the team faces. These staff recommendations form another

type of Brunswickian cue that can be utilized in arriving at accu-

rate decisions. Dyadic sensitivity is the degree to which the leader

accurately weighs each team member’s recommendation.Thisvari-

able resides at the dyadic level, because a leader may develop an

effective weighting system for one staff memberbut not another.

As with the othervariables within this theory, however, there could

be stable between-team differences in the average level of dyadic
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sensitivity, and this is captured in a team-level variable called hier-
archical sensitivity. Hierarchical sensitivity is then the third core,
team-level variable that the Multi-Level Theory uses to accountfor
variation in decision-making accuracy across teams.

The Multi-Level Theory treats all variables other than those
described above as “noncorevariables” and proposesthat the
effects of the noncorevariables are transmitted through the core-
level variables. So, for example, a variable such as cohesiveness

among team membersis notas critical as team informity, staff valid-
ity, or hierarchical sensitivity; indeed, to the extent that such a vari-

able is importantatall, this importanceis attained by the effect
that the variable has on the core variables. For example, cohesive-

ness is importantbecause it leads to greater hierarchical sensitiv-
ity or higherlevels of team informity.

Three separate empirical studies have examinedthevalidity of
the Multi-Level Theory (Hollenbecket al., 1995; Hedlund, Ilgen,

& Hollenbeck, 1993). These studies have used computersimula-

tions of military commandandcontrol scenarios in which the team
is asked to decide on thelevel of threat posed by a series of uniden-
tified aircraft (the decision object). The aircraft are evaluated by
a staff of differentiated experts (for example, people trainedin air
reconnaissance, coastal air defense, the use of shipboard monitors,

and so on) who can measuredifferent attributes of the aircraft,

such as range, speed, direction, radar emissions, size, and approach

angle (the cues). |
Results from these studies have shownthat the three core,

team-level constructs account for between 27 and 49 percentof the
variance in team-level decision-making accuracy, compared to only
9 to 17 percent of the variance for noncore variables, which have
been the focus of mosttraditional group decision-making research
(for example, group cohesiveness, stress, familiarity, and experi-
ence). Moreover, as suggested by the theory,the effects that these
noncorevariables have on team-level decision accuracy are medi-

ated by the core variables. That is, when onestatistically partials
out the effects of the core constructs, 66 to 100 percentofthe vari-
ance accountedfor by the noncorevariablesis eliminated.

The Multi-Level Theory is useful in exploring therole of indi-
vidual differences in teams becauseit isolates three critical tasks
that any team member, including a new team member, must
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accomplish.First, the person needsto be able to collect a great
deal of information relevant to the decision. In teams character-
ized by interdependence,this information must often come from
other team members; thus a new individual needs to quickly
develop enoughstature in the group to get the cooperation of
teammates (those in his or her horizontal dyads) in the acquisition

of information. Second, because the new person needsto process
this information to makeeffective decisions,it is critical for him or
her to quickly develop expertise regarding the decision task by
learning howvariouspieces of information relate to the decision
at hand. Third, the new individual must be able to form an effec-

tive relationship with the team leader (vertical dyad) so that the
former’s contribution can be effectively integrated into the over-
all team’s decision.

Thus we would arguethat getting informed, making validrec-
ommendations, and ensuring that these recommendations are
incorporated into the team’s overall decision form the core re-
quirements for any team memberin this type of decision-making

team. With this established, we must now ask what kind of individ-

ual difference variables are likely to contribute to meeting these
three requirements and what developmentalissues are associated
with meeting these requirements for a new team member. The
recentliterature on skill acquisition and motivation on complex
tasks and theliterature on the Big Five personality traits provide
some answers to these questions.

Individual Differences and Developmental
Stages in Skill Acquisition

Wehaveestablished that one of the major tasks confronting a new
memberofa decision-making team is to quickly develop the exper-
tise that allows him or her to make valid recommendations about
what decisions the team should make. Theory and literature on
individual differences in the area of learning andskill acquisition
are of obvious relevanceto this issue. Based upon our reading of
this literature, three individual differences seem to stand outas crit-

ical to acquiring expertise on complex decision tasks: general cog-
nitive ability, specific task knowledge,andself-efficacy. We would
also propose, in line with arguments put forth by Ackerman and
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colleagues (Ackerman, 1986, 1987; Ackerman & Humphreys, 1990;

Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989), that there is a temporal order in which

the importanceofeach of these variables manifests itself.
Ackerman (1987) has shown that all tasks initially require the

allocation of cognitive resources; thusinitial differences in task per-
formancearerelated to general cognitive ability. In the earliest
stages of skill development, high levels of general cognitiveability
aid the individual in developing declarative knowledge—thatis,
“knowledge aboutfacts and things” (Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989,

p. 660). With simple tasks (or what Kanfer & Ackerman, 1989,refer
to as “consistent”tasks), the role of general cognitive ability dimin-
ishes over time: with enough experience, everyone developssuffi-

cient declarative knowledgeto reach asymptoticlevels of proficiency
on the task. On the other hand,general cognitive ability remains
relevant throughoutthe course of task performance with complex
tasks.

As individuals gain more practice on a task, more content-
specific indicators ofjob knowledge becomerelevantto predicting
performance. According to Ackerman, the assessment of a con-
tent-specific knowledge domain (for example, a chemical knowl-
edge test administered to a would-be chemist known to have high
general cognitive ability) captures the interaction between general

cognitive abilities and more motivationally relevant traits and voca-
tional interests that determinean individual’s final level of profi-
ciency. Whereasgeneralabilities tap the person’s potential for
learning a broad spectrum ofspecific content matter, more nar-
row andspecific knowledge,skills, or abilities capture the realiza-
tion ofthis potential. The realization of this potential comes about
only when the person’s vocational interest and motivation to learn
about the particular content domain areas high ashis orherapti-
tude for learning that content domain. Thus specific knowledge,
skills, and abilities becomerelevantat a later developmentalstage
for complex technical content areas, once general cognitive abil-
ity has stabilized or begunto decline as a predictor.

_ Finally, in thelast stage of skill development, the experience
levels of incumbents still engaged on the task (note that those who
performed poorly prior to this point due to low general cognitive
ability or task knowledge may have dropped out) maybesuffi-
ciently high that most have fairly serviceable knowledgestructures.
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At this point, variance in performanceoccurs primarily on the

most difficult, hard-to-achieve aspects of the task. Because suc-

cessfully accomplishing the mostdifficult aspects of the task

requires persistence and perseverancein thefaceoflikely failure,

individual differencesin self-efficacy become relevant (Morrison

& Brantner, 1992). |

Bandura (1982) notes thatjudgments ofself-efficacy affect how

mucheffort people will expend and how longthey will persist in the

face of obstacles or aversive experiences. When confronted with fail

ure, individuals who doubttheir abilities give up, whereas those who

have a strongsenseofefficacy struggle on. Just as general cognitive

ability is a somewhatnecessary but insufficient condition for devel-

opingspecific task knowledge, specific task knowledgeis a somewhat

necessary but insufficient condition for developingself-efficacy. Two

individuals with similar levels of expertise may develop differentlev-

els of self-efficacy, and this couldresult in differential typical per-

formancelevels at the upper end ofthe task difficulty spectrum

(Ackerman & Kanfer, 1993; Eyring,Johnson, & Francis, 1993).

Thus, from a skill development perspective, we suggest that

new members must go through a three-stage developmental pro-

cess. First, the new member must confrontthe task and—through

planningortrial-and-error procedures—reason, deduce, or learn

the best strategies related to task performance.At this stage, broad

individual differences in ability are mostcritical. At the second

stage, individuals musttranslate their general potential to learn

the task into actual task knowledge. At the final stage of skill devel-

opment,restricted levels of ability and task knowledge (due to the

increasing levels of people’s experience and performance-related

attrition) decrease in importance, while motivational variables that

determine performanceat the mostdifficult levels of the task

become mostcritical. Thus individual difference variables such as

self-efficacy become mostrelevant in understanding performance

variation at this stage.

Individual Differences and Developmental
Stages in Influence Acquisition

Wehave argued that a new person entering an intact decision-

making team needsto simultaneously execute two developmental
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sequencesin orderto successfully assimilate into that team. In the
previoussection, we discussed the developmental sequenceassoci-
ated with acquiring expertise; in this section, we will explore the
developmental sequence associated with acquiring social influence—
that process by which, to use Graen’s terminology, the individual
moves from being an outsider to being a memberofthein-group.

However, whereas Graen’s concern was directed almost exclu-
sively at the hierarchical dyad, we—because we are focused more
narrowly on teams—arealso interested in aspects of the horizontal
dyad. In teams whose members are specialized and dependent upon
each other, these horizontalrelationships cannotbe ignored. From
the Multi-Level Theory perspective, this horizontal interdependence
comesaboutvia the need to obtain information from otherstaff
members. If a new member becomessocially isolated within his or
her peer groupin this sort of team,thatisolation has direct negative
implications for the new memberandthe team as a whole. Thus, in
addition to becomingan “informalassistant” to the leader(thatis,
obtaining upwardsocial influence), the new team member must also
becomea “valued colleague” amonghis orherpeers.

The developmental process by which a new team membergar-
ners such influence differs in two significant waysrelative to the
developmental processassociated with acquiring expertise. We will
argue that while both skill acquisition and the acquisition of influ-
ence are developmental sequencesthat unfold over time, the two
sequences(1) proceed on entirely different time scales and (2) are
driven by characteristically different individual difference variables.
In the remainderof this section, we will discuss these issues.

Theskill developmentprocessis envisioned as

a

relatively long-
term process driven by underlying abilities and belief systems;
indeed, Simon (1992) estimates that within some areas of inquiry
(for example, aerospace, medicine, management, engineering,
law), a span of ten years is neededfor a professional to truly be-
comean expert. The process by which a new memberis accepted
into the in-grouprather than relegated to the out-group, however,
is a relatively quick onethatis driven by moreeasily observable,
surface characteristics.

The notion that in-group determination occurs rapidly was
shown both in Graen’s original research and in morerecentstudies.
For example, in Graen’s studiesofclerical and managerial employ-
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ees, in-group/out-groupstatus was determinedin a few weeks and

then remainedrelatively stable after this period (Graen, Orris, &

Johnson, 1973; Haga, Graen, & Dansereau, 1974). More recentre-

search by Lidenet al. (1993) with a wide range of employeeshas sug-

gested that in-group/out-groupstatus stabilizes after a merefive days.

Theshort time period in which these kinds of categorizations are —

madeplacesa limit on the kindsof individual differences that can

possibly drive suchjudgments. Whereas the long-term process of skill

acquisition is driven by individual differences that are hard to directly

observe (variables such as general cognitive ability and knowledge

structures), the variables driving the acquisition of early social influ-

ence must themselves be driven by othertypes ofvariables—variables

that are readily manifested and easy to observe.

Hogan (1991) has noted that the personality variables tradi-

tionally studied can be broken downinto twosets: personality

dimensionsthat describe an individual’s “inner nature” and per-

sonality traits that describe an individual’s “social reputation.” The

person’s inner nature andthe individual differences relevantto it

are essentially private dimensions that mustbe inferred indirectly

from one’s manifest behaviors. In interpersonalsettings, making

inferences aboutthese internal states requires observing a large

numberofinteractions over time. This slows the speed with which

this inner nature can be ascertained by outside observers.

The person’s social reputation, on the other hand,is public

and much moredirectly observable. Because the processof deter-

mining one’s social reputationis less inferential (relative to deter-

mining one’s innernature), it can take place with much greater

speed. The speed with which this process takes place mightalso be

explainedin part by the high degree of practice that human beings

have in making such judgments. Hogan has even suggested that

skill in making suchjudgments maybe evolutionarily hard-wired.

Henotes that mosttraits are inherently evaluative because people

evolved as group-living animals needing to accomplish group tasks

in order to survive. Within such a context, trait terms evolved to

reflect observers’ assessments of other people as potential con-

tributors or detractors to the group’s ability to survive. Thuscer-

tain general traits might be indicative of morespecific underlying

skills related to effective behavior in goal-oriented group contexts

(Stevens & Campion, 1994).
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Indeed, manystable and relatively valid inferences regarding
somesocial traits have shown to be drawn at “zero acquaintance”—
thatis, upon an initial meeting between two people (Borkenau &
Liebler, 1992). A series of recent studies, for example, has shown
that on somesocialtraits, one can obtain relatively high consensus
betweenself-ratings and strangerratings without any direct inter-
actionat all between the parties (Albright, Kenny, & Malloy, 1988;
Levesque & Kenny, 1993; Kenny, Horner, Kashy, & Chu, 1992).

If one concludesthat only social traits drive the early determi-
nation of social influence within teams, then the recentattention
and research focused on the Big Five personality traits becomes
highly relevant in appreciating assimilation of new membersinto
intact teams. :

Both Digman (1990) and Ozer and Reise (1994) discuss the
historical developmentof the Big Five taxonomy, noting the con-
vergence of opinion regarding the robustness and generality of
this structure across samples, measurementinstruments, mea-
surement sources, and contexts. The structure of this approach
gives predominanceto five specific trait categories, labeled Con-
scientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Emotional Stability,
and Opennessto Experience. Three of these traits (extraversion,
conscientiousness, and,to a lesser extent, agreeableness) have been
identified as traits that can be accurately gaugedat zero acquain-
tance (Albrightetal., 1988; Levesque & Kenny, 1993; Kennyetal.,
1992). Althoughcritics have questioned the wisdom ofrallying pre-
maturely aroundthis taxonomy (McAdams, 1992; Schmit & Ryan,
1993), it has shown someutility in the area of I/O psychology for
predicting and explaining behavior in organizations (Barrick &
Mount, 1991; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991; McHenry, Hough,
Toquam, Hanson, & Ashworth, 1990; Cortina, Doherty, Schmitt,
Kaufman, & Smith, 1992).

Whenone examinesthese five variables within the context of
a decision-making team,particularly from a Multi-Level Theory
perspective, three of the factors seem to stand out most promi-
nently as potentially related to the three core factors that drive
team effectiveness.First, the factor of agreeablenessis critical in team
contexts, particularly as it relates to developing influence among
peers (those in horizontal dyads) and acquiring peerassistance.
Agreeableness represents a quality of interpersonal interaction
behavior and, according to Costa, McRae, and Dye (1991) is con-
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stituted by six personality facets including (1) trust (thatis, the

tendencyto attribute benevolent intent to others), (2) straight-

forwardness (thatis, the tendency to be frank and direct with others),

(3) altruism (that is, selflessness and concern for others), (4) com-

pliance (thatis, willingness to cooperate rather than display aggres-

sion in conflict situations), (5) modesty (that is, social humility and

a lack of arrogance), and (6) tendermindedness (that is, sympathy

and empathy).
An individual characterized in a positive manner on these six

attributes is likely to have an easier time assimilating into a new

team than someonecharacterized by the negative ends of these

continua. Moreover, we believe that this aspect is especially impor-

tantin peerrelationships, and the evidence suggests that variables

within this category are related more highly to peerratings of per-

formance in group-oriented contexts (Cortina et al., 1992), rela-

tive to objective measures of performance on individually based

tasks (Tett et al., 1991).

A secondcritical factor for assimilating into decision making

teamsis extraversion. This overall factor has been defined as the

degree to which an individual is sociable, gregarious, talkative,

active, ambitious, and assertive. Thefirst four of these facets might

be important for managingpeerrelations and thusare critical to

the new member’s ability to secure information, assistance, and

cooperation from peers. These factors mightalso be relevantfor

managingthevertical dyad, although in decision-making teams,

the latter two facets—ambition and assertiveness—may be even

morecritical.
In hierarchical teams, team members must eventually come to

influence the leader, and assertiveness might be a key requirement

for accomplishing this goal. An assertive individual expends more

energy in ensuringthathis or her opinionis listened to and acted

uponbythe leader. In addition, the team member,in order to

becomean “informal assistant,” needs to be willing to take on addi-

tional tasks and responsibilities. The primary reward for expand-

ing one’s role in this fashion is the anticipation of morevisible and

prestigious assignments and future promotional opportunities that

may be within the leader’s discretion. Such rewardsarelikely to be

much moresalient reinforcers for individuals who are character-

ized as ambitious than those whoare characterizedaslazy orself-

satisfied.
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Thethird of the Big Five factors related to assimilation in team
contexts is conscientiousness, which is defined by a high need for
achievement and commitmentto work. This overall factoris also
constituted by behavioral tendencies that lean toward order(thatis,
organization), dutifulness (thatis, strict adherence to rules of con-
duct), self-discipline (that is, persistence andthe ability to continue
with a task despite boredom ordistractions), and deliberation (that
is, caution and a determination to engage only in well-planned
actions).

Within teams, conscientiousness (like extraversion) should be
critical for managing upwardhierarchical relationships. For exam-
ple, one of the factors Graen mentionedas being importantin the
leader’s determination of assigning someonethe designation
“informalassistant” rather than “hired hand”was the degree to
which the person could be trusted. Conscientiousness on the part
of the subordinate (especially as expressed in order and dutiful-
ness) promotestrust, because the conscientious person’s behavior
is predictable andreliable. Thus, as with the otherclasses of per-
sonality variables discussed so far, conscientiousnessis important
to rapid assimilation into teams becauseofits relationship to
acquiring social influence.

In addition to this, however, conscientiousness might also
relate to performance dueto its effect on acquiring skill and pro-
ficiency. Particularly with respect to complex, hard-to-learn deci-
sion-makingtasks,it is clear that the skill developmentprocess can
take a long time. Given this requirement, the aspects of conscien-
tiousness that deal with persistence and deliberation might be
related to one’s capacity for developing expertise regardless of con-
tent area. Persistence ensures that the individual stays with the task
long enoughto generate a threshold level of experience. Deliber-
ation in generating and evaluating one’s experience ensuresthat
somebenefit is derived from the time invested. |

In summary, from a social influence perspective, new members
must go througha three-stage developmental process. The new
member mustinitially confront his or her team members and,
starting from zero acquaintance, generate a social reputation that
conveys to these people whathe orsheis like. At the secondstage,
the new member, based upona relatively quick assessmentof char-
acteristics such as agreeableness, extraversion, and conscientious-
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ness, is either accepted into the peer group and recognized as one

of the leader’s informalassistants or relegated to the role of an out-

sider or hired hand.In the third andfinalstage, this status is rou-

tinized andstabilized, and it is thereafter difficult for the team

member to change his orherstatus.

Comparing and Contrasting the Processes Associated
with Acquiring Skill Versus Acquiring Influence

We have described two developmentalprocessescritical to quickly

and effectively assimilating into hierarchical decision-making

teams. Oneof these deals with acquiring expertise; the other, with

acquiring social influence. We have arguedthat the two processes

proceed alongentirely different time scales (skill acquisition pro-

ceeds slowly, whereas one’s social reputation and influenceare

determined quickly) and are driven by characteristically different

individual differences (skill acquisition is related to hard-to-

observe, ability-related variables, whereas influence acquisition is

related to readily manifested socialtraits).

The notion that progress in the area ofskill development and

progressin the area ofsocial influence developmentare on such

discrepanttimesscales and driven byvery different personal char-

acteristics has critical implications for the effective assimilation of

new team members. From the team’s pointofview,if in-groupsta-

tus decisions are madeandstabilized before new team members

reach their final level of expertise, the possibility of prematurely

granting or negating the influence of some team memberis

strong. In other words, the timing of the status determinationspre-

cludesfinal levels of task proficiency from being the driving force

behind whois given influence and who 1s not.
From the new team member’s pointof view, this notion sug-

gests that, whereas many of the behaviors associated with trait-

based personality traits such as agreeableness, extraversion, and

conscientiousness may seem (and in fact may be) unrelated to per-

formance within one’s area of expertise, not appearing to have

such traits puts the employeeat risk. Early inferences drawn about

a new team memberonthesetraits mayrestrict that person’sinflu-

ence within the grouptoa level far short ofhis or her actual (or

eventual) expertise. Thus the new team memberwhois perceived
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as disagreeable, reticent, and/or lacking in conscientiousness may |
get off to such a slow start in his or her new team that nolevel of
eventual expertise may be able to overcomethat person’s relega-
tion to out-groupstatus. ©

An Integrated Model of Individual
Differences in Role Assimilation

In this final section of this chapter, we will try to integrate the pre-
ceding discussion into a single, overarching theory ofassimilation
of new membersintointact hierarchical decision-making teams.
Specifically, this theory will integrate the historical literature on

role taking and role making with Hollenbeck’s Multi-Level Theory
and recent developments in the area of skill acquisition and the
structure of social reputations (developments associated with the
Big Five taxonomy). The model highlights the importance of
twelve variables—six related to effective team functioning and six
related to specific characteristics of new team membersthat affect
the speed with which they contribute to effective team function-
ing. Figure 8.1 provides a schematic depiction of this theory.

Specifying a Multi-Level Model

Atthe heart of this theory are the constructs specified by the
Multi-Level Theory andthe notion that the central determinants
of team decision-making performance are the three core team-
level constructs (team informity, staff validity, and hierarchical sen-
sitivity) and their three corresponding lower-level analogs (decision
informity, individualvalidity, and dyadic sensitivity). Within the
Multi-Level Theory, individual differences are conceptualized as
noncore variables. Thus we proposethat the impactthat individ-
ual differences have on team performanceis smaller than that of
the core constructs andis, for the most part, mediated by the core
constructs.

In termsof specific individual difference variables, our model
suggests that ability-related variableswill drive the skill acquisition
process andtrait-related variables will drive the influence acquisi-
tion process. Even morespecifically, we propose that one can map
specific individual differences onto the core variables in a waythat
explains whyeachis relevant.
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Figure 8.1 shows, for example, that (starting at the decision
level) there are four individual difference variables related to

becoming informed. Two ofthese are ability-related: general cog-
nitive ability and task knowledge. General cognitive ability is
related to the amount of information an individual can work with;

an ability level that is too low, for example,limits the amountof

information onecan bringto bear on thetask. Specific job knowl-
edge is relevant becauseit relates to the degree to which the nec-
essary information processing can be handled automatically.
Individuals with a great deal of expertise can automatically process
large portions of complextasks, andthis frees up cognitive capac-

ity for storing and managing additional information.
Two ofthe othervariables related to becoming informed, how-

ever, deal with traits rather than abilities. In teams characterized by
interdependenceanddistributed expertise, it is critical that team
members obtain information from those peers who have differen-

tiated knowledgestructures relevant to the decision at hand. Thus
agreeableness and extraversion becomerelevant to managing hor-
izontal dyads, in terms of both seeking and acquiring the necessary
information from others.

Once the individual has garnered the required information to
bring to bear on thetask, the next step, which occursat the indi-
vidual level, requires processing this information to generatevalid
recommendations. Here, too, the modelspecifies four individual

difference variables. General cognitive ability and specific task
knowledge are again critical, because they capture both the per-
son’s current expertise and his or her capacity to expand upon cur-
rent expertise throughtrial-and-error learning. In addition to this,
self-efficacy and conscientiousnessare also relevant, because of both
the timeit takes to learn complex tasks and the need to demon-
strate persistence in order to excel beyond conventionallevels of
expertise.

Once onehas arrived at a valid recommendation,thelast step
occursat the dyadic level: the individual mustensurethat his or her
valid recommendation gets reflected in the team’s overall decision.
The model specifies four variables that should relate to this specific
aspect of managingthevertical dyad. Specifically, it is predicted that
one needsto be both extraverted and conscientious to ensure that
one’s opinion is heard; and one needsto be highlyself-efficacious
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to persist in the influence process and generate the kind of confi-
dence that results in influence. Finally, one needs to have a high
degree of agreeableness. While team members needto be persistent,
they must also recognize that within the team context—especiallyif
there are different areas of expertise—no one person can dominate
every decision. Conflict is likely to arise between team members;
incidents will occur in which one or another team member’s opin-
ion may seem slighted. Because ofthis fine line between persistence
and cooperation,the long-term viability of the hierarchical dyad
can be assured onlyif there is some degree ofagreeableness on the
part of staff members. The new staff membercannotphysically or
psychologically withdraw from the team thefirst time that person
doesnotgethis or her way.

Thus, according to this model, therearesix critical individual
differences on the part of a new team memberthat predict the
speed and effectiveness of his or herassimilation into an intact
hierarchical decision-making team with distributed expertise. Our
model specifies both thecritical individualvariables that relate
to this outcome (general cognitive ability, task knowledge,self-
efficacy, conscientiousness, extraversion, and agreeableness) and
the reasons whythese individual variables are important(the three
core team-level constructs and their lower-level analogs). The
modelalso stipulates that two developmental sequences (one for
acquiring expertise and one for acquiring influence) must be suc-
cessfully and simultaneously executed. Successful assimilation
(from both the team’s and theindividual’s perspective) can come
about only when both expertise and influenceare in place. The
fact that the different processes proceed within different time
frames and are driven by different variables can complicate the
simultaneous execution of these two processes, however, leading
to situations wherethelevel of a new team member’s expertise and
his or her influence are outof balance.

Boundary Conditions and Limitations

Although this model represents aninitial attempt at specifying
characteristics of the new team memberthat mightaffect assimi-
lation, we must note several boundary conditions andlimitations
of this approach.
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Boundary Conditions

This model presumesthat the new team memberneedsto develop

both expertise and social influence, yet in some real-world situa-

tions this is not the case. Some new team members mayenter the

team having reached asymptotic levels of proficiency, thus short-

circuiting the need forskill acquisition. In many complex fields,

however, changes and innovations, as well as the uncertainties asso-

ciated with applying one’s skill in a specific local problem area, may

imply that individuals need to be continually learning and expand-

ing their expertise.
Furthermore, as implied by the idiom “Your reputation precedes

you,” some new team members mayhave social reputationsthat are

well established before those team members are introducedinto the

team. If a person’s reputation is positive—thatis, if he or she is

known as bright, knowledgeable, agreeable, and conscientious—the

process for developingsocial influence might be short-circuited.If

the reputation is negative, however, it might make the process take

longer—or makeit impossible altogether.

Limitations

Weshould also note that the model developed here offers a lim-

ited approach to appreciating thetotality of issues that go into

effective assimilation. Although we cannotgetinto all the factors

one needs to consider beyond individual differences in team mem-

bers, someare critical enoughto note.

First, any model that attempts to explain the whole assimila-

tion process needsalso to address the characteristics of individu-

als other than the new team member. Any such model must, at the

very least, come to grips with the characteristics of leaders, peers,

and the person (or persons) being replaced, examining how the

new personfits into the team as currently configured. The Multi-

Level Theory may provide somehelp with respect to this problem

of context. For example, the theory suggests that characteristics of

the peers may be most relevant to the new person’s ability to get

informed andcharacteristics of the leader may be most relevantto

the new member’sability to get his or her opinion recognized.In

terms of the replaced member, perhaps the most importantcon-

sideration to assimilation is his or her individualvalidity. Thatis,
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assimilation may occur moreeasily if one has small shoestofill; in
other words,it is easier to follow a formerstaff member who had

low validity than one whohadhighvalidity.

Second, any comprehensive model mustalso address non—
individual differencevariables that affect the process (Chao, O’Leary-
Kelly, Wolf, Klein, & Gardner, 1994). Thereis an entire literature on

socialization methodsthat can be applied to the new team mem-
ber. Manyof these externally manipulated variables are likely to

interact with characteristics of the new memberor other team mem-
bers (leaders, peers, predecessors), thereby affecting the speed and
effectiveness of assimilation.

Finally, although we attempted to build a model that integrated
the two developmental sequences of expertise and influence, any
comprehensive model mustalso recognize the fact that teams
themselves go through their own developmental sequence. Where
the team stands along this continuum mayinfluencethe ease and
effectiveness of new-membersocialization (Kozlowski et al., 1994).

In other words, the challenges confronting a new team member
may differ depending on whetherthe team is just forming, has
been formedfora short while butis struggling to cometo grips
with roles, or is in a highly mature state with formalized rules and
rituals. Individual differences may interact with the stage of team
developmentin complex ways, and someofthe individual differ-
encesstipulated here may berelevantto this process.

Whileit is difficult in one chapterto addressall the relevant
issues associated with successful assimilation into roles, perhaps
some of the processes andindividual differences discussed here
can serve as a starting point for cumulating theory and evidence
on assimilation as a total process. Given the changesin the struc-
ture of work notedat the outset of this chapter, the time to cumu-
late such theory and generate such evidenceis at hand.
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Chapter Nine
   

Interpersonal Relations
in Organizations
RobertA. Baron 

For six years (interminably long ones, for me!), I served as the

chair of two different academic departments: first a department of
psychology and then a department of management. I learned
many lessons from my experiencesin these roles, but perhapsfore-
most amongthese wasa lesson directly relevant to the topic ofthis
chapter: interpersonalrelations are truly a crucial determinant ofwhat
goes on in any organization—how itfunctions, how effectively it performs

its central tasks, and how it reacts to changing external conditions. In fact,

my experiences as a departmentchair suggest to methat inter-
personal relations between organizational membersareatleast as
important in these respects as other factors that have received
more attention from scholars in industrial and organizational
(I/O) psychology and organizational behavior—factors such as
reward and appraisal systems (Ilgen, Major, & ‘Tower, in press),
individual motivation (Locke & Latham, 1990), and organizational

structure and resources (Bahrami, 1992). What experiencesled

me to these conclusions? Far too manyto outline here; but among
these, perhaps the most dramatic involved the difficulties I encoun-

tered in performing one seemingly mundanetask:assigning grad-
uate assistantships. |

On paper, this appeared to be a simple operation: there were
enough qualified graduate studentsto fill these positions, and the
numberofassistantships at my disposal was sufficient to meet faculty

needs. Yet no matter how manycharts of potential assignmentsI

334
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constructed, there were always a host of residual problems—students
to whom financial aid had been promised but for whom nosuit-
able assignmentexisted, for example, and professors for whom

no suitable assistant could be identified. The source ofall these
problemswas simple but disconcerting: manystudents refused to
work with specific faculty members, and several faculty members
refused to accept certain students as their assistants. Why wasthis
the case? Because, in a nutshell, some people simply could not get along

with one another; andtheyfelt so strongly about this issue that they would
rather do withoutfinancial aid (students) or without an assistant (pro-
fessors) than work together. Every semester, I somehow managed to
solve the problem—generally by using everytactic of influence
and persuasion at my disposal—butoverseveral years, this process

left me with fistful of IOUsthat I could neverfully repay. Look-
ing back, I now believe that the frustration I experienced in
connection with this task, and with the related one of matching
faculty and secretaries, played a key role in my decision to return
to full-time teaching andresearch.

Problemssuchas these are notrestricted to academic depart-
ments; I have encountered them repeatedly in many other work
settings as well. Why do they occur? Why,in short, do some people
find it so hard to work together? Manyfactorsplay a role, butit is
myfirm belief that individual difference factors—theattitudes, val-

ues, and personality traits of the persons involved—playa key role
in this regard. In other words, such factors can strongly influence
the nature of interpersonal relations in work settings. And in the
process, they can also affect manyaspects of organizational behav-
ior and organizational functioning.

In this chapter, I will review existing evidence offering support
for this conclusion—supportfor the view that individual differ-
ences do indeed affect interpersonal relations in worksettings.
Since interpersonal relations between organization memberstake
manydifferent forms—from helping and cooperation, on the one
hand, through conflict and aggression, on the other(see, for ex-
ample, Baron & Byrne, 1994)—this review is organized in terms of
distinct formsor aspects of interpersonal relations. Specifically, sev-
eral key aspects of interpersonal relations (for example, prosocial
behaviors, aggression and conflict, influence) are examined in
turn, and for each, evidence is presented concerning therole of
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various individual difference factors in such behavior. It is impor-
tant to note,at the outset, that the impact of individual difference

factorsis definitely not restricted to negative formsof interpersonal
relations (such as the problemsI experiencedas chair). On the
contrary, growing evidence indicates that such factors are relevant
to desirable forms of organizational behavior as well—forms such
as mentoring (Turban & Dougherty, 1994), successful efforts to
obtain reemployment (Eden & Aviram, 1993), and even effective
leadership (Howell & Avolio, 1993).

Prosocial Organizational Behaviors: Cooperation,
Helping, and Organizational Citizenship

To an importantdegree,the fates of organization membersare
linked:if their organization prospers, they can all share in a grow-
ing “pie” of available resources and rewards;if, on the other hand,

their organization languishes, their individual benefits, too, are

likely to suffer. This basic fact suggests that organization members
should generally show strong tendencies toward cooperation—work-
ing together in a coordinated mannerto attain shared goals
(Forsyth, 1992). Yet, as anyone with work experience well knows,
this is definitely not always the case. Often organization members,

or groups within an organization,fail to adopt cooperation. On
the contrary, they may engagein fierce competition with one
another, despite the fact that by such actions they run therisk of
reducing the overall effectiveness or success of their organization.
Such lack of cooperation occurs for many reasons; amongthese,

two appearto be most important. First, many goals soughtbysev-
eral individuals or groups cannotbe shared. For example, two per-
sons seeking the same promotion cannotboth gainit; similarly, two
units seeking control over desirable organizational resources can-
not both obtain these resources. In such situations, cooperation is

precluded bytherealities of existing reward structures. Second,
individuals—especially those working in large organizations—often
concludethat their individualactionswill havelittle, if any, impact

uponthe fortunesof the organization as a whole. Accordingly, they
decide to pursue their own ends and to maximizetheir personal
benefits, even if doing so is counter to whatthey perceive to be the
policies or best interests of the organization.
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In manyothersituations, however, these conditions do not
apply, and cooperation could develop but does not: individuals or
departments fail to coordinate their efforts even though by doing

so they mightwell reap largerjoint benefits. Why does cooperation
fail to develop in suchsituations? Manyfactors undoubtedly play
a role (Greenberg & Baron, 1995), but research findings indicate

that individual difference factors can sometimes be importantin

this regard. Specifically, it appears that individual differences in

terms of preferences for working with or against others can be
quite influential. Research on such differences indicatesthat indi-
viduals can beclassified into four distinct groups on the basis of
differences in such preferences or personalorientations (Knight
& Dubro, 1984).

First, many people are competitors; their primary motive is doing
better than others. Such persons focus primarily on winning—out-
doing others in open competition—andare often more concerned
with maximizing the difference between their outcomes and those
of others than with the absolute size of their own rewards. A dis-

tinctly different pattern is shown by a second groupof persons,
known as individualists. These are people who havelittle interest
in the outcomesof others; rather, their main focus 1s their own out-

comes. They do not care whether others do better or worse than
themselves, as long as their own outcomesaresatisfactory. Third,
some persons are cooperators; their primary focus is on maximizing

joint gains—thetotal benefits received by themselves and others.
Like competitors, they are strongly concerned with others’ out-
comes, but unlike competitors, they do not wantto do better than
other organization members; rather, they want to maximize the

gains experiencedby everyone. Finally, a fourth group can be de-
scribed as equalizers. Their majorgoalis that of minimizingthe dif-
ference between their own outcomesand those of others. In short,

they want everyone with whom they work to receive the same
rewards.

At this point, it is importantto take note of twoissues.First,

while manypersonsfall into one of these four categories, others
demonstrate a mixture of these personal perspectives. For exam-
ple, one commonpattern combinesan individualistic orientation

with a competitive one: people characterized by that pattern want
to do as well as they can, but they are moreinterested in their own
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outcomesthan in defeating others. Similarly, some people com-
bine an individualistic orientation with a desire for equality. They
wantto do as well as possible but do not want their outcomesto
get too far outof line with those of others. Second, these categories
refer to personal dispositions—tendencies to behave in certain
ways across manysituations.As is true ofall dispositions, they can
be overriddenby strongsituational pressures. An individual who
prefers competition with others, for example, may adopt a coop-
erative strategy whenit is clear that doing so can lead to much
larger rewards. Similarly, even persons with a strong tendency to
be cooperative can be goaded into competition if exposedto re-
peated exploitation by an opponent.

Howcommonare these various patterns? Data reported by
Knight and Dubro (1984) indicate that important genderdiffer-
ences may exist in this respect. Among males,the single largest
group wasthat of competitors: approximately one-third of par-

ticipants in a large-scale study demonstrated this orientation.

Individualists made up the second most frequent group—approx-
imately 18 percent of those tested. Among females, the single
largest group wasthat of cooperators (approximately 20 percent),
followed closely by competitors (approximately 15 percent). Only
a few percent of each gendercould beclassified as equalizers.

Additional findings reported by Knight and Dubro (1984) indi-
cate that individuals showing these different perspectives tend to
behave quite differently toward others. Competitors frequently
seek to exploit the people around them, cooperating only when
they see noalternative. In contrast, cooperators prefer friendly ties

with co-workers and would rather work with them than against
them. Individualists are flexible: they choose whateverstrategy will
succeed in a given situation; in addition, they often prefer to work
alone, concentrating solely on their own outcomesrather than
those of others. People with a mixed orientationarealso flexible,
adoptingdifferent strategies as situational conditionsalter.

In sum, some evidenceindicates that individual differences

with respect to personal orientations or preferences do affect the
likelihood or degree of cooperation in worksettings. It seems pos-
sible that the contrasting perspectives described above may also
influence perceptionsofvarious aspects of fairness—distributive,
procedural, and interactional justice (Greenberg, 1993). To the
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extent that they do, they mayconstitute an individual difference
factor with important and far-ranging effects on organizational
behavior.

Researchers whostudy prosocial behavior continueto disagree
aboutthe existence ofwhat might be termed pure altruism—actions
by one person that benefit one or more othersin the absence of
expectations of any form of compensation for the donor. Some
contendthat there are instances in which the motivation behind
offering aid to others is simply empathic concern withtherecipi-
ent’s well-being (Batson & Oleson, 1991). Other researchers sug-
gest that persons whohelp others always expect some benefit for
doingso, evenif this is simply the pleasant feelings that result from
engaging in such behavior (Cheuk & Rosen, 1992; Cialdinietal.,
1987). Putting aside the question of what motives underlie pro-
social behavior, it is clear that organization members do often
engage in actions that benefit other organization members, cus-
tomers, or the organization as a whole (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986;

Wright, George, Famsworth, & McMahan, 1993). Further, growing
evidence indicates that such actions are influenced, in at least some

instances, by individualdifference factors.
Before turning to the role of such factors, however, it is useful

to distinguish between two major conceptualizationsof prosocial
behavior in organizations: organizational citizenship behavior (or
OCB; Organ, 1988, 1990) and organizational spontaneity (George
& Brief, 1992). As defined by Organ (1988), organizationalciti-
zenship behavioris behavior by individuals thatis discretionary, is
not explicitly recognized by the formal reward system of the orga-
nization, and promotesthe effective functioning of the organiza-
tion. Thus an instance in which one organization memberhelps
another even thoughthisis notpart of his or herjob qualifies as
OCB,provided that such helpingis not explicitly rewarded by the
organization. However, an incident in which an employee pro-
vides a cost-cutting idea and therefore receives a promised bonus
does not qualify as OCB.In contrast, both actions would be viewed
as instancesof organizational spontaneity, since this is defined sim-
ply as spontaneous behaviorthat is performedvoluntarily and that
contributes to organizational effectiveness; no restriction on
whetherindividuals expect rewards for such actionsis included
in the definition (George & Brief, 1992, p. 311). Organizational
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spontaneity thus includes a very wide range of actions, such as
offering direct help to co-workers, protecting the organization and
its resources, making constructive suggestions, and spreading good-
will about the organization.

Now,back to the question of which individual difference fac-
tors influence prosocial behavior. Research on OCBhasgenerally
directedrelatively little attention to this issue. In contrast, a model

of organizational spontaneity proposed by George and Brief

(1992) explicitly includes individual factors as important deter-
minants of such behavior. In particular, this model proposesthat
positive affectivity—the tendency to have an overall sense of well-
being, to experience positive emotions and moodstates, and to

see oneself as pleasurably engaged in terms of both interpersonal
relations and achievement—is a predictor of prosocial behavior.
Morespecifically, George and Brief (1992) contend that persons
high on positive affectivity are more likely to experience positive
moodsat work and that such moodsin turn facilitate organiza-

tional spontaneity.
Somefindings provide at least indirect support for these pro-

posals. For example, George (1990) found that the higherthelevel
of positive affect (affective tone) in work groups, the greater the
willingness of members of these work groupsto assist customers.
Similarly, in recent studies, George and her colleagues (George,
1994; George & Bettenhausen, 1990) have found that the higher
the groupleader’s level of positive affect while at work, the greater
the level of prosocial behavior performedby the group (for exam-
ple, the greater the group members’ tendencyto assist customers).
While such findings are far from conclusive, they are bolstered by
a very large body of evidence indicating that prosocial behavior,
including instancesof direct helping, is strongly enhanced by pos-
itive affect—by anything that puts individuals in a positive mood
(Isen, 1987). Indeed, in several recentinvestigations I conducted

(Baron & Bronfen, 1994; Baron, Rea, & Daniels, 1992; Baron &

Thomley, 1994), helping was facilitated by exposure to environ-
mental conditionsinducing mild increments in positive affect—
warm (versus cool-white) lighting (Baron et al., 1992) and pleasant

artificial fragrances (Baron & Bronfen, 1994; Baron & Thomley,
1994). For example, in the study by Baron and Bronfen (1994),
participants who worked in roomsscented with a pleasantcitrus
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aromaoffered to donate moreoftheir time to help a co-worker

than those who workedin roomswithout any fragrance. Even more

surprising, a higher proportion of those who worked in roomscon-

taining fragrance later completed and returned a questionnaire

given to them during the study. They did so on their own time and

in the absence of any compensation for providing such assistance

to the researcher. —
In view of these and related findings, it seems reasonable to

suggest that incrementsin positive affect do often facilitate pro-

social behavior and that individuals who characteristically experi-

ence highlevels of positive affect may be morelikely to engage in

such behavior than those who experiencelowerlevels of positive

affect.

Additional evidence indicates that other individual difference

factors mayalso influence helping (Clary & Orenstein, 1991). Per-

haps the most dramatic findings in this respect are those reported

by Bierhoff, Klein, and Kramp (1991). These researchers asked two

groupsof participants to complete a questionnaire designed to

measure a wide range of personality traits. One group consisted of

persons whohadrushedto the aid ofthe victims of automobile acci-

dents; the second groupconsisted of persons who had witnessed

such accidents but had not provided help to the victims. Results

indicated that the two groupsdiffered in several respects. First, the

“first-aiders” scored higher on belief in a just world—the belief that

the world is a fair and predictable place in which good behavioris

rewarded and bad behavior punished—thanthose in the other

group. Second,those whohadprovided help were higher on inter-

nallocus of control—thebelief that individuals can influence their

own outcomes, that their fate is in their own hands—than those

whohadnot. Third, those who had offered help were lower than

those who had not on a measure of egocentrism—absorption with

themselves, their own lives, and their own problems.Finally, those

whohadoffered help were higher on a measure of empathy—they

expressed a greater degree of concern for others andtheir well-

being—than those who had not.

Together, these findings suggest that the tendencyto offer aid

to others, especially in emergencysituations, is influenced bysev-

eral personality factors as well as by individual attitudes. Since many

situations in which organization members can help othersarise
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suddenly, are unexpected, and involve serious consequences,it
seemspossible that the same personality traits that influence help-
ing at the scene of accidents mayinfluence helping in work
settings. However, additional evidence gathered in such organi-
zational “emergency” contexts is needed before any firm conclu-
sions aboutthis possibility can be reached.

In sum,it appears that both cooperation and several forms of
prosocial behaviorare influenced by individual difference factors.
Given the importanceof these forms of behavior to organizational
effectiveness (see, for example, George & Brief, 1992), it is clear

that individual difference factors can exert significant andfar-
reaching effects on organizationsin this respect.

Aggression and Conflict

At the opposite end of the continuum ofinterpersonalrelations
from organizational spontaneity and helping lie two other forms
of behavior that have received a great deal of attention from
researchers: aggression and conflict. Aggression is generally defined
as intentional harm-doing—actionsdesignedto inflict some kind
of injury (physical, emotional, psychological) on the chosen vic-
tim(s) (Baron & Richardson, 1994)—while conflict is often viewed
as actions (taken by a person or group) that interfere with or op-
pose the interests of other persons or groups (W. K. Thomas,
1992). Unfortunately, both types of behavior are anything butrare
in organizations. With respect to aggression, muchattention has
been focused in recent years on workplace violence—and with
good reason: morethan fifteen persons are murdered at work
every week in the United States alone (National Institute for Occu-
pational Safety and Health, 1993). However, it is clear that work-
place violence represents only the mostvisible and dramatic tip of
the muchlarger problem ofworkplace aggression. Whatis aggres-
sion like in workplaces? Existing evidence suggests thatit takes
manydifferent forms (Baron & Neuman,in press). In somecases,
the aggressive nature of actions is obvious: name-calling, threats,
refusals to obey companypolicies, destruction of company prop-
erty, andfist fights are all readily identifiable as instances of aggres-
sion. In other cases, however, persons engaging in workplace
aggression attemptto conceal the nature and goalsof their actions.
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They engage in what has been termed covert aggression—actions
designed to harm others, but in ways that concealthe identity of
the aggressor and/orthe goal of the aggression. The advantages

of covert aggression are obvious: such actions permit individuals
to harm othersin their workplace with little risk of retaliation or
censure. Recentfindings suggest that for these reasons, most per-
sonsstrongly prefer covert forms of aggression to more overt—and
obvious—ones. A few examplesof covert aggression are presented
below; manyothersalso exist, and they occur with considerable fre-
quency in many workplaces.

Examples of Covert Workplace Aggression

Spreading malicious rumorsaboutthe victim

Needlessly consuming resources needed bythe victim

Failing to speak in support ofthe victim at a performance appraisal

meeting

Withholding information neededby the victim

Damningwith faint praise

Delaying action on matters of importanceto the victim

Failing to deny false rumors aboutthe victim

Failing to return phonecalls

Offering the “silent treatment”

Transferring a needed memberofthe victim’s work team

Conflict, too, is quite common in modern organizations. More-

over,its effects are muchtoo costly to ignore. Managers reportthat
they spend approximately 20 percentof their time dealing with
conflict and its impact (Baron, 1989). Furthermore, the smolder-

ing resentmentand crushedrelationships that are the aftermath
of many conflicts can persist for monthsor even years, continuing
to exact a significanttoll in precious human resourceslongafter
the situations that initiated them are merely memories. It should
be noted that directly opposed interests appear to constitute only
part of the picture where organizational conflict is concerned.
Manyinterpersonalfactors, such as long-standing grudges, per-
sonal friction, and the desire for revenge, mayalso play role.

 



344 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

Indeed, recentstudies suggest that such motives often outweigh
rational desires for securing the best possible outcomes. In these
studies, individuals whofelt that they had beentreated in a con-

descending or unfair mannerby an opponentoften preferred to
harm this person by reducinghis or her outcomes, even if doing so
reduced their own outcomesin thesituation (Baron, 1985, 1988).

These andrelated findings suggest that aggressive motives, and the

expression of such motives in covert forms of aggression, play a key
role in several important aspects of organizational behavior.

Doindividual difference factors play a role in workplace agegres-
sion and organizational conflict? Research findings suggestthat

they do. For purposesofclarity, evidence relating to each of these

formsof behaviorwill be examined separately here. However,it
should be noted that several of the factors considered appearto
influence both aggression and conflict. Given the fact that these
aspects of interpersonal behaviorareclosely related, this is hardly
surprising.

Workplace Aggression

As notedearlier, aggression in workplaces has recently been the
subject of increasing attention (for example, Cox & Leather, 1994).
Mostof this research has focused on the conditions in organiza-
tions that encourage such behavior. However, somefindings point
to the potential role of individual difference factors in such behav-
ior (Baron & Neuman,in press).

TypeA Behavior Pattern

Theindividual difference variable that has been found to be most
closely related to aggression is the Type A behavior pattern (Glass,
1977). This pattern involves three basic components: competitive-
ness, time urgency (the tendencyto always be in a hurry), andin-
terpersonalirritability. Persons who show these three components
to a high level are described as Type A’s, while those who show
them to a lower degree are described as Type B’s. While individual
differences along these dimensionsclearly fall on a continuum,the
distinction between Type A’s and Type B’s appearsto be a valid
one: the three characteristics listed above tend to occur together,
so that most peoplefall into one category or the other; they are
either Type A or Type B (Strube, 1989).
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Given these characteristics, it seems reasonable to expect that

Type A’s would tend to be more aggressive than Type B’s in a wide
range ofsituations, andin fact the results of several studies suggest

that this is the case (Baron, Russell, & Arms, 1985; Berman,

Gladue, & Taylor, 1993). Moreover, additional evidence indicates

that Type A’s are truly hostile: they do not aggress against others

simply as a meansof reaching desired ends; rather, the primary

motive behind manyoftheir aggressive actionsis that of harming
or injuring the victim (Strube, Turner, Cerro, Stevens, & Hinchey,

1984).
Unfortunately, Type A’s tend to behavein ways that exacerbate

their own time urgencyandirritability/hostility. They often seek
morechallenges (and therefore experience greater degreesoffrus-
tration) in their work than do Type B’s (see Holmes, McGilley, &

Houston, 1984). For example, in a recent study of nurses, Jamal

and Baba (1991) found that those who were Type A were more .

overloaded than those who were Type B, mainly because they took

on morethan they could handle. As a result, they felt pulled in
conflicting directions by different aspects of theirjobs.

That theirritability and time urgency of Type A’s can have

important consequencesis suggested by the findings of a study

conducted by Evans, Palsane, and Carrere (1987). These re-

searchers compared the behavior of bus drivers in the United

States and India whowereclassified as being Type A and TypeB.

Observations of the drivers’ behavior were made byassistants who

actually rode on the drivers’ buses. As predicted, Type A drivers

passed other drivers more frequently and blew their horns more

often than Type B drivers. Further, in both countries, Type A dri-

vers had nearly twice as manyaccidents as Type B drivers. ‘Taken
together,the results of these studies suggest that the Type A behav-
ior pattern is indeed related to aggression in many worksettings.

Hostile Attributional Bias

Attributions—thatis, perceptions of the causes behind others’
behavior—have been foundto play an importantrole in aggression.
Specifically, when individuals perceive ambiguousactions by others
as stemming from maliciousintentions, they are much morelikely
to becomeangry andtoretaliate than when they perceive the same

actions as stemming from other motives (Baron & Richardson,
1994;Johnson & Rule, 1986). This suggests that anotherindividual
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difference factor—the tendency to attribute others’ actions to hos-
tile intentions—mayalso influence aggression andrelated aspects
of interpersonal relations in manysituations. In fact, research find-
ings indicate that this is indeed the case: individuals whoarerel-
atively high on whatis often knownas hostile attributional bias
demonstrate stronger tendencies to engage in aggression than per-

sonsrelatively low on this dimension (Dodge & Coie, 1987; Dodge,
Price, Bachorowski, & Newman, 1990). This differenceis especially

pronouncedwith respect to what has been termedreactive aggres-
ston (aggression in response to prior provocation) butis less evi-
dent with respect to proactive aggression (aggression performedin
the absenceof prior provocation). In research on thepotential

effects of the hostile attributional bias, this individual difference

factor is generally measured by showingindividuals videotapes of
incidents in which oneperson’s actions toward anotherare either
clearly hostile, clearly nonhostile, or ambiguous. Individualdif-
ferences with respectto hostile attributional bias are assessed in |

terms of the tendencyto attribute the ambiguousactionsto hos-
tile intentions.

In sum, research on the hostile attributional bias indicates that

it is an important determinant of aggression in manysituations.
Since the motives behind others’ actions are unclear or uncertain
in manysituations that occur in worksettings, it seems clear that
individual tendenciesto attribute others’ behavior to malevolent
motives can sometimesinfluence interpersonal relations between
organization members.

Locus ofControl

There can belittle doubt that most persons wish to be the masters
of their own fate—to control the events and outcomesthey expe-
rience. Yet in manysituations people lack that control: ourlives at
work andelsewhereare strongly affected by factors beyond our
control. According to Rotter (1990), individuals encounter sharply
contrasting patternsoflife experience with control or lack of con-
trol over their own outcomes.As a result, they develop generalized
expectations concerning personal control. At one end of this
dimension are internals—personswhoperceive that they can read-
ily influence or control the events that befall them. At the other
are externals—individuals whoperceive that they exert relatively
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little control over these events. Are such differencesin locus of con-
trol related to aggression? Oneline of reasoning suggests that they
are. Internals may perceive aggression as simply one additional tech-

nique for influencing the course of their lives—as a meansfor
attaining desired goals or terminating aversive treatment by others.
Thus they may engagein aggression in certain situations because
they view it as an instrumental behavior—oneusefulin attaining
their goals. In contrast, externals, because of their largely fatalistic

outlook on life, may perceive little instrumental value in aggression.
As a result, they maybelesslikely to engage in aggression (except,
perhaps, when they are repeatedly and strongly provoked). __.

Support for these predictions has been obtained in several
investigations. In research by Dengerink, O’Leary, and Kasner

(1975), individuals identified as internals (having scored high on
Rotter’s Locus of Control Scale; Rotter, 1966) did indeed engage
in instrumental aggression—aggression designed to terminate aver-
sive actions by a stranger—more frequently than externals. More
recent studies have reported data consistent with these findings
(for example, Blass, 1991).

It is also possible that internals, because of their stronger
beliefs about being able to influence their own outcomes, may
attempt to do so more frequently or in a widerrangeof situations
than externals. As a result, they may also experience higher levels

of frustration whentheseefforts fail to yield desired results. No
direct evidence of this possibility as yet exists, but the idea is con-
sistent with evidence indicating that high levels of frustration can
sometimes (but not always) facilitate aggression (Berkowitz, 1989)

and that being unable to influence one’s outcomesis a highly frus-

trating event (Ramirez, Maldonado, & Martos, 1992). Regardless

of the results of such work, however, sufficient evidence already
exists to conclude that locus of control is another individual dif-
ference factor related to aggression in manydifferent contexts.

Gender

There is a widespread belief that males are generally more aggres-
sive than females. Systematic research on this issue, however, has
yielded a fairly complex pattern of results (Harris, 1992; Eagly &
Steffen, 1986). On the one hand, males are indeed morelikely

than females both to initiate physical aggression and to serveasits

 



348 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

target (Eagly & Wood, 1991). However, the size of this difference
seems to depend on several moderating variables (Eagly & Wood,
1991). For example, this genderdifference is larger in situations
in which aggression is required by social roles. Similarly, it is larger
following strong provocation than in the absence of such provo-
cation (Eagly & Wood, 1991).

On the other hand—andin direct contrast to cultural folk-
lore—such genderdifferences in aggression tend to disappear
(and may even be reversed) with respect to forms of aggression
that are not physical. In a series of studies on this issue, Lagerspetz
and hercolleagues (Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, & Kaukiainen, 1992;
Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Lagerspetz, 1994) found that while males
are more likely than females to employ direct forms of aggression

(such as hitting or direct verbal insults), females are morelikely to
use indirect forms (such as spreading rumors or gossip about
anotherperson, rejecting someoneas a friend,or ignoringthetar-
get of gossip). In addition, while both males and females tend to

prefer covert aggression—aggression whose aggressive intent is con-
cealed—to overt aggression, males and females differ in terms of
the type of covert aggression that they prefer. In a recent study
designedspecifically to investigate the incidence of aggression in
the workplace, Bjorkqvist et al. (1994) asked several hundred
employeesat a large university to indicate the extent to which they
employedvarious forms of aggression at work. The results indicate
that males tend to prefer rational-appearing aggression—thatis,
aggressive acts that seem to havea rational basis. Such acts include
interrupting others, judging people’s work in an unfair manner,
and criticizing others. In contrast, females tend to prefer social
manipulation—negative glances, backbiting, insinuations without
direct accusation, and similar actions (Bjorkqvist et al., 1994). In
sum, gender does appearto play a role with respect to aggres-
sion—including aggression in the workplace—butits impactis
complex and is moderated by several additional variables.

The Big Five Dimensions ofPersonality

In recent years, many personality researchers have reached the
conclusion that while there are hundredsof specific traits or indi-
vidual difference factors, five key dimensions—the backbone of
the Five-Factor Model—underlie manyof them:(1) Extraversion—
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a dimension ranging from sociable, talkative, and active at one end

to retiring, reserved, and cautiousat the other; (2) Agreeableness—a

dimension ranging from good-natured, cooperative, and forgiving

at one endto irritable, suspicious, and uncooperative at the other;

(3) Conscientiousness—a dimension ranging from careful, thorough,

organized, and self-disciplined at one end to irresponsible, disor-

ganized,andlacking inself-discipline at the other;(4) Emotional

Stability—a dimension ranging from anxious, depressed,angry,

emotional, and insecure at one end to calm, poised, enthusiastic,

and secureat the other; and (5) Openness to Experience—a dimen-

sion ranging from imaginative, sensitive, intellectual, and polished

at one endto insensitive, narrow, crude, and down-to-earth at the

other (Digman, 1990). Observers can make accurate judgments

about wherestrangers lie on several of these dimensionsevenafter

only a brief meeting. Further, these dimensions—especially

conscientiousness and extraversion—appearto berelated to per-

formance on manyjobs (Barrick & Mount, 1991, 1993). Finally, rat-

ings along these dimensions by supervisors, co-workers, and

customers have been foundto be valid predictors ofjob perfor-

mancefor salespersons (Mount, Barrick, & Perkins Strauss, 1994).

Surprisingly, despite the large amountof interest directed to

these basic dimensionsof personality, little research has been per-

formed to determine whethertheyare related to various aspects

of interpersonal behavior. However, a recent investigation by

Collins and Schmidt (1993) into the personality characteristics of

white-collar criminals suggests that such links may exist. These

researchers comparedthe personality profiles of prison inmates

convicted of white-collar crimes (counterfeiting, fraud, embezzle-

ment) and a comparable sample of persons employed in a wide

variety of responsible white-collarjobs (in corporate leadership and

senior management). While the researchers did not specifically

examine differences between these groups with respect to the five

dimensions of personality described above, the findings of their

study suggest that white-collar criminals were lower than non-

criminals on several dimensionsrelated to conscientiousness but

higherin termsof extraversion. Thus there is some evidence sug-

gesting that two of the Big Five dimensions of personality may be

related to white-collar crime—a covert form of workplace aggres-

sion. Additional evidenceis clearly needed, however, before any
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firm conclusions can be reached concerningtherole of the Big
Five in variousaspects of interpersonalrelations.

Organizational Conflict

In the past, organizational conflict has often been viewed as
stemming primarily from organizational factors—for example,
competition over scarce resources, ambiguity over responsibility,
interdependence between work units (Rahim, 1990). Morere-
cently, however, a perspective that views conflict as stemmingat
least in part from interpersonal factors—factors related to indi-
viduals, their social relationships, and the ways in which they think
about others—has emerged (for example, Baron, 1990). This per-
spective suggests that individualdifference factors mightwell play
a role in the occurrence of organizational conflict, and a growing
bodyof evidence confirmsthis prediction.

TypeA Behavior Pattern

First, several studies indicate that the Type A behaviorpattern,
described earlier in this chapter, can influence conflict. In one
such study (Baron, 1989), managersat a large food-processing
companywereasked to report on the frequency with which they
experienced conflict with subordinates, peers, and supervisors.
Results indicated that managersclassified as Type A reported a
higherincidence of conflict with peers and subordinates than did
managers who were TypeB.Similar differences did not emerge
with respect to reported conflict with supervisors, however.

More recently, Schaubroeck and Williams (1993) investigated
the possibility that persons who are Type A would show stronger
tendencies toward escalation of commitmentthan persons whoare
Type B. They reasonedthat this would be the case because Type
A’s, being more concerned with demonstrating their own compe-
tence and success than Type B’s, would experience strongerpres-
sure to justify a failing course of action that they themselves had
chosen.To test this hypothesis, they asked introductory manage-
ment students to read descriptions of two products that were,
ostensibly, candidates for research and development (R&D) funds
within a large company. Half the participants were allowed to freely
choose oneof these two products (the high personal responsibil
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ity condition), while the others were told that previously another

person had chosen oneof the products (low personal responsibil-

ity condition). Then participants received information indicating

that the product they or the other person had chosen hadfailed:

sales were low, and cost of production hadrisen sharply. Finally,

they were asked to choose which of the two products should

receive additional R&D funds. Results indicated that in the high

personalresponsibility condition, Type A’s were indeed more will-

ing to stick with this prior bad decision than Type B’s. In other

words, Type A’s showed stronger tendencies toward escalation of

commitment (Garland, Sandefur, & Rogers, 1990). Since the ten-

dency to dig in one’s heels andstick with a previous poordecision

can be onepotential cause of organizational conflict, these find-

ings can be interpreted as providing indirect evidencefor a link

between the Type A behavior pattern andconflict.

SelfMonitoring

A secondindividual difference variable that has been found to be

related to organizational conflict is selfmonitoring (Snyder, 1987).

Selfmonitoringrefers to a cluster of characteristics closely related

to the ability to adapt one’s behavior to changingsituations. Per-

sons high on the dimension ofself-monitoring can aptly be de-

scribed as social chameleons: they can readily adjust their behavior

to match the demandsofa given situation and to make a favorable

impression on others. In contrast, persons low on that dimension

show a higher degree of consistency: they remain much the same

across situations, even if this is harmful to their “image.” Persons

high on self-monitoring are also generally better at managingtheir

own nonverbal cues: they are more successful at concealing their

true emotionsor at conveying false ones to other persons(for

example, Friedman & Miller-Herringer, 1991).

Given the flexibility and social skills of high self-monitors,it

seems reasonable to expect that they would be better at handling

conflict than low self-monitors. Someevidencefor this prediction

has been obtained.In the study of personality and organizational

conflict described earlier (Baron, 1989), managers completed a

questionnaire designed toassess their level of self-monitoring. As

predicted, those high on self-monitoring reported experiencing

fewer conflicts with others and were also more inclined than low
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self-monitors to resolve conflicts through collaboration or com-
promise (rather than avoidance or competition). Additionalre-
search relating self-monitoring to other aspects of interpersonal
behavior, including mentoring (Turban & Dougherty, 1994) and
impression management (Fandt & Ferris, 1990), will be described
below.

Influence

Efforts by one person to influence one or more others—to change
others’ attitudes or behavior—constitute a very commonaspectof
interpersonalrelations. Manydifferenttactics are used for this pur-
pose, including subtle procedures involving multiple requests (for
example, foot-in-the-door and door-in-the-face tactics), persuasion,
inspirational appeals, and even direct commands(Cialdini, 1988;
Yukl & Falbe, 1990; Yukl & Tracey, 1992). Individual difference fac-
tors enter into the picture primarily through their impact on the
extent to which thetargets of influencetactics are resistant to such
procedures (in other words, some personsare moreresistantto in-
fluence than others); and these differences are in turn linked to
several personality factors.

Oneof these, knownaspersonal control, involves individuals’
motivation to maintain control over the events in their lives
(Burger, 1992). (Personal control should be distinguished from locus
of control, which refers to generalized expectancies held byindi-
viduals concerning the extent to which the outcomesthey experi-
ence are undertheir own control; see, for example, Rotter, 1990.
However, the two constructs are clearly related in certain respects.)
Individuals high on this characteristic are often moreresistant to
efforts at persuasion than personslow on this dimension (Burger,
1987). This is especially true whenit is not clear whether the
actionsof others are intendedas tactics of influence. For example,
considersituations in which one personoffers help to another.Is
such aid providedforstrictly unselfish reasons, or is it intended as
a meansofestablishing IOUsthat must later be repaid (perhaps
with interest)? Burger (1992) predicts that in situations such as
this, persons high on the needfor personal controlwill be very sen-
sitive to the latter possibility and thuswill react more negatively to
unsolicited help. A study by Daubman (1993) provides supportfor
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this reasoning. She hadpairs of participants work independently

on a set of puzzles. Each person then received feedback suggesting

that he or she had doneonly average work butthat the other per-

son present had done quite well. (Both persons actually received

identical feedback.) At this point, participants either did or did not

receive an unsolicited helpful hint from the other person on how

to solve the set of puzzles. Whenlater asked to express their reac-

tions to the help they received, individuals high on the needfor

personal control reported more negative reactions than those low

on the need for personal control. For example, fully 50 percent of

the high-desire-for-control groupsaid that receiving help was irri-

tating, while only 22 percentof the low-desire-for-control group

reported such reactions.
A secondfactorthat plays arole in reactions to influenceis self-

esteem—the extent to which individuals hold positive or negative

views about themselves. In general, people high on theself-esteem

dimension are moreresistant to persuasion than persons low on

self-esteem, primarily because those high on self-esteem have

greater confidence in their ownjudgments and opinions (Rajecki,

1989).
Self-monitoring, too, seemsto be related to resistance to influ-

ence. As notedearlier, high selfmonitors are more concerned with

makinga favorable impression on others than low self-monitors

are. This suggests that high self-monitors should be more recep-

tive than low self-monitors to influence attempts from personsthey

find attractive. In contrast, since low self-monitors are more con-

cerned with being right than with making a good impression,they

should be morereceptive than high self-monitors to influence

attempts from personsthey view as expert in a particular area. Both

of these predictions have been confirmed (DeBono & Harnish,

1988), so it appears that self-monitoring, too, is related to resis-

tance to persuasion.

An additional individual difference factor that has often been

viewed as being linked to acceptanceof influence is gender. Specif-

ically, it has long been assumedthat females are more susceptible

to several form of influence—amongthem, conformity pressure

and persuasion—than males. While early efforts to study this possi-

bility seemed to confirm it (for example, Crutchfield, 1955), more

recent research has generally yielded negative results (Steffen &
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Eagly, 1985). When males and females are equally expert in the
areas where influenceis applied, they do not appearto differ in
termsofsusceptibility to such efforts (Sistrunk & McDavid, 1971).
Similarly, when males and females are equal in status or compe-
tence, there is no indication that females are more opento influ-
ence than males (Eagly & Wood, 1982; Maupin & Fisher, 1989).

Finally, it has often been suggested that resistance to persua-
sion increases with age—that people tend to becomeincreasingly
rigid and closed-mindedas they grow older. While somefindings
offer support for this view, which is sometimes known as the
“impressionable years hypothesis” (Krosnick & Alwin, 1989), the

weight of existing evidence points to the conclusion that mostindi-
viduals remain opento attitude change (as induced byinfluence
or simply their own experiences) throughoutlife (Tyler & Schuller,
1991). In sum, contrary to long-heldbeliefs, we do not necessarily
grow increasingly resistant to influence as weage.

Leadership

In an importantsense, leadershipis closely linked to the issue of
influence: leadership is often defined as a process through which
one memberofa group(its leader) influences other group mem-
bers toward the attainmentofspecific group goals (Yukl, 1989). It
is clear, however, that there is more to leadership than influence.

Leaders andfollowers often form close and complexrelationships;
and, as noted by Graen and Scandura (1987), the nature of these
relationships can vary greatly across different leader-member
dyads. Further, the role of leaders in group processes appearsto
changeradically over time as groups develop andthesituations
they confrontalter (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988). Whatever the
basic nature of leadership, however, there is growing recognition
of the fact that individual difference factors play an importantrole
in this process.

First, in contrast to the findings of early research, recent inves-
tigations designed to determine whetherleaderspossessspecific
traits that distinguish them from followers has yielded positive
results. Summarized belowarethe keytraits identified as charac-
teristics of successful leaders:
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Characteristics Description

Drive Ambition, high energy, tenacity,
initiative, desire for achievement

Honesty, integrity Trustworthiness, reliability, openness
Leadership motivation Desire to exercise influence over

others in order to reach shared goals
Self-confidence High degreeof trust in one’s own

abilities

Cognitive ability Intelligence, ability to integrate and
interpret large amounts of diverse

| information

Flexibility Ability to adapt leadershipstyle to
needs of followers and changing
external conditions

Creativity High degreeof originality
Expertise Knowledge of group activities, tech-

nical expertise

While these traits do not distinguish all leaders from all fol-
lowers, they do seem applicable to many leadership contexts. Thus,
as noted by Kirkpatrick and Locke (1991, p. 58), who have focused
on this issue, “[I]t is unequivocally clear that leaders are notlike

other people. Leaders do not have to be great men or women by
being intellectual geniuses or omniscient prophets to succeed, but
they do need to havethe ‘right stuff’ and this stuff is not equally
presentin all people.”

Second,several major theories of leadership call attention to
the potential role of individual difference factors in determining
leadership effectiveness. For example, Fiedler’s Contingency The-
ory suggests that a leader’s position along the dimensionofesteem
for least-preferred co-worker (LPC) is a crucial determinant of leader
effectiveness (Fiedler, 1978). Specifically, leaders who are high on
this dimension—oneswhoexpressa high level of esteem for even
their least-preferred co-workers—are, accordingto the theory, most
effective when the leader’s situational control is moderate, while

low LPC leaders—ones who expressa low level of esteem for their
least-preferred co-workers—are mosteffective when the leader’s
situational controlis either very low orvery high.
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Third, research on whatis generally termed chansmatic or trans-
formational leadership suggests that leaders asserting such leader-
ship seem to possess certain characteristics that allow them to exert
profoundeffects upon their followers (Bass, 1985; Conger, 1991;

Howell & Avolio, 1993). Such leaders, for example,are often stir-

ring speakers—eloquentindividuals with an outstandingability to
manage their own expressive and nonverbalcues so as to generate
high levels of excitement and enthusiasm amongtheirlisteners
(Bass, 1985). Similarly, such leaders are usually adept at formulat-
ing andstating a vision—an image of what their group, organi-
zation, or even nation could (and perhaps should) become. For
example, consider the words of Martin Luther King,Jr., in his
famous “I Have a Dream”speech: “So I say to you, myfriends, that

even though we mustface the difficulties of today and tomorrow,
I still have a dream.It is a dream deeply rooted in the American
dream that one day this nation will rise up andlive out the true
meaning of its creed—we hold these truthsto beself-evident, that

all men are created equal. This will be the day whenall of God’s
children will be able to sing with new meaning,‘My country,’tis of
thee, sweet land ofliberty.’”

Other qualities shown by transformational leaders include an
unusually high level of self-confidence, a high degree of concern

for and recognition of followers’ needs, and the ability to “read”
others’ reactions quickly and accurately. When these characteris-
tics are combined,a clear basis for the tremendous impactoftrans-
formational leaders emerges—onethatrests, at least in part, on
their possession of several personal characteristics.

Finally, some evidence indicates that leaders’ cognitive abilities
mayplaya role in their effectiveness and in the performance of
their groups. According to Fiedler and Garcia’s Cognitive Resource
Theory (1987), leaders’ intellectual abilities influence the perfor-
manceof their groups, but the impact of such abilities is mediated
by several additional factors. One of these variablesis the extent to
which leaders are directive—thatis, the degree to which they give
concrete instructions and orders to their followers. Cognitive
Resource Theory argues that whenleadersare highly directive,
their intellectual abilities play an importantrole in group perfor-
mance;for the higherthese abilities are, the better are the plans,
decisions, and strategies that leaders communicateto their fol-
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lowers. Whenleaders are notdirective, however, their intelligence

is less important in determining group performance,since non-
directive leaders do not impose their plans and decisions on fol-
lowers. This theory suggests that a second factor mediating leaders’
cognitive abilities and group performanceis the level of stress that
leaders face. Whenstressis relatively low, leaders focus primarily
on task-related issues andtheir intellectual abilities are closely
linked to group performance. When,on the other hand,stressis
high, leaders’ attention may be diverted to matters not directly

linked to task performance.In thatcase,their intellectualabilities

have little chance to influence group performance (Fiedler &
Garcia, 1987).

Several studies offer support for these suggestions. For exam-

ple, in one such investigation (Fiedler & Leister, 1977), Army in-

fantry squad leaders rated the level of stress they experienced with
their supervisors. Ratings of the squad leaders’ performance (pro-
vided by the supervisors),and a measureoftheir intellectual abil-
ity (from Army records) were also obtained. Whenthese factors
were correlated, it was found that under conditions of low reported
stress, the squad leaders’ intelligence was moderately correlated
with their performance (r= 0.43). Under conditionsof highstress,

however, this relationship was much weaker (r= -.01).
In sum,it appears that leaders’ intellectual abilities do affect

the performanceof their groups, but only undercertain condi-
tions. As is true in manyotherspheresoflife, high intelligence,in
andofitself, is no guarantee of success whereleadership is con-
cerned. Other factors seem to determine when,and to whatextent,

leaders’ intellectual abilities contribute to effectiveness in this
importantrole.

Mentoring

While there are many steps that young personsjoining an organi-
zation can take to improvetheir chancesofsuccess, one of the most
important—andbeneficial—is that of obtaining a mentor. Thereis

growing evidence that mentoring—the process through which a
more experienced employee (the mentor) advises, counsels, and
otherwise aids the personal developmentof a new employee (the
protégé)—can behighly beneficial to the new employee’s personal
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success (Whitely, Dougherty, & Dreher, 1991). Apparently, men-
tors aid their protégés in many different ways: they build their
confidence, nominate them for promotions, provide them with
opportunities to demonstrate their competence,andcall them to
the attention of top management(Olian, Carroll, Giannantonio,
& Feren, 1988). Needlessto say, all these activities can help ad-
vance a protégé’s career.

Unfortunately, not all young employees obtain mentors. Men-
torship is encouragedto a greater degree in some organizations

than others. Regrettably, there is some evidence that women and
minorities are at a disadvantage wherethe chances of obtaining a
mentor are concerned (Ragins & Cotton, 1993; D. A. Thomas,

1993). Recent findings indicate that individual difference factors,
too, may play a role in this regard. In a study conducted with
several hundred recent business school graduates, Turban and
Dougherty (1994) investigated the potential role of three aspects
of personality in the initiation of mentoring relationships. They

predicted that persons high on thelocus of control dimension (so-
called internals, or those who believe that they can control their
own outcomes), persons high onself-monitoring, and personshigh
on the Big Five dimension of emotional stability would make more
efforts to establish mentoring relationships than externals, lowself-
monitors, or persons low on emotionalstability. Further, they pre-

dicted that these efforts would be linked to the mentoring actually
received: in other words, the greater the efforts of potential pro-
tégés to initiate mentoring relationships, the more successful they
would be in this regard.

To test these predictions, Turban and Dougherty (1994) asked

participants to complete a survey containing measuresof the three
personality characteristics noted above, the extent to which partici-
pants soughtto initiate mentoringrelationships, and the amount
of mentoring they actually received. In addition, the survey also

contained questionsrelating to career attainment(salary and pro-
motions) and perceived career success (respondents’ perceptions
of how successful they were). Results offered clear supportfor the
major predictions. The three personality characteristics were
indeed linked to efforts to initiate mentoring; and the greater
these efforts, the more mentoring participants reported receiving.

In addition, the more mentoringindividuals received, the greater
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their career attainment. Thus, as found in previous research,

obtaining a mentoryielded concrete, beneficial results for the
study participants. Further, as reported in other recentinvestiga-
tions (see Dreher & Ash, 1990), there is no indication that women

are less likely than malesto initiate mentoringrelationships or to
obtain mentoring experiences. Onepossible interpretation ofthis
findingis that as increasing numbers ofwomen have entered the
workforce and movedinto positions of management,the avail-
ability of potential mentors for young female employees has
increased. However, further evidence is needed before any firm
conclusions can be reachedinthis respect. In any case, the find-
ings reported by Turban and Dougherty (1994) suggest that per-
sonality characteristics do play a role in the establishment of
mentor-protégé relationships (and therefore in the career success
of many individuals).

Impression Management

The desire to make a favorable impression on othersis a strong
one—andfor goodreason. Favorable initial impressions often
translate into such concrete benefits as being hired for a job,
obtaining a large order from a potential customer, and—ina very
different.sphere of life—entering a desirable romantic relation-
ship (Giacalone 8& Rosenfeld, 1989). The result is that individuals
often engage in impression managemeni—specific tactics designed to
enhance the impression they make on others. Manydifferenttac-
tics can be used for this purpose. Onelarge group of impression
management proceduresinvolvesefforts at self-enhancement—
improving one’s appearance, name-dropping, or making positive
statements about one’s own experience or competence. Othertac-
tics center aroundthetask of other-enhancement—flattering oth-
ers, expressing agreementwith their views, showing a highlevel of
interest in them, or seeking their advice and feedback (Morrison
& Bies, 1991).

Are some people better at using such strategies than others, or
at least more willing to use them? Research findings suggest that
such differences do exist—that there are individual differences with
respect to the use of impression management. Perhaps the most
important personal characteristic in this respectis self-monitoring.
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Theresults of several studies indicate that high self-monitors, with
their high degree offlexibility, outstanding ability to managetheir
own nonverbalcues, and high degreeof sensitivity to others’ reac-
tions, are more adeptat impression managementthanlow self-
monitors are. This fact is clearly illustrated by an ingeniousstudy
conducted by Fandtand Ferris (1990). In this investigation, cus-
tomer service employees in a telecommunications corporation

were asked to make decisions aboutrealistic problems they might

face on the job—for example, a powerfailure on a hot summer
afternoon.Participants first decided howto proceedin thesesitu-
ations and then wrotea brief reportjustifying their decisionsto
their supervisors. Under conditions of high accountability (when

they were responsible for the results of their decisions), partici-
pants high on self-monitoring transmitted more information
reflecting favorably on their decisions and more defensive infor-
mation (that is, information that shifted the blamefor possible mis-
takes to others) than did participants low on self-monitoring. In
other words, high self-monitors engaged in impression manage-
ment to a greater extent than low self-monitors: they were more
likely to distort the flow of upward informationso as to place them-
selves in a favorable light. Additional findings indicate that such
impression managementtactics often work: they do succeed in
inducing more favorable reactions from others (Kacmar, Delery,
& Ferris, 1992). To the extentthatthis is true, high self-monitors
maywell enjoy a real edge in situations where makinga goodfirst
impression counts.

For a summary of empirical findings linking self-monitoring

(along with all the other individual difference factors discussed in
this chapter) with organizational behavior, see Table 9.1.

Some Concluding Thoughts:
A Look Back and a Look Ahead

Ten years ago, leading textbooks in I/O psychology and organiza-
tional behavior devoted scant attention to individual difference
variables. Indeed, many expressed considerable skepticism about
the potential role of such factors in work-related behavior. For
example, consider the topic of leadership. In discussing this impor-
tant process, most texts suggested that the “great person” theory
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Table 9.1. Individual Difference Factors and Organizational
Behavior: A Summary of Empirical Findings.
 

 

— Individual
Organizational Difference
Behavior Variables Relationship/Findings

Cooperation Personal orientation Influencesrelative preferences
for cooperation and
competition.

Prosocial Positive affectivity Increases willingness to assist

organizational customers.
behavior Increases helping in

emergencies.

Belief in ajust world Increases helping in

emergencies.

Internal locus of Increases helping in
control emergencies.

Aggression Type A behavior Increases aggression.
pattern
Hostile attributional Increases aggression.

bias

Internal locus of Increases aggression in
control response to provocation.

Gender Males morelikely to engage in
direct forms of aggression;
females morelikely to engage
in indirect forms of aggression.

Big Five dimensions White-collar criminals higher
in extraversion, lower in con-

scientiousness than others.

Organizational Type A behavior Higherincidence of conflicts
conflict pattern than Type B’s; Type A’s more

likely to experience escalation
of commitment.

Self-monitoring Low self-monitors experience
higher numberof conflicts
with others.

Influence Personal control Persons high in personal
control harderto influence.
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Table 9.1. Individual Difference Factors and Organizational
Behavior: A Summary of Empirical Findings, Cont'd.
 

 

Individual
Organizational Difference
Behavior Variables Relationship/Findings

Self-esteem High self-esteem persons
harderto influence.

Self-monitoring High self-monitors more
receptive to influence.

Leadership Drive, honesty, self- Leaders higher than followers.
confidence, cognitive

ability, flexibility,
creativity, expertise

Mentoring Internal locus of Protégés high in these dimen-
control, self- sions morelikely to obtain
monitoring, emo- mentors than oneslow in

tionalstability these dimensions.

Impression Self-monitoring High self-monitors more
management successful at impression

management.
 

was wrong—dead wrong. Contrary to whatthis view suggests, most
texts argued, leaders and followers do not differ with respect to
measurabletraits. .

Now, of course, these bookstell a very different story; reflect-

ing a majorshift in scientific opinion within the fields of I/O psy-
chology and organizational behavior, they indicate that leaders and
followers do indeed differ in important ways (see, for example,
Greenberg & Baron, 1995). In a corresponding manner,individ-
ual difference factors have reappeared in the discussion of many

other topics as well—for example, discussions ofjob satisfaction
(Keller, Bouchard, Arvey, Segal, & Dawis, 1992) and person-job fit

(Fricko & Beehr, 1992), to mention just a few. What accounts for

this change? Mainly, I believe, growing sophistication with respect
to the nature of individual difference factors. Systematic research
on personality and related topics has greatly enhanced our under-
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standing of the key dimensions along which humanbeings differ
(for example, Digman, 1990). This basic research has in turn
placed efforts to identify possible links between individual differ-
ence factors and organizational behavior on a muchfirmerfoot-
ing. Given thisfact, it is not at all surprising that both the volume
and the elegance of organizational research dealing with individ-
ual difference factors has increased during the past decade.

Where do we go from here?It is my belief that organizational
researchers will continue to devote increasing attention to individ-
ual difference factors in the years ahead.A trendin this direction
is already apparentin the pagesof ourjournals (andis, of course,
underscored by the publication of this volume). I also predict that
such research will continue to be informedby insights emerging
from basic research on the nature of personality and other aspects
of individual differences. In this sense, then, the timingofthis vol-

umeis truly auspicious: by bringing together a wealth of evidence
on the nature and effects of individual difference factors, this book

will assist organizational researchers in their efforts to determine
how, why, and whensuch variables enter into the picture where
important forms of organizational behavior are concerned.
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Chapter Ten
  
 

Work Dysfunctions and
Mental Disorders
Rodney L. Lowman 

A readerrecently wrote to a major metropolitan newspaperto

complainthat she had been unfairly characterizedin anarticle the

newspaperhad run on workaholics. Thearticle listed a numberof

traits—including working more than forty hours a week,feeling

responsible for one’s work, and being energetic and competitive—

that were consideredtypical ofworkaholics. What wouldthis article

have to say about the great men and womenofhistory, the reader

wondered, whoapparently had a drive and commitment now con-

sidered suspect?
‘ The reader seemedto feel that what she apparently regarded

as being amongherstrongest features had been improperly char-

acterized in the article as a disease, a dysfunction.In hercase, the

behavior was presumably notdisruptive of her personallife or her

workitself and did not exact an unduetoll on her internal sense

of well-being. |
Psychologists might take a lesson from this individual and

proceed with caution in applying taxonomiesof disease and psy-

chological dysfunction to conditions affecting behavior in the

workplace. Indeed, one of the mostpersistent (and legitimate)

complaints about the too-commonpractice of translating almost

 

Note: | am pleased to acknowledge the thoughtful comments of Kevin Murphy

and Sheldon Zedeck onearlier drafts of this chapter.
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verbatim the theories developed in one framework (for example,
individual-level psychoanalysis) into another context (for example,
the investigation of organizational-level phenomena;see, among
others, Kets de Vries & Miller, 1984) has been the tendencyto

interpret too manyvariables in terms that seem to pathologize
behavior excessively. At the individual level, productive accom-
plishment may cometo be viewed as masking deep-seated un-
consciousconflicts or neurotic compulsions. However, the other
extreme, too often found amongtraditionally trained industrial
and organizational (I/O) psychologists, is to ignore altogether dys-
functional personalcharacteristics of psychogenic origin, disre-
gardingparticularly the effects of psychopathology on work. This
approachhasits limitationsas well.

If behaviorat work is a function of both whatthe individual
brings to thejob (Schneider, 1987) and what he or she encounters
once onthejob (the workitself, the physical setting, and the com-
plex sets of relationships [as interpreted by the individual] found
to be in place) (Katz & Kahn, 1978), it is important that psycholo-

gists study and understand how individual differences affect (and
potentially affect) problematic behavior at work. This is particularly
important in attempting toassess andassist in improving dysfunc-
tional work-role behavior.

To be a work dysfunction rather than simply a work orindi-

vidual difference characteristic (one that, in the case of patterns
of overcommitment, many employers may actually go to great
lengths to find and reward), the behavior at issue must in some way
negatively affect the individual, the work-role performance, and/or
the employer. Since problematic work behavior is almost always a
function of both the individual and the system within which the
behavioroccurs, it cannot be understood adequately without con-
sidering both characteristics of the individual (the primary focus
of this chapter) and characteristics of the work environment.

Whetherreflecting primarily preexisting conditions, charac-

teristics arising from the work or work setting, or some complex
mixture of factors, a consensually validated taxonomyofproblems
that can adversely affect personal work performanceis essential in
understandingindividual differences in work. We therefore need
a way of meaningfully categorizing individuals’ problematic work-
role behaviors.
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By focusing primarily on work difficulties associated with psy-
chological problems, this chapter necessarily establishes boundaries.
Such unquestionably important (but admittedly low-base-rate) phe-

nomenaas employee theft and workplace violence are not the con-
cern of this chapter.

In contrast to some commonly encountered approaches,this
chapter does not exclusively assume the perspective of the em-
ployer in seeking to understand or changepersonally dysfunctional
behaviorin the workrole. Rather, the aim is to identify, categorize,

and contextualize work difficulties of psychological origin. This ori-
entation is important, because dysfunctional work-related behav-
ior is not always evident to bystanders—for example, supervisors
and co-workers. An anxious individual may, for example,live in

dreadof giving a talk or even having a conversation with his or her

boss, but supervisors and co-workers may not be aware of the
employee’s personally experienced problem. In other words, the
adverse consequencesmayall be internal, resulting in no lessen-
ing of work quality or productivity. Still, from the perspective of
personal consequences, the behavior maybe noless dysfunctional.

Mappingthe Territory

Recent U.S.legislation (the 1990 Americanswith Disabilities Act
[ADA]; Fielder, 1994; Jones, 1990) made illegal the pro forma

exclusion from employmentconsideration of persons whocur-
rently experience, or whoin the past have experienced, mental dis-
orders or substance abuse disorders. Such conditions may be
consideredas possible grounds for employment exclusion only
after a decision has otherwise been made on a candidate’s employ-
ability for a particular position. Then, should an otherwise accept-
able candidate notbe hired on the basis of a mental condition (the

ADAalso covers physical conditions), it becomes the employer's
responsibility to demonstrate that the candidate’s condition
demonstrably would impairjob performance and reasonably could
not be accommodated. Therelationships between work capacity
and psychopathology have therefore becomeespecially important.

Butit is notjust hiring conditions and law compliance that
make work-psychopathology issues worth considering. In one form
or another, psychological disorders will affect a significant minority,
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if not the majority, of employees over the course of their work
lives. Employers need to know how to managesuch personseffec-
tively, and mental health interventionists need to learn how to
assess andtreat cases presenting with workdifficulties and psy-
chological problems. ©

The model of work and psychopathology presentedin this
chapteris therefore intended to provide both psychologists and
managers a conceptual map for beginningto considerlinkages
between psychopathology and work. In attempting to understand
problematic individual-level work-related behavior, we need to con-
sider at least three factors, each encompassing manyspecific vari-
ables. These factors, along with the hypothesized relationships
among them,are depicted in Figure 10.1.

Two major individual difference domains and two contextual
domainsare includedinthis figure. Of these four, two relate to
characteristics of the person,the third relates to characteristics of

the work setting or context, and the fourth relates to characteris-

tics of the homesetting or context. These will be examinedin turn.

Psychopathology

Circle A in Figure 10.1, encompassing psychopathology (mental or
behavioral disorders), includesthe traditional diagnostic categories

usedto classify psychological dysfunctions. The personal difficulties

encounteredby persons whose behavior meets diagnostic criteria
for psychopathology (difficulties that almost by definition have
adverse consequencesontheindividual’s personal life and sense of
well-being) may or may nothave relevance for the work role. The

origin of psychopathology may be genetic, associated with envi-
ronmental stressors, or responsive to some poor match ofpersonal
and environmental characteristics. Although anyone in any popu-
lation may manifest diagnosable psychopathology over the course
of his or herlife, in practice a predictable percentage of the popu-
lation (and, by implication, of the workforce) will actually experi-
ence diagnosable psychopathology at any particular time (and over
the course oftheirlives). Mental health epidemiology specializes
in describing both the incidence (numberof newcases) and the
prevalence (percentage of personsin the defined population expe-

riencing the disorderovera specified time period—for example,
six months,a year, or lifetime; Mezzich,Jorge, & Salloum, 1994)
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of psychopathology. Because individuals may experience more
than one disorder, either concurrently (incidencestatistics) or se-
quentially (prevalence of disorders over a person’s lifetime, or for
someother defined time period), the figures aboutto be cited do
not imply that there is no overlap amongpersons experiencing the
various mental disorders. Clearly, there is; the term comorbidity is
used to refer to this phenomenon(see Frances, Pincus, Widiger,

Davis, & First, 1994).

Recent data derived from cross-sectional (one-point-in-time)

studies for some of the commonly encountered mental disorders
include the following:

° Depression. Cross-sectional incidence of3 to 8 percent; de-
pressive symptomsprevalence of 13 to 20 percent (Blazeret
al., 1988).

© Generalized anxiety disorders. Lifetime prevalence of 5.1 percent;
current experience prevalence of 1.6 percent (Wittchen,

Zhao, Kessler, & Eaton, 1994).

e Personality disorders. Lifetime prevalence of 10 to 13 percent
(all types) (Weissman, 1993).

¢ Panic disorders. Lifetime prevalence of about 1 percent; lifetime
prevalence for panic attacks (a less severe form) of 9 percent
(Eaton, Kessler, Wittchen, & Magee, 1994; Wittchen & Essau,

1993).
© Obsessive-compulsive disorders. Annual prevalenceoffrom .4 to

1.8 percent (Weissmanetal., 1994).

° Schizophrenia. Lifetime prevalence of about 1 percent (Slater &
Cowie, 1971), seemingly true regardless of culture.

Studies such as those cited in the abovelist, usually sampling
on the basis of geographic place of residence rather than type or
site ofwork, have nottypically examinedthe effects of employment
or type of employment on mental status. A few studies, most no-
tably Kornhauser (1965) (see also Fletcher, 1988; Fraser, 1947),

have examined mentalhealth characteristics of employed persons,
sampling fromworkrather than from place of residence; but they
have notto date used sampling methodologies that ensure repre-
sentativeness ofworkers (or even of particular work populations),
nor are the studiesparticularly recent.
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Atleast in theory, the incidence of psychopathology among
employed populationsis not likely to match national probability
statistics for the general population.First, the most seriously dis-
turbed mental patients may notbe able to workatall (see Low-

man, 1993a; Schultheis & Bond, 1993), especially during acute
phasesof their disorders. Second (and, for our purposes, more
important), work organizations do notconsist of random collec-
tions of people moreor less matching general population charac-
teristics (Schneider, 1987). Since many mental health disorders

vary in incidence and prevalence on the basis of such factors as
gender and occupation, the risk and occurrence of mentaldiffi-
culties will likely also vary from one worksetting or type of orga-
nization to another. For example, work groupswith larger ratios
of females to males would be expected to find their employeesat
higherrisk for rates ofvarious disorders, including depression (see
Charney & Weissman, 1988; Dick, Bland, & Newman, 1994; Kessler,

McGonagle, Swartz, Blazer, & Nelson, 1993; Weissmanetal., 1993),

panic disorders (Wittchen etal., 1994), and generalized anxiety
disorder (Wittchen & Essau, 1993), exceeding base rates foundin

the general (mixed-sex) population. Conversely, groups having
more males than females may have higherrates of substance abuse
(Bucholz, 1992; Chou, 1994; Grant, 1993; Robbins & Martin, 1993)

and antisocial personality disorder (Swanson, Bland, & Newman,
1994), among other mental disorders, than mixed-sex populations
do. Additionally, certain types of work are likely to attract people
with higheror lowerrates of psychopathology. As a result, the occu-
pational base rates for the experience of psychological difficulties
overthe life spectrum maynotreflect the base rates of the general
population (see Lowman, 1989, 1991, 1993a; ‘Tuomietal., 1991).

Organizations employing creatively talented individuals, for exam-
ple, are at apparently higher risk of having members who experi-
ence affective disorders (seeJamison, 1989, 1993).

Whenweconsiderthe incidence and prevalence of mental dis-
orders, we are inevitably speaking of conditions that in almostall
instances (except perhapsfor highly atypical populations, such as
the unemployed, residents of psychiatric hospitals, or employees
in unusually stress-laden work environments) characterize a minor-
ity of personsat any one time. However,a sizable proportion of the
working population, taken collectively, will be affected over the
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course of their employment(as the above-noted lifetime preva-
lencestatistics suggest). The effect on work (and on the workplace
itself) of mental disordersis therefore a legitimate concern of man-
agers and psychologists alike.

Unfortunately, there are significant problems in using tradi-
tional mental disorder taxonomiesfor purposes of explaining or
predicting work behavior. Even assumingthevalidity for their
intended purposesof existing nosological categories of mental dys-
function (which are notwithouttheir difficulties; see, for example,

Widiger & Trull, 1991), by themselves these categories have no rea-
son to be expected to predict a person’s capacity to work. This lim-
itation arises because these categories were not designed forthat

purpose, because for the most part they have not been evaluated
in that application, and because a range of work-related behavior

_ might be expected among those unambiguously meetingdiag-
nostic criteria for particular psychiatric conditions. For example,
if two persons both experience a diagnostic entity such as major

depression (American Psychiatric Association, 1994), one of them

may continue to function effectively in the workplace (perhaps the
individual’s only conflict-free area of life performance) while
anotheris so generally withdrawn that capacity to function at work
is severely limited. This is not to assert that assessment of the capac-
ity of such personsto work is inappropriate; however, a psychiatric
diagnostic scheme may notconstitute the best metric or organiz-
ing device for such assessment. The diagnosis alonetells us rather
little about the person’s capacity for work.

Psychopathology and Work

Conceptually, there are several aspects of Figure 10.1 that bear
elaboration in considering both how psychopathology canaffect
the work role and how the workrole can affect psychological well-
being. This figure suggests that although psychopathology (partial
circle A in the figure) may impact work-role behavior (intersect C
and arrow in thefigure), it may also be experienced indepen-
dent of manifest on-the-job behavioraldifficulties. As an example,
a person may be depressed because of events associated with work
(for example, a demotion or reduction in force) or because of

characteristics of the workplace (for example, a lack of connection
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between an individual’sjob effort and his or her reward outcome).
Suchfactors (see arrow 1 of the diagram) may create psychopathol-
ogy (for example, depression) in a previously unaffected individ-

ual; that is, the depression might otherwise not have existed in this

person,at least notat this particular time. Conversely, an individ-
ual may experience work problems because of non-work-related
depression (for example, after the loss of a loved one; arrow 3 in
the figure). Whetherthis clinically depressed individual will also

experience difficulty in the work role (intersect C and arrow 5 in

the figure) will depend on a numberoffactors, such as the perva-
siveness of the depression and the extent to which (1) the work pro-
vides the individual with social support (Melamed, Kushnir, & Meir,

1991), (2) there is prior vulnerability (Cherry, 1978), and (3) the

individual can compartmentalize work and nonworkin such a man-
ner that events in the onefail to have much impacton the other.
Thespecific interaction between particular types of psychopathol-
ogy and specific types of working conditionscan,at this stage of
knowledge, only be hypothesized, because of the absence of much

evidence in the literature and because there are individual differ-
ences in response to the same objective workplace characteristics.

As of this writing, the empirical relationship between specific
formsofpsychopathology and work performance remains (perhaps
surprisingly) largely uncharted. Note that the diagnostic criteria put
forth in such manuals as the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual ofMen-

tal Disorders (DSM-IV; American Psychiatric Association, 1994) in-

clude very few diagnostic categories that in any direct way address
the work role. Moreover, such schemas generally presumethat the
described conditions are mostly a function of the person rather
than of the environment(or the person-environment match) and

imply that the appropriate level of intervention to ameliorate the
described conditionsis individual.

Perhapsthe inattention of the DSM-IVandits predecessorsto
the issue ofwork partially reflects the inattention of the mental dis-
orderliterature to the empirical or theoretical study of work. Only
in recentyears has there emerged what even nowisa scantliterature
examining the effects of mental disorders on the capacity to work.

Oddly, despite a limited empirical literature, assessments con-
ducted for purposes of determiningfitness for duty (that is, voca-
tional assessments) have for many years been used as a common
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part of the process of disability assessment. However, this enterprise
has been driven morebya test-based than a theory- or research-
based approach. The psychological measures used in vocational
assessments of fitness for duty (typically, a brief neurological
screening device, a standardizedtest of intelligence, and person-

ality measures, perhaps one projective and one objective test; for
example, Firman, 1985) appear to derive more from the ubiquity
of their use in other contexts than from an empiricalbase.In dis-
ability assessment, these measuresaretypically used by clinicians
to attach specific manual-based diagnoses; when the results of these
measures are combined with medical reports and other data, dis-

ability examiners somehow make determinations as to whetheror
not a personis disabled or should receive disability payments, often
indefinitely.

The difficulty with these types of psychological assessments is
that mental disorder diagnoses, by themselves, may havelittle to
say aboutthe capacity to work. The trouble arises from applying
categories developed from one system (theclassification of men-
tal disorders for purposes of diagnosis and treatment) to a new
purpose (in this case, the determination of whetheroneis able to
work) without benefit of new validation efforts. The inherent

poverty of this approachis suggested by the increasing evidence

that not only are persons who have beenassignedcertain diag-
nostic labels in manycasesable to learnjob skills and to work(see,
for example, Clement, Siegel, & Gaylord-Ross, 1992; J. S. Wodarski,

L. A. Wodarski, & Kim, 1989) but also that at least some such con-

ditions mayactually benefit from work.

_ Conceptually, a mental dysfunction is not necessarily a work
dysfunction, though it may in someinstances have implications for
the workrole. It is unfortunate, however, that except for one diag-
nostic category (“occupational problem” [V62.20]) there are no
DSM-IV categories related to work dysfunctions. This manual
describesits single work-related diagnostic category as follows:
“This category can be used whenthe focusof clinical attention is
an occupational problem that is not due to a mental disorderor,
if itis due to a mentaldisorder,is sufficiently severe to warrant
independentclinical attention. Examplesincludejob dissatisfac-
tion and uncertainty about career choices” (American Psychiatric

Association, 1994, p. 685).



WorK DYSFUNCTIONS AND MENTAL DISORDERS 481

The newiteration of this widely used classification manual
eliminated from its prior version (American Psychiatric Associa-
tion, 1987) the one additional relevant diagnostic category
(“adjustmentdisorder with work or academic inhibition” [309.23])

related to work, even though manytypes of mental disorders
clearly have potential implications for the capacity to work (see
Lowman, 1989, 1993a). Yet this same revised manual providesdiag-
nostic criteria for somethirty separate diagnostic entities thought
necessary to categorize andclassify sexual disorders. From the per-
spective of the DSM-IV, it is difficult to escape the conclusion that
work, in contrast to sex, is viewed as irrelevant to mental health.

(More charitably, if unlikely, perhaps there are more things that
can go wrongwith sex than with work!) Psychologists and other
interested groups must therefore look to other systems (or create
their own) to describe what from an individual standpoint can go

wrong in the workrole.

Work-Related Dysfunctions

Acceptingthatit is useful to be able to categorize work dysfunc-

tions and that the current taxonomiesfor psychological classifica-
tion schemasare notwell suited for that purpose, what are the
desired characteristics of such systems? An alternative diagnostic
classification system for work dysfunctions—thatis, one that does

not begin with existing mental disease diagnostic categories—

would ideally have these characteristics: (1) it would be organized

around work capacity or dysfunction rather than psychological

health or mental dysfunction perse, (2) it would be able to cover

a broad rangeoftypes of work and types of workdifficulties, (3) it

would haveutility in describing and predicting behaviorin the

workrole, and (4) it would have therapeutic implications.
Circle B of Figure 10.1 includes conditions in the taxonomyof

work dysfunctionsthat I developed (by synthesizing the existinglit-
erature andclinical findings and organizing them in termsoftheir
theoretical commonalities) and presented in considerable detail in
Counseling and Psychotherapy of Work Dysfunctions (Lowman, 1993a).
The personally experienced difficulties listed in that taxonomy
(reproduced below) share in commonthatthey (1) clearly address
the work role, not mental disorders perse, (2) addressissues largely
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of psychological origin, and (3) are disruptive enough to cause
impairmentin the capacity to work or to create adverse psycholog-
ical consequences.

This taxonomyprovides an organizing device orclassification

system and represents an initial attempt at categorization.It is
intended to provide a frameworkfor classifying individual-level
problems experienced in the workrole. It aims to come closer to
meetingthecriteria listed above than do existing nosological sys-
tems. The general categories ofwork dysfunctions, and syndromes
associated with each category, includethe following:

A Taxonomy of Work Dysfunctions

1. Patterns of undercommitment
Underachievement
Temporary production impediments
Procrastination
Occupational and/or organizational mismatch
Fear of success
Fearoffailure

2. Patterns of overcommitment
Obsessive-compulsive addiction to the work role
Type A behavior pattern
Job and occupational burnout

3. Anxiety in the work role
Performance anxiety
Generalized anxiety

4. Depression in the workrole .
Work-related depression
Work-affecting depression not of work-related origin

5. Personality disorders affecting work
6. Life-role conflicts
7. Transient, situational stress

8. Other psychologically relevant work difficulties

Patterns ofUndercommitment

Thefirst general category of work-related dysfunctions includesa
numberofpatterns ofundercommitment,all ofwhich entail some
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significant failure to commit to the workrole, either because of
psychological conditions or because of a mismatch betweenrole
demandsandindividual capabilities. Specific examples include
underachievement—a persistent discrepancy betweenability and work-

related achievement; temporary production impediments— short-term
disruptionsof the ability to work effectively, particularly associated
with withdrawal and depression; procrastination—persistent (often
cyclic) failure to initiate or to complete tasks associated with work-
specific, goal-directed activity; occupational and/or organizational mis-

match—a serious discrepancy betweentheinterest-ability-personality

characteristics called for by the career and/or organization and the

individual’s own careerprofile; fear ofsuccess—an undercommitment
pattern in which successis characteristically avoided primarily due

to unconsciousfactors; andfearoffailure—avoidanceoftask-related

activities likely to result in, or to enhance the chancesof, success in

goal-related activities.

Patterns ofOvercommitment

In patterns of overcommitment, the affected individualis so at-
tached to the work role that it extracts a punitive price from the
individual and perhaps from familial well-being. Work performance
itself may or may notbe affected. Specific patterns include obsessvve-

compulsive addiction to the work role—a neurotically driven addiction

to work that has dysfunctional consequences, mostlikely in one’s

own personalwell-being but possibly (though notnecessarily) also

in work performance; Type A behaviorpattern—a well-definedset of

personal characteristics that include time urgency, overvaluation of

the work role, and, amongthe more pathological features, free-

floating anger/hostility; although this syndromewas first articulated

and remains widely researched in the health behavior context (see

Friedman & Rosenman, 1974; Strube, 1991), here the concern is

with the patternasit relates to functionality in work-role perfor-

mance;job and occupational burnout—a pattern likely to be associated
with an interaction of essentially positive personal characteristics

(overcommitmentto “impossible” goals in the context of high occu-

pational commitment) andcharacteristics of the workitself (specif-

ically, role overload, low extrinsic reward, and workactivities that

strain the work role; see Maslach &Jackson, 1984).
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Anxiety in the Work Role

Anxiety in the work role can take the form of performance anxiety
(that is, anxiety specific to particularjob-related performances;for
example, anxiety about public speaking), or it can take the form
of generalized anxiety, affecting a wider range of workroles.

Depression in the Work Role

Depression, a pattern of withdrawal, can precede andcause diffi-
culties in the work role or be caused by other problemsin the work
role. Subtypes include work-related depression—a category (framed
as an extension of the original model) used to describe depression
that originates in or from the workrole andarises as the conse-

quence of somedifficulty in the work role in a person whowas not

already depressed—and work-affecting depression not of work-related

ongin—a Category used to describe depression that arises from
non-work-related factors but nonetheless affects the work role (for

example, the major depression someone experiencesafter the loss
of a loved one,affecting that person’s work).

Personality Disorders Affecting Work

Associated with characterdifficulties (that is, entrenched dysfunc-
tional behaviorthat cuts across a widevariety of situations), prob-

lemsin this category depict aspects of behaviorthat are persistent,

are quite difficult to change, and have,in this context, demon-

strable impact on the workrole. At present, the DSM-IVpersonality
disorderclassification system is retained for this categorization and
for the work implications of each disorder identified’ (see Lowman,
1993a).

Life-Role Conflicts

This category includes work-role difficulties that arise because
one’s work andlife roles are in conflict. A new parent whoalso
serves in a very demandingjobrole, for example, may experience
adverse consequencesaffecting both work and personalwell-being
beyondthose ordinarily experienced.

Transient, Situational Stress

Personssuffering from work dysfunctionsin this category experi-
ence work-role difficulties of a short-term nature, such as difficul-
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ties in adjusting to a new, somewhatautocratic supervisoror to the
uncertainty associated with massive layoffs. Though such circum-
stances may be time-limited, they arouse serious concernorpsy-

chological difficulties for the time period affected.

Other Psychologically Relevant Work Difficulties

This miscellaneous category includes other nonclassified work-role
difficulties, including serious impairments in workability associ-
ated with perceptual distortions, such as those accompanyingcer-
tain psychotic disturbances.

Implications ofthe Taxonomy ofWork Dysfunctions

Where doesthe work dysfunctions taxonomytake us that the DSM-
IV, for example, does not? As a model of individual differences in

behavior in the workplace, this categorization scheme attempts to
identify individual-level problemsspecific to the workrole rather
than to apply mental disorder categories to a new purposeandset-
ting. Because each of the categories (independently) has received
considerable research attention (see Lowman, 1993a,for a review),

the further research neededatthis timeis not in establishing the
existence of these particular conditions;it is in designing broad-
brush instruments that can be used for differential assessment and

treatment andin establishing the relationships between and
amongthe conditions. In principle, these conditions and cate-
gories should lend themselves much more readily to workplace
applications than do existing models and measuring instruments
addressing mental disorders.

The Influence of Context: The Work and Home Environments

Whetherpsychopathology or work dysfunctionswill adversely affect
work performance dependsonthe type of psychopathology and
the context in whichit is experienced. Two majorfactorsare rel-
evant here: characteristics of the work setting and thoseof the
family, or nonwork, context. Boxes D and E in Figure 10.1 depict
aspects of the workplace or of the workitself that have been
demonstrated to have impact on individually experienced diffi-
culties in the work role. Box D encompasses both objective aspects
of the work, such as the nature of the work tasks themselves, and
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subjectively experienced workfactors, such as authority structures
and the perception of the interpersonal relationships among one’s
fellow workers(if there are any). Characteristics of the work role

may mitigate, exacerbate, or even be responsible for creating indi-
vidually experienced dysfunction.

Thevariables containedin box D reflect widely studied aspects

of factors influencing individual work behavior andwill not be dis-
cussed further here. Greater research attention is currently needed
concerning the interaction ofworking conditions both with tradi-
tional psychopathology variables (arrow 1 in Figure 10.1) and with
the more recently articulated work dysfunctions model (arrow 3 in
Figure 10.1). Such studieswill help to develop a sounderbasis than

currently exists for matching career and work characteristics with
specific types of work dysfunctions (or psychopathology).

Finally, consistent with research findings (for example, Cooper
& Payne, 1988; Katz & Kahn, 1978), the model hypothesizes that

work performancecan beadversely affected by working conditions

and workin either direction (as represented by the arrowsin the
figure). Workplace characteristics (authority structures, role ambi-
guity, and so on) and the workitself may exacerbate or ameliorate
psychopathology (arrows 1 and6 in Figure 10.1).

The potentially positive effects of work on psychopathology
also bear elaboration. The positive (or therapeutic) value ofwork
in relationship to psychopathology has been neglected in both
research andpractice. To the extent that work (except, perhaps,
for certain atypical types ofwork, such as creative pursuits) is reality-
based,is typically structured, and requires interpersonal contact
(if only that of being in the presence of other people), it has the
capacity to improvethereality orientation of persons experienc-
ing psychological disturbance.It can also provide a source ofsocial
support, thereby potentially lessening the psychopathology and
enhancingself-esteem. While in some disorders, this may fuel the
psychological defense mechanism of denial, the net effect on men-
tal well-being can certainly be positive. In effect, the psychologi-
cally disturbed patient may conclude,“I may [for example] be
depressed, butat least I can still hold ajob.”

Conversely, and perhaps better recognized—at least among
plaintiffs’ attorneys (see Eisner, 1984)—the work role mayalso
have adverse impact on psychological well-being, particularly on
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persons with psychiatric vulnerabilities. To the extent thatjob
duties exceed a person’s permanentor temporary capacity or that
the work environmentis overly controlling, fails to provide posi-

tive feedback or needed social support (for example, Katz & Kahn,
1978; Melamed, Kushnir, & Meir, 1991), or makes no effort to ac-

commodate the patient’s current psychologicaldifficulties, it may
serve to undermine confidence or may, in extreme work environ-
ments (for example, combat; see Lowman, 1989), induce psycho-

logical traumaor work dysfunctions amonghitherto well-adjusted

persons.
As with psychopathology, work dysfunctions(circle B of Figure

10.1) may be influencedby or be especially susceptible to whatis
encounteredon the job (arrow 7), but they may also occur inde-
pendentof these conditions. Work dysfunctionsinevitably cause

personal distress and work-related problems experiencedat the indi-

vidual level; however, they may or maynot affect work perfor-

mance. For example (although there are subtypes; see Lay, 1987),
a person experiencinga persistent pattern of procrastination may
almostalways get the work doneon time,but only with a contin-

ual struggle that comesat the expense of repetitive personaldis-

tress (see Burka & Yuen, 1983). Such patterns of procrastination
may, in effect, be individual difference variables, rather unrelated

to the work or working conditions encountered on thejob. Pre-
sumably, for those concerned with remediation and amelioration,

such patternscall for individual-level interventions rather than

changesin the workitself, in supervision, or in characteristics of

the work environment (see Lowman, 1993a).

Relationships Among Psychopathology,
Work Dysfunctions, and Work Capacity

Assume for a momentthatwe can usefully categorize work dys-
functions using a taxonomysuchasthe oneI have outlined here.
The conditionsclassified by such a system would not be expected
to exist independentof psychopathology. Persons may experience
a work dysfunction (which, by definition, adversely affects the work
role), a psychological dysfunction (which may or maynotaffect
the work role), or both. The two areas mayalso be interactive.

As examplesof the relationship between psychopathology and
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work, consider two prominentcases. Illustrating the lethal effects
on workthat severe psychopathology may haveis the unfortunate
case ofJohn Forbes Nash,Jr., who in 1994 won the Nobel Prize for
his mathematical contributions to economics—especially those
foundin his doctoral dissertation, completed when Nash was only
twenty-one (Nasar, 1994). At age thirty, Nash was hospitalized—the
first of many times—for what came to be diagnosed as paranoid
schizophrenia. His career was soon demolished, andhis brilliant
potential andprolific publications were abandoned. Only in very
recentyears has there been a partial remission in his condition,
and a new attempt to work. In Nash’s case, the mental disorder was

primary andclearly intrudedinto the work in a nonadditive way
with massive destructiveness of the capacity to work.

Furtherillustrating the complexity of the relationship of psy-
chopathology and workis the case of Walter “Bob” Inglis Ander-
son (Gilbert, 1994; Grimes, 1992), a southern artist who lived a

violent, eccentric, asocial, alcoholic life in and out of institutions,

continuing throughoutthat life to produce thousandsof water-

colors and pen-and-ink sketchesofstriking intensity and talent. His
workcapturestheartistic essence of the flora and fauna of the Mis-
sissippi Gulf Coast with startling clarity and originality—traits par-
ticularly evidentin his use of color. After his death, family members

foundin his decrepit living/working quarters (his “little room”;
Grimes, 1992) a treasure trove of pictures, sketches, and artwork.

Muchofthis production had been damagedbyrats, used tostart
fires in the fireplace, or otherwiseill-treated (Gilbert, 1994), re-

flecting, apparently (and notatypically of creative artists), Ander-
son's passionate intensity in creating the artistic product and his
total disinterest in it once it had been completed.

Would Andersonhaveled a less disruptive life and would his
family have had higher-quality lives had he beeneffectively treated
with psychotropic medication or some psychological intervention?
In all likelihood, yes. Would Anderson have beena betterartist

undersuch circumstances? The answerto that questionis far less
clear.

Rothenberg (1990), a long-time researcherofthe creative pro-

cess and the effects on creative work of psychopathology (not with-
outhis critics; see Claridge, 1992), might argue that to the extent
that Anderson was an outstandingartist, it was in spite of his psy-
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chological disturbance, not because of it, and that control of psy-
chopathology enhancesrather than detracts from creative pro-
duction (see also Eisenman, 1990). Yet advocates of a “creativity

syndrome,” to apply in this context Mumford and Gustafson’ster-
minology (1988), might argue thatartistic sensitivity, diverse or
atypical perceptions, and a propensity to affective disorders ( Jami-
son, 1989, 1993) and their concomitant substance abuse (Dardis,

1989) combine to predispose a person to both artistic creativity and
psychological difficulties. Certainly, it is possible to be well adjusted
and creative, predictable, and orderly at leisure while original and

_ innovative at work. The apparent example of the world-renowned
‘poet Wallace Stevens (see H. Stevens, 1971) is often cited. Stevens,

whousedhis training as a lawyer quite successfully in his “dayjob”
as an insurance executive, created highly regarded poetry in his
“nonwork”life. However, the odds are apparently against such
combinations. Considerthese characteristics, which seem to favor

creative production: diverse andatypical interest patterns, rejec-
tion of modal perceptions, asocial tolerance (if not solicitation) of
rejection by others, intensity of focus followed by boredom anddis-
interest, alternating cycles of creativity and destructiveness (see,
for example, Jamison, 1993; Martindale, 1989; Prentky, 1989;

Runco & Albert, 1990). Thus, in the creative profile—particularly
that involvingartistic (rather than, for example,scientific) creative

production—work dysfunctions such asalternating patterns of
overcommitment and depression associated with the work role may
likely be the norm.

In terms of Figure 10.1, the interface between circles A and B

(in intersect C) may imply that psychopathology and work perfor-
mance are, at least at times and for certain conditions or individ-

uals, relatively uncorrelated, even for those experiencing serious
psychological dysfunction. In such cases, the presence of psycho-
pathology may notnecessarily serve to impair productive accom-
plishment. In fact, the manic-depressive temperament(especially
in its less extreme manifestations, such as cyclothymia), to take one
example, may actually result in enhanced creative productivity (see
H.S. Akiskal & K. Akiskal, 1988; Jamison, 1993; Richards, 1992).

Ontheother hand,there are certainly mental conditions (and
acute exacerbationsofthose conditions) thatlimit the types ofwork
that realistically can be done,at least at a particular time. Presumably,
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no one would suggest that an airline shouldhire as a pilot or direc-
tor of security an individual who at the timeof hiring was acutely
psychotic. It is work itself—the reality connection—thatis often
importantto a seriously disturbed individual, not necessarily a par-
ticular type of work. The task of considering which workis likely
to both hold appeal and be able to be doneeffectively by a seri-
ously disturbed patient must take into accountothervariables, such
as those identified in the case that follows.

Case Illustration: Work Dysfunctions and
Workplace Environmental Conditions

Tom B., forty-eight years old at the time of referral, sought help

because of serious concernsabouthis ability to speak before an
audience andhis generally uncomfortable feeling in socialsitu-
ations in the workplace. He describedfeelingill at ease in speaking
before any group (a not-uncommonself-perception) but also
experiencing social discomfort in meetings, especially when he

had to interactassertively with others. Exploration of the dynamics
of the problem initially suggested that he was temperamentally shy,
as had been his motherand,to a lesser extent, his highly successful
executive father. Initially employing a bibliotherapeutic approach,
his therapistfirst asked him to read self-help books on shyness,
trying to help him understandthat he was attempting to cope
with a variation in normal behavior, not a defect of character. This

was important, because Tom had concluded that he was by nature
an anxious person andthatthis affliction had to be worked around
rather than improved.

The psychologist challenged Tom’s assumptions. While
acknowledging that Tom was probably by nature somewhatshy
and more comfortable with well-structured than ambiguoussocial
situations, he encouraged Tom to redefine himself as someone
who,while possibly shy, experienced anxiety notgenerically but in
certain specific situations. Despite someinitial resistance, the client
was helped to become a better observer of the work-related situ-
ations in whichthe anxiety arose and to understand exactly whatit
wasthat created a problem for him. While these situations might
never be ones in which Tom would feel fully comfortable (and his
coming to acceptthatfact ironically helped him to improve), they
were certainly onesthat, with self-understanding and practice, he
could tolerate and become moreadeptat handling.
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Careful scrutiny of the continuing but improved problem in
the anxiety-arousing situations showed that Tom’s anxiety was high-
est when hewasin the presence of his immediate boss, a highly
placed executive whom (as careful inquiry had helped establish)
he did not respect. Perhaps at an unconsciouslevel, he feared both

the wrath of this executive for his harbored angerand the discov-
ery of his own concernsthat this man mightfire him (as he had
fired so many of Tom’s colleagues). Tom needed to learn more
direct ways to work with this man.As hedid so, and as he learned
that he could moreeffectively confront things that bothered him
abouthis boss, his anxiety and self-consciousnesslessened.

In terms of the work dysfunctions taxonomy, Tom experienced
a problem with anxiety in the work role. The personality structure
within which this occurred was introverted by nature. Since intro-
version/extraversion byitself says nothing about a person’ssocial
skills (see Lowman, 1991), there was no reason to think that Tom

was not capable of becomingat least minimally acceptablein his
work role. Seemingly, he wasnotill-suited for his position, since,
at the high level of the firm to which he had apparentlyeffortlessly
risen (almost in spite of himself), the amount of day-to-day people
contact was somewhatlimited, involving primarily other senior
staff. Tom’sjob was not to become extraverted but to understand
and accept the personality parameters within which he needed
to work.

In this case, the work environmentitself interacted with Tom’s

prior dispositional tendencies to complexify his problems. Hadhis
employmentbeenin a less (implicitly) authoritarian environment,
it is possible that the painful self-focus that arose for him when he
hadto deal with a boss he despised but feared would not have been
a problem,orat least not as much of a problem.Theclient’s task
was to learn how to manage himself moreeffectively or to change
either the work environmentorhisjob.

Relationships Between Career-Related
Characteristics and Work Dysfunctions:
Understanding the Individual’s Context

Thereis at least one additional cluster of individual-level charac-
teristics that must be taken into accountin the attempt to under-
stand work dysfunctions in their proper context. This concerns
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what in the context of career assessment and counseling I have
labeled the “interdomain model” (Lowman, 1991, 1993b). This

modelconsists of an elaboration of three major individual domains
that affect career choice and work capacity and have the potential
to moderate the relationships among psychopathology, work dys-
functions, and work-related outcomes. These individual difference

domains—occupationalinterests, abilities, and work-related per-
sonality characteristics (see Figure 10.2)—are conceptually separable
and work-relevant. Although these characteristics of individuals
describe aspects of persons with and without mental disordersor
work dysfunctions, they are introducedhere to help contextualize,
in the more familiar world of normal individual differences, what

has already been discussed. These characteristics clearly describe
aspects of personsthat are importantin understanding normal vari-
ations of career choice andjob performance;they mayalso help
explain how the potentially adverse effects of mental disorders may
be ameliorated or moreeffectively channeled.

Occupational Interests

Occupational interests, shown in circle A of Figure 10.2, are well-

established individual difference characteristics reflecting people’s
personalliking or disliking for broad classes of occupations and
avocations (Holland, 1985). They also suggest important charac-
teristics of personality and (apparently) ability (see Lowman,
Williams, & Leeman, 1985; Randahl, 1991). The most widely used

model of interests remainsJohn Holland’s model, which interprets
a persistent occupational interest factor structure in termsofsix |
interest types: Realistic, Investigative, Artistic, Social, Enterprising,
and Conventional (see Holland, 1985; Lowman,1991). If, as many

have contended (see, among others, Lowman & Schurman,1982;

Schneider, 1987), organizations (and therefore occupations) are
not random collections of individuals (which elsewhere [Lowman,

1993a, 1993b] I have labeled the “invisible hand” phenomenon),
it is in the domain of occupational interests that the matching
process has mostpersistently been demonstrated (see, for exam-
ple, Holland, 1968; Holland & Nichols, 1964a; Strong, 1931).

Occupational interests are individual difference characteristics; but
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Figure 10.2. Variables in the Interdomain Model of Career Factors.
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aggregated to the organizational level, they may also describe
important occupational environmental characteristics (see Low-
man & Schurman, 1982). | |

If, as hypothesized, psychopathology is not randomly distrib-
uted in occupational samples, and if occupations are not random-
ized with respect to such individual difference variables as gender
andage,it follows that the various occupational interest patterns
would notbe equalin the predicted incidence of psychopathology.
Amountand type of commonly encountered psychopathology
would also be expected to differ amongtheinteresttypes.

Wedo notyet have adequate empirical evidence supporting or
rejecting the following hypotheses, but interest theory suggests

(and at least some data supportthe suggestion) that Investigative

vocational interest patterns would be associated with the lowest
incidence of psychopathology among Holland’s six interest types
(see Ludwig, 1992); Artistic, the most. It is further hypothesized

that Conventional and Realistic vocational interest patterns would
be associated with relatively higher levels of psychopathology

(based on the fact that people favoring those interest patterns gen-
erally have limited verbal fluency or capacity for abstraction) and
that Social and Enterprising vocational interest patterns would
havethe least (after Investigative).

If psychopathology varies by interest type, then differences

might be expected in the pattern of association between neuroti-
cism—a general, cross-cutting summary variable of psychological
difficulty (see, for example, Cattell, Eber, & Tatsuoka, 1970; Costa

& McCrae, 1985; Derman,French, & Harman, 1978; McCrae &

Costa, 1986)—andthedifferent interest types. Apparently, only
one study (Costa, McCrae, & Holland, 1984) has addressed this

issue directly. It found an expected pattern of correlations between
neuroticism and Artistic vocational interests (but only for males).

Anecdotal and theoretical evidence suggests that type of psy- .
chopathology also is expected to vary by interest category. How-

ever, finer-tuned measures of psychopathology than general

neuroticism measuresare necessary to identify specific patterns of
psychopathology. Concerning vocationalinterest patterns and spe-
cific types of psychopathology, we also have limited empirical data.
People exhibiting Realistic vocational interest patterns, which are
more common amongmales than females (Apostal, 1991; Holland,
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1985), would be predicted to be at higherrisk for handling emo-
tional conflict through nonverbal means(for example, substance
abuse) than the general population. This is because of their appar-
ently inherentdifficulty in relating easily with others and their gen-
eral closedness to new experiences (Lowman & Ng, 1994). Persons
high on Enterprising vocational interest patterns, for example,
would be predicted both to deny problems(andtherefore to pre-
sent themselves as being relatively low on measures of psycho-
pathology) and, consistent with the characteristics of the type, to
be morelikely to experience personality disorders than other types

of difficulties.
To date, the best evidence concerns correlations between Artis-

tic occupational interests and affective disorders. At the extreme
end ofhighly creative talent, we know thataffective disorders occur
at rates significantly higher than in the general population (see
Andreason, 1987;Jamison, 1989, 1993; Simonton, 1994). Whether

this statistically atypical incidence of affective disorders character-
izes the general population of noneminent personswith creative
interest patterns remains to be determined.

There is scant empirical evidence regarding the relationship
between the otherinterest types and psychopathology. Concern-
ing personality disorders, some (for example, T. W. Harrell &
M.S. Harrell, 19773) have argued that personality disorders—espe-
cially those associated with sociopathic tendencies—may,if present
in managerial populations, be associated with success rather than
failure. Similarly, it would be desirable to know the extent to which
Social vocational interest patterns are excessively associated with
dependentpersonality disorders and Realistic vocationalinterest
patterns are excessively associated with avoidant disorders; it would
also be useful to have confirmed amongbroader rangesof creative
personality patterns the hypothesis that affective disorders (depres-
sion andthelike) are at higherlevels of dysfunction.

Abilities

Abilities, shown in circle C of Figure 10.2, are individual difference

variables reflecting a person’s capacity or potential for doinga cer-
tain thing ratherthan his or herliking or preferences. Abilities are
almost universally acknowledged to be dominated bya very large
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general factor, commonly called generalintelligence (Cattell,
1987). Manytheorists and measurementexperts (for example,
Carroll, 1993; Ekstrom, French, & Harman, 1976; Spearman, 1904)

would add a numberofspecific factors that are said to predict a
smaller range of performances.

Somearguethat in predicting work outcomesandjob per-
formance,there is only oneability factor related to occupational
performance—namely, generalintelligence (see, amongothers,
Gottfredson, 1986; J. E. Hunter & R. F. Hunter, 1984; Ree & Earles,

1992; Ree, Earles, & Teachout, 1994). However, the roles of gen-

eral and (empirically examined to a considerably lesser degree)
specific forms of intelligence have to date been studiedat best in
the context of predictingjob performance, notcareer choice or
satisfaction with work. Thestructure of occupationally relevantabil-
ities is decidedly unsettled as of this writing.

Howdoabilities, both general andspecific, interact with tra-
ditional typologies of psychopathology? Mostly, at the present time,
we do not know. Although differential ability patterns may be
found among membersofdifferent occupations (see Humphreys,
Lubinski, & Yao, 1993; Lowman, 1991), there is currently limited

evidence of the relationship between mental disorders and various
ability constructs.

Amongpatient populations, general intelligence shows some
tendency to have a predictable relationship withat least some spe-
cific types of psychopathology (for example, hysterics are unlikely
to be highly intelligent, while paranoids are morelikely to be of
higherintelligence; see Shapiro, 1965). Severe psychosis is often
associated with impairmentofcognitive abilities: schizophrenia, for
example,is generally associated with lessening of the intellectual
processingabilities and a decrementin the use ofintelligence (Wol-
man, 1985). Concerning work dysfunctions, there is evidence that
patterns of overcommitment, such as the Type A behaviorpattern,

are morelikely among those whoare brighter andin certain pro-
fessionally demanding occupations (see Lowman, 1993a). Rela-
tionships have also been suggested betweencertain ability variables
(for example, spatial/mechanicalabilities and social intelligence)
and particular personality factors (for example, personal indepen-
dence or dependence, dominance,and introversion/extraversion)

(see Cattell, 1987; Horn, 1977).
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Presumably, ability factors may enable adequateor successful
occupational functioning among persons experiencing mental dis-
orders or work dysfunction. People experiencing affective disor-

ders (depression, manic disorders, or manic-depressive disorders)

mayuse strong generalintelligence to compensate,in effect, for
what might otherwise be negative effects on work functioning.
High intelligence may also moderate the effects of adverse conse-
quences on workby, for example, increasing awareness of the need
for treatment (and of treatment compliance). Much moredata are
needed, however, to examinein detail how this association works

and the mechanisms by which somepersonswith mental disorders
are able to work effectively and others, often with less intrusive
forms of mental disorders, are not.

Personality Characteristics

Personality characteristics, shown in circle B of Figure 10.2, refer
here to predictable, expected behavior patterns—ways in which a
person characteristically respondsacross a broad rangeofinter-
personal situations. Expressions of major personality dimensions
are somewhat independentof the demandcharacteristics of the
situation. For example, in the interpersonal domain, a dominant,

extraverted individualis likely to behave in an assertive, socially
ascendant mannerunless there are clear inhibitions placed upon
exhibiting that behavior in a particular context. An introverted,
nongregariousindividualis likely to avoid situationscalling for
interpersonal contact and,in the work context, to preferjob duties
that either do not involve working with others or provide clearly
defined parameters for required interactions with others (as in cer-
tain technical kinds of work).

Recent advancesin personality theory have emphasized a small
numberof overarching,trans-situational variables as having impor-
tance across a broad range of behaviors, including occupational
behaviors (see, for example, Goldberg, 1993). While there con-
tinues to be considerable discussion in the research literature as
to whether there are five major personality factors, as proposed in

the Five-Factor Model (FFM; Costa & McCrae, 1985, 1992; Digman

& Takemoto-Chock, 1981), fewer factors (Eysenck, 1991), or more

factors (Cattell & Krug, 1986; Tellegen, 1993), there appears to be
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increasing consensus, particularly among I/O psychologists, that
reducing complexity and numberofpersonality variables results
in a More parsimonious understanding of manyaspects of behav-
ior than the moretraditional approach of examiningisolated vari-
ables individually. |

_In the occupational context, the literature currently identifies
the FFM Conscientiousness dimension as being especially relevant
forjob performance (see Barrick & Mount, 1991; Hayes, Roehm,
Castellano, 1994; Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp,& McCloy, 1990;

McHenry, Hough, Toquam, Hanson, & Ashworth, 1990). In addi-

tion, Agreeableness, another of the so-called Big Five personality

dimensions, has shown promise in personnelselection (see Tett,

Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991). Such findings are valuable in helping
to revitalize personality theory, long neglected in I/O psychology;
but for the purposesof this chapter, they have their limitations—
in particular, the failure to explore the implications of personality
theory amongpersons whoare already agreed to be experiencing

mental disorders (see, for example, Schmidt, Wagner, & Kiesler,

1993). The limitationsas well as the positive attributes (if any) of

variables associated with Eysenck’s more general domains of Neu-
roticism and Psychoticism (1991), as applied to worksettings,
remain systematically to be identified.

Moreover, differences in employee populations must be con-
sidered (Schmit & Ryan, 1993). There appearto be average dif-
ferences by occupation and area of study in certain personality
traits or dimensions. Kline & Lapham (1992), for example, found
that engineering andscience students scored higher on various
conscientiousness, tough-mindedness, and conventionality dimen-

sions than did artistic and mixed groups. Hansell, Mechanic, &
Brondolo (1986) found, in a sample of students, that those high
on introspection favored participation in artistic activities.

Relationships between personality variables and mentaldis-
orders or psychopathology have been considered by somere-
searchers. Egan (1989), studying a low-intelligence sample (high
school dropouts) found that psychoticism and neuroticism scores
differentiated direction of hostility. Specifically, psychoticism scores
were correlated with measures of outward-directed hostility; neu-
roticism scores, with measuresof inward-directed hostility. Sayles
& Harrison (1989) found that persons with mental disorders who
manifested reflexive, less impulsive styles on personality tests were
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morelikely to be successfully employed and to be seen as being
better able to cope with the work. Dorn and Matthews (1992) .

foundthat workers (drivers) scoring high on neuroticism were less

likely to be effective on thejob. Overall, more work remainsto be
doneto establish the validity of the Five-Factor Modelforclinical
populations (see, for example, Ben-Porath & Waller, 1992). Simt-
larly, more studies are needed ontherelationship betweentradi-
tionalclassifications of psychopathology and on-job performance.

Interdomain Relationships

As with the domainsofwork dysfunctions, psychopathology, and
worksetting characteristics, the domainsofinterests, abilities, and

personality characteristics do not exist independentof one an-
other. Thisis illustrated in Figure 10.2 by the interdomain inter-
sects (D, E, F, and G). Theintersection of these various factors

implies that certain patterns or profiles of ability and personality
are likely to be associated with particular patternsofinterests (for

example, high intelligence with Investigative vocationalinterests;

extraversion with Social and Enterprising vocational interests)
(Goh & Leong, 1993). And indeed the interdomain researchlitera-
ture to date does provide at least some support for such hypothesiz-
ing (see Costa, McCrae, & Holland, 1984; Lowman, 1991; Randahl,

1991; Rolfus & Ackerman,in press).

Given thatinterest, ability, and personality variables increasingly
are suggested to be heavily influenced by genetic components (for
example, Bouchard, Lykken, McGue,Segal, & Tellegen, 1990) and

therefore to reflect characteristics that are relatively long-lasting

and apparently quite difficult to change—atleast after a certain age

(generally around, say, eighteen or so)—these factors may be

thoughtof as providing the context through which the work world
andthe effects of mental disorders or work dysfunctionsare indi-
vidually interpreted. These variables imply both greater or lesser
skill in coping with what the environmentpresents and predictable
preferredstyles of relating to the work role. Taken collectively, the
interest-ability-personality pattern also may be expected to provide
the motivational direction and intensity that direct persons to par-
ticular types ofwork, to particular levels ofwork performance, and
to particular styles of relating to others (see Lowman,1991, 1993b).

Put anotherway, a person proceeds through school and a set
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of avocationalinterests and activities into initial career choices,

gradually becoming aware ofwhat in the external world he or she
finds personally appealing, whatis within his or her work capacity,

- and whatis available to him or her. For most people, the process
of matching personal characteristics with whatis available in the
work world proceedsrelatively effortlessly, and a reasonably good
occupational matchis created. When that matching process does
not occurin a personally meaningful way, that itself may constitute
a work dysfunction (“occupational or organizational mismatch,”
in the work dysfunctions model above).

Problems in the work role occur in the context of career
choice and otherindividual difference variables. That backdrop

needs to be understood,since it may influence one’s propensity to
experience different types of work-role difficulties and patterns of
successful or unsuccessful coping with the same condition(s). In
addition, such factors may provide information about how best to
intervene in providingassistance to persons in need(see,for ex-
ample, Lowman, 1987). If individual differences are not taken as

isolated variables—in effect, as orthogonal, stand-alone, solo per-

formers that happento coexist along with other individual differ-
ence variables—butare taken togetherin profile, then it becomes
important to begin to understand notjust the average or proto-

typical association between cross-domain relationships but also
aspects of individuals that can serve as compensatory or moderat-
ing influences among the population of persons experiencing (or
likely to experience over their careers) work dysfunctionsorpsy-
chopathology affecting work.

Interest, ability, and personality variables potentially both pro-
vide a context within which the individual’s current work-role
difficulties can be understood andinterpreted and identify dimen-
sions of the person that makeit easier or more difficult to cope
successfully with whatever work environments are encountered. A

particular career direction is somehowidentified andinitially pur-

sued, but even when that context constitutes a bad match, the indi-

vidual adjusts to it, attempts to change or modify it, or tries to find
a new workcontext. Theinterest, ability, and personality variables
mayhelp facilitate adjustment or change of that environment, as
well as providing the context forjudging degree of goodnessoffit.
Unsuccessful coping (amongotherfactors) likely results in work
dysfunctions and can also cause personal maladjustment. Con-
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versely, certain occupations, presumably byvirtue ofthe interest,
ability, and personality characteristics of those who are modally
attracted to them,are at highera priori risk of psychopathology.

Consider the example of a writer who experiencesthe condi-
tion of “writer’s block,” a special case of temporary workinhibition
(Lowman, 1993a). In understanding the phenomenonandat-
temptingto assist the individual in improvingit, the psychologist
needsto be aware of the presenting manifestations, the history and
nature of the experience, and the individual characteristics that
the person brings to the work.Is the client who is experiencing
writer’s block a writer by virtue of temperamentorinterest pattern,
or is he or she a poseur—someone whose temporary failure to write
is really a statement, though perhaps an unconsciousone,that he
or sheis not actually a writer? Persons well suited to the writer’s
role may also manifest writer’s block (perhaps the most famous
contemporary example ofwhich is Harold Brodkey [for example,
1991] and Henry Roth, contemporary novelists who suffered from
two of the most famously long bouts of writer’s block recorded

among subsequently published writers [see Kanfer, 1994; Nicholls,
1995]), but a different solution than career changeis likely needed

for such individuals.
Or assumethat an individual seeks help for a work dysfunc-

tion—say, for an overcommitmentpattern such as Type A behav-
ior pattern. In the case of an individual presenting with such a
problem whoshowsan Investigative vocational interest pattern,
high intelligence, and a generally nonsocially oriented personality
structure (see Lowman, 1991), the pattern of work overcommit-

ment may be moreof a problem for someonein theindividual's
family than for the individual him- or herself. Conversely, consider
the case of a school counselor who manifests primarily Social voca-
tionalinterests, is of high average (but not superior)intelligence,
is gifted in social intelligence, and is outgoing and oriented to

other people.If this individual experiences a pattern of overcom-
mitment,it is likely to take the form ofjob or occupational burn-
out, and a different sort of assistance may be needed.

Case Illustration: The Interdomain Model and Work Dysfunctions

CurtS. was twenty-five at the time he sought psychological help
for his difficulty in findinga satisfying career. In college, he had
majored in business with the encouragementofhis parents. He
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had always been very good at working with other people and at
onetimehad considered being a teacher. His father, a successful
business manager, had discouraged this occupational pursuit,
correctly noting that the financial rewards associated with teaching
were notvery high, particularly in contrast with those to be found
in the business world. Curt found the courses easy enough in busi-
ness school andsailed throughhis curriculum, earning a general
business degree with a minor in marketing (and a high grade-
point average). He successfully found initial employmentin a large
corporation—onethat, at the time ofhis arrival, wasjust at the

peak of a rapid expansioneffort.

Curt did hisjob well enough, but his heart was neverin the

work. Indeed, over time he found himself with less and less energy

to expend on his work. His initial enthusiasm waned, and he found
himself more and more unhappywhenhe awokein the mornings.
He began doing volunteer work, which was encouragedbyhis
employer, and he became quite active in assuming managerial roles
in local charity events. This solution distracted Curt for a time from

his career concerns, and he found his depression lessening.

His decreased energy and enthusiasm forhis work wasnotlost
on his employer, however, and Curt found his performancereviews,
like hisjob performanceitself, to be rather lackluster. As the mar-
ket tightened, due to increased competition and oversupply, the

companybeganto lay off employees,first at the hourly levels and
then in management. Curt’s limited seniority andless-than-stellar
performanceratings combinedto ensure that he was one of the
first managersto belet go.

Ratherthan finding himself unhappyatthis turn of events,
he wasinstead secretly pleased. Now he hada face-saving way to
changecareers. As hisfirst step, he made an appointmentwith
a psychologist to consider career options. Soon thereafter, his
long-standing depressive symptoms (poorsleeping andeating,

withdrawal from importantrelationships, general malaise)
improved.As a result of his own thinking and his discussions with
the psychologist, Curt returnedto school and earned a master of
arts degree in teaching, enabling him finally, at age twenty-nine,
to pursue his own careerinterests.

The subject of Curt’s career had been a source of conflict
between him andhis parents for years; arguments had erupted with
special fervor whenever Curt voiced his prerogative to choose a
careerthat was right for him. Not surprisingly, Curt’s parents
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viewed his career change as beingless than desirable, but now
two competing needs—theparents’ need for their son to be per-
ceived as successful and their need to see themselves as good and
supportive parents—cameinto direct conflict. They gradually came
to recognize that their son had been seriously unhappyin his work
and to accept, finally, that his happinessin life was more important
than their career ambitions for him. In the contextof hisjob loss,
however, they began to redefine his retraining efforts as evidence
of an ambitious responseto a frustrating experience. They resolved
their own conflict by redefining teaching as an important and

underrewarded occupation.

Interestingly, two monthsafter he started his new career in
teaching, Curt met (and soon thereafter married) his wife. For

Curt, accepting a right-fitting career meant destroying ambitions
that others had for him. Choosing that career was the first major
step in establishing his own identity, and it freed him upfor the
rest ofhislife.

This caseillustrates a pattern of undercommitmentassociated
with being occupationally mismatched.A review of Curt’s psycho-
logical test results in the areas of interests and abilities demon-
strated to both Curt andthe professional he consulted that he
was in fact better suited for a helping occupation than for onein
business. Yet Curt’s problems could not be resolved without a
consideration of the context in which they took place. In trying
to please his parents, Curt had ignored his own needs.Yetlike his
parents’ motives, his own motives (to please his parents and to be

successful in his own eyes) were on a conflictual course. The system

became unstuck only whenhe experienced (or allowedto be cre-
ated) a face-saving way to change occupations.

Implications for Practice, Training, and Research

Thevarious implications of the models presented in this chapter
can be considered from the perspective of the psychologist, the
manager, and the researcher.

Implications for Psychologists and Other Professionals

Psychologists responsible for classifying and attempting to ame-
liorate the problemsof individuals experiencing difficulties in the
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work role need carefully to consider the system used to categorize
individuals. I hope that this chapter has demonstratedthatitis
risky to attempt to generalize from psychopathology to assump-
tions about work problems. The DSM-IVatbesttells us something
about categorizing types of psychopathology;it says almost noth-
ing aboutthe capacity to work or the methodsby which to maxi-
mize the work potential of someone who meetsits diagnostic
criteria. The newer taxonomyofwork dysfunctions summarized
here provides an alternative (but far from final) classification

schema that attempts to provide categories of things that can go
wrong in the work role. But whatever system is used to categorize
what, from an individual perspective, can go wrongin the work

role, it is important that the system be developed andvalidated in
the work-role context.

Much more work remains to be doneto developreliable pro-
ceduresforclassifying the ability to work of persons experiencing
mental or work dysfunctions. For now, the assessing clinician must
carefully evaluate a numberoffactors in determining workfitness.
First, the nature of the current psychologicaldifficulties should be
evaluated, but primarily in the work context. This meansthatit is
desirable to determine notjust where someonefits in a particular
diagnostic scheme butalso how that person’s abilities, interests,

and personality characteristics relate to a particularjob (or range
ofjobs) and the demonstrated extent, if any, to which thatindi-
vidual is unable to perform particularjob duties. Thejudgment
that a personis oris not able to workin a particularjob cannot be
made onthebasis of a consideration of mental disorders alone.

In evaluating fitness for work, the clinician needs to consider
whether a work dysfunction or mental condition is known to man-

ifest periodicity, meaning that the problem is unlikely to be “solved” .
once andforall. If so, a temporary rather than long-term solution
may need to be considered. Theassessor also needsto take into
account whetherthe type of workplace difficulty is one thatis
known routinely to create difficulties in accomplishing a particular
category or class of work. For example, while there might be good
reason not to put a schizophrenicin a high-stress position (such as
a customerservice agentfor an airline), there mightbevery little
disruption of the workrole if that person worked in a mostly soli-
tary activity (such as data entry). A third relevant issue concerns
whetherthe behaviorat issue manifests a clear threat to anyone
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else in the workforce.If so, those involved in the case, including

the employee’s manager, may have an implied obligation to protect

other employees (orthe clients of the organization) from security-

compromisingsituations. For example, a person with an active his-

tory of drug abuse involving paranoia-inducing drugs may need to

have access to the workplacerestricted.

Clinical and counseling psychologists and other mentalhealth

professionals working with adult populations need to becomeas

accustomed to evaluating the capacity to work as they now are to

evaluating the capacity to be a parent, to have friends, or to have

sexual intercourse. By learning routinely how to assess work as an

importantpart of most people’s adultlives, clinicians will assist

their clients in maintaining, developing, or resuming behavior

likely to enhancetheirself-esteem andsense of well-being.

I/O psychologists bringto the table expertise in understanding

the effects of employment systems on work behavior, particularly in

certain organizational contexts. Too often, though, they do not

apply their models across the broad spectrum oftypes ofwork-role

performances (for example,the role of creative artist as well as

manager) and do notconsiderthe full range of human behavior

likely to be manifest among workers(including thatof psychologi-

cally disturbed individuals, for example). Future training programs

for I/O psychology mightconsider adding to their students’ reper-

toire of skills the understandingof, and ability to diagnose and

intervene with, behavior experiencedatthe individual (notjust

group or organizational) level, as well as at least a rudimentary

understanding of psychopathology and a much more comprehen-

sive understanding of work dysfunctions. In time, industrial and

organizational psychology may evolve into

a

field (perhaps then

more properly labeled occupational and organizational psychology)

that legitimizes the study of individual differences not justas

abstract variables to be quantified but also as factors that are

attachedto live individual persons with whom there are important,

and individualized, employmentdecisionsto be made.

Implications for Managers

Managers neednothave a generalized, a priori fear of hiring per-

sons with emotionaldifficulties. Nonetheless, complex predictive

questions arise when managers consider on an individual basis



406 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

whether someoneshould be excluded, or not excluded, from
employmentonthebasis of a mental disorder or work dysfunction.
While there is apparently a higherrisk of work difficulties among
those who meetdiagnostic criteria of psychological dysfunctions
before entering the workforce (see Cherry, 1978, 1984), several fac-
tors must be taken into accountin considering whetheror notto
exclude a person from employment onthebasis of psychological
difficulties.

The manager mayrarely be in a position to feel confidentin
making decisions aboutthefitness for duty of persons experienc-
ing either psychopathology or work dysfunctions. However, the
manager, along with the I/O psychologist, is in the best position to
describe both thejob and the behavior required for successful per-
formanceon thejob. Working with the mental health professional,
the managerneedstooffer his or her expertjudgment(for now,
unfortunately, the best available method for making decisions about
fitness for duty) on a case-by-case basis regarding (1) whether or
not a particular pattern of psychopathology is likely to interfere with
performanceofjob duties and (2) how best to address the emo-
tional difficulties of workers.

It is problematic for the manager to abandonto the mental
health professional the need to make employment and employa-
bility decisions onceall the factual and evaluative data are avail-
able. Especially problematic is the tendency of some managers to
tolerate on an ongoing basis poor work performance (poor pro-
ductivity, absenteeism, and the like) from an employeeidentified
as experiencing mental problems. That tendencyis likely to be of
no assistanceto either the employee or the employer.

Finally, most (but notall) work dysfunctions and psycho-
pathology benefit from social support and stress minimization.
Aggressively managing employees experiencing dysfunctions may
result in a deterioration of their condition.

Implications for Researchers

A muchlargerliterature is sorely needed to documenttherelation-
ship of traditional categories of psychopathology (depression,
anxiety, schizophrenia, paranoia, and thelike) to the workrole, par-
ticularly literature examining work outcomesusing well-validated
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work criterion measures. Elsewhere (for example, Lowman, 1982,

1993b), I have lamentedthe inattention of mental health research-

ers to the work role; here I add that this concern has notdissipated.

The taxonomyofwork dysfunctions presented in myearlier

work (Lowman, 1993b) remainsto be validated with empirical data

in a variety of work settings and conditions. Whetherthe hypoth-

esized conditionsare factorially distinct and practically useful

needs considerably more research attention. And such studies

need to focus on employed adults rather than on college students

notyet in a worksetting.

The baserates ofvarious work dysfunctions remain to be estab-

lished. There is some evidenceas to the pervasiveness of specific

conditions, such as Type A behavior pattern (see Lowman, 1993a,

for reviews), but much more data are needed.In addition, there

is a need to categorize the base rate of work dysfunctions and of

psychopathology amongvarious groupingsofinterest, ability, and

personality variables.

Finally, we need to know more about work dysfunctions as they

are experienced on and off the job,as they are experienced inter-

nally within the person, and howtheyare behaviorally manifested

to external observers. Often whatis experiencedbythe individual

as being problematic is not overtly manifest on thejob, though the

internalstress is no less real.

Our Reader Revisited

I openedthis chapter with a complaint from an individual who

rightfully was incensed that her devotion to work had been mis-

characterized as a dysfunction. From the perhaps new perspectives

of this chapter, is this readerin fact suffering from a work dys-

function, or is she simply a hard-working and successful person

who chooses to devote muchofher waking time to productive

accomplishment?

It is not appropriate to diagnose anyone withouta personal

assessment, but we would have to speculate that this reader is com-

mitted to the work role without suffering from a pattern of work

overcommitment. In all likelihood, she is adaptively well adjusted

to her employmentandis masking no clear manifestation of anx-

iety or personal unhappiness.
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To help others work well and productively is the ultimate aim
and goalof all of psychology applied to the workplace. By under-
standing the manyvariations that work happiness, as well as work
dysfunction, may assume, we mayultimately be able to design bet-
ter work systems and interveneearlier and moreeffectively with
workplace casualties.
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Chapter Eleven
 

Perceptions of
Organizational Climate
Lawrence R. James

MichaelD. McIntyre 
Climate and culture are two of the more popularperspectives from
whichto investigate the effects ofwork environments on individu-
als and groups (Schneider, 1990). The genesis of organizational cul-
ture is extra-individual: the concept of culture wasfirst conceived
of in termsofvariables (stimuli or treatments) that act on individ-

uals (Reichers & Schneider, 1990; Rousseau, 1990). Overthe years,

culture has maintainedthis extra-individual level of explanation.
For example, cultural variables usually involve direct or indirect
variants of (in)formal systems norms (Katz & Kahn, 1978), such as

specifications of organizationally correct strategies for influence
seeking (for example, sanctioned forms of impression manage-
ment), decision making (for example, the delegation of midlevel
decision making to teams), and the exercise of power (for exam-

ple, diverse representation in empowerment).
The thrust of normative or cultural forces is to engender a

socializing (if notcivilizing) influence in organizational environ-
ments. Io function effectively as norms, cultural variables must
have strong main effects on organizational incumbentsjust as the
group orsocial normsare dependentontheir ability to generate
conformity among group membersin regard to group-sanctioned
attitudes and behaviors. While there are many interesting questions
abouttheroles that individual differences mightplay in the devel-
opmentandlater operation of cultural influences,it is clear that

416
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the core of such a discussion would be ona level of causal expla-
nation externalto the individual.

In a volume devoted to individual differences, we thoughtit best

to focus our efforts on a subject for which the locus of explanation
is the individual. Thus we concentrated on climate. The genesis of
climate, unlike that of culture,lies in the individual difference psy-
chology of environmental cognition and perception. We must be
careful not to overstate this point, however, for the conceptofcli-
mate is concernedwith the relative importance of individual and

situational antecedents of perception in models that recognize both
situational and individual causation. For example, climate models
often begin with situational stimuli such as pay, groupsize, or tech-
nological complexity (L. R.James, Demaree, Mulaik, & Ladd, 1992;

L. R. James &Jones, 1980; L. R. James & Tetrick, 1986). However,

climate is not so much concernedwith perceptions of howsitua-
tional stimuli exist externally as it is with how these stimuli are inter-
preted by individuals within each work environment. Thusit is not
pay perse that is of primary concern;it is how “equitable” payis
perceived to be. In like manner, groupsizeis less important than
perceptionsof “friendliness and cooperativeness of intragrouprela-
tions,” and task complexity is of less salience than perceptions of
the “challenge” imputed to that complexity.

Climate emphasizesthe individualistic, phenomenological, and
interpretive aspects of perception, because the constructs of inter-
est in climate research (for example, equity, friendliness, coopera-
tiveness, challenge) are intrinsically psychological. Constructs such
as equity and challengereflect the acquired meaningsthat envi-
ronments have for individuals, which is why climate is usually
defined as a product of cognitive appraisals ofwork environments
(L. R. James, L. A. James, & Ashe, 1990). We shall delve into this
issue in greaterdetail in the first part of this chapter, where we
address the concept of “meaning”asit relates to perceptions of
work environments.

Characterizing climate as psychological is confusing at times,
because the term climate is sometimesused to describe units of
analysis above the individual (for example, restrictive versus non-
restrictive work environments—L.R. Jameset al., 1992; see also

George, 1990; Hater & Bass, 1988; Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992;

Schneider & Bowen, 1985). There is, however, no inconsistency in
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defining a construct as psychological and then usingit to describe
higherlevels of analysis if we stipulate that people within any given
higherunit of analysis (for example, a team or work group) agree
on their perceptions (for example, all members ofa team agree that
remuneration for team performanceis equitable; L. R.James, 1982).

The constructretainsits definition (for example, equity isstill the

perceived fairness of remuneration), and the “score” (for example,
mean perception of equity over team members) at the higherlevel
of analysis is interpreted as the “shared psychological environment”
(L. R. Jameset al., 1990, p. 62) or simply as the shared meaning.

Aggregate climate,like culture, is beyond the boundsofthe pre-
sent treatment, because of its extra-individuallevel of analysis. We

shall focus instead on the many conditionsin which climate con-

tributes to understanding whentheindividual is the level of analysis.
For example, not all members of a team, work group, department,
or faculty may agree thattheir pay is equitable even thoughthe cri
teria for compensation arerelatively standard acrossall perceivers.
Reliable variance amongindividuals, both in regard to perceptions

and in regard to reactionsthat are functions of perceptions(for
example,satisfaction versusdissatisfaction with pay), suggests that
the individual is the appropriate level of analysis and that person
variables and person-by-situation interactions are candidates for
explanatory variables. |

Thepossibilities for individual-level studies are extensive. Why
do some subordinates perceive feedback from a supervisoras a per:
sonal attack while others who report to the same supervisor frame
feedbackas helpful (or at worst constructive) criticism? Why do

some graduate students perceive publishing original research as
an opportunity to demonstrate skills and knowledge while others
in the same program consider publishingto be a risky, career-
threatening sourceofpersonal vulnerability? Why do some people
who putin long hours over extended periods of time perceive their
work to be important and themselves to be dedicated while others
with the same work schedule perceive their efforts to be stressful
and themselves to be exploited or burned out?

Climate either addresses or has the potential to address these
questions and manyothers like them. When emphasis is placed on
the individual level of analysis, the objective is to ascertain why peo-
ple in objectively similar environments have different perceptions
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of climate variables such as stress, challenge, importance, and

leader support. It is almost always possible to conductstudiesat

this level of analysis, because only rarely do membersofa situa-

tionally defined collective such as a team agree completely (thatis,
demonstrate a consensus) on the psychological variables that com-
prise climate. (This is often the case even whensufficient “agree-
ment” is present to justify aggregation.) In other words, reliable
individual differences almost always exist in climate perceptions,
irrespective of situational pressures and attraction, selection, and

attrition processes (L. R. James, 1988).

In sum, climate belongs in the domain of individual differ-
ences becauseclimate is a psychological construct. Indeed, one

might say that climate acquired muchofits appeal from the psy-
chological axiomsthat (1) people respond to (work) environments
in terms of how they perceive them and (2) the most important
aspect of perception for a given individual is the meaning that the
situation has for him or her (L. R. James &Jones, 1974; Schneider,

1975).
Weshall overview in this chapter what appear to be the major

issues surrounding climate as a psychological construct. As noted,
the first part of this chapter discusses climate as a measure of mean-

ing. The second part overviews research on dimensions ofclimate
and summarizes recent attempts to use hierarchical cognitive mod-
els to integrate the dimensionsof climate. The third part discusses
the latest developments in a continuing dialectic regarding the
nature of the relationship between climate perceptionsand affec-
tive reactions to work environments, particularlyjob satisfaction.

These three sections discuss and reflect on how things have
been donein the past. The fourth andfinal section changes course
completely: it is devoted to recommendations about how things
might be donedifferently in the future. We shall draw onJames’s

use of “conditional reasoning” to design a new measurementsys-

tem in psychology (L. R. James, 1994a, 1994b) and to suggesta dif-
ferent approach to conceptualizing climate perceptions. This
approach predicts that the schemasused by disparate individuals
to frame environments are conditional on the dispositions (for

example, motives) of those individuals. Unlike current measure-
ment techniques, which assumethatall respondents use the
same basic schemasto perceive work environments, the proposed
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system suggests that at least some distinct schemas are used by
different individuals to frame the samework environments.

The Meaning ofWork Environments

A review of the term meaningbegins with a reference to theclassic
psychology text by Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (1957), enti-
tled The Measurement ofMeaning. These authors identified concepts
that individuals use naturally and spontaneously to describe envi-
ronmental objects in relation to themselves. Exploratory factor
analyses of responses to items used to measure meaning produced
the three well-known dimensionsof evaluation, potency, and activ-

ity. It was further noted in that text that these three well-known
dimensionscollapsed into the single dimension of evaluation for
affectively loaded objects (Osgoodetal., 1957), which are the type
of objects often encountered in research on work environment

perceptions. The defining characteristic of evaluation on affectively

loaded objects is thejudged “goodness”or “badness” of the object.
Whereas Osgoodet al. (1957) focused on affective-evaluative

elements to describe meaning, L. R. James, L. A. James, and Ashe
(1990) focused on cognitive elements to describe meaning. These
authors emphasized psychological constructs such as ambiguity,
challenge, loyalty, cooperation, equity, rationality, stress, and sup-
port to znterpret environmental objects and events rather than to
evaluate their goodness or badness. Both this cognitive approach
andthe affective-evaluative approach are neededfora full under-
standing of meaning, and—as will be discussedin the third section
of this chapter—these approaches to understanding meaning are
presumedto be functionally and reciprocally related.

From a cognitive perspective, meaning analysis refers to the
use of schemas (stored mental representationsthat depict beliefs)

to interpret or make sense of work environmentattributes (for
example, events, objects, processes, and structures) (Mandler,

1982; E. E. Jones & Gerard, 1967; Shaver, 1987; Stotland & Canon,

1972). The meanings imputed to environmental attributes are phe-
nomenological experiences, whichis to say that they are cognitive
constructions designed to interpret information sensed from the
environment.



PERCEPTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE 42]

Description Versus Valuation

In terms of cognitive processes, meaning analysis typically in-

volves description or valuation on the part of perceivers. Many
meaning analyses simply involve description of environmental
attributes. Individuals employ schemas(internal semantic mean-
ings, semantic networks, prototypes, cognitive categories) to dis-

cern and describe environmental attributes—that is, the features

andstructures of environmental objects. Terms such as descriptive
cognition and descriptive meaning (Mandler, 1982), cold cognition
(Zajonc, 1980), lower-order or descriptive schemas (L. R. James & Sells,
1981; Stotland & Canon, 1972), and denotative meaning (Osgoodet
al., 1957) are basically synonymous and emphasize the orientation

of this type of meaning analysis toward the description of envi-
ronmentalattributes.

Much of the contemporary work in cognitive science and
experimental social psychology is designed to examine the content

of, and processesassociated with, descriptive meaning (see Wyer

& Srull, 1986). Models are constantly being developed to explain
cognitive processes by which stimuli are, or are not, represented
in short-term memory. (See almost anyissue of Psychological Review.)
Muchof the environmental perception work in organizational
studies is also oriented toward measures of descriptive meaning.
Included here are objective measures of physical environment
attributes such as group size and the temperature of the work
space. Also includedare variables that have a subjective, judg-
mental componentbutthat can be operationally defined in terms
of real-world objects and events that have an external, or “out

there,” referent (for example, centralization of decision making,

functional specialization, formality of rules and regulations, tech-
nological complexity—variables that often assumetherolesofsit-
uational antecedents in climate research [A. P. Jones & L. R. James,
1979]). The fact that measures of these variables involve percep-
tion in one wayor anotheris viewed as an issue of measurement
andis notintrinsic to the definition of the variable (for example,
group size should be the sameirrespective ofwho does the count-
ing [Magnusson, 1981]). However, the fact that perception is

involved may open the doorto various information-processing
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functions, and thusthe role of perception is not necessarily benign
(Feldman & Lynch, 1988).

As notedearlier, this chapter is concernedwith the significance
that perceived environmentalvariables have for individuals—the
interpretation of such attributes in terms of their acquired mean-
ing for individuals. In this regard, Mandler (1982) suggested that
information processing of environmental attributes may proceed
beyond descriptions of what is “out there” to valuations of en-
vironmentalattributes. A valuation is a judgmentor cognitive
appraisal of the degree to which a valueis represented in or by a
(perceived) environmental attribute (for example, how much
equity is represented by a pay raise) (E. E. Jones & Gerard, 1967;

Mandler, 1982; Stotland & Canon, 1972). The subjective, value-

based meanings furnished by the valuation process are variously
referred to as evaluative meaning (Mandler, 1982), affective (conno-
tative) meaning (Osgoodetal., 1957), emotionally relevant cognition
(Reisenzein, 1983; Schacter & Singer, 1962), cognitive appraisal

(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), and psychological climate (L. R. James

& A. P. Jones, 1974).

Valuation and Psychological Climate

Wewouldlike to elaborate the concept of valuation by drawing on
a discussion by L. A. James and L.R.James (1989) that viewed psy-
chological climate perceptions—thatis, perceptionsthat assess the
significance and meaning of work environments to individuals—
as partial functions of personal value systems. A personal value has
been defined as “that which a person wants or seeks to obtain”
becauseit is “that which one regards as conducive to one’s welfare”
(Locke, 1976, p. 1304). Personal valuesserve as latent indicators

of whatit is about environments thatis significant to individuals,
becauseit is the attainmentofwhatis personally valued that deter-
mines one’s welfare in a work environment—thatis, one’s sense of

“organizational well-being” (L. A. James & L. R. James, 1989).
James andJames employedthis rationale to propose that latent
psychological desires (such as desiresfor clarity, harmony, andjus-

tice—see Locke, 1976) will engender the psychological schemas

(for instance, cognitive scales or standards forjudgingrole clarity,
role conflict, and equity) used to impute meaningto environ-
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mentalattributes (for example,to assess the amountofclarity pre-
sent in job descriptions, the conflict represented in interactions
between members of different departments, the equity represented
in recent pay raises), because it is these value-engenderedorvalue-

based schemasthatreflect whatit is about work environments that
is significant and meaningful to individuals.

To illustrate the valuation process, considerjob complexity as
one objective indicator ofjob characteristics. Job complexity could
be operationalized in terms of the number of complex task prob-
lems that mustbe solved, the degree to whichtasks are nonrepeti-
tious, the extent to which task goals are difficult to define, the

numberof opportunities that exist for personal decision making,
and the degree to which problem-solving procedures are non-
standardized (compare L. R. James & A. P. Jones, 1980). For the
sake of this discussion, let us presumethat individuals perceive

these indicators ofjob complexity in a reasonably veridical fash-
ion. Such perceptionsthus describe actual environmental events.

Whatconstitutes a “challenging”job to a particular individual,
however, requires valuations of the indicators ofjob complexity
(more technically, valuations of the perceptions of these indica-

tors). The valuative judgments are dependenton the individual’s
“structural requirements” (Mandler, 1982) for challengingjobs—
that is, the standardsthat the individual employs tojudge whether
ajob is challenging (Locke, 1976). This, then,is a subjective, value-
based process: the structural requirements are personal standards
one uses to appraise environmental attributes cognitively in terms
of their significance to what onevalues, wants, or desires (L. R.

James, Hater, Gent, & Bruni, 1978).

It follows that environmental attributes may be identical for
two individuals—and indeed maybe perceived that way descrip-
tively—while the valuations associated with these attributes differ
reliably. For example, consider a professor whois a gifted re-
searcher and prefers to spend all of her working hoursin a labo-
ratory conducting research. She perceives teaching,especially at
the undergraduatelevel, as a mundane, monotonous, and not very

challenging task that interrupts and detracts from creative research
endeavors. Contrast this valuation of teaching with thatof a sec-
ond gifted researcher (in the same department) whoalso devotes
considerable time, albeit a bit less than ourfirst professor, to
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research. This professor perceives teaching to be a challenge; she
is excited by the responsibility she feels to awaken mindsto science
and to develop future generations of scholars. She perceives teach-
ing not as mundanebutas a chance to develop andto hone ideas
while occasionally receiving insightful comments and feedback.
Clearly, the two professors’ structural requirements (that is, stan-
dardsor values) differ reliably in regard to the challenge imputed
to teaching.

In sum, personal values produce the schemas employed to cog-
nitively appraise work environmentattributes in termsoftheirsig-
nificance to the individual. The cognitive appraisal itself—namely,
the judgmentof the degree to which value is represented in or

by an environmental attribute—is the valuation. Valuation thus pro-
vides assessments of the meaningful environment considered so
important by such authorsas Rotter (1981), Ekehammer(1974),

and Endler and Magnusson (1976). L. A. James and L. R. James
(1989) suggested that valuations of work environments are pro-
vided directly by measures of psychological climate (see L. A. James

& L. R. James, 1989; L. R. James & Sells, 1981). In part, this sug-

gestion is definitional, inasmuch as the conceptof climate was
developed expressly to refer to work environments as they are “cog-
nitively represented in termsof their psychological meaning and
significance to the individual” (L. R. James, 1982, p. 219). The
emphasis on subjective interpretations of environmental attributes

is portrayed by the designations given to the climate variables in
the followinglist:

Psychological Climate (PC) Item Composites
Clustered by Four First-Order Factors

¢ Role stress and lack of harmony

Role ambiguity
‘Role conflict
Role overload
Subunit conflict
Lack of organizational identification
Lack of management concern and awareness

e Leadership facilitation and support
Leadertrust and support
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Leadergoalfacilitation
Leader interaction facilitation
Psychological influence
Hierarchical influence

e Job challenge and autonomy

Job challenge and variety
Job autonomy

Job importance

¢ Work-group cooperation, friendliness, and warmth

Work-group cooperation
Work-group friendliness and warmth
Responsibility for effectiveness

Dimensions of Psychological Climate (PC)

Following extensive reviews of the literature, Locke (1976, p. 1329)

proposedthat four latent factors underlie most important per-
sonal, work-related values. These latent factors are (1) desires for

clarity, harmony, andjustice; (2) desires for challenge, indepen-

dence, and responsibility; (3) desires for work facilitation, support,

and recognition; and (4) desires for warm andfriendly socialrela-
tions. L. A. James and L. R. James (1989, p. 740), using thevari-
ables listed above as a referent, suggested that “psychological
climate furnishes perhaps the most readily identifiable set of vari-
ables in Industrial/Organizational (I/O) Psychology for apprais-
ing work environments in terms of [schemas] based onthese latent
values.” James andJames noted further that PC variables were
developed expressly to assess valuations of work environments.It
follows logically that if climate variables are indeed engendered by
personal values, and if Locke’s analytically derived factors of per-
sonal values are reasonably accurate, then correspondence should
exist between Locke’s factors of values and empirically derived fac-
tors of psychological climate.

Exploratory factor analyses of PC variables, which were begun
before Locke’s discussion ofvalues (1976), have shown four PC fac-

tors to be invariant over a numberof diverse work environments
(compare L. A. James & L. R. James, 1989; L. R. James & Sells,
1981). These factors, shown in the abovelist, are (1) role stress and
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lack of harmony, (2) job challenge and autonomy, (3) leadership
facilitation and support, and (4) work-group cooperation, friend-
liness, and warmth. These factors are reasonably congruent with
Locke’s four factors of values. Such congruence is more a form of
affirmation and convergence of two related lines of thinking and
research thanit is a formal test of the validity of either approach.

Theessential point for climate is that perceptions of work envi-
ronments appearto factor into domainsinterpretable in terms of
personalvalues.

It is further interesting to note that the four climate factors in
the abovelist refer, respectively, to the distinct domainsofroles,
jobs, leaders, and work groups. Historically, the tendency has been

to view role, job, leader, and work-group referents as distinct cog-
nitive organizing principles for perceptualvariables. Indeed, the
use of orthogonalfactor rotations (A. P. Jones & L. R. James, 1979;
L. R. James& Sells, 1981) has in part reflected at least an implicit
belief held by climate researchers and others in I/O psychology

that jobs, roles, leaders, and work groups represent different

(although related) domainsof organizational behavior(as well as
different domainsof research in I/O psychology).

A Hierarchical Model of Climate

L. A. James and L. R. James (1989) continued to explore the mean-
ing of work environments by noting that subjective (value-based)
meaningsoften reflect the key role played by valuation in emotion.
Specifically, individuals respond emotionally to environmental

attributes as a function of the significance that such attributes are
perceived to have for personalwell-being. This point suggests that
meanings derive their significance because they are “emotionally
relevant” to determinations of one’s personal sense of organiza-
tional well-being.

For example, we mightsay that individuals desire variousindi-

cators of the latent psychological value “job challenge”(thatis,
individuals seek opportunities to make important decisionsor to
solve novel problems) becauseindividuals have learned thatjob
challenge is emotionally relevant or efficaciousfor a feeling of well-

being. Basically, finding a solution to a novel problem feels good.
The novel solution is the environmental event of interest, and a
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schemaforjob challenge comprises a set of standards forjudging
how challenging the finding of the novel solutionis to the individ-
ual. ‘The appraisal ofhow much challenge is represented in the find-

ing of the novel solution is the valuation. Note that becausethis
valuation is based on standards engenderedbyvalues, the perceived
challenge intrinsically reflects the benefit or detrimentof the envi-
ronmental event (finding the novel solution) to the individual—

that is, the cognition of challenge is emotionally relevant. Therel-

evance is manifested in the affect (for example, feeling good) that
follows the valuation of challenge.

The purpose ofJames andJames’s attempts to tie climate to val-
uation, and then both climate and valuation to emotionally rele-
vant cognitions, was to build a case that a single higher-order factor

underlies measurements of psychological climate. This objective
was based on a theoretical perspective presented by Lazarus (1982,
1984) and Lazarus and Folkman (1984), who asserted that all emo-

tionally relevant cognitionsshare a single latent component—a
general factor (“gfactor”)—that furnishes them with thefacility to

cognitively assess significance for well-being. This g factor is a

higher-order schemaforjudging the degree to which the envi-
ronmentis personally beneficial or detrimental to one’s sense of
well-being. (The term “g factor” byitself is content-free, meaning
[in factor-analytic parlance] thatit refers to a single higher-order
factor. The gfactor discussed here should not be confused with an
intellectual construct that is thought by some to underlie many
formsofintellectual processing.)

This perspective suggests that a single higher-order g factor
underlies the emotionally relevant valuations represented by PC

perceptions. This factor may be defined as a cognitive appraisal of

the degree to which the work environmentis personally beneficial
or detrimental to the organizationalwell-being of the individual.
A hierarchical modelfor psychological climate is presented in Fig-
ure 11.1; the proposed gfactor of meaningis designated “psycho-
logical climate—general,” or simply PC,. As discussed, each of the
climate variables and each of the fourfirst-order climate factors
signifies that the acquired meaningsreflected in these valuations
are a function of a deeper, more pervasivejudgmentof the degree
to which the environmentis personally beneficial or detrimental
to the well-being of the individual.



Fi
gu

re
11
.1
.
A

Hi
er
ar
ch
ic
al

M
o
d
e
l
of

M
e
a
n
i
n
g
.
 

 

Ge
ne
ra
l
Fa

ct
or

of
Ps

yc
ho

lo
gi

ca
l
Cl
im
at
e
(P

Cg
)

4
“

Jo
b
Ch
al
le
ng
e

an
d
A
u
t
o
n
o
m
y

  
 

 
 
 
 

Ro
le

St
re

ss
an
d

La
ck

of
H
a
r
m
o
n
y

Le
ad

er
Su
pp
or
t

a
n
d

Fa
ci
li
ta
ti

on

Wo
rk
-G
ro
up

Co
op
er
at
io
n

an
d
Fr

ie
nd
li
ne
ss

a
Hi

er
ar

ch
ic

al
Ro

le
x

Jo
b

|
In

fl
ue

nc
e

Am
bi

gu
it

y
A
u
t
o
n
o
m
y

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Wo

rk
-G

ro
up

Co
op
er
at
io
n

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
l

Ro
le

Jo
b

Re
pu

ta
ti

on
fo
r

>
In
fl
ue
nc
e
  

 
Le

ad
er
T
r
u
s
t

an
d
Su
pp
or
t
  

 
L
e
a
d
e
r

In
te
ra
ct
io
n

Fa
ci
li
ta
ti
on
  

  Le
ad

er
Em

ph
as

is
an

d
Fa
ci
li
ta
ti
on

 
 

 

Co
nf
li
ct
  

R
o
l
e

O
v
e
r
l
o
a
d

 
Im
po
rt
an
ce
  

 
  

S
u
b
u
n
i
t

>
Co

nf
li

ct
 
   

Or
ga

ni
za

ti
on

Id
en
ti
fi
ca
ti
on

  

M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t

C
o
n
c
e
r
n
a
n
d

A
w
a
r
e
n
e
s
s  

 
 

Jo
b
Ch

al
le

ng
e

an
d
Va

ri
et

y
 

 
 
 

Ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s
   Wo

rk
-G

ro
up

W
a
r
m
t
h
a
n
d

Fr
ie

nd
li

ne
ss
 

 So
ur

ce
:
F
r
o
m

“I
nt
eg
ra
ti
ng
W
o
r
k
En
vi
ro
nm
en
t
Pe

rc
ep

ti
on

s:
Ex

pl
or

at
io

ns
in
to

th
e
M
e
a
s
u
r
e
m
e
n
t
o
f
Me
an
in
g,
”
by

L.
A.

J
a
m
e
s
a
n
d

L.
R.

Ja
me

s,
19

89
,
Jo
ur
na
l
of
Ap

pl
ie

d
Ps
yc
ho
lo
gy
,

74
,
p.

74
1.

Co
py

ri
gh

t
1
9
8
9
by

th
e
A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n
Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
l
As
so
ci
at
io
n,

In
c.

Re
pr

in
te

d

wi
th

pe
rm
is
si
on
.

 



PERCEPTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE 429

L. A. James andL. R. James (1989) tested the hierarchical

model of meaningpresented in Figure 11.1. The causal arrows
extending from PC,to each of the factors denote that PC, is a
latent common denominatorfor the factors. Confirmatory factor
analyses were conducted on four different samples from diverse
organizations. Results unequivocally supported the hierarchical
factor model with the single higher-order general factor, PC,. This
generalfactor suggests that individuals employ a simpler, more
integrated cognitive structure to appraise their work environment
than has been indicated by prior research (which, as noted,sug-
gested multiple, independent environmental perception domains).
“Stated simply, people respond to work environments in terms of
howtheyperceive these environments, and the key substantive
concern of perception is the degree to which individuals perceive
themselves as being personally benefited as opposed to being per-
sonally harmed (hindered) by their presence inthe environment”
(L. A. James & L. R. James, 1989, p. 748).

Recently, the single higher-order factor model has been ex-
tended. Burke, Borucki, and Hurley (1992) suggested that individ--

uals may valuate work environments in terms of the degree to which
the environment promotestheir individual well-being as well as in
terms of the degree to which the environment promotesthe well-
being of other organizational constituents or stakeholders. Stake-
holders have been defined as groupsofindividuals within or outside
an organization, such as employees, customers, suppliers, and com-
petitors, who havea stake in the organization’s performance and
are thus affected by its actions (Roberts & King, 1989). Schneider,
Parkington, and Buxton (1980) posited that some employees, be-
cause of their boundary positions within an organization, would be
sensitive to customer requirements and organizational practices in
relation to the provision of service. Empirical supportfor this
hypothesis was found by Schneideret al. (1980) and by Schneider
and Bowen (1985).

Based onthislogic, Burke et al. (1992) tested a two-factor higher-
order model of psychological climate within a retail service envi-
ronment. They proposedthat two higher-order factors—concern for
employees and concern for customers—underlie employee climate
perceptions. Results of confirmatory factor analyses supported the
model of two higher-order factors and suggested that employees’
cognitive appraisals (valuations) of work environmentattributes
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mayreflect the extent to which the work environmentis believed
to be personally beneficial to the individual and beneficial to an
organizational constituency (that is, customers).

The Reciprocal Nature of the PC-Affect Relationship

The precedingdiscussion of the valuation process suggests that psy-
chological climate should be strongly related to affective variables.
Indeed, characterizing PC variables as emotionally relevant cogni-
tions denotes that PC perceptionsfurnish highly salient information
for the determination of emotional responses. This raises the issue
of the precise causal relationship between PC variables andaffective
responses. Here wewill review three studies (L. R. James & L. A.
James, 1992; L. R. James & Tetrick, 1986; Mathieu, Hofmann, and

Farr, 1993) that examinedthis relationship.
L. R. James and Tetrick (1986) presented and tested three

alternative models of the causal relationship betweenthejob per-

ception domainsof psychological climate andjobsatisfaction. The
three causal models are presented in Figure 11.2. Model A isa
postcognitive, nonrecursive model. The postcognitive aspectof this
modelis reflected in the fact thatjob perceptions mediate therela-
tionship between environmental events and affective reactions to
those events. This mediating link is labeled postcognitive to imply

that affect occurs after cognition;that is, individuals respondaffec-
tively to jobs in terms of how thejobs are cognitively represented
or perceived (Brass, 1981; Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Locke, 19’76;

Oldham & Hackman, 1981; Rousseau, 1977, 1978a, 19'78b).

The nonrecursive aspect of ModelA is reflected in the recipro-
cal loop fromjobsatisfaction tojob perceptions. This feedback loop
implies that affect can influence cognition. L. R. James and col-
leagues have previously proposed multiple meansby whichaffect
might influence psychological climate (L. R. James & A. P. Jones,
1980). ‘These include conditions in which existing or desired levels
of affect cause the individual (1) to attend onlyto selected situational
cuesin theinterest of increasing (or decreasing), maintaining, or
confirming emotions; (2) to impute desirable (or undesirable)

attributes or events to a work environment, (3) to restructure (cog-

nitively) and redefinesituational cues to enhancethe probability that
they will be interpreted as beneficial (or detrimental) to well-being;
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Figure 11.2. Alternative Causal Models
RelatingJob Attributes and Work-Group Structure

to Job Perceptions andJob Satisfaction.
 

 

Job Attributes and =§=—————¥» JobPerceptions?
Work-Group Structure* |

Job Satisfaction  
 

Model A: Postcognitive-Nonrecursive
 

Job Attributes and Job Job

Work-GroupStructure Satisfaction : Perceptions

  
 

Model B: Precognitive-Recursive
 

Job Attributes and =§=—-————— JobSatisfaction
Work-GroupStructure | |

Job Perceptions  
 

Model C: Precognitive-Nonrecursive
 

4 These includejob complexity, job pressure, boundary spanning,specialization
of structure, and standardization of personnel procedures.

b These includejob challenge, job autonomy, andjob importance.

Source: From “Confirmatory Analytic Tests of Three Causal Models RelatingJob
Perceptions toJob Satisfaction,” by L. R. James andL.E. Tetrick, 1986, Journal
ofApplied Psychology, 71, p.'78. Copyright 1986 by the American Psychological
Association, Inc. Reprinted with permission.

In that source, Models B and are based on Zajonc (1980; Figure 2, p. 161,

Figure 5, p. 170).
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and (4) to restructure (cognitively) cognitions to make them con-
sistent with implicit theories regarding whether an environment
should or should not be beneficial to well-being.

The remaining two models presented by L. R.James and Tetrick
(1986) are precognitive models. They are based on the assumption
by Zajonc (1980, 1984) that affective reactions (for example, the

feeling that one’sjobis satisfying) precede differentiated cogni-
tions (for example, the perception that one’sjob is challenging;
L. R. Jameset al., 1978). The Zajonc position (1980, 1984) suggests
thatjob perceptionsserve to explain ortojustify affective satisfac-
tion reactions to objective job characteristics. For example, “I am
satisfied; therefore, the job mustbe challenging.” In addition to

precognitive causal orders, Model B assumesa recursive (asym-
metric) causal direction, whereas Model C assumesa reciprocal or
nonrecursive causal direction. The latter approach is predicated
on the rationale that once differentiated cognitions are formed,
these cognitions may feed back andstimulate at least some change
in affective responses.

L. R. James and Tetrick (1986) used confirmatory analytic tech-
niquesto test the three alternative models of causal relationships
betweenjob perceptionsandjobsatisfaction. Results supported
the postcognitive, nonrecursive model. Thatis, results indicated

that ModelA,in whichjobsatisfaction occurs afterjob perceptions

in the causal order andjob perceptionsandjob satisfaction are re-
ciprocally related, provided the best fit with the data.

L. R. James and L. A.James (1992) extended prior research on
job perceptionsandjobsatisfaction by investigating more general

valuation and affective domains. Whereasprior researchtypically
focused on specific domains of psychological climate (see earlier
list) and specific domainsofjob satisfaction, L. R. James,L.A.
James, and Ashe (1990) tested the hypothesis that a higher-order
generalclimate factor (PC,) and a higher-order generalaffective

factor (organizational well-being) are reciprocally related to each

other. As aninitial test of this hypothesis, L. R. James andL.A.
James (1992) conducted confirmatory factor analyses on archival
data from L. R. James andA.P. Jones (1980) and L. R. James and
Tetrick (1986). The authors found general supportfor the recip-
rocal causation model.

A recentstudy by Mathieu, Hofmann,and Farr (1993) pro-
vided further support for the reciprocal causation model. Mathieu
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et al. examined three alternative models of thejob perception—job

satisfaction relationship: ajob characteristics theory model, a social

information-processing theory model, and the above-cited recip-

rocal causation model.
Thejob characteristics theory (JCT) modelis a precognitive,

recursive model, based on the traditionalJCT perspective,as artic-

ulated by Hackmanand Lawler (1971). This perspective suggests

that employees’ job perceptions act as mediatingvariableslinking

objectivejob characteristics with individuals’ affective reactions (for

example,satisfaction and motivation) and behaviors (for example,

performanceand attendance). Thus the JCT model implies that

job perceptionslead tojob satisfaction.

Thesocial information-processing (SIP) theory modelis a pre-

cognitive, recursive model based on a perspective that suggests that

employees develop a generalized reaction to the work environment

and subsequently perceive the characteristics of theirjobs in light

of this global impression (for example, Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978).

SIP theory is similar to the position advanced by Zajonc (1980,

1984), who, as noted above, arguedfor the primacy of affect over

cognition. Indeed, Zajonc suggested that in manysituations, indi-

viduals respond immediately to circumstancesandthenlater bias

their perceptionsof those situationssoas tojustify or explain their

reactions. Thus both SIP theory and Zajonc’s position argue for

job satisfaction as a precursor tojob perceptions.

Thethird model tested by Mathieuetal. (1993) was the recip-

rocal causation model advancedbyL. R. James and colleagues

(L. R. Jamesetal., 1978; L. R. James & A. P. Jones, 1980; L. R.James

& Tetrick, 1986). Mathieu (correctly) characterized the position as

arguing thatjob perceptions are products ofhigher-order cogni-

tive information processing that reflects the psychologicalsignifi-

cance ofjob events to individuals. Further, such higher-order

processingis said to be influenced by individual characteristics as

well as individuals’ job-related attitudes. ThusJames’s position sug-

gests that job perceptions andjob satisfaction are reciprocally

related, each contributing positively to the other.

Mathieuetal. (1993) employed confirmatory analytic tech-

niques to test the three alternative models of the job percep-

tion-jobsatisfaction relationship. Results of the analyses provided

substantial support for the reciprocal model based onJames’s the-

ory. Both of the reciprocal paths werestatistically significant, and
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the model exhibited acceptable fit indices. Further, the reciprocal
modelfit significantly better than did either of the unidirectional
models.

In summary, there seems to be reasonable empirical support for
the postcognitive, nonrecursive model ofthe causal relationship
between psychological climate and affect. Psychological climate
appears to mediate the relationship between the work environ-
mentand affective reactions to that environment. Individuals re-
spondaffectively to the work environmentbased on the meaning
and significance (valuations) that they attach to that environment.
In turn, affective reactions influence valuations by causing in-
dividuals to selectively attend to or redefine situational cues in
cognitive processing or to restructure cognitions to make them
consistent with beliefs and expectations (implicit theories) regard-
ing whetherajob should besatisfying or dissatisfying.

A New Approach to Climate

The model of environmental perception discussed in the prior sec-
tions of this chapter assumesthat all perceivers use the same
schemas to valuate environments. Whatvaries amongperceiversis
positioning (rank-ordering) on each of a commonsetof cognitive
continua (orsets of discrete but ordered cognitive categories; see,
for example, L. R. James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984). Recent research
on general cognitive processes suggests that environmentalper-
ception may be more complex than assumedbythis “common
schema” model. Of particular interest is research on framing,
which, when extrapolated to climate, suggests that different indi-
viduals might use different schemas to valuate the samesetof envi-
ronmentalattributes and events (compare Dweck & Leggett, 1988;
Pinkley, 1990; Kahneman & Tversky, 1984). Consider, for example,
professors in the same departmentwhodiffer in how they frame
research and publishing. Someprofessors valuate these efforts as
surmountable challengesthat afford opportunities to enhancesci-
entific knowledge. Quality rather than quantity is their prime con-
cern. Other professors frame research and publishingas “threats”
to their tenuredstability and academic reputation and focus on
keeping the “numbers”above an acceptable minimum soas to
avoid being viewed as incompetent.
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It is very difficult to initiate studies of potentialdifferences in

the schemasthat people use to frame work environments without

a theory that explicates why and how suchdifferences mightexist.

Extrapolations from recent work by L. R.James (1994a, 1994b) on

conditional reasoning furnished the foundation to begin develop-

mentof such a theory. James has argued that people with different

motives, such as individuals with strong desires to achieve versus

individuals with strong desires to avoid failure, possess different

belief structures (or what we have referred to here as schemas).

These belief structures include, or predispose individuals to uti-

lize, various nonconsciousbiases (for example, implicit theories or

predilections to makecertain typesofattributional errors), which

are projected into analytic reasoning in the form ofjustifications

andrationalizations that serve to protect, reinforce, and enhance

the underlying motives.

Reasoningthat involves biases that serve motivesis said to be

“conditional” on the motives of the reasoner. Morespecifically, con-

ditional reasoning meansthatindividuals with different motives are

disposed to invoke differentjustifications and rationalizations to

arrive at what each believes to be a rational solution to a common,

evocative reasoning problem.Thesolutions differ, however, each

tacitly protecting, reinforcing, and enhancinga different underly-

ing motive pattern.

Differential Framing

Basically, conditional reasoning predicts that people possess nat-

ural and nonconscious propensities to rationalize and to justify

thoughts, behaviors, policies, and circumstancesthat protect, rein-

force, or enhance motives. An importantfirst step in this reason-

ing process is whatJamesrefers to as “differential framing.” ‘The

term framing refers to valuationsof attributes and events in terms

of their “meaning” (substance, intent, significance) to the indi-

vidual. Differentialframing, then, refers to qualitative disparities in

the meanings imputed to the sameattributes and events by indi-

viduals with different motives.

An example of differential framing was presented byL.R.

James (1994a, 1994b) as part of a contrast between individuals with

a strong motive to achieve andindividuals with a strong motive to
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avoid failure. The contrast focused on disparities in the decision
processes involved in determining whetherto approachorto avoid
a difficult task. Individuals with strong achievement motivation
were characterized as framingdifficult tasks in terms of the oppor-
tunities such tasks create for challenging work, demonstrations of
competence, and feelings of accomplishmentandpride. Individ-
uals high on fear of failure were thoughtto (differentially) frame
these sametasks in termsof their potential to cause stress and to
create opportunities to demonstrate incompetence and experience
feelings of shame and embarrassment.

It requires only a small leap in logic to suppose that the same
motives that evoke condition reasoning and spawndifferential
framingarealso likely to operate in environmental perception.
Indeed, the precedingillustration of differential framing is based
on perceptions of a componentof the task environment. In more
general terms, consider the proposal presentedearlier in this chap-
ter that individuals valuate environmentalattributes and events
using schemas thatallow them to ascertain whetherthe environ-
mentis helpful or hurtful to their general well-being. Now consider
the hypothesis that people with different motives use different
schemasto (differentially) valuate or frame environments because
they have different personal standards for what is and whatis not
helpful/hurtful to their well-being. The intuitive appeal ofthis
hypothesis sparked the proposalthat individuals develop schemas
that allow them to frame environmentalattributes and events,

especially evocative or importantattributes and events (for ex-
ample, tasks, supervisors’ behaviors, performance evaluations, po-
tential stressors), in terms that directly or indirectly assist in
protecting, reinforcing, and enhancingtheir underlying motives.

As noted, L. R. James (1994a, 1994b) used the motives of

achievement motivation andfearoffailureto illustrate differential
framing in conditional reasoning. We have extrapolated from these
discussions to postulate how these same motives might producedif-
ferential framingoftask environments. Brief definitions of achieve-
ment motivation and fear of failure are presented below. These
definitions are then employed to formulate hypothesesthat specify
the different schemas that these motives might engenderin regard
to the framing of task environments. These hypotheses are meant

_ to beillustrative and are by no means exhaustive. We will conclude
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this discussion with a few recommendationspertaining to how the
hypotheses might be expandedto include other schemas and then
be tested empirically.

Motive Definitions

The motive to achieve has been definedas a potentially strong force
that energizes, selects, and directs manifest beliefs and behaviors .

toward approachingand devoting effort to demandingtasks (Atkin-

son, 1957, 1978; McClelland, 1985a, 1985b; McClelland, Koestner,

& Weinberger, 1989). Associations involving affect are thought to
be primary sourcesfor the potency of this motive (McClelland,
1985a); that is, when presented with demandingtasks, individuals

with a strong motive to achieve experience an urge to approach

those tasks, because such individuals associate positive affect (for
example, enthusiasm, recognition, pride of accomplishment) with
those tasks. The motive is often said to be “latent,” because indi-

viduals experiencetask-affect associations without generally being
able to specify the historical reasons or developmentalsourcesfor

these associations (Atkinson, 1957, 1978; McClelland, 1985a, 1985b;

Raynor, 1978). :
The motive to avoid failure—thatis, the fear of failure—is con-

sidered to be the mirror image of achievement motivation in the
model of resultant achievement motivation proposed by Atkinson
(1957, 1978). Fear offailure is defined as an implicit and potentially
strong force that energizes, selects, and directs manifest beliefs and

behaviors toward avoiding the demonstration of incompetence on
demandingtasks (Atkinson, 1957, 1978; Nicholls, 1984; Rothbaum,

Weisz, & Snyder, 1982; Schlenker & Leary, 1982). The potency of
the motive is thought to derive from cognitive associations involv-
ing affect and demandingtasks.

As an example ofthese associations, individuals with a strong
motive to avoid failure experience an urge to avoid demanding
tasks because they anticipate notonly failure on thetasks butalso
the negative affect that follows failure (for example, embarrassment,
shame). These individuals may evade difficult tasks if possible,
attempt to escape or withdrawif assigned such tasks, or—if escape
is not a viable option—procrastinate or manifest other behaviors
that indicate defensive lack of effort (for example, a student who
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choosesnotto study for a test in order to lay the foundation for a
lack-of-effort attribution [Shaver, 1987]). Like the motive to achieve,

the motive to avoid failure is often regarded as latent, because indi-

viduals experience task-affect associations without generally being
able to identify the historical reasons or developmental sources for
the associations.

Hypothesesof Differential Framing

Wepredict that individuals with comparatively stronger motives
to achieve (hereafter referred to as “AMs,” to indicate stronger

achievement motivation than fear of failure) will frame environ-

mental attributes and events related to achievement/failure on
demandingtasks differently than individuals with comparatively
stronger motives to avoid failure (hereafter referred to as “FFs,” to
indicate strongerfear of failure than achievement motivation). The
general premise is that AMswill frame work environments in ways

that promote, defend, and reinforce approach of demandingtasks,
whereasFFs will frame work environments in ways that promote,
defend, and reinforce avoidance of demandingtasks. Three types
of differential framing that are based on this premise are proposed
below.

Opportunity Versus Liability

This aspect of differential framing was addressed briefly above.It
is presumed that AMswill frame difficult or demandingtasks as
challenges and opportunities for advancement and thuswill be

attracted to such tasks (McClelland, 1985a; Spence & Helmreich,

1983). By comparison, FFs should anticipate failure on demand-
ing or difficult tasks and thus frame them asliabilities (Atkinson,
1957, 1978). Unlike the task attraction experienced by AMs,itis
aversion and a desire to escape from the tasks and to avoid similar
tasks in the future that FFs should experience.

As an exemplarof the proposeddifferential framing, consider
howthe stimulus “an unsolved, demanding problem” mightbe cog-
nitively processed and framed by AMsandFFs.It is suggested that
AMspossessthe implicit belief (schema) that if one takes the ini-
tiative to seek out unsolved, demandingproblems, then he or she

creates career-enhancing opportunities to demonstrate skills and
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resourcefulness. This belief furnishes a standard for framing orval-
uating unsolved problemsas “opportunities.” In contrast, FFs will
likely frame unsolved, demanding problemsas being “risky” or
“careerliabilities,” because FFs believe that success on suchtasks is

precariousor even unlikely (Kuhl, 1978; Sorrentino & Short, 1986).
The suggested schemas and framing reflect implicit biases that

furnish confirmation and sanctionto latent forces that seek to
energize, select, and direct efforts toward approach (to achieve-
ment) for AMsand avoidance (offailure) for FFs. For example, a

bias to which AMsare vulnerableis positive leniency, or the ten-
dency to overconfidently evaluate the likelihood of successin solv-
ing a demandingproblem.ForFFs, the framing of the unsolved
problem as risky is subject to a biasthat seeks to rationalize avoid-
ance in a mannerthat protects and enhancesthe egoofthe indi-
vidual (Bandura, 1986; Crocker & Major, 1989; Taylor, 1991; Taylor

& Brown, 1988; Wood, 1989). That is, whereas FFs may associate

threat of failure with the unsolvedtask, theyarealso likely to ratio-
nalize avoidance.It is, for example, socially commendable,not to
mention wise and responsible (and a good coping mechanism), to

avoid devoting time and resourcesto activities that can be framed
as venturesome,precarious, and perhapseven reckless. In sum,dif-
ferential framing serves motives, thereby protecting, reinforcing,
and enhancingthe overall well-being of the perceivers.

Positive Versus Negative Connotation ofStress

It is proposed that AMstend to frame what others mightrefer to
as “stressors” (for example, concentrated work on a very difficult
task for a long period of time) in positive terms (for example,striv-
ing to be successful on an importanttask via perseverance and

immersion in the task). Use of positive terms for framing1s, we
assume,the productof cognitive associations (implicit beliefs or
schemas) formed by AMsbetween hard and persistent work and
(1) feelings of enthusiasm anda sense of accomplishing something

important while immersedin a task (a form, perhaps, of intrinsic
' motivation [Spence & Helmreich, 1983]), (2) receipt of future re-
wards whenthetask is successfully completed, and (3) anticipation
of positive affect (for example, pride) when the task is completed
(McClelland, 1985a). Positive framingis likely to reflect suscepti-

bilities to biases such as tendencies to cognitively redefine stressful
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events in more benevolent terms; for example, what some would

perceive as quantitative overload (Katz & Kahn, 1978) might be
valuated by AMsaspersistence.

FFs, on the other hand, are prone to use negative termsto

frame such events as the intense endeavor over a longperiod of
time on a demandingtask (Atkinson, 1957, 1978; McClelland,

1985a; Nicholls, 1984; Rothbaum, Weisz, & Snyder, 1982; Schlenker

& Leary, 1982). They have a tendency to perceive such events as
burdensthat produce physical overload and feelings of anxious-
ness, strain, and tension. They perceive their counterparts—those
whodostrive to succeed on hard and demanding tasks—as being
obsessed with the need for success and therefore compulsively dri-

ven to be successful. Those strivers may also be seen as increasing
their susceptibility to stress-inducedillness. Use of negative terms
for framingis believed to be a product of schemasthat develop to
protectthe self from failure and embarrassment. Taskslikely to
spawn failure are discounted and devalued by FFs, who valuate
them as stressful, thereby initiating a primafacie case for later deci-
sions to avoid the tasks (Atkinson, 1978).

High Versus Low Personal Control and Responsibility

It is believed that AMstend to framecauses forjob success/failure in
terms ofpersonal responsibility, self-reliance, and self-determination.

Schemas denoting personal control and responsibility are pre-
sumedto be salient to AMs because personal accountability for per-
formance on difficult task promotes the attribution (by theself
and others) of having been responsible for success on something
important (Bandura, 1986; Hall, 1971; S. C. Jones, 1973; McClel-

land & Boyatzis, 1982; Weiner, 1979, 1990, 1991). FFs, on the other

hand,wish to avoid responsibility for demanding tasks because they
do not wantto be held accountable for the failure they anticipate.
Avoidance of responsibility is manifested in various formsof ego-
protective/ego-enhancingvaluation propensities, such as framing
job success/failure in terms of the manyexternal(that is, nonper-
sonal), uncontrollable factors that might adversely affect perfor-
mance (for example,situational constraints, societal inequities, lack
of resources, the leadership received) (Crocker & Major, 1989; Hin-

shaw, 1992; Schlenker & Leary, 1982; Taylor, 1991; Weiner, 19’79).

_An importantillustration of differential framing is seen on
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occasions whenfailure on a demandingtask doesin fact occur.
AMsare predicted to frame the failure as a temporary setback,
which implies that the failure can be rectified by changesin strat-

egy or by increasesin intensity and/or persistence, while FFs have
a propensity to believe that external factors over which they have
no control contribute to failure. Thus, unlike AMs (with their inter-
nal and controllable attributionsfor failure), FFs should propose
ego-protective/ego-enhancing external and uncontrollable attri-
butionsfor failure. Given this framing,it is unlikely that FFs will
persist in the task (Weiner, 1979).

Recommendations for Research on Differential Framing

Differential framing and the hypotheses above build from litera-
tures in attribution theory, expectancies, implicit theories, and con-
firmatory biases in hypothesis testing, which address motivation as
a function of causal inference and hypothesis testing (Bruner,
1957; Friedrich, 1993; Hastie, 1984; Kelly, 1972; Kruglanski, 1989;

Mitchell, 1974; Pyszczynski & Greenberg, 1987; Snyder & Ganges-
tad, 1981; Weiner, 1991). We believe that these cognitive processes

are components of the broader process of conditional reasoning,
where,as part of everyday living, people (1) make causal attribu-
tions of the degree to which success/failure will be influenced by
internal/external factors, (2) formulate expectancies pertaining
to the consequencesof alternative actions, (3) attempt to garner
evidence that confirms (disconfirms) causal hypotheses about such
things as the effects of effort on performance, and (4) formulate

justifications and rationales to support decisions aboutactions
(L. R. James, 1994a, 1994b).

Thetruly novel feature of differential framingis thatit fore-
casts qualitative differences in perceptions. This is, of course, a
hypothesis at the present time; evidence of differential framing in
regard to climate perceptionsis infrequent and indirect. The few
available studies are nonetheless encouraging (Pinkley, 1990; Sil-
ver, Mitchell, & Gist, 1995; Thompson & Loewenstein, 1992). What

would be helpful to the proposed research on climate is a system
of measurementfor differential framing. While we can offer only
suggestionsat this time, we can introduce one meansfor measur-
ing qualitative differences in schemas.
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The suggested procedureis based on someearly thinkingin
conditional reasoning,a field of study in which methods for mea-
suring differential framing were first explored. When used in
regard to conditional reasoning, this approachis based on test
for synonyms. Respondents are presented with a stimulus word and
asked to identify a synonym from oneof four alternatives, with
both the stimulus word andthe alternatives intended to implicitly
trigger latent motives for achievement and avoidanceoffailure.
Thetriggering of latent motives presumably engendersdifferen-
tial framing; AMsand FFsreveal those latent motives through the
different alternatives they select in answer to the problems.

Respondents might be asked, for example, to select the most rea-

sonable synonym for persistent from among these alternatives: ded-
wcated, obsessed, vacillating, careless. It is expected that respondents
with latent AM propensities will select dedicated as the correct syn-
onym while respondents with latent FF propensitieswill select
obsessed as the correct synonym. (The remaining two alternatives

are not synonymsfor persistent.)
This approach could be adapted to measuredifferential fram-

ing in climate studies. We could replace the stimulus words with key
climate concepts such as work, exertion, and expectations (for
employee behavior). We could then ask organizational respondents
to select the word that most reasonably captures the meaning (def-
inition, interpretation, perception, significance,translation) of the
stimulus wordin the context of their own work environment. Pos-
sible items are as follows:

Your work: challenging, risky, dull, stable

Your exertion: enthusiastic, stressed, uninspired, relaxed

Your expectations:self-reliance, self-aggrandizement, compliance,
loyalty

These three items correspond roughly to the three sets of con-
trasting schemas proposed earlier for AMsandFFs. For example,
the “work”item is designed to capture differential framing engen-
dered by the opportunity-versus-liability schemas.If differential fram-
ing operates as expected, then AMsandFFswill select different
alternatives to frame the same work environments. For example,in
technically complex environments such asscientific laboratories,
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AM scientists are expected to use “challenging” to describe their
work, whereasFF scientists are expected to characterize their work
as “risky.” When the measure is extended to noncomplex technical
environments such as production lines, AM workers are expected
to describe their work as “dull,” whereas FF workers are expected to
describe their workas “stable.”

The “exertion” item is designed to capture differential framing
produced by schemasforpositive versus negative connotations of
stress. As an example, AM students in high-press-for-achievement
environments (for example, colleges with high academic demands)
are expected to interpret their exertion in terms such as “enthusi-

astic,” whereas FF students are expected to interpret their exertion

in terms such as “stressed.” AM students in low-press-for-achieve-
ment environments (for example, colleges with low academic de-
mands) are expected to characterize their efforts as “uninspired,”
whereas FFs are predictedto interprettheir efforts as “relaxed.”

Finally, the “expectations” item was designed to capturedif-
ferential framing engendered by the schemasfor high versus low
personal control and responsibility. It is expected that work envi-
ronments that emphasize personal control (for example, organi-
zations with decentralized authority structures and individualistic
incentive systems) will be framed as encouraging“self-reliance” by
AMsand “self-aggrandizement” by FFs. Work environments that
deemphasize personal control (for example, organizations with
centralized authority structures and incentive systems that reward
collectives) should engender perceptions by AMsthat “compli-
ance” is expected, whereas FFs are expected to frame role expec-
tations and incentives in term of “loyalty.”

These rudimentary suggestions for measuring differential fram-
ing are meantonly to stimulate thinking on how a serious mea-
surement system might be designed. Prior work on conditional
reasoning may be helpful as an early guide, but innovation will be

the orderof the day.

Summary

Overtheyears, the study of psychological climate has increasingly
acknowledgedtherole of individual differences in environmental
cognition. As psychological climate became recognized in the
1970s and 1980s as the outcome of cognitive processes such as
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valuation, the role of individual differences becameincreasingly
prominent. Research that originally sought to identify simple medi-
ating cognitive functionsthat were basically similar for all perceivers
gave wayto the studyof individual differences in higher-orderper-
ceptual processes. Person-by-situation interactions, assignmentof
different meanings, causes of (and effects of ) individual differ-

ences in affective reactions to work, and searchesfor higher-order
models of meaning becameprimesubjects of study in the climate
domain.Parallel work continued on attempts to aggregate climate
perceptions to describe organizational situations (Schneider,
1990); but the study of individual differences in climate percep-

tions continued, and continues, to be a prime topic of research.

We recommenddifferential framing as a next step in this research
agenda.
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Chapter Twelve
 

Leaving the Organization
Joseph G. Rosse
Terry W. Noel

A few years ago, Paul Simon popularized a songentitled “Fifty Ways
to Leave Your Lover.” This chapteris also about leaving, andjudg-
ing from the contents of the more than two thousand journal
articles that have been published on varioustypes of withdrawal

behaviors (Rosse, 1991), there may also befifty ways to leave an
organization. Our twofold goalis to explore the role of individual
differences in how people withdraw from work and to suggest ways
in which increased attention to these factors might enhance our
understanding of how and whypeople leave work.

Volumeshave been written on the subjects of turnover and
absenteeism;less attention has been devoted to other forms of

withdrawal, such as lateness, loafing on thejob, and avoiding work

responsibilities. Hom and Griffeth (1995) describe fourteen theo-
retical models of turnover alone. Few theorists, though, have

placed great emphasis on therole of individual differences when
modeling these behaviors. In this chapter, wefirst provide a brief
summary of contemporary thinking on employee retention and
withdrawal and makethe case that the soundest approachis to
consider most absence and turnover to be examples of a more gen-

eral tendency to withdraw from dissatisfying work settings. We then
briefly summarize the empirical literature on antecedents ofwork
withdrawal, with a particular emphasis on findings in the areas of
turnover and absenteeism.

After thus setting the stage, we proceed to describe the limited
role that individual differences have played in these models.
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Consistent with the other chapters in this volume, we focus pri-
marily on individual differences in cognitive ability, personality,

values and interests, and disposition, affect, and temperament.
Althoughthey are less well groundedin theory, we also describe
the literature on individual differences in demographic charac-
teristics (for example, age, gender, and marital status and family
responsibilities), since they have been the predominantindividual
difference variables studied in the withdrawalliterature.

Individual differences may be important notonly in under-
standing howindividuals function while full participants in the
organization but also in understanding how and whytheydis-
engage themselves from organizational activities. Absenteeism

research, for example, showsconsistently that 10 to 20 percentof
the workforce accounts for 80 to 90 percentof the time lost (Johns
& Nicholson, 1982). Yet only a few personal variables, mostly demo-

graphic, have been foundto predict which people will be absent
more than others, and these tend to accountforlittle variance. A

similar conclusion applies to turnover (Rosse, 1991). So while it
may seem obviousthat individuals differ with respect to withdrawal
behaviors, few variables have been found that account for those

differences.
In the final section of the chapter, we offer suggestions about

how individual differences might be more profitably incorporated
into models of employee withdrawal. Specifically, we speculate on
the possibility that treating withdrawalas a subset of adaptive and
coping behaviors might (1) increase our understanding of leaving
the organization and (2) provide a frameworkin whichindividual
differences may add to that understanding.

Defining Employee Withdrawal

For decades, businesspeople and managementscholars have
shown a keen interest in employee absenteeism and turnover. For
employers, this concern has generally reflected the high costs
assumedto be associated with these behaviors. Research showing
that turnoveris not always dysfunctional (Dalton, Todor, & Krack-
hardt, 1982; Staw, 1980) has further honed employers’ interest in

managing the turnover/retention process. Indeed, with current
trends toward downsizing, retaining the most able employees has
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become even morecritical (Gomez-Mejia & Balkin, 1992). “Lean”

organizationsalso face a dilemma regarding absenteeism: while
these firms have less slack to cover employees who do notattend,

the heightened stress ofworking in such environments may make

absenteeism morelikely.
Researchers have responded to these practical considerations

for studying absence and turnover, but they have also been
attracted to absence and turnoverfor their apparent “objectivity”
as criteria for all mannerof organizational analyses. The result has
been a voluminousliterature, the primary consequence of which
has been substantial frustration with the predictive power of theo-
retical models of absence and turnover. Locke’s review (1976)

found that bivariate correlations between job satisfaction and

turnover rarely exceeded r= .40. Much the sameis true for ab-

sence; Farrell and Stamm’s meta-analysis (1988) indicates that cor-
rected correlations between absence and bothsatisfaction and
commitmentare less than .25. These critiques led to the develop-
mentof a series of complex models of both turnover and absence.

Unfortunately, tests of these multivariate models have scarcely
improved ourability to predict these behaviors, leading a number
of researchers to suggest that studying families ofwithdrawal behav-
iors may be morefruitful than a narrow focus on absence,lateness,

and turnover.

A Multivariate Perspective on Withdrawal

In some ways, turnover, absenteeism, and other withdrawal behav-

iors seem to be quite distinct. Each is characterized by a behavior

or set of behaviors that differs from the others in readily recog-
nizable ways (Mobley, 1982). At the same time,there is a striking
conceptualsimilarity among them,in that each serves in its own
way to distance or disengage employees from the worksituation.
A numberof researchers have also suggested that lateness, ab-

sence, and turnover may be sequential steps in a “progression of
withdrawal” that begins with lateness or other minorformsofwith-
drawal and then extends to absenteeism and eventually quitting
the organization (Gupta &Jenkins, 1979; Rosse, 1988). The func-
tional similarity of the behaviors, coupled with their common
themeof avoidingdissatisfying work (Hom & Griffeth, 1995), has
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promptedresearchers to treat them as manifestations of an under-
lying construct called withdrawal (for example, Beehr & Gupta,
1978; Wolpin & Burke, 1985) or adaptation (for example, Hulin,

1991; Rosse & Miller, 1984).
Withdrawal from work may beeither psychological or physical.

Symptomsof psychological withdrawal—suchas wasting timeat the
water cooler, daydreaming, and goofing off at work—oftensignal
an employee’s disenchantmentorlack of involvement (Beehr &
Gupta, 1978). Provided these behaviors do notget outof hand,

they are often essentially harmless and may evenserveas effective
stress-relievers. Yet not all psychological withdrawal is harmless.
Drinking, drug abuse, and malicious gossip represent more ex-

treme forms of detachmentand often have negative consequences
for both the organization andtheindividual.

Physical withdrawal is characterized by distancing oneself from
the worksituation in bodyas well as in spirit. Turnover, absen-
teeism, and lateness are generally thoughtofas falling in this cat-

egory. Hanisch and Hulin (1990) have recently shown that with

removal of mandatory retirement for most occupations, the deci-
sion to retire can also be considered a form of physical withdrawal
from work. Though physical withdrawal is not necessarily less
destructive than some types of psychological withdrawal (for exam-
ple, drinking on the job), it is often assumed to represent a more
advanced stage in the withdrawalprocess.

There is much to recommendtreating various ways of leaving
organizations as forms of withdrawal. Conceptually, it makes sense
to group these behaviors together, since theyall appear to be ways

to avoid a dissatisfying work role. More generally, attitude theorists
from Thurstone (1931) and Doob (1947) to Fishbein and Ajzen

(1975) have warnedofthe futility of predicting specific behaviors
from general attitudes. We are likely to learn little about the spe-
cific behavioral responsesof individuals from such general mea-

sures of work-related attitudesasjob satisfaction (Fisher & Locke,
1991; Roznowski & Hulin, 1991; Roznowski, Rosse, & Miller, 1992).

The withdrawal approach, by contrast, is based on the corollary
that general measuresof attitudes are potentially useful predictors

_ of general behavior tendencies. Combining behaviors that share
both commonvariance (Mitra, Jenkins, & Gupta, 1992; Rosse,

1991) and commontheoretical roots enhances both the predict-
ability of the behavior families and our understandingof the with-
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drawal process (Hom & Griffeth, 1995; Hulin, 1991). The use of

behavioral families can also offset a numberofstatistical limitations
inherentin the study of withdrawal behaviors (for example, the

low base rates and skeweddistributionstypically found for most of
the individual behaviors [Hulin, 1991]).

Onelimitation of the withdrawal approachis thatit has notyet
generated a substantial empirical literature—particularly in the area
of research exploring individual differences. For the purposeofthis
chapter, then, we begin ourreview by describing empirically sup-
ported components of prototypical models of turnover and ab-
sence. Hom and Griffeth’s model of turnover (1995) was chosen

becauseofits recentness andits explicit intent to integrate the best
of prior turnover models. Rhodes and Steers’s model of absence
(1990) was selected because ofits clear dominance in the empirical

literature and because of the authors’ continual developmentof
the model to incorporate new findings. After reviewing the litera-
ture on absence and turnover, we then attempt to generalize these

findings—particularly as they relate to individual differences—to
the broad spectrum of behaviors that have been characterized as
withdrawal from work.

The Hom and Griffeth Model of Turnover

Hom and Griffeth (1995) provide the most recent and extensive

meta-analysis of correlates of turnover. Consistent with earlier
reviews, the strongest correlations they found (after correcting for
sampling error and unreliability) were for stated intentions to quit
(p = .35) and generalized withdrawal cognitions (p = .30). Other
key variables included numberof promotionsreceived (p= -—.35),
comparison of the presentjob to alternatives (p= .26), role clarity
(p= -—.24), quality of leader-member exchange (p = —.23), overall
job satisfaction (p= -.19) andjob stress (p= .19), organizational
commitment (p= -—18), job involvement (p= -—.17), and worksat-

isfaction (f= -—.16). (A numberof these correlations were based

on very few studies, and many had confidence intervals that

included zero.) Individual difference variables are conspicuous by
their absence from this list, a point to which wewill return.

Hom andGriffeth then developed a theoretical frameworkthat
they felt best integrates existing theoretical models with the results
of their meta-analysis. Their model, shown in Figure 12.1, suggests
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two parallel paths by which individuals may leave an organization.
Oneis a traditional “analytical” route, in which withdrawal cogni-
tions cause employees to explore options and compare them to
the utility of their presentjob; the results of this analysis may lead
to either exiting the organization or reconsidering the options,
includingtrying to increase the utility of the presentjob. The other
path, which leads directly from withdrawal cognitions to turnover,
was included to account for more impulsive turnoverdecisions.

Like most models of turnover, this one payslittle attention to
individual differences, except for their influence on job satisfac-
tion and organizational commitment (generally through their
effect on values and expectations). However, there are a couple of

places in the model whereindividual differences might play a more
direct role. One case concerns perceptionsof the availability and
utility of alternatives to the current work role. Individual differ-
ences in abilities and skills should certainly affect labor market
mobility. Moreover, differencesin self-efficacy beliefs are likely to

affect perceptions of mobility opportunities and utility. We find it
ironic that efforts to increase self-efficacy are at the heart of many
programsforjob seekers, yet this variable is essentially ignored by
most models of withdrawal.

Anotherrole for individual differencesis suggested by the inclu-
sion of dual paths to turnover. Most models of withdrawal have a
strongly rational/analytic flavor, yet a numberoftheorists (for exam-
ple, Mobley, Griffeth, Hand, & Meglino, 1979) acknowledge that
such behavior mayalso be impulsive in nature. Individual differences
in capacity or inclination to process such decisions analytically
may define an important set of boundary conditions for models
of withdrawal. Again, we were unable to locate any studies specifi-
cally addressing this type of difference (although we subsequently
describe somevariablesthat are potentially relevant, such as the
planfulness componentofthe personality trait of conscientiousness).

The Steers and Rhodes Model of Absence

Steers and Rhodes’s attendance model (1978, 1984; Rhodes &

Steers, 1990) has been the most influential framework for explain-
ing employee absence, although neither it nor other models of
absence have received the systematic attention that models of turn-
over have enjoyed. The variousiterations of this model suggest that
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attendanceis ajoint function of motivation to attend work and per-
ceived ability to attend work. Motivation to attend workis in turn
a function ofjob attitudes (originally seen as job satisfaction but
later extendedto include otherattitudes, such asjob involvement)
and pressures to attend (that is, economic conditions, incentive

systems, work-group norms, personal work ethic, and organiza-
tional commitment).

Only a few, partial tests of the Steers and Rhodes (1978) model

exist (Rhodes & Steers, 1990). They generally support the role of
attendance motivation as a precursor of absence, although therel-
ative importance ofjob attitudes and pressure to attend remainsa
point of controversy. Three meta-analyses confirm thatjob satis-

faction and organizational commitmentare negatively—though
weakly—related to absence (Farrell & Stamm, 1988; Hackett &

Guion, 1985; Scott & Taylor, 1985). On the basis of these data and

additional multivariate studies, Rhodes and Steers (1990) conclude

that factors related to pressure to attend are more importantpre-
dictors of motivation to attend thanisjob satisfaction. Ability to
attend has generally not been found to interact with motivation to
attend in affecting absence, although someofits antecedents have
been foundto havedirect associations with absence.

Individual differences, a focus of much early research on “ab-

sence proneness” and age and genderdifferences in absencerates,

have notplayed a significant role in modern absenteeism research.
Instead, most empirical work has emphasized therole ofjob satis-
faction and otherjob attitudes. In fact, the role of individual dif-
ference variables has seemedto diminish with each revision of the
Steers and Rhodes model, being replaced in the 1990 Rhodes and
Steers model with an increasing focus on group-level influences.

Other Withdrawal Behaviors Modeled

Blau (1995) summarized studies on employee lateness, conclud-

ing thatjob satisfaction had been reported to be negatively corre-
lated to lateness in the majority of studies, althoughtheresults
were clearly mixed (and weakfor bothjobsatisfaction and the
related attitudes of organizational commitmentandjob involve-

ment). He also noted that leisure-income tradeoffs, work-family
conflicts, transportation difficulties, and accidents andillnesses

 



LEAVING THE ORGANIZATION 459

have been implicatedin lateness. In an intriguing taxonomyof
employeelateness, Blau (1994) integrated these findings by show-
ing thatjob attitudes are related to “chronic increasing”lateness,

that leisure-income tradeoffs and work-family conflicts are related
to “stable periodic” lateness, and that transportation difficulties
and illnesses and accidents are related to random lateness.

Otherbehaviors generally included in withdrawal models have
received scant empirical attention, with the dominantfocus being
the role ofjob satisfaction or related attitudes. A numberofstudies

have reported negative relationships between jobsatisfaction and
a composite measure of withdrawal behaviors (Fisher & Locke,
1991; Hanisch & Hulin, 1990, 1991; Henne & Locke, 1985; Rosse

& Hulin, 1985; Roznowski & Hanisch, 1990; Roznowski et al., 1992).

In general, aboutall that can be concluded from theliterature
on withdrawal other than absence and turnoveris thatjob attitudes
appearto be a consistent (though fairly weak) predictor of with-
drawal tendencies. Probably due both to thescarcity of studies and
the dominantfocus on job dissatisfaction as a causal mechanism

for withdrawal, individual differences have notplayed a significant
role in research or theorizing.

Conceptualizing the Role of Individual
Differences in Withdrawal Behaviors

It is evident that the dominant models of employee withdrawal
have not emphasized therole of individual differences. Thisis sur-
prising, considering the major role such differencesplay in folk
theories ofwhy people quit or fail to show up for work. Oneofthe
authors (Noel) worked for a time in the Florida Keys; in the course
of doing business with the managerofa large hotel, he found him-
self discussing the high rate of employee turnover and absenteeism
in the area. The manager was lamenting thefact that his turnover
rate was many times higher than thatofthe rest of the nation. His
theory was that people who are running from home,a bad mar-
riage, or life in general tend to keep running until they hit an
ocean and can run nofurther. This type of person, he explained,
just gets up one morning, decidesthat drinking, diving,or fishing
is better than facing the inevitablehassles and effort associated with
work, and “runs” again (by quitting his or her currentjob).
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This example reflects the view that the best way to explain why
some people leave an organization and some peoplestay is to look
at the person. Such explanations assumethat there is sometrait or
characteristic that causes certain people to be absent, to quit, or to
retire at a higher rate than others; environmentalfactors are more
or less inconsequential. The view that some kinds of people show
up consistently and stay with organizations longer than others no
doubt drives some managersto a never-ending search for the ded-
icated, loyal employee. Yet we will see that relatively little research
on individual differences (with the partial exception of demo-
graphic factors) has been conductedto test these beliefs.

The scarcity of attention to individual differencesis doubly sur-

prising considering that behavioral research on organizational
withdrawal has been dominatedby psychologists, who are arguably
predisposed by training to focus on individual-level antecedents of
behavior. Sociologists and economists are more apt to contend that
people miss work, quit, or retire in response to external influences
(for example, weather- and transportation-related obstaclesto get-
ting to work on timeorthestate of the economy), organizational
characteristics (for example,size, structure, or culture), or leisure-

incometradeoffs. ‘These kinds of models tend to use the “average
man” hypothesis (Dodge, 1931): people are more orless the same,
and work withdrawal is largely determinedby situational factors.
In times of high unemployment, for example, people areless likely
to quit, because they have fewer alternatives and because theirrel-
ative satisfaction is higher than it is during periods of economic
expansion (Hulin, Roznowski, & Hachiya, 1985). Unemployment

is also highly correlated with aggregate absenteeism (Markham,
1985). Leigh (1985) suggests that this is due both to firmslaying
off absence-prone employeesand to the resulting reluctance of sur-
viving employeesto be absent.

Contemporary theories suggest that neither individual norsit-
uational factors alone should be expected to providea satisfactory
account of why people behave the way they do in organizations
(Pervin, 1989; Terborg, 1981). Consistent with this interactionist

perspective, we contend that whatis missing from both micro- and
macro-oriented models of withdrawal is an adequate representa-

tion of individual differences. The remainder of this chapter
describes what we meanbyindividualdifferences, suggests alter-
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native roles for how individualdifferences mightaffect the with-
drawal process, reviewsthe literature on individual differencesin
withdrawal, and provides suggestions for how individual differences
might better be incorporatedinto our thinking aboutwithdrawal.

Although the term “individual differences” has been used to
describe manytypesofvariables, the concern of this book is with
four main categories of individual psychological differences: cog-
nitive ability, personality, values and interests, and disposition,
affect, and temperament. Although notthe focusof this book,
demographic characteristics (particularly age, gender, and tenure
with the organization)—the primary individual differences stud-
ied in the withdrawal literature—are also includedin ourreview.

Treatmentof individual differences in the organizational with-
drawal literature has suffered from two limitations. The most basic
limitation is that most theories have simply not paid muchatten-
tion to individual differences. To a large extent, the implicit assump-
tion seems to have beenthatall dissatisfied and noncommitted
employees, for example, are morelikely to quit. While theories tak-
ing an integrative approach have included March and Simon’s ease
of movementvariable (1958), mobility has generally been treated
as an external factor rather than as an individual difference.

Second, even whenindividual differences have been considered,

their role in the nomological network leading to withdrawalis often
conceptualized as a simple direct effect rather than as a mediating
or moderating variable. Direct effects would be observedas differ-
ent “kinds” of people withdrawing more often, more severely, and
so on. For example, a direct effect for cognitive ability would be
observed as a correlation between intelligence or some other mea-
sure of cognitive ability and the dependent withdrawalvariable. A
direct effect for values would be exhibited in a similar fashion,

with, say, people high on a workethic scale being absent or quit-
ting less often. Our review will show that these direct effects are
generally rare and accountforlittle variance.

Individual differences have also been described as antecedents
of key variables in withdrawal models (rather than as direct causes
of turnover). Turnover and absence models frequently cite differ-
ences in values or experiences as antecedents ofjob attitudes.
Demographic variables such as gender and family responsibilities
are often hypothesized to affect the subjective utility of attending
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workversus alternatives to attending work andto affect the ease of
movementorability to attend work. Such effects are properly
tested in the context of a mediated modellinking the antecedent
variable with one of the dependentvariables through the specific
intervening variable(s) (Farkas & Tetrick, 1989). Unfortunately,

such tests are far less commonthantests of direct effects. More-
over, when individual differences are hypothesizedto act solely as
antecedentsofjob attitudes, we contendthat the individualdif-
ferences are more appropriately included in models ofjob atti-
tudes than in models of withdrawal perse.

An alternative to specifying individual differences as a main

effect (or as direct antecedents of causes ofwithdrawal) is to model

them as moderatingthe effect of other variables on employee with-

drawal. For example, if persons higheron thetrait of conscien-
tiousness were found to be morelikely to come to work during a
snowstorm, conscientiousness could be said to moderate therela-

tionship between ability to attend and absence. As another example,
if people high on negative affectivity were foundto be absentor to
quit more often when exposedtojob stress, negative affectivity could
be said to moderatethe relationship betweenjob stress and absence
or quitting. While sometypesofvariables, such as attitudes, have
been repeatedly proposed as moderators (see Smith, 1977), indi-
vidual differences rarely have. Despite the lack of attention toward
moderating effects, we see this approachas being potentially very
useful both in determining subgroupsof individuals for whom tra-
ditional, analytic models ofwithdrawal may not apply andfor iden-
tifying factors affecting key steps within the models.

Individual Differences and
Withdrawal: Literature Review

In addition to the four general categories of individual differences
addressed in other chapters in this book (cognitive ability; person-
ality; values andinterests; and disposition, affect, and temperament),

we have included demographicvariables in our literature review.
Thoughthe theoretical rationale for this approach is sometimes
unclear, a significant amountof research has focused on age, gen-
der, tenure, and family responsibilities. For that reason, they are
included here. |
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Demographic Characteristics

Early research on turnover and absence—especially the latter—
wascharacterized by substantial attention to demographicfactors,
particularly age, gender, and tenure. In mostcases, individual char-
acteristics were acceptedat face value, with little concern for their
psychological or sociological significance. Lawshe and Balma’s sug-
gestion (1966, p. 184) that turnover among female office workers
is due to “pregnancy, marriage, a hometo take care of, transfer of

a husband,.. . girl type personality problems,etc.” and their rec-
ommendation that employers “not hire the twenty-year-old single
girl, or the attractive girl, or the recently married woman”offer a
striking example of this perspective (as well as a vivid illustration
of howthe uncritical use of demographic variables can create or
maintain stereotypes). In other cases, demographic variables have
been included moreas control variables than as part of a theoret-
ical explanation of behavior.

Age and Tenure

Age has generally been assumedto be negatively related to with-
drawal behaviors, although the generally high correlations between
age and tenure often makeitdifficult to determine whichfactor1s
more significant. Hom and Griffeth’s meta-analysis (1995) con-
cluded that turnoveris negatively correlated with age (p= —.12)
and tenure (p= -—.17); however, since the 95 percentcredibility
intervals for both variables includezero,it is not clear that age is
a significant factor in predicting turnover.

Farrell and Stamm’s meta-analysis (1988) reported negative cor-
relations between age and both frequency of absence (p=-—.14) and
total time lost to absence (p = —.06); however, Farrell and Stamm

concluded thatthese relationships were notsignificantly different
from zero. Martocchio’s meta-analysis (1989) reacheda different

conclusion, confirming the hypothesized negative relationship
between age and absence. Martocchio interprets these findings in
terms of Super’s theory of career stages (1957). According to this
perspective, absence is lower among older workers because of
greater commitmentand a more developedsense of responsibility.
Martocchio (1989) also suggests that younger workers are more
likely to be absent due to role conflict and role ambiguity.
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Hackett’s meta-analysis (1989) also concludedthat absenceis

negatively correlated with age, although his review used somewhat
different measures of absence and included tenure and genderas
moderators. His results indicate that (1) tenure is not correlated

with absence oncetheeffects of age are partialed out; (2) age (after

partialing out tenure) is negatively related to “avoidable” absence
(p = —.23 for “attitudinal” absence and p= -—.15 for a measure of
absence frequency) but not to “unavoidable” absence (p= -—.01 for
a total-time-lost index of absence); and (3) the negative relation-

ship between age and“avoidable” absence holds for males but not
females.

Gender and Family Responsibilities

Popular wisdom holds that women are morelikely to be absent and
to quit, attributing thatlikelihood to family responsibilities, which
have traditionally been borne primarily by women. Hom and Grif-
feth’s meta-analysis (1995) suggests that this belief may not be valid

in regard to turnover. They foundthat genderwas notsignificantly
related to turnover (p= -—.07, suggesting that womenareslightly
less likely to quit). Moreover, two indicators of family responsibilities
were also negatively correlated with turnover: numberofchildren
(p= —.14) and kinship responsibilities (p = —.10, n.s.). As with the
finding that numberofrelatives in the community waspositively
related (p= .22) to turnover, this suggests that family responsibili-
ties may bind employeesto theirjobs unless alternate caregivers
(in the form of extendedfamily) are available. Unfortunately, since
gender was not tested as a moderatorof the relationship between
family responsibilities and turnover, we do not know whetherthis
conclusion is equally appropriate for men and women.It may be
that the presence of children builds commitmentfor the primary
wage-earner(historically the male) while reducing commitment
for the other partner.

Farrell and Stamm’s meta-analysis (1988) similarly casts doubts
on the assumption that absence is higher among women. Mean
corrected correlations were notsignificantly greater than zero for
either frequencyindices (p= .08) or time-lost indices (p=-—.11) of

absence. (A negative coefficient indicates that women had lower
absence.) On the other hand,Farrell and Stamm’s analysis suggests
that sampling error does not adequately accountfor the variance
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in correlations for the frequency measure of absence andthat
moderatorsof this relationship are likely. One likely moderatoris
again family responsibilities.

Muchinsky (1977) reported that absencewasrelated to family
size, a finding that was replicated by Brooke andPrice (1989). In
his test of the Steers and Rhodesattendance model, Lee (1989)

confirmed that numberof dependents wasrelated to the ability-
to-attend variable; however, he found no supportfor the hypothe-

sized link between ability to attend and absence. Terborg,Lee,
Smith, Davis, and Turbin’s data (1982) also failed to find a signifi-

cant association between family size (or gender) and absence,
although this may have been duein part to restriction in range.
Less direct evidence is provided by Nicholson and Goodge’sfind-
ing of an inverted-U relationship between age and absence (1976),
which they suggest might reflect an increase in family responsibil-
ities during the middle years of one’s career.

Summary

Theresults of recent meta-analyses cast doubts about the conven-

tional wisdom linking age and genderwith organizational with-
drawal. Unfortunately, it is difficult to determine what theoretical
significance should be given to these findings, since the demo-
graphic variables investigated were generally either included with-
out a theoretical rationale or assumed (often after the fact) to be

proxies for other variables. Nicholson (1977), for example, con-

tends that the reason for the age—absencerelationis that older

individuals experience a changein their personality (“a progres-
sive strengthening of suchtraits as stability, rigidity and persevera-
tion,” p. 247). Clegg (1983) offers a related hypothesis based on
changesin values (rather than personality) as a function of age.
Neither explanationis as useful as actually examining differences
in personality or value structure, preferably using age as a covari-

ate. Similar concerns apply to assuming that marital status or num-

ber and age of children accurately reflect ability to attend (or even

that they operate on a par with perceived responsibility for other

family members).
These concerns about constructvalidity are heightened as we

aggregate results from studies that range over a periodofyears in
which family responsibilities have changed considerably, in terms
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both of fathers’ adopting a greater share of household responsi-
bilities and of parents’ sharing these responsibilities with outside
caregivers (for example, child-care and after-school programs,par-
ticularly when these are provided at the worksite). Differences in
social normsalso cast doubts on the extent to which thesefindings
may generalize across cultural groups or countries.

Cognitive Ability

Empirical links between cognitive ability and withdrawal are tenu-
ous at best. Although Jackofsky and Peters (1980) hypothesized
that ability should affect turnover throughthe interveningvari-
ables of both ease of movementand desirability of movement,
Schuh’s review (1967b) and Muchinsky and Tuttle’s review (1979)
concludedthatintelligence has no systematic relationship with
turnover. Hom and Griffeth’s meta-analysis (1995) found a cor-
rected meancorrelation of —.09 between cognitive ability and
turnover. (This figure, based on only twostudies, included zero
within its 95 percentcredibility interval.) Nor have specific cogni-
tive abilities fared much better as predictors of turnover (Schuh,
1967a). We found nostudies relating cognitive ability to absence
or other forms of withdrawal.

Considering the models of absence and turnover that we
reviewed, these results should not be surprising. Although such
models could be considered “decision” models, they do not involve
any mental processingthatis likely to be more taxing than that
required by most everyday decisions. Thus differences in cognitive
ability—atleast within the rangeofscoreslikely to be foundin typ-
ical employmentsettings—are notlikely to substantively change
the decision processitself.

Looking morespecifically at the components of the models,
we could also ask whetherthe effects of cognitive ability might be
mediated throughthe primary causal factors of desirability and

ease of withdrawing. Although cognitive ability is not likely to
directly affectjob satisfaction, there may be an interactive effect of
ability andjob demandsonjob satisfaction (Muchinsky & Tuttle,
1979). For example, Bills (1923) suggested that turnoveris greater

_ for high-ability people holding simplejobs and for low-ability peo-
ple holding complexjobs. If such mismatches between the person
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andjob createjob dissatisfaction, we could expectit to affect absen-
teeism and other forms of withdrawal as well as turnover.

Cognitive ability may also affect perceived ease of movement.

First, more capable individuals might be qualified for a wider range
ofjobs and thus have an objectively better job market. Second,
such individuals might be more aware of alternative employment
opportunities and have more sophisticated job searchstrategies

_ andskills. Finally, these individuals might be moreattractive even
within a fixed population ofjobsif their advantage in cognitive
ability resulted in higher performance on previousjobs.

Research linking job performance and turnover may have
some bearing on the question of whether cognitive ability affects
turnover through ease of movement (although we acknowledge
the significant differences between measuresofability and those
of performance). Job performanceis strongly and negatively cor-
related with involuntary turnover (that is, termination), presum-

ably dueto the effects ofjob-related abilities on job performance
(Bycio, Hackett, & Alvares, 1990; McEvoy & Cascio, 1987). Perfor-

manceis also related negatively (but muchless strongly) to volun-
tary turnover (Bycioet al., 1990; McEvoy & Cascio, 1987; Williams
& Livingstone, 1994). Jackofsky (1984) suggests that voluntary
turnover is lower among high-performing workers for two reasons:
performanceis likely to be linked to intrinsic and possibly extrin-
sic rewards, and high-performing employeesare likely to perceive
greater ease of movement,particularly ifjob performanceisvisi-
ble to other employers.

To summarize,thereis little evidence that cognitive ability is
a significant factor in explaining turnover,at least in terms of
direct effects. However, there are several caveats to this conclu-

sion. Thefirst is that there are few published studies of the effects
of cognitive ability on withdrawal behaviors, particularly behaviors
other than turnover. Second,thereis a particular lack of research
on the relationship between specific cognitive abilities and with-
drawal. Third, there is a general lack of theoretical guidance on
how cognitive ability—general or specific—islikely to be relevant
to withdrawal. Although weare inclined to believe that cognitive
ability does notplay a significant role in the withdrawal process,
we wish to bring this gap to the attention of theorists who may
believe otherwise.
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Personality

Folk theories of work withdrawal tend to place great importance

on personality factors. A good example is “absence proneness”—
a construct based on the assumptionthat differences in absen-
teeism are attributable to inherent and stable personality
characteristics (Ferris, Bergin, & Wayne, 1988; Froggatt, 1970). The
scientific basis for such a construct is mixed. On the one hand,

there is substantial evidence that absence patternsarefairly stable
over time and context and that past absenceis the best predictor
of future absence (Garrison & Muchinsky, 1977; Landy, Vasey, &

Smith, 1984; Rosse, 1988). Additional indirect evidence was pro-

vided by Froggatt (1970), who showedthat the distributions of
actual absencearesignificantly different from theoretical distrib-
utions that assume each absenceeventis discrete. Yet thereislit-
tle or no explicit documentation of any personality trait or profile
that explains these differences in absence-taking. The samelack of
explicit documentation colors the turnoverliterature regarding
‘job hoppers” (Bernardin, 1977), “drifters” (Hom & Griffeth, 1995),
and “hobos” (Ghiselli, 1974; Hulin etal., 1985;Judge & Wattanabe,

1995).
Early reviews reported that correlations between personality

factors and withdrawal behaviorsvaried widely, leading to the pre-
liminary conclusion that personality offered little promise for
improving our understanding of employee withdrawal (Bernardin,
1977; Muchinsky, 1977; Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, & Kirsch, 1984;

Schuh, 1967b). However, recent analyses of the personality litera-
ture suggest that reviews such as these may have provided a very
misleading picture of the true role of personality. One of the fun-
damental problemsleadingto this distortion is the lack of theo-
retical rationale behind muchof the early workplace research on
personality factors. The availability of standardized personality
inventories often resulted in researchers’ choosing personality
dimensionsonthebasis of the popularity and ease of use ofa par-
ticular measure rather than onthebasis of the dimensions’ theo-
retical relevance to job performance. Moreover, the use of these
complex, multi-attribute personality inventories often encouraged
“fishing expeditions” rather than hypothesis-testing.
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A second problemis that mosttraditional personality invento-

ries were designed to measure abnormalities, particularly in clini-

cal populations. Because they were generally not designed to

measurevariations within the “normal” range ofjob-relevantabil-

ities, their relevance to work-related behavior needs to be docu-

mented rather than assumed. Consequently, workplace researchers

interested in job-relevanttraits were forced to develop their own

measures, often with inadequate research on the measures’ con-

struct validity. As a result, even when apparently similar constructs

were investigated by different researchers, differences in measures

often complicated integration of findings.

Still another problem hadto do with the reviews themselves,

which often averaged validity coefficients acrossall personality

dimensionsto create a global index that was assumed to represent

the predictive ability of “personality.” As more recent reviewers have

noted, averaging correlations across manydifferent dimensionsof

personality, some ofwhich havefar less theoretical basis for explain-

ing work behavior than others,is notlikely to give a very accurate

picture of the potential explanatory powerof personality factors

(Barrick & Mount, 1991; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991). To avoid

the potential distortions of a global approach,wewill instead orga-

nize our review accordingto the Five-Factor Model (FFM)—theBig

Five typology of personality dimensions. (See Chapter Twoof this

bookfor a description of the typology and controversies surround-

ing its use.) We will rely primarily on Barrick and Mount’s meta-

analysis of personality and work behavior (1991), sinceit is the only

one that includes employee retention as an outcome. Wewill also

include studies potentially related to other withdrawal behaviors,

although muchofourdiscussion will of necessity be speculative

(dueto the scarcity of empirical literature).

EmotionalStability/Neuroticism

The FFM Emotional Stability (or Neuroticism) dimension includes

such traits as anxiety, depression, anger, embarrassment,worry, inse-

curity, and the tendency to be emotional (Barrick & Mount, 1991).

Although a numberofstudies have explored thesetraits in relation

to organizational withdrawal, Barrick and Mount’s meta-analysis

(1991) suggests that this factor is not significant for predicting
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retention (p= .02). In manystudies, the theoretical rationale for
a relationship betweenthis factor and withdrawal has been either
lacking or provided post hoc. Bernardin (1977), for example, sug-
gested that “job hoppers” may be higherin anxiety, but he did not
suggest why this might bethecase.

However, before anyone dismisses emotionalstability as rel-
evant individual difference, it might be useful to more thoughtfully
consider routes through whichit might affect withdrawal. One
obviousroute is through effectiveness: workers prone to anxiety or
depression maybeless effective performers (either as a cause or
as a consequenceof the anxiety) and thus be more pronetoter-
mination. Bernardin (1977) found that anxiety was related to
absenceas well as turnover, suggesting a related mechanism in
which depression and anxiety result in absenteeism, which in turn
becomesa basis for termination. Unfortunately, we are aware of no
studies in which emotionalstability, performance, and multiple
formsof withdrawalare studied so as to explore these types of
mediating mechanisms.

Emotionalstability mightalso be related to voluntary turnover
whentheact of quitting functions as a coping mechanism.Situa-
tions in which jobs’ emotional demandsexceed individuals’ psy-
chic resources could be expected to producestress, particularly
for individuals whose emotionalstability is low to begin with. In
those situations, withdrawal represents a meansof avoidingstress.
Anxiety has been linked to turnover among foremen (MacKinney
& Wolins, 1960) and workers in hazardous jobs (Hakkinen &
Tolvainen, 1960). Both of the studies involved potentially stressful
work, but neither study explored “psychic overload”or treated
turnoverexplicitly as a coping mechanism.Similarly, a numberof
writers have suggested that absenteeism mayprovidea “safety
valve” for coping with workstress, and Parkes’s results (1984) indi-
cate that workers whoarelessself-confident are morelikely to
respond to environmentalstress through passive coping mecha-
nismssuch as absence. Hill and Trist (1953) suggested that when
unexcused absenteeism is not socially acceptable, industrial acci-
dents may be due to conscious or unconscious motivations to
escapestress by getting hurt. Their notion of “motivated accidents”
spawnedthe idea of accident proneness, an individual difference
variable that hassince fallen into and outoffavor.
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A third possible mechanism linking emotional stability with

increased withdrawal was suggested by Porter and Steers (1973).

Based on their review of antecedents of withdrawal, Porter and

Steers hypothesized that individuals with extreme personality

scores—either high or low—are morelikely to withdraw; because

individuals at the extremesof personality dimensions do not“fit”

with the organization, they are morelikely to leave. Porter and

Steers described stayers as having moderate levels of anxiety, aggres-

siveness, independence, achievement orientation, self-confidence,

and sociability. These characteristics seem to typify the “company

man”stereotype of the 1950s: a person whoidentifies strongly with

the organization doesn’t make waves, and values achievement(but

only within the confines of the company). Leavers appearto be

more of the maverick type:willful, gregarious, and unafraid to

explore other opportunities. Bernardin (1977) failed to find sup-

portfor this “polar” hypothesis, although his sample of phone sales

representatives may have been morelikely to attract “job hoppers”

than “company men.” Though Bernardin did not elaborate on

Porter and Steers’s idea, it is clear that he thinks that certain per-

sonality types can be expected to beattracted to jobs that make it

easy to leave. Explicit exploration of the match between employees’

personalities and company normsor culture may be a useful avenue

for future studies.

Extraversion

The FFM Extraversion dimension includessuchtraits as sociability,

gregariousness, assertiveness, garrulousness, and an active ori-

entation. Across thirteen studies, Barrick and Mount (1991) com-

puted a corrected mean validity of —.03, a figure with which we are

hard-pressed to disagree. Although recent approachesto absen-

teeism have placed greater emphasis on social controlfactors such

as group norms,receptivity to social pressures is morelikely to be

affected by the personality dimension of agreeableness than that

of extraversion. Aboutthe only potential we see for extraversion

to affect withdrawal is in the context of person-organization fit. Bar-

rick and Mount (1991) found that extraversion was a significant

predictor ofjob performanceonly for sales and managerial posi-

tions. Presumably, introverts working in these jobs are morelikely

to experience job dissatisfaction and quit orbefired.
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Openness to Experience

The FFM Openness to Experience (or Intellectance) dimension is
described by such termsas imaginative, cultured, curious, original,
broad-minded, intelligent, and artistically sensitive. Barrick and Mount
(1991) concludedthat this dimensionis a stable predictor of reten-
tion (p=-.11). Oneinterpretationis that individuals high on this
dimensionare the restless wanderers often referred to as “job hop-
pers” or organizational “hobos” (Ghiselli, 1974; Hulin et al., 1985).
In this case, turnover (and perhaps absence) may represent not so
much withdrawal as a competing “pull” from other, new experi-
ences (Judge & Wattanabe, 1995).

Another (somewhat moreprosaic) interpretation is that indi-
viduals whoare highly open to experience have a moredifficult
time finding a good “match”with an employer. Becauseof their
more cosmopolitan perspective, such people mayalso have a dif-
ferent frame of reference for evaluating work rewards. For exam-
ple, they may place greater value on such intrinsic rewards as
creative, nonrepetitive work with considerable autonomy. These
preferences may notbe readily metin traditional organizations,
particularly in lower-level, nonprofessional jobs, thus producing
job dissatisfaction. Individuals who are highly open to experience
mayalso be morelikely to perceive alternatives to their current
work andthus report greater perceived ease of movement. Unfor-
tunately, very little empirical work has explored thefit between
employee personality and organizational culture andits effects on
employee performance and withdrawal (Jackson etal., 1991;
O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991).

At this point,it is clear neither why opennessto experienceis
related to turnover nor whethersimilar relationships would be
foundfor other withdrawal behaviors. The significantfindings for
this dimension, secondonly to conscientiousness inBarrick and
Mount’s meta-analysis, call for additional research to explore both
its direct and indirect effects on withdrawal.

Agreeableness

Traits associated with the FFM Agreeableness dimension include
courtesy, trust, good-naturedness, flexibility, cooperation,soft-
heartedness, and tolerance. Barrick and Mount(1991) found a
corrected correlation of .09 between this dimension and retention
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acrossfifteen studies; the amountofvariance remainingafter cor-

recting for sampling error suggests that moderatorsofthisrela-
tionship are likely to exist, although the authors offer no

suggestions as to what these may be.

It is not entirely clear why agreeablenessis associated with

higherretention. It may be that agreeable employeesarelesslikely

to be fired, suggesting that type of turnover may be a moderator.
Alternatively, these results may indicate that agreeable individuals

are less likely to experience dissatisfaction, particularly for work
dimensionswith a substantial social component(for example,sat-
isfaction with co-workers and supervisors).

Anotherpossible explanation is that workers whoare high on
this dimension (or on the needforaffiliation) may be morelikely

to act with particular regard to their co-workers’ needs. An exam-

ple ofthis is evident in research with nurses, who are often reluc-

tant to miss work because of the impact their absence has on fellow

nurses. (While this type of diligence often reflects conscientious-

ness, here we are proposing a more socially directed dynamic.

Nurses [and otherprofessionals] may attend worknotonly be-

cause of their concern for patients’ well-being [conscientiousness]

but also out of a sense of obligation to the other nurses—those

who would have to work harder if they were absent [agreeable-
ness].) Thus agreeableness may have a direct effect on various with-

drawal behaviors, particularly minor formssuchasloafing, being

late, or missing work. Alternatively, it may have an interactive effect

with work-group norms. Nicholson andJohns (1985) contendthat

work-group norms concerning absence are a powerful (and gen-

erally ignored) influence on absence-taking, a notion that Blau

(1995) has extendedto tardiness. To the extentthat highly agree-

able persons are morelikely to comply with social pressures, this

trait may act as a moderatorofthe effects of group normsand with-

drawal behavior. The direction ofits effect on withdrawal behavior
would depend on whetherthe group normssupportedordis-
couraged the behavior.

Conscientiousness

Barrick and Mount (1991) reported a corrected mean correlation

of .12 between employee retention and the FFM Conscientiousness

composite. This makesit marginally the strongest of the personality
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predictors of turnover, a conclusion also reached by Bernardin
(1977) for both turnover and absence. Although Barrick and
Mountdid notprovidethis level of detail in their meta-analysis,

_ manyconsider conscientiousness to include the two components
of dependability (characterized by the adjectives careful, thorough,
responsible, organized, and planful) and achievementstriving, each
ofwhichis reasonably related to withdrawal behavior.

The dependability componentfits well with populartrait-
oriented explanations of employee withdrawal: “quitters” are just
that—people wholack the character to persevere during troubled
times—while the absence-prone are people wholack a sufficient
sense of responsibility to their obligations to attend work. Individ-

uals who are low on the planfulness componentof conscientious-
ness may be morelikely to follow the impulsive path to withdrawal
described by Hom and Griffeth (1995). Broadeningthe notion of

withdrawal to include what Gupta andJenkins (1980) called “psy-
chological withdrawal,” there is also substantial evidence that con-

scientiousness is linked to poor work performance (“goldbricking”),
drug use on thejob, and other counterproductive behavior (Hough,
Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy, 1990; Ones, Schmidt, & Viswes-

varan, 1993).

Muchof the work on the achievement-striving componentof
conscientiousnesshas dealt with achievement motivation. Meyer
and Cuomo’s findings concerning achievementorientation (1962)
seem to suggest that, up to a point, the propensity to achieveis asso-
ciated with higher retention. Those whoare highly achievement-
oriented, though, seem to leave more often, presumably to find
greener pastures. Farris (1971) provides supportfor this idea, as
does Hines (1973). It is not clear, however, whether the underlying
process involves greater mobility resulting from higher productiv-
ity, greater frustration amongthose with very high aspirations, or
some otherfactor. It is also not clear how achievementorientation
is related to other formsofwithdrawal, althoughit seemslikely that
because of the value that achievement-striving employees place on
accomplishments, they would not want to avoid work(at least not
workthat provides a sense of achievement).

Perceived Control

A numberof studies suggest that personality variables concerned
with the individual’s sense of control—thoughnotpart of the Big
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Five typology—arerelated to withdrawal behavior. Theliterature on
stress supports the notion that locus of control (Kobasa, Maddi, &
Kahn, 1982; Parkes, 1984), as well as the related traits of self-efficacy

(Fleishman, 1984) and an “easygoing disposition” (Holahan &

Moos, 1987), are related to the use of active or direct (versus pas-

sive or avoidance) copingstrategies. From this, we might hypoth-
esize that stressed or dissatisfied employees with an internal locus
of control would beless likely than “externals” to withdraw—par-
ticularly to withdraw in a way that does not improvethesituation
(for example, to changejobs out of passive avoidance rather than
as a meansof functional coping). There is some supportfor this
idea. Griffeth and Hom (1988) found a weak negative correlation

between internal locus of control and turnover, and Parker (1993)

found that perceived control and self-efficacy were negatively
related to exit behavior and positively related to voice behavior. On
the other hand, Withey and Cooper (1989) reported that locus of
control was unrelated to exit in two different samples. Blau (1987)

and Spector and Michaels (1986) showed that locus of control

moderated the relationship between jobsatisfaction and intentions
to quit.

Related studies have documented the importanceof perceived
control on employee absenteeism. Withey and Cooper (1989)
found that generalized locus of control predicted neglect behav-
iors (which they defined as a composite of absence,lateness, and

sloppy work) in two independentsamples. Building on Ajzen’s the-
ory of planned behavior (1991), Martocchio and Harrison (1993)
suggested that attendance motivation is a function ofattitudes
toward absence, perceived social pressure to attend, and perceived
behavioral control (people’s belief in their ability to attend work).
In fact, perceived control over obstacles to attending work may be
more importantthan actual control (Bandura, 1982, 1986; Frayne

& Latham, 1987; Latham & Frayne, 1989). Applying self-manage-
menttraining to employee attendance, Frayne and Latham (1987)
foundthatpositive outcome expectancyis not enough to induce
people to overcomeobstacles to attendance; it must be accompa-
nied by the belief that one has control over the social and personal
obstacles that prevent attendance—abelief that they found could
be developedwith a relatively short training program.

In an interesting application of attribution theory, Parsons,
Herold, and Leatherwood (1985) found that new employees who
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attributed their work performance to luck were morelikely to quit
than those who madeattributionsto ability, effort, or task difficulty.

It may be that employeesin the latter group are morelikely to

respond to job dissatisfaction by trying to change factors over.
which they have at least some control, whereas those in the former
group are morelikely to view quitting as their only option.

Summary

Althoughresearch linking personality and withdrawal is more
abundantthanthatlinking cognitive ability and withdrawal, there
remainsa shortage of theoretically driven research, particularly for
behaviors other than turnover. Early pessimistic reviews concern-
ing the role of personality in withdrawal in particular (Muchinsky

& Tuttle, 1979; Schuh, 1967b) and job performancein general
(Guion & Gottier, 1965) seem to have had a chilling effect on

research in this area—aneffect that persists to this day. There has
been no agreed-upon approach to measuring personality when

withdrawalis used as the dependentvariable, although this prob-

lem may be reducedif researchers adopt the Big Five or similar
typologies to ground future work. A moreserious limitation seems
to be researchers’ failure to specify a theoretical justification for
using personality as a predictor variable. Some noteworthy regu-

larities have been found,particularly for the FFM dimensions of
conscientiousness and openness to experience, but more corrob-
orating studies are needed for most dimensionsof personality.

A number of methodological issues underlie our cautious con-
clusions abouttherole of personality. First, meta-analyses have
been largely limited to aggregating indexesof linear associations.
In the area of personality, it may not always be reasonable to
assumelinearity, or even monotonicity. An excellent exampleis
the previously cited finding that achievement motivation may have
a curvilinear relationship with turnover. Anotheris Porter and
Steers’s reinterpretation (1973) of Meyer and Cuomo’s work on

emotionalstability (1962). Although Porter and Steers’s hypothe-
sis that persons tending toward the extremes of personality are
morelikely to leave was notfully supported by the findings of
Bernardin (1977), researchers must be vigilant for such nonlin-

earities in their data.
Second, researchers need to heed Mobleyetal.’s call (1979) to

give more thoughtto personality factors as moderatorvariables
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rather than focusing only on the direct effects of those factors.

Research on locus of control (Blau, 1987; Spector & Michaels,

1986) andself-monitoring (Jenkins, 1993) has shown the poten-

tial utility of this approach.
Finally, it is important to consider interdependencies among

different aspects of personality when attempting to predict behav-

iors. Most I/O research on personality has been essentially bivari-

ate in nature, and whatlittle multivariate work has been done has

tended to assumethat the effects of multiple personality factors

are additive. In somecases, however, theory may suggest that what

is importantis the interaction amongpersonality traits. This, too,is

difficult to ascertain from meta-analyses, suggesting that personal-

ity researcherswill need to become more familiar with methods of

configural or profile analysis.

Values and Interests

Research exploring the effects of values and interests on with-

drawal has been aboutas scattered and inconsistent as research in-

vestigating the relationship between withdrawal and both cognitive

ability and personality. There seem to be two main approachesto

including values in withdrawal models. The first approach inquires

into general values about work and nonwork,usually tested in

terms of direct effects on withdrawal behaviors. It makesintuitive

sense that individuals who value workhighlyareless likely to avoid

work, whether the avoidance takes the form of lateness, absence,

or goofing off on the job. Such individuals are also likely to have

morereservations about quitting if it means being withouta job.

The effects on turnover may be more complex, however, in situa-

tions in which such individuals are weighingthe relative advantages

of alternative jobs. In general, we would speculate that individuals

with strong work values(that is, work ethic, work-role centrality,

work identification) are likely to reach the decision to quit byfol-

lowing an analytical approach rather than an impulsive one.

As a corollary within this first approach, nonworkvaluesalso

mayplay a role in determining whetheran individual will exhibit

withdrawal behaviors. Since one’s timehas finite limit, time spent

at work is necessarily spent away from otherthings. Individuals

mightvalue work highly butstill exhibit withdrawal behaviorsas the

result of influence by other things that they value, such as family
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responsibilities or leisure opportunities (Fichman, 1984). In addi-
tion to their direct effect, nonwork values and interests might also

be important moderating variables in withdrawal (Dubin, Cham-
poux, & Porter, 1975). For individuals who place greater value on
nonwork than work outcomes,job attitudes maybefarless pre-
dictive of withdrawal than the “pull” of their nonwork interests
(Mobley, 1982).

An alternative approachto values and withdrawal has centered
on the match betweenan individual’s values/expectations and the

outcomesprovided by an employer. Porter and Steers (1973) and
Steers and Mowday (1981) contend that employees’ expectations
are central to the withdrawal process. According to their perspec-

tive, each employee brings a somewhatdifferent set of expectations
to the job, “depending upon his or her own values and needsat
the time”(Steers & Mowday, 1981, p. 241). To the extent that these
expectations are not met, individuals becomedissatisfied and with-
draw by beingabsentor quitting.

While thereis a fairly extensive literature linking met expecta-
tions with jobsatisfaction (and hencelinking them indirectly with
withdrawal), there has beenlittle work exploring possible direct
effects on withdrawal of the match betweenindividual and orga-
nizational values. This work may be an importantstep in better
understanding the linkage between values and withdrawal, because
many withdrawal models are vague aboutthe role of values. As we
have already described, models of absencetend to include values
as antecedents of both pressure to attend (in the case of work
ethic) and motivation to attend (throughaneffect on job atti-
tudes). However, these models do not elaborate on howthis influ-

ence is manifested or on thestability of the underlying values and
needs.

Ethical and quasi-ethical values mayalso play an importantrole
in withdrawal behaviors, especially absence. Gibson (1966) de-
scribes an individual difference variable called “work identifica-
tion,” whichis said to influence absence by makingit hard for
those with high work attachment.to “permit” themselves to be
absent. Brooke (1986) similarly presents “work involvement”as a
direct antecedentof absenteeism. Steers and Rhodes (1978) sug-
gest a more indirectrole for the concept of “personal workethic,”
which they propose as a componentof pressureto attend (an
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antecedentof attendance motivation). In each of these models,

work ethic seemsto describe a feeling on the part of the worker

that absence is wrong, regardless of the kind ofjob. Atleastfive

studies corroborate the importance ofwork ethic as a determinant

of absenteeism (Feldman, 1974; Goodale, 1973; Ilgen & Hollen-

beck, 1977; Lee, 1989; Searls, Braucht, & Miskimins, 1974).

Values mayalso influence withdrawal throughtheir effects on

occupationalinterests. At this time, such link is highly specula-

tive, however, since research on interests and withdrawalis virtu-

ally nonexistent, particularly for behaviors other than turnover.

Schneider’s attraction-selection-attrition model (1983) suggests

that people are attracted to worksituations with which they are well

matched. Similar to the situation with values and expectations,

good person-employer matches should enhancesatisfaction and

thus reduce the motivation to withdraw. Because interests are usu-

ally measuredat the occupational level, we would speculate that

they should be moreeffective at predicting decisions to change

occupations(or to leave the workforce entirely) than at predicting

movementacross employers but within the same occupation. Un-

fortunately, the scant empirical data linking interests and turnover

(Muchinsky & Tuttle, 1979; Schuh, 1967b) are inadequateto test

this hypothesis.
To summarize, there is some reason at presentto believe that

work values may make people think twice aboutleaving ajob, espe-

cially if there is no alternative job already in place. If the notion of

being unemployed disturbs someone deeply, that person may be

morelikely to tolerate adversities at work or seek to change the

work situation rather than exhibiting withdrawal behaviors that

may endanger employment. Theissue is complicated by the fact

that the value of work in general and the value of a particularjob

maybe hard to distinguish. We suspect that a person’s valuation of

work in general reflects some kind of amalgamation of thinking

aboutvariousjobs heor she has had or imagineshaving. Future

research into the question of how these constructs differ may

increase our understanding of value-driven turnover.

Wesee two potentially fruitful areas for research on the influ-

ence ofvalues and interests on withdrawal. First, we need to under-

stand more aboutthe particular ways that individual values and

organizational characteristics meld. While some useful work has
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been doneonthesubject of individual values and organizational cul-
ture (O'Reilly et al., 1991), there is still much room for additional
research. Beingable to specify before initiating the hiring process
just what a values/culturefit entails mayaid both in selection and

in understanding how the individual/organization matchaffects

withdrawal. Second,the fact that values (or at least expectations)

may changeasa result of “realistic job previews” (Locke, 1976;
Miceli, 1985) suggests that there arestill some questions about the
stability of values. Longitudinal studies of value shifts as organiza-
tional membersare socialized may shedlight on this question.

Disposition, Affect, and Temperament

The debate continues concerningthe usefulness of dispositional
variablesas a factor in explainingjob attitudes and behaviors (see
Arvey, Bouchard, Segal, & Abraham, [1989] and Cropanzano &
James [1990] for reviews). In terms of withdrawal, affective orien-

tation could conceivably have a direct effect on behavior, as well as

indirectly affecting it through job satisfaction (Judge & Hulin,
1992; Staw & Ross, 1985). In evaluating both roles—direct and
indirect—itis importantto consider the temporality of different
dimensionsofdisposition. For instance, it seems reasonable to sup-
pose that a general negative disposition could be related to

turnover, since negative affectivity might have a broad andlasting
effect on howsatisfied a person is with ajob. On the other hand,
it seemsless likely that mood, a much more temporary phenome-
non, would greatly influence quitting. However, it is reasonable to
expect that mood mightaffect absence, lateness, or some other

short-term form of psychological withdrawal.
Affective disposition clearly seems to have an effect on jobatti-

tudes. Judge and Hulin (1993) have suggested thataffective dis-
position (a relatively stable tendency to respondto stimuli with
positive or negative affect) affects job satisfaction indirectly

throughits effects on subjective well-being, an ongoingstate of psy-
chological wellness orsatisfaction with life. Subjective well-being
has been shown to have a reciprocal relationship withjob satisfac-
tion, one determinantofwithdrawal (Judge & Locke, 1993). This

complex interplay of long-term affective disposition, which has no
particular target, and a shorter-term affective reaction to a partic-

 



LEAVING THE ORGANIZATION 48]

ular object (such as ajob) makes conceptualization and research
of these relationships difficult at best.

Althoughthere has been substantial research and theoretical
speculation on the role of disposition in work attitudes such asjob
satisfaction, fewer writers have considered other ways in which dis-
position may influence job behaviors (Cropanzano, James, &
Konovsky, 1993). Affective disposition may affect absenteeism and
lateness throughillness, accidents, and other obstacles to atten-
dance,as well as throughits effects on job attitudes. People char-
acterized by high negative affectivity are more likely to report
somatic complaints (Watson, Pennebaker, & Folger, 1987), for
example. Whetherornottheyare in fact ill more frequently than
others, these individuals may be morelikely to interpret their
symptomsas a reason to sleep in or not to cometo work. This same
disposition mayalso cause these individuals to interpret symptoms
in their children or signs of bad weatherasjustificationsfor stay-
ing home. While this hypothesis does not appear to have been
tested specifically in the context of withdrawal from work, it may
explain Judge’s finding (1990) that unhappypeople are absent
more, even controlling for the effects ofjob satisfaction.

Another mechanism for explaining the effects of disposition
on withdrawal is provided by the concept of mood. Mood, which
(as we have noted) is a temporary phenomenon,can be thought
of as a by-productof affectivity (George, 1989). Moods mayshift
fairly often, and researchers usually assume (quite reasonably) that
most people prefer to be in a good moodrather than a bad one.
In fact, Holahan and Moos (1987) and Pelicier (1987) coined the

phrase “mood repair” to describe the process whereby generally
unhappypeople try to improve their lives. According to George
(1989), one mechanism for moodrepairis being absent from
work. In supportof this notion, George found thatpositive but not
negative moodwascorrelated with absence. In other words, while

mood can be the cause of absence, absence can also providea

meansfor adjusting mood. People either cometo or avoid work
depending on whether work puts them in a better or worse mood.

In addition to the work on absence by George (1989) and

Judge (1990), a few studies haveexplored the effects of disposition
on turnover and general withdrawal. Cropanzanoetal. (1993)
reported that both positive and negative affectivity were found to
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influence turnoverintentions.Judge and Hulin (1992) found that
subjective well-being had both direct and indirect(viajob satisfac-
tion) effects on a composite measure ofwork withdrawal (consist-

ing of turnover, absence,tardiness, job transfers, missed meetings,
shirking, and retiring). Necowitz and Roznowski (1991) found that
negative affectivity (a presumed antecedentof subjective well-

being) predicts a composite measure ofwithdrawal behavior. Judge
and Wattanabe (1995) have also suggested that negative affectivity
may explain someindividuals’ history of repeatedly quittingjobs.

Finally, Judge (1993) has provided an interesting perspective
with his finding that negative affectivity may moderatetherela-
tionship betweenjobsatisfaction and withdrawal cognitions. The

rationale for this effect is that people with a negative disposition
are accustomed to—even expect—dissatisfaction with theirlives.
Against this frame of reference,dissatisfying working conditions
are notlikely to be sufficiently salient to motivate withdrawal. We
strongly encourage additional research that goes beyonddisposi-

tion-attitude relationships to explore the direct and moderating

effects of dispositional variables on behavior.
To summarize, most work on disposition thus far has focused

onjob attitudes. Research on withdrawal would now benefit from
increased attention to behavioral outcomesof disposition. We sus-
pect that the most sensible approach to the question of these
behavioral outcomesis studying how bad things have to get before
someonetakesaction. Perpetually unhappy people seem to bedis-
posed to do nothing about unpleasant worksituations, but the
degree to which people have to be unhappyto take action remains
unclear. Dispositional explanationsfor the type ofwithdrawal behav-
ior chosen mayalso be of interest. Whether a workeris morelikely
to choose constructive or destructive meansofrelieving workstress
or dissatisfaction, for example, is something both researchers and
practitioners would find useful.

As with values, the question of the stability of dispositionsis not
entirely settled. Currently, there is evidence thatjob satisfaction
and subjective well-being are actually separate constructs (Judge
& Locke, 1993). Are people grumpy becausetheyjust are that way,
or are they that way partially because they have a badjob (or have
had a series of badjobs)? Researchis likely to be limited ifwe con-
tinue to treat disposition as an influence onjobsatisfaction but do
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not examinetherelationship the other way around. Again, one
solution may be morelongitudinal research. We would add the
caution, however, that even longitudinal work may be hindered by
the difficulties inherent in telling whether one is measuringa dis-
position, an affective reaction to a particular stimulus object (the
job, a boss, and so on), or a mood. Of the four categories of indi-

vidual differences covered in this chapter, this may be the most
challenging for future research.

Summary and Future Directions

Ourreview illustrates that thereis little evidence that individual
psychological differences have added muchto our understanding
of withdrawal behavior in organizations. To some extent, this con-
clusion must be temperedby the fact that surprisingly little
research has explicitly considered the role of individual differ-
ences. Yet in some areas—primarily demographic variables—there
has been sufficient research to reach a credible conclusion that
withdrawal behaviors do notvary significantly across demographic
groupings. One reason may bethatindividual differences simply
do not makeanydifference;in that case, the “average person”
analysis is sufficient to explain employee withdrawal.

Anotherreasonforthe lack of findings may be the atheoretical
approachthat researchers havetypically taken. Mostresearch has
consisted of either bivariate correlations between someindividual
difference measure and an outcomevariable such as turnover or
absenteeism, or bivariate correlations between someindividualdif-

ference and some antecedent to employee withdrawal (such asjob
satisfaction or organizational commitment). Typically, little theo-
retical justification is given for hypothesizing that individual differ-
enceswill help predict withdrawal behaviors.

Locke’s criticism of attitude research (1976) is instructive.

Researchers, Locke claims, have far too often been guilty of cor-
relation without explanation: attemptingto link variables without
addressing the underlying causal connections. He points to Ing-
ham (1970) as an exampleofa study that attemptedto go further
than the usualcorrelation-without-explanation approach. Ingham
observed a correlation between companysize and absenteeism. By
examining the values of the individual workers and the reward
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structures of the companieshe investigated, he determinedthat
workers in the smaller plants liked interacting with their supervi-
sors and liked the workitself. The interaction of those values and

the work environmentresulted in lower absenteeism at the smaller
companies. More in-depth work such as Ingham’s is neededif indi-
vidual differencesare to be satisfactorily integrated into models of
withdrawal.

Individual Differences as Direct Effects

Despite the fact that the vast majority of studies including individ-
ual differences have tested them as direct effects, there is little evi-

denceof significant main effects. One reason for this may be that
researchers have yet to explore really useful individual difference
variables. Although we have suggested a few variables that deserve
more attention, we doubtthat this explanation is adequate.

Another reason mightbethatit is simplistic to assumethat a
single individual difference variable, acting in isolation, can have
a significant effect on complexly determined behavior. It may be
instructive that folk theories of withdrawal (with the exception of
those focusing simply on demographic characteristics) do not focus
on narrowly defined individual differences. Ratherthan reflexively

criticizing a concept such as “absence proneness”for its ambiguity,
we may benefit from appreciating its complexity. Put differently, is
there a profile or constellation of characteristics that, although
modest predictors when consideredindividually, might together

explain a substantial amountofvariance in withdrawal behavior?
Ourreview provides someideas for developing such a profile.

We might expecta withdrawal-proneperson to be a younger male
with few family responsibilities, for example. He might have a low
ability or skill level; as a result, he might be relegated to lower-level
jobs that provide lowjob satisfaction and few deferred rewardsthat
build continuance commitment. Such a person might be described
as sociable and open to new experiences(even as inclined toward
risk taking) but as having a weak workethic and as being not very
dependable or achievement-oriented.In fact, it is likely that non-

work interests would be more important than work outcomesto
such an individual.
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Is a characterization suchasthis likely to advance our under-
standing of withdrawal behavior? On the one hand,it is hard to
characterize this amalgamation of results as “theory-driven,” even

though wesuspect that many human resource managers would rec-
ognize the prototypical individual we have described. Trying to
construct a withdrawal-prone “type”such as this from the results
of ourliterature review also creates logical inconsistencies that
need to be resolved. For example, family responsibilities appear to
be positively correlated with absence and lateness but negatively
related to turnover, at least for primary wage-earners. Individuals
with an internal locus of control seem to beless likely to engage in
“neglectful” withdrawal, but they may be morelikely to engage in
“constructive” turnover. It is also somewhathard to picture a per-
son whois high on negative affectivity being described as sociable,
yet both these traits have been linked to withdrawal. Thus a high
priority should be to conduct more “exploratory” research to inves-
tigate the interdependenciesof individual difference variables;
such research should proveinvaluable for developing a better the-
ory of a withdrawal-prone “type.”

The optimistin us suggests that it may be worth exploring a
theoretically linked profile of characteristics, since none of the
research we reviewed has followed such a holistic approach. The
closest approximation we foundto a “profile” approach was the
use ofWeighted Application Blanks (WABs) to predict turnover.It
is interesting to note that the meancorrected validity reported by
Hom and Griffeth (1995) for WABs (p= .33) was far higher than the
validity reported for any of the individual personal characteristics.
This may in part be attributable to the tendency of WABsto capi-
talize on chance associations, particularly if many ofthe studies
included in the meta-analysis did not cross-validate their findings
(Wernimont, 1962; Roach, 1971). On the other hand,thevalidity

of rationally developed biodata (Breaugh & Dossett, 1989) that
include theoretically derived items on values, interests, and per-

sonality is likely to be higher and morestable than the validity of
empirically derived WABs (Gatewood & Feild, 1987).

Researchers exploring a profile approach to withdrawal should
be alert to the possibility of multiple profiles, even for the same
behavior. For instance, we referred earlier to “drifters” and “hobos”
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as types ofworkers who manifest particularly high levels of quitting.
Despite that commonality, drifters and hobos may havesignificant

differences. The drifter moves regularly amongtransientjobs and
seemsto be characterized by low levels of work identification and
workethic. Due to a lack of conscientiousness, to high value placed
on nonwork interests, or to the types ofjobs available, drifters’
commitment to employers is weak and primarily contractual; in
fact, drifters may be low on what Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982)

have termed “propensity to commit.” As a result, drifters are more
likely to respondtojob dissatisfaction by moving on than bytrying
to improve matters. One archetype of the drifter may be the so-
called ski bum—someonewhoworkstoski, is not greatly con-

cerned about working conditions (unless they interfere with his
avocation), and is both willing and able to find an alternative job
on a minute’s notice. |

By contrast, the hobo’s mobility seems motivated by a constant
search for different (not necessarily “better”) experiences. In his
original description, Ghiselli (1974) proposed that hobosare dri-
ven by “raw, surging, internal impulses, perhaps not unlike those
that cause birds to migrate” (p. 81). This type of individual may be
foundin a variety ofjobs, from the lowest to the highest levels in
organizations; in fact, the label “hobo” maybe an aptdescriptor
for many entrepreneurs. While hobos maybe very conscientious
workers, they too lack long-term commitmentto any particular
organization. Yet dissatisfaction with a particular job or employer
is less likely to motivate them to quit thanis the pull of a different
experience. In somecases, the pull is to another employer or even
another career; in other cases, it may be to nonworkinterests.

A profile approach mightalso reveal a need to create different
profiles for different behaviors. Blau (1994), for example, found

very distinct sets of predictors for different types of lateness-prone
employees. This approach mightbe usefully extended to other
forms of withdrawal behavior. Aside from practical concerns, the
fundamental concern we have with this approach has to do with
parsimony. Evenif distinct profiles can successfully be developed
for different behaviors, what wegain in ability to predict narrow
behaviors may beoffset by a reduction in understanding of gen-
eral principles of behavior.
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Indirect Effects of Individual Differences

While the empirical evidence for direct individual difference effects
thusfar is thin, as we have noted, direct effects are only one way that

individual differences might influence withdrawal. Althougha pro-
file approach mayyet proveuseful, we believe thatit is morelikely
that individual differences will contribute more whenincluded in
multivariate models of withdrawal. The problemsassociated with
predicting specific behaviors from general measuresof attitudes or

other variables have already been noted. Withdrawal models have
attemptedto alleviate this problem by grouping together behav-
iors that reflect a desire to remove oneself from the worksituation
either psychologically or physically. While this approach does help
solve some of these problems,there are still shortcomings.

Onelimitation is that withdrawal behaviors, even when so

broadly construed, constitute a particular type of response to work
situations. Yet withdrawal is not, of course, the only meansof deal-

ing with an undesirable work situation. It has been argued that
withdrawal behaviors are a subset of the more general construct of
adaptation (Rosse & Miller, 1984; Hulin, 1991). Adaptation includes

behaviors other than withdrawal that may help an individual cope
with unpleasant or undesirable worksituations. Hirschman (1970),

for example, suggested that people have available to them three
majorclasses of responsesto dissatisfaction: exit (essentially the same

as withdrawal), voice (attempts to change the worksituation), and

loyalty (waiting patiently for things to improve). Farrell (1983) and
Withey and Cooper (1989) added a fourth category, called neglect,
whichis characterized by “lax and disrespectful behavior” (such as
lateness and increased errors); while Robinson (1994) and Rosse

and Miller (1984) suggested a category of destructive or retaliatory
behaviors that may be used to adapt by “eveningthescore.”

Adaptation models allow for the possibility that individuals may
try to changethe worksituation or make cognitive readjustments
instead ofresorting to withdrawal. One advantageofthinking about
withdrawal as a subset of adaptive behaviorsis that it allows for the
widearray ofnonwithdrawal responses that people may employwhen
faced with difficult work situations. Another advantageis that adap-
tation models, because of this addedrichness, provide an effective
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frameworkfor incorporating individual differences. The remain-
der of the chapterwill be devoted to suggestionsfor integrating
individual differences into the adaptation frameworkoriginally
proposed by Rosse and Miller (1984); a modified version of that
modelis presented in Figure 12.2.

The Rosse and Miller Model of Adaptation

Rosse and Miller’s original model showed adaptationas being dri-
ven primarily by assessments ofrelative dissatisfaction—a construct
that essentially represents a recognition that other possible work-
ing situations may be preferable to the present one.It is assumed

to represent an unpleasantaffective state that is likely to result in
the individual’s thinking about how to adapt. Relying on prior
experience (both direct experienceand vicarious learning from
the experience of others) and social norms regarding whatis
appropriate, the dissatisfied individual develops a repertory of

possible adaptive responses.In the original model, choice of a

response was consideredto be a function of experience,social
norms, and opportunity constraints. New to this version of the
adaptation modelis the inclusion of organizational commitment
as a factor affecting choice of a response.It was includedin recog-

nition of the significant literature linking organizational commit-

ment to withdrawal behavior. Hom and Griffeth’s model (1995),

for example, assigned a central role to organizational commitment.
Unlike Hom and Griffeth’s model, however, this model does not

conceptualize the role of commitmentas parallel to that of dis-
satisfaction. It is the negative affective state of dissatisfaction that

provides the impetusto adapt, while commitmentis assumedto
influence howthe person decides to respondto thataffective state.
Thus more committed individuals are expected to beless likely to
adapt by withdrawal and morelikely to attempt to make construc-
tive changes. Finally, if the enacted behavioris successful in resolv-
ing the dissatisfaction, the cycle is assumed to end;if not, the

process continues until dissatisfaction is reduced.
In the original model, response options were assumedto in-

clude the categories of withdrawal/avoidance, attempts to change
undesired aspects ofwork, and aggression/retaliation; that model
also assumedthatindividuals may opt to cognitively readjust their

 



Fi
gu
re

12
.2
.
A
n
In
di
vi
du
al

Di
ff

er
en

ce
M
o
d
e
l
of

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
Ad
ap
ta
ti
on
.
 

 

 

 

Or
ga

ni
za

ti
on

al
C
o
m
m
i
t
m
e
n
t

 
 

 
 
 

 

 
Op
po
rt
un
it
y

C
o
n
s
t
r
a
i
n
t
s

A
t
t
e
n
d
a
n
c
e

Co
ns
tr
ai
nt
s

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

|
Ev

en
t
V
v
5

___
Re

la
ti

ve
>

Re
co
gn
it
io
n
an

d
Ev

al
ua

ti
on

!
A

Di
ss

at
is

fa
ct

io
n

of
Al

te
rn

at
iv

e
Re
sp
on
se
s

A

Ad
ap

ti
ve

Be
ha
vi
or
s

  
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ex
pe

ri
en

ce
 

Im
pu
ls
e

 
 

 
G
r
o
u
p
N
o
r
m
s

 

 

  
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 S
ou
rc
e:
A
d
a
p
t
e
d
f
r
o
m
R
o
s
s
e
&

Mi
ll

er
,
19

84
,

p.
20

8.

 



490 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

expectations (Rosse & Miller, 1984). Subsequent work has ex-

pandedtheset of behavioral responses while also raising questions
about the dimensionality underlying them (compare Roznowski et
al., 1992). While important methodological questions remain to be
addressed, the exact specification of behaviors is secondary to the
overall concept of adaptation. Rather than focusing on categories
of behavioral responses, the revised modelsimply indicates that
the individual will choose the response that best fits the set ofcri-
teria specified in the expanded model.

Integrating Individual Differences into the Adaptation Model

The revised modelwe presenthere differs from that of Rosse and
Miller (1984) primarily in its inclusion of potential individual
differences. For clarity, the proposed individual difference char-
acteristics are shown in shaded boxes in Figure 12.2. Arrows
indicating their influence on elements in the model represent
hypotheses that are sometimeshighly speculative, due to the
scarcity of existing research or theory. In some cases, multiple link-
ages for the samecharacteristic represent competing hypotheses.

Demographic Characteristics

As we notedin our review, most demographic characteristics seem
to affect adaptive behaviors primarily throughtheir effects on job
satisfaction or otherjob attitudes—effects that for clarity we are

. not includingin the revised model. However, demographic char-
acteristics (especially family responsibilities) may also affect adap-
tive behaviors directly, particularly by affecting attendance
constraints (suchasillness, transportation difficulties, and behavior

of other family members). The fact that the Rosse and Miller
model (1984) was intended to explain withdrawal behavior only
whenit occurs as an adaptive mechanism has frequently been a
sourceof concern forcritics (compare Rhodes & Steers, 1990). As

a result, the current model explicitly notes that attendance con-
straints may have an exogenouseffect on behavior, independent
of adaptation, and that these constraints may be affected by indi-
vidual differences in family responsibilities. This view reflects the
fairly consistent finding that absence and lateness are more com-
mon (and turnover less common) among workers whohave child-
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or elder-care responsibilities. Family responsibilities are also
hypothesized to have an effect on organizational commitment, be-
cause primary wage-earners develop greater commitmentto con-
tinuance astheir financial dependence on the employerincreases.

Cognitive Ability

As ourreview indicates, cognitive ability has not been shown to play
a significant role in explaining adaptive behaviors. One potential

effect, however, may be that higher-ability employees perceive a

wider range of adaptive responsesas well as greater perceived ease
of movement, which mayin turn increase the viability of turnover
and other withdrawal behaviors.

Personality

Personality factors appear to offer promise at a numberofpoints in
the model. Rosse and Miller (1984) suggested thatrelative dissatis-
faction is triggered by somesortofstimulus, but they did not discuss
the threshold value required for a stimulusto activate the adapta-
tion process. Since it seemslikely that individuals differ in their sen-
sitivity to stimuli, we have includedself-monitoring (Jenkins, 1993)
as a factor moderating the relationship between stimuli and dis-
satisfaction. Althoughit is not clearly a personality trait, we are also
including the propensity to commit (Mowdayetal., 1982) as an
antecedent of organizational commitment.

Ourreview also concludesthat locus of control andself-efficacy
are likely to affect choices of how to adapt, a suggestion also of-
fered by Hom and Griffeth (1995). Individuals who perceive them-

selves to be more in controlof their fate are morelikely to choose
active and constructive coping strategies (Parker, 1993; Rosse &
Hulin, 1985; Withey & Cooper, 1989). Farrell (1983) described voice

behaviors as being both active and constructive, and we would add
that turnover (or exit, to use his terminology) mayalsofall in this cat-
egory if the job changeis to anotherjob ofequal or better caliber.
Frayne and Latham’s suggestion (1987) that specific self-efficacy
beliefs may be more important than generalized expectancies or
locus of control is one example of the type of hypothesis that might
be tested in this area.

Conscientiousness is also hypothesized to affect choice of
strategies, with conscientious employees being morelikely to
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choose options involving constructive changesor loyalty than

neglect, exit, or destructive behaviors. Finally, the characteristic of

openness to experience mayalso be a determinantof behavioral
choice, since employees high on this trait seem morelikely to quit.

Personality may also have a direct effect on behavior, inde-
pendent of the adaptation process. Low scores on the planfulness
dimensionof the characteristic of conscientiousness may explain
impulsive acts of withdrawal, such as suddenly deciding to go to
the beach rather than attend work. Although Rosse and Miller
(1984) explicitly excluded impulsive acts from the domain oftheir
adaptation model, for the sake of comprehensiveness we are now
specifying a direct effect of impulsiveness on withdrawal behavior.

Values and Interests

Ourreview indicates that a primary role of values concerns the
effects on satisfaction of a good match betweenindividuals’ values
and their experience with the organization (labeled “value match”
in Figure 12.2). Work ethic may also moderate the relationship
betweenstimulusevents andrelative dissatisfaction: individuals for
whom workis not important may not react strongly to conditions
that others would find dissatisfying to the point of requiring adap-
tation. Work ethic is also hypothesized to affect the choice of adap-
tive behaviors; in particular, it is positively correlated with voice and
negatively correlated with neglect.

Finally, the value of nonworkactivities is hypothesized to have
an exogenouseffect on some withdrawal behaviors, independent
of the adaptation process. Although the Rosse and Miller model
(1984) was neverintended to predict behaviors that were not moti-
vated by adaptation,it has been criticized for not addressing the
pull of attractive nonwork activities. The inclusion of nonworkval-
ues as a direct antecedent of behavioris intended to address this
concern.

Disposition

Recentliterature on affective disposition suggests that this factor
is likely to play multiple roles in a model of adaptation, although
ambiguities in the research base makeit difficult to state with con-
fidence precisely how these effects may occur. Onedirect effect
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seemsto exist between affectivity andjob satisfaction. Individuals
characterized by high negative affectivity maybelesslikely to expe-
rience relative dissatisfaction, since their generally negative dispo-
sition is presumedto lowertheir frame of reference for evaluating
job outcomes. Work by Cropanzanoetal. (1993),Judge and Hulin
(1992), and Necowitz and Roznowski (1991) suggests that disposi-
tion mayalso have a moredirect effect on adaptive behaviors,
althoughit is not clear whetherthis effect may in part be mediated

by attendance constraints (for example, the tendency of depressed
workers to be late or absent more often). Finally, George’s study
(1989) suggests that short-term mood mayhave a reciprocalrela-
tionship with absence and other “moodrepair” behaviors.

Conclusion

It is commonplace for writers to conclude with a call for more
research; and more often than not, such a plea is accompanied by
concernsthat future research be moretheoretically driven. Since
we have noted these deficiencies throughoutthis chapter, the
readerwill not be surprised to hear us repeatthis call. But in doing
so, we would like to suggest that the area of individual difference
most in need of study may notbe oneof those targeted bythis
book. Although more work on individual differences in values, per-
sonality, and disposition is certainly warranted,the greatest urgency
concernsstudy of individual differences in the meaning of “with-
drawal” behaviors themselves.

The first author of this chapter (Rosse) is one of those who

have called for aggregating behaviors into “families” of response.
Heis no longer so confident that this approach will provide the
advancesonceenvisioned.It is not that aggregating similar re-
sponse tendenciesis not a good idea; Hulin (1991) has provided
sound theoretical and methodological reasonsfor doing so. The
problem lies in determining that the behaviors included in the
aggregationsare in fact similar in meaningor function from the per-
spective of the individual enacting them.

This pointis certainly not new. Johns and Nicholson (1982) ar-
gued that each absence eventis unique and that to understand ab-
sence we need to uriderstand these phenomenological differences,
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and Mobley (1982) noted that the antecedents and consequences
of different withdrawal behaviors may make them functionally non-
equivalent. Where we depart from previous writers who have
adopted this perspective (for example, Rhodes & Steers, 1990) is
their conclusion thatit is therefore inappropriate to combine dif-
ferent behaviors into response families.

The best approach probably lies somewhere between these
viewpoints. While we doubt that each episode of absence(orlate-
ness, turnover, and so on) is phenomenologically unique, we have
also come to doubtthatfactor analysis of behavior checklists is
likely to produce scales of truly homogeneousresponse tenden-
cies. One of the key challenges for researchers should be to deter-
minethe extent to whichindividual differences in the meaning of

various withdrawal-type behaviorsexist; this information seemscrit-

ical for determiningtheviability of general withdrawal families.
Doing so will require research methodsthat are more idiographic,
longitudinal, and labor-intensive than we are accustomedtoin this

literature. The focuswill likely be less on the covariance among

behaviors and more on the processthat led to particular behaviors.
Webelieve that the revised adaptation model we have presented

offers a useful approachforthis type of research.It shifts attention
from the behaviors themselves to at least one of the processes

underlying the behaviors. This both avoids some of the concerns

about behavioral families (the model is equally useful without
accepting that idea) and providesfertile ground for exploring indi-
vidual differences in how people adapt. We hopethat it encourages
‘researchers to explore individual differences in a variety of areas
that have to date receivedlittle attention. Examples might include
differences in tolerance of dissatisfaction; differences in choice of

alternative adaptive strategies, both at the macro (adapt versus not
adapt) and micro (type of response)levels; differences in persis-
tence in choice of behavior before switching to an alternative means
of adapting; and differences in impulsiveness versus “rationality.”
Weare sure researcherswill see many othersas well.
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Chapter Thirteen
   

Learning About Individual
Differences by Taking
Situations Seriously
Keith Hattrup
Susan E. Jackson 

In compiling this volume, the editor sought to achieve two objec-
tives: reviewing the literature on individual differences and stimu-
lating new research. This chapter addresses the second objective by
providing an analysis both of the fundamental epistemological bases
for understanding individual behavior in organizations and of the
implications ofvarious approachesto the study of individual behav-
ior for research in industrial and organizational (I/O) psychology.
Approachesto research on individual behavior generally fall into
one of these three categories: (1) person-based approaches, which
focus on variations betweenindividuals, (2) situational approaches,
which focus on variations in behavior betweensituations, and (3)

interactional approaches,which attemptto take into accountvaria-
tions between individuals and betweensituations simultaneously.
Wearguethat individual behaviorin organizationsis best concep-
tualized as the result of interactive processes that depend on the
simultaneousinterplay of differences between situations and dif-
ferences between individuals. Unfortunately, as Snow (1989)
noted, “The broad and fundamental implications of a person-
situation interaction perspective for psychology have not been
widely recognized or pursued” (p. 44). Certainly, this statementis
true within I/O psychology.
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Therefore, to assist I/O psychologists in thinking through the
implications of the interactional perspective for studies of individ-
ual differences, we provide a framework for conceptualizing how
research can focus simultaneously on individuals and on thesitu-

ations in which they are embedded. To develop this framework, we
begin by briefly describing the person-based,situational, and inter-
actional perspectives. We then discuss each perspective in more
detail and argue that improvements in our understandingof indi-
vidual behaviorwill accrue only to the extent that future research

incorporates the combinedstrengths of these three perspectives.

An Overview of the Three Traditions

The person-based,situational, and interactional perspectives have
been described and compared by manyauthors (for example, Bow-
ers, 1973; Chatman, 1989; Cronbach, 1957, 1975; Magnusson &

Endler, 1977; Pervin, 1989; Schneider, 1983; Snow, 1989). Although

the three approachesare often viewed as competing, we attempt
in a later section to illustrate how all three approaches mayfit
within a larger interactional framework that accounts for multiple
causes of behaviorin organizations. In this section, we provide a
brief overview of the person-based,situational, and interactional

traditions.

_ The Person-Based Perspective

Historically, much of our understandingof individual behaviorhas
been derived from the psychometric tradition, which seeks to iden-
tify patterns of consistency in variation between individuals, aggre-
gating across situations (Ackerman & Humphreys, 1990). Indeed,
most of our current theoretical notions aboutintelligence and per-

sonality must be understood within the context of psychometric
research on variation between individuals (for example, Revelle,

1995; Sternberg, 1989a).
Despite the volumeofresearch and a growing consensus about

the most useful dimensions for describing individual differences,

however, person-based approachesto understanding behavior have
been criticized on empirical, logical, and philosophical grounds.
Empirically, the weakness of such approachesis suggested by sub-
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stantial evidence showingthat differences between individuals

often lack cross-situational consistency (for reviews, see Bowers,

1973; Mischel, 1990; Snyder & Ickes, 1985; Weiss & Adler, 1984).

Indeed, Mischel’s conclusion (1968) that inferences from traits are

not predictively useful has often been considered oneofthe pri-

mary reasonsfor psychologists’ disillusionmentwith trait-based

conceptualizations of human behavior.
In the field of I/O psychology, temporalinstability of some per-

son attributes is suggested by the well-established simplex pattern of

correlations amongobservationstakenin similar settings butat dif-

ferent points in time. In the simplex, higher correlations are found

for temporally close observations, while for observationsthat are sep-

arated in time, correlations decline as a function of temporal dis-

tance (for example, Ackerman & Humphreys, 1990; Deadrick &

Madigan, 1990; Hulin, Henry, & Noon, 1990; see also Hartshorne

8 May, 1928). Such evidencehas stimulated a healthy debate about

how to conceptualize the role of person attributes as predictors of

variouscriteria and howsituations may moderate the effects of some

differences between individuals.

The person-based perspective has attracted criticism on logical

and philosophical groundsas well. Because this perspective seeks

to identify differences between individuals, meaning attached to

observations about an individual derives from comparing these

observations to observations gathered about other persons (Klein-

muntz, 1967; Lamiell, 1987). This fact led Lamiell (1987) to

concludethat “the empirical evidence generated byindividualdif-

ferences research hasnolegitimate interpretation whatsoeverat the

level of the individual” (p. 15). In other words, traditional person-

based approachesto the study of individualsare ill-equipped to

address the individual as an entity in and ofitself. The study ofvari-

ations betweenindividuals does notexplicitly address how indi-

viduals process information, nor doesit address how they change,

grow, or adaptover time andacrosssituations. These limitations
have becomeso serious a concern in someareas of psychology that

Mislevy (1993) concluded that measurementofindividualdiffer-

ences “faces today a crisis that would appearto threatenits very

foundations” (p. 19). Or, as McNemar(1964)stated,“Itis difficult

to see how theavailable individual difference data can be used even

as a Starting point for generating a theory as to the process nature

of generalintelligence or of any other specified ability” (p. 881).
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The Situational Perspective

The usual alternative to person-based approachesto understand-

ing individual behavioris a focus on situations as causes of behav-

ior. Situational approachesinvolve studyingtheeffects ofvariations
in situations, environments, or experimental treatments on the
behavior of groupsor individual subjects. Situational approaches
seek to understand individual change or adaptation by studying

the effects ofvariations in situations on individual responses. Advo-
cating the use of experimental methods, situational researchers
argue that greater predictive precision and understanding of
behavioris gained through careful manipulation of the stimulus
features that impinge on andaffect individual behavior.

As Bowers (1973) pointed outin his critique ofthe situational
perspective, however, research that addressessituational causes of
behavior often relies on strong and unrepresentative manipula-
tions of situation features, with adjustmentsin situations being
madeuntil reliable effects on behavioral responses are observed.
Experiments are often designedto assess the impact of some pro-
posed intervention or experimental treatment without a clear
analysis of how thesituation attributes fit within a larger taxonomic
framework. Thusresearchin the situational perspective often fails
to model real-world phenomenain systematic and representative

ways (Brunswik, 1956). Moreover, whereassituational researchers

are generally expected to assess and reportat least some of the
person attributes of study participants, researchers interested in
drawing conclusions about person-based effects often makelittle

attempt to rigorously measureorexplicate the situations in which
their research is conducted. Thusthere exists today essentially no
consensus about how to conceptualize and measuresituation
attributes using constructs that are psychologically meaningful and
interesting (Chatman, 1989). This deficiency in our science threat-
ensto stall the continuing advancementofthefield.

A central and perplexing problem in the conceptualization of
situations has been whetherto characterizesituations as objective
realities, idiosyncratic perceptual realities, or something in
between.J. Block andJ. H. Block (1981) distinguished between

three levels of situational analysis—levels that reflect successive
stages of interpretation of the situation by the individual. First, indi-
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viduals are exposed to a physico-biological situation, which represents

the perceptually unfiltered objective sensory stimuli encountered

by individuals. The objective unfiltered situationis free of the influ-

encesof individual perception, although (as described below) in-

dividuals may influence objective situations through their choice

of situations or through their presenceor actions in them.

Thesecondlevelis the canonical situation, which represents the

socially constructed and consensually accepted definition of the

physico-biological situation encounteredbyindividuals. The can-

onical situation is similar to Murray’s “alpha press” (1938) and

is thought to derive from social influence, communication, and

shared socialization processes that operate to provide standards

and framesof reference for the interpretation of physico-biological

situations by individuals. Hence demonstrated agreement among

individual perceivers is a typical prerequisite sought by researchers

studying aspects of the canonicalsituation (for example,L.R.

James, 1982; Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992). In the field of I/O psy-

chology, such approaches are commonin the conceptualization

and measurementof task or knowledge,skill, and ability (KSA)

importance duringjob analyses (Harvey, 1991) andin the study of

ageregated perceptions representing organizational climate and

culture (for example, Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992; L. R. James,

L. A. James, & Ashe, 1990).

Thethird level ofsituational analysis, according to J. Block and

J. H. Block (1981), is the functionalsituation, whichreflects the indi-

vidual’s unique interpretation of the physico-biological and canon-

ical situations. Murray (1938) referred to the perceivedsituation as

the “beta press,” whereas Lewin (1951) used the term “lifespace” to

denote that an individual’s behavioris a direct result of his or her

perceptionsof objective situations. In the field of I/O psychology,

functional situations are the focus of research on individual psycho-

logical climate, which is presumed,like other conceptualizations of

functional situations, to mediate between the physico-biological

and canonical situations and individual behavior (L. R. James,

1982; L. R. Jameset al., 1990; Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992). More-

over, like other functional situations, psychological climate is pre-

sumedto derive from interactions between personsandsituations

(L. A. James & L. R. James, 1989; L. R. Jameset al., 1990). In other

words, individuals perceive and interpret situations in unique ways
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depending onaspects of the situations and aspects of the per-
ceivers themselves. As is described in more detail below, the inter-

actions betweenpersonsandsituations in causing variation in
functional situations provide the basis for dynamic processes
whereby personsandsituations becomejointly interdependent
over time.

Because individual behavior dependson perceptionsofsitua-
tion attributes, many authors have argued that the most relevant
level of situational analysis for theory building and researchis the
functional situation (for example, Bowers, 1973; Endler, 1981; Mag-

nusson, 1981). Indeed, as Thomas (1928) noted, “If men definesit-

uationsas real, they are real in their consequences” (p. 572).

However, because the functional situation is caused by an interac-
tion of person andsituation causes, situations become inherently
inseparable from persons. In other words, functional situations are
as mucha result of the person as the person’s behavioris the result
of the perceived situation (Bowers, 1973). In consequence, a num-
ber of authors have noted that by carefully conceptualizing and
studying objective physico-biological or canonical situation attrib-
utes, we can better understand the dynamicinteractional processes
wherebyindividuals come to interpret the same environmental
stimuli in different ways (Ekehammer, 1974; Higgins, 1990).

The Interactional Perspective

Manypsychologists recognize that debates about whether behav-
ior is a function primarily of personsorof situations are essentially
unresolvable and meaningless (for example, Chatman, 1989; Mag-
nusson & Endler, 1977; Pervin, 1989; Schneider, 1983). Differences
observed between individuals depend onthesituations sampled,
and the effects of situations depend onthe individuals studied
(Bowers, 1973; Magnusson & Endler, 1977; Raush, 1977).

Interactional approachesattemptto identify how different types
of individuals respondto different situations in predictably unique
ways. For example, some individuals may respondto increases in
time demandswith a sense of exhilaration, whereas others may ex-
periencea sense of unpleasantstress. Changesin a situation cause
changesin behavioral response (increased activity or withdrawal),
but relatively stable differences between people determine which
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specific responses they exhibit. Likewise, the effects of differences
between individuals on criterion responses depend onthesitua-
tions in which individual differences are observed.

Interactional approachesalso recognize that individuals and

situations are causally interdependent. Individuals are shaped by
the situations they encounter, andsituations are shaped by the
individuals that occupy them (Schneider, 1983, 1987). Because of
preexisting differences, individuals seek to enter differing situa-
tions, and their responsesto situation attributes depend on the
meaning they impose on their perceptionsof a situation andits
opportunities or demands.

Interactional psychology represents a comprehensive approach
to understanding human behavior, subsumingseveral different the-
oretical and empirical approachesto the study of individual re-
sponses. Indeed,interactional psychology underscoresthe fact that

various approachesto understanding human behavior are com-
plementary rather than competing. Generally, interactionalpsy-
chology rests on the following core assumptions:

1. The behavioral, cognitive, affective, or physiological responses

or actions of personsare the result of both stable differences
between individuals andvariations in situations. Therefore, to

understandindividuals, one must distinguish between thecri-
terion responsesof interest and the person andsituation causes

that determine observed outcomes(J. Block & J. H. Block,

1981; Davis-Blake & Pfeffer, 1989).

9. Individuals should be treated as multidimensional, whole enti-

ties. That is, persons have multiple attributes that are insepa-
rable at the level of individuals and that operate in concert to
shape the responsesof individuals (Chatman, 1989).

3, Situations should be treated as multidimensional, whole enti-

ties. In other words,situations have multiple attributes that
operate in concert to influence individual behavior (Magnus-
son, 1981).

4. The responsesofindividuals are also multidimensional. In psy-
chological research, the responsesofinterest generally include
physiological responses, as well as elements of behavior, cog-
nition, and affect (Magnusson & Endler, 1977; Snyder & Ickes,

1985).
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5. And finally, the responsesof individuals (that is, their behav-
iors, thoughts, and feelings) arise out of a dynamic process:re-
sponses unfold through time, and personsandsituations are
boundtogether through a feedback system in which a some-
what malleable person and a somewhat malleable situation are
both cause and effect (for example, Ekehammer, 1974; Hig-
gins, 1990; Pervin, 1989).

Webelieve that a complete understandingof the responses of
people within organizations requires that our field more fully
incorporate the perspective of interactional psychology. Yet our

current conceptual models and empirical research oftenfail to

reflect an appreciation of the fundamental elements ofthe inter-
actional perspective. There are undoubtedly many explanations
for this, including a paucity of compelling theories, practical con-
straints that makeit difficult to conduct appropriate research,sta-
tistical complexities that create difficulties for data analysis and
interpretation, and peculiarities of the publication process. In addi-
tion, the interactional perspective itself suffers from several limi-
tations, including the complexity inherentin interactive models,
the lack of adequate theoretical taxonomiesofsituations, and the
difficulty of separating presumably interdependent personandsit-
uation attributes for analysis and study. Despite these difficulties,
we believe that advancements in our understandingof individual

behavior in organizationswill accrue more rapidly if researchers
adoptthe conceptual and analytic rigor of an interactional frame-
work. This is not to say that all research studies should test inter-
actional models. Rather, the argumentis that all research studies
should be designed with a broad interactional framework in mind,

and results should be interpreted accordingly.

The Needfor an Integrative Approach
to the Study of Persons andSituations

In an excellent discussion of psychological theories, McGuire (1983)
described four basic types of theories. From the most simple and
primitive to the most sophisticated, the theory types are: guiding
idea, categorical or taxonomic, process, and axiomatic. Ultumately,

scientists seek to develop axiomatic theories. This requires devel-
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oping a small numberof axiomsthat can be combinedto yield
more complex theories. As a field, psychology has not advanced
very far in the developmentof axiomatic theories. Indeed, while

most psychological theories include a clear guiding idea, they are
less developed in termsof specifying relevant taxonomies and
processes. Thus most of our theories are incomplete, partial depic-
tions of behavior.

The next level of sophistication above a guiding ideais a taxo-

nomic theory. Taxonomic theories provide representations and

definitions for organizing a large set of constructs into a manage-
able numberof categories. At a minimum, taxonomic theories
offer researchers a checklist of predictors and criteria to consider
when designing their research. Good taxonomictheories offer
guidanceto researchers by providing a metric for determining

whether two measurestap equivalent constructs. Current debates
abouthow bestto define the construct domainsof personality
andability clearly represent attempts to develop consensus about
the appropriate taxonomic components relevantto the study of

person-basedeffects.
A guiding-idea theory—whetherit is person-based,situational,

or interactional—cannot be adequately tested until taxonomic
components have been explicated. Cronbach and Snow (1977)
were referring to this task when they asserted that “the whole

process of seeking order in the behavioral or biological sciencesis
oneofpartitioning a grand matrix of organismsandsituations into
blocks in such a mannerthat a single generalization appliesto all
organismsandall situationsclassified within a block. The science
of human behavioris built up by identifying a class of persons who
respondsimilarly to some particular range ofsituations”(p.3).
Unfortunately, a general framework for identifying these “blocks”
in psychology has not yet been developed.

Ultimately, empirical research will verify the most useful blocks,
or taxons, to include in theory and research. However,just as the
testing of guiding ideas requires theoretical advancesat the next
level of sophistication (that is, taxonomies), it is also true that the

developmentof taxonomies requires theoretical advances at a
higherlevel of sophistication. In other words, the developmentof
adequate taxonomies requires some understanding of the processes
through whichcausal variables impact outcomesofinterest.
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Process theories attempt to explicate the intermediate steps
that link together categories of variables. Someinteractional the-
ories represent thorough attempts to specify the process relation-
ships wherebythe effects of situations and of persons combineto
influence outcomesof interest. For example, Schneider’s attrac-
tion-selection-attrition theory (1987) outlines several social pro-
cesses through which people andsituations impact each other and
interact to determine observed behavior. Other theorists posit cog-
nitive or self-regulatory processes as explanations for how person
attributes combinewith situation cues to result in behavior (for

example, Christiansen, 1993; Pervin, 1989; Revelle, 1993).

The person-based,situational, and interactional perspectives

each representtentative guiding-idea theories that are being devel-
opedinto higher-level taxonomic and process theories. Although
the three perspectives are sometimes viewed as competing, another
way of thinking abouttheir interrelationship is that each is focused
on developing different pieces of a larger puzzle. For example,rel-

ative to the other perspectives, person-based research has yielded

more information relevant to predicting individual differences in
criterion responses from person attributes that are presumedto be
fairly stable across time andsituations. By comparison,situational
and interactional research has yielded more information about
social, developmental, and experiential processes underlying

behavior. Throughout the remainderof this chapter, we attempt
to illustrate how each of the perspectives mightfit within a general
theoretical framework for understanding behavior in organiza-
tions. In the next section, we describe the theoretical framework;

and in later sections, we discuss some implications and directions

for future research that addresses interactional processes in orga-
nizational behavior.

A General Framework for
Studying Persons Within Situations

The conceptual framework we wish to describe has both an
abstract structure and somespecific content. The abstract struc-
ture has three basic dimensions, including person differences,sit-

uation differences, and criterion response differences. (Time can
be thoughtof as a fourth dimension. We address the dynamic
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influencesof time in a subsequentsection of this chapter.) The
abstract three-dimensional structure, shown in Figure 13.1, is

explainedfirst. Then, to illustrate the abstract structure and make
it more meaningful, we add taxonomic contentto it. Given the
state of current research, however, our attempts to provide tenta-

tive taxonomic content are necessarily speculative.

The Structure of the General Framework

Figure 13.1 presents the structure of a general framework for char-
acterizing the relevant dimensions that must be considered in
studying personsin the contextof situations. Thebasis for the.
model is the notion that behavior and other responsesof individ-
uals in organizations dependsimultaneously on variation between

individuals and variation between situations. Figure 13.1 provides
a relatively simple representation of mechanistic formsof interac-
tional effects involving persons andsituationsas causesof criterion

' responses. These mechanistic interactional processes in turn pro-
vide the basis for more complex dynamic interactional processes,
as we describe in moredetail below.

Between-Person Effects

The front face of the structure shownin Figure 13.1 represents
variance between persons,the traditional focus of individual dif-
ference research. Although multiple person constructs (P-,) can
be used to capture between-person differences, for simplicity only
two (Pl and P2) are shownin Figure 13.1. For each person con-
struct in the figure, vertical lines represent differences between
individuals in their standing on the construct. For example,the
three regions represented within P1 along the horizontal axis of
Figure 13.1 represent individuals who are at low, medium, and
high levels on the construct labeled P1. In manycases, of course,
between-person differences are assumed to be continuousrather

than discrete. In these cases, an infinite numberofvertical lines

would be neededto characterize the range of variance between
individuals.

Figure 13.1 also illustrates that manydifferentcriteria (C—,) may
be of interest to researchers; again, however, for simplicity only two
criterion constructs are shown (Cl and C2). Within each criterion
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Figure 13.1. General Framework for Conceptualizing Persons,
Situations, and Effects on Criterion Responses.
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construct, horizontal lines denote different levels of criterion re-

sponse,such as low, medium,or high. This heuristic representation
does not preclude conceptualizing criterion responses as continu-
ously distributed.

The horizontal andvertical axes of each smaller cube shown
in the figure can, when considered together, be used to form a
bivariate scatter plot or regression line to represent how individ-
ual differences on one construct (for example, P1) relate to indi-
vidual differences in responses on a criterion (for example, C2).
Given this approach to representing person-based constructs and
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criteria, it should be apparentthat researchers and practitioners
who seek to maximize criterion outcomesin organizations through
selection,classification, and placementgenerally focustheir atten-
tion on thefront faces of the smaller cubes shown in Figure 13.1.

Research that focuses on how differences between people on
a given construct (for example, intelligence) relate to differences
between people in responses (for example, job performance) re-
quires that researchers make choices about howto treatvariation
in situations. For example, person-based researchers mightselect
onesituation in whichto study individual differences (they might,
for example, study people in one type ofjob), and/or they might
aggregate acrosssituations (they might, for example, study people
in multiplejobs but ignore situation differencesassociated with the
differentjobs as a source of explanatory variation). The focusis on
how variationsin stable traits or temporary states relate to variations
in observable responses. Once individuals are identified as being
high or lowon relevant constructs, such asability, self-efficacy, or

neuroticism, their criterion responses are expectedto be predict-
able acrosssituations. When predictability is low, reconsideration
typically focuses on the person constructor the criterion construct.
Thatis, researchers might ask questions such as these: Would other
person constructs be more predictive of this criterion? Do indi-
vidual differences on this particular construct predict other types
of responses? Is the lack of a relationship explained by poor mea-
surementof these constructs? Whatis often missing from this list
of possible explanations for weak relationshipsis systematic explo-
ration of the situation axis represented in Figure 13.1.

Between-Situation Effects

Whereas person-based approachesto the study of behavior focus
on the horizontalaxis in Figure 13.1 and tend to ignore the depth
axis, situational approachesto individual behavior focus on the
depth dimension andtendto ignore the horizontal axis. In Figure
13.1, variations in situations are represented by the depth dimen-
sion of each cube. Thefigure shows two situation constructs (S1
and S2), each having three levels; the three levels presented along
the situation axis of one situation construct might, for example, rep-
resentsituations that are low, medium,and high in complexity. To
representthe effects of situations, differences along thesituation
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axis of the cube in Figure 13.1 can be plotted against the criterion
axis. For example, one might expect that greater situation com-
plexity would result in lower performance, because the dominant
response on complextasksis less likely to be appropriate than the

dominant response on simple tasks (Zajonc, 1965). In the field of
I/O psychology, the situational perspective often is adopted by those
who might seek to manage individual behavior throughtraining,job
(re)design, socialization, compensation, or other manipulations of

the situational stimuli encountered by organization members.
Studies of the effects of differences between situations may

involve selecting a single person to study, but more often such stud-
ies aggregate across individuals. For example, an idiographic re-
searcher mightselect a single individual from the person axis of
Figure 13.1 and thenstudy theeffects of differences betweensitu-
ations on that individual’s behavior. Thisis essentially the approach
used in the case study tradition. Nomothetic researchers include
manysubjects in their studies and then aggregate across the person
axis to study the effects of situations. Regardless ofwhich research
design is used, situational researchers usually make assumptions
aboutwhichclassesof individuals will be influenced by differences
between situations and then select these individuals as subjects for
their studiesof situation effects. Studies within I/O psychology, for
example, generally focus on the effects of situations on people who
are employedin large U.S. organizations. Such people arelikely to
be “average” or “normal” on a numberofperson attributes, includ-
ing age,intelligence, personality, socioeconomicstatus, and so
forth. Different conclusions might be drawn abouttheeffects ofsit-
uationsif different sets of individuals were studied.

Whenweakassociations are observed betweena situation con-
struct andcriterion response, reconsideration typically focuses on
the situation construct or the criterion construct. That is, situa-

tional researchers might ask questions such as these: What other

aspects of the situation mightbe controlling responses on thiscri-
terion? Dosituation differences on this particular construct pre-
dict other types of responses? Is the lack of a relationship explained
by an inadequate manipulation of the situation or poor measure-
mentof the criterion? Whatis often missing from thislist of possi-
ble explanations for weak relationshipsis systematic exploration
of the person-based dimension represented in Figure 13.1.
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The Interactional Approach
Studies of individual differences and studies of situation effects
focus on one axis (personor situation) of the cubes shown in Fig-
ure 13.1 without simultaneous consideration of the otheraxis. In
contrast, an interactional approach attempts to modelthe effects
of person andsituation differences simultaneously. Both sources of
variance are considered potentially important determinants of indi-
vidual behavior. Because interactions can often be considered sym-
metric (J. Cohen & P. Cohen, 1983), an interactional researcher
attempts to explore how theeffects of person differences on criteria
are moderatedbysituation differences and howsituation effects
dependon differences between individuals. Such effects might be
represented graphically by three-dimensional plots within the struc-
ture represented in Figure 13.1 (see Edwards, 1991).

Wheninteractional researchers encounter low associations be-
tween their predictors andcriteria, their reconsideration includes
all of the questions asked by person-basedandsituational research-
ers, along with questions about potential moderated relationships.
Do individual differences on a particular person construct (for

example, P1) interact with situation differences (for example, S2)
to explain responseson the criterion of interest? What form does
this interaction take? Are more complexinteractional effects also
present—for example,are the effects of P1] evident only insitua-
tions that are low on S1 and high on S2? Are theeffects of P1 con-
tingent on variations in other person constructs (for example, P2)?
The interactional perspective underlies research and practice in the
areas of adaptive testing, individually adaptedtraining, and the pro-
vision of “cafeteria-style” benefit plans.

Because interactive approaches adaptsituational interventions
to variations in individuals or study differences between persons
within the context of varied situations, higher predictive validities
between person and/orsituation causes and criterion responses
should be expected in those approaches than in approachesthat
ignore interactions between causes (for example, Chatman, 1989;

Snyder & Ickes, 1985). For example, by focusing ona situationally
specific person construct, such as test anxiety, and the typesofsit-
uations in which the person constructis relevant (thatis, testing sit-
uations), a researcher may obtain higher relationships between the
person construct and behavior within a limited range ofsituations
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than would beobtainedif he or she had nottied the person con-
struct to particular sets of situations (Snyder & Ickes, 1985). Simi-
larly, meta-analytic reviewsof the validity of general cognitive ability
(for example, J. E. Hunter & R. F. Hunter, 1984) have demon-

strated that relationships between cognitive and psychomotorabil-
ities and criteria are moderated byjob orsituation complexity.
Thatis, if the situation axis of one cube in Figure 13.1 represents
low, medium, and high job complexity, a regression line that re-
lates cognitive ability (on the person axis) tojob performance (on

the criterion axis) is flattest in the front “slice” of the situation axis,

somewhatsteeper in the middleslice, and steepest in the backslice
(along the situation axis of the relevant cube). Such evidence

underscoresthe fact that the effects of person differences on spe-
cific criteria are ultimately embeddedina finite range ofsituations,
and the effects of situations are embeddedin a finite range of per-
sons (Raush, 1977). The interactional framework recognizes that
person, situation, andcriterion constructs may be defined by the
range of situations or personsorcriteria for which they are pre-
sumedto function. It emphasizes that relationships amongper-
sons, situations, and criterion responses should be based on careful

explication of how particular aspects of personsinteractwith par-
ticular situation attributes to influence particular criterion
responses(J. Block &J. H. Block, 1981; Snyder & Ickes, 1985).

Levels of Specificity for Person,
Situation, and Criterion Constructs

Within each of the three axes of Figure 13.1, constructs can be con-
ceptualized at varying degreesof specificity. For example, general
cognitive ability (or g) is thought to subsume morespecific ability
factors, such asfluid, crystallized, and spatial ability (Carroll, 1993;

Lubinski & Dawis, 1992). Each of these specific factors can be fur-
ther differentiated into even morespecific constructs. Indeed,

muchof this book focuses on the degreesof specificity that most
appropriately represent variance between persons.

The interactional framework underscores the importance of
conceptualizing constructspecificity for persons, situations, and
criteria simultaneously. While person,situation, and criterion con-
structs can all be conceptualized at variouslevels of specificity
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(compare Rushton,Brainerd, & Pressley, 1983), no particular level
of specificity is inherently more appropriate than any other. Con-
sequently, the challenge is to build theories that describe rela-

tionships among constructs that are appropriately specified in
terms of maximizing predictive validity. In other words,in select-
ing thelevel of specificity to use when conceptualizing person con-
structs, researchers need to simultaneously considerthelevel of

specificity that applies to both the criteria and thesituations of
interest. Furthermore,as is described below, the issue of specificity

is intricately bound up with the issue of the appropriate taxonomic
content usedin filling out a general framework for understanding
individual behavior. We provide sometentative suggestionsfor tax-
onomic content next. Then,in a later section, we describe issues

to consider in linking together taxonomies of persons, situations,
and criteria in the developmentof process theories of the causes
of behavior in organizations.

The Content of the General Framework

In this section, we attemptto outline a comprehensiveset ofconstruct
domainsthat might characterize the waysin which variance could be
observedon eachaxis ofFigure 13.1. Our suggestions aboutrelevant
content represent an attemptto illustrate how systematic thinking
about construct specificity could proceed in moving toward taxo-
nomictheories of individual behaviorin organizations. The taxo-
nomic contentofthis general framework incorporates the notion that
person,situation, and criterion constructs are each organized hier-

archically from relatively global constructs to very specific constructs.

Table 13.1 presents an initial attempt to characterize potential
constructs at varying degrees of specificity for each of the three
axes presented in Figure 13.1, including person constructs, situa-
tion constructs, and criterion constructs. In selecting general con-

struct domains, we were guided by two considerations.First, we

attempted to reflect the extant research in I/O psychology, using
construct labels that would be familiar to readers. Second, we

sought to arrange construct domainsin a waythat would highlight
potential complementarity among the major domains within each
of the three dimensions. Thus, although there is somevariability
in the domains comprising the major dimensions, the domains of

 



524 INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES AND BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS

behavior, cognition, and affect are represented in differences be-
tween criterion responses, persons, andsituations. A numberof

authorshave arguedthat interactional research should be based on
_the developmentof equivalenceclasses of persons andsituations
described in a commonlanguage (for example, Ekehammer, 1974;

Graham, 1976; Higgins, 1990; Lewin, 1951; Wright & Mischel, 1987).

For example, Fleishman’s ability requirements approach to con-
ceptualizing personsandsituationsis based on rating tasks (that
is, situations) in terms of their requirementsfor various person
attributes (Fleishman & Mumford, 1988; Fleishman & Quaintance,

1984; see also Wright & Mischel, 1987). However, as Chatman (1989)

argues, such approachesrisk anthropomorphizingsituations in a
waythat obscures their more importantobjective properties. What
is needed, according to Chatman (1989), are conceptualizations of
personsandsituations in mutually relevant and comparable terms.

Wealso soughtto identify a few tentative subordinate-level con-
structs for each of the domains. We purposely chose notto be
exhaustive, however, to underscorethe fact that the taxonomypre-

sented in Table 13.1 represents only an illustration of how we
might eventually map out the domainsof relevant variables for
research in I/O psychology.

Between-Person Differences

With respect to differences between individuals, we identified five
major domainsof constructs, each ofwhich can each bedifferenti-
ated into a larger numberofmore specific constructs depending on
theoretical and pragmatic purposes. These domains are based on
our reading of individual difference research in I/O psychology. The
five domainsin the person (P) facet include cognitive (P1), behavioral

(P2), affective (P3), physical (P4), and social (P5) differences.

In the cognitive domain, a basic distinction between cognitive
abilities and cognitive styles can be specified. Cognitive abilities rep-
resent perhaps the most thoroughly researched category of person
constructs. Carroll (1993), for example, identified several hierar-

chical levels of abilities, with general cognitive ability, or g, repre-
senting the highest-order construct. In Carroll’s research (1993), g
subsumed a numberof second-orderconstructs, such as visual/

spatial ability (g,), fluid ability (g,), and crystallized intelligence

(g.), with each of the second-order constructs differentiated into

even morespecific constructs.
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Table 13.1. An Initial Taxonomy of Domains
Representing Differences Between Persons,

Situations, and Criterion Responses.
 

 

Criterion .

Person Situation Response
Differences Differences Differences

(P1) Cognitive (S1) Information (C1) Cognitive

(P1.) Abilities
(P1,.) Styles

(P1,)

(P2) Behavioral

(P2,) Personality

(P2,)

(P3) Affective

(P3.) Affectivity
(P3..) Values

(P3,)

(P4) Physical

(P4,) Demographic
Status

(P4,.) (Dis)ability

(P4_)

(P5) Social
(P5,) Socioecnonomic

Status

(P5..) Marital Status

(P5,)

(S1,) Availability
(S1,,) Ambiguity
(S1...) Consensusiii

(S1,)

(S2) Task

(S2,) Autonomy
(S2,.) Structure

(S2,)

(S3) Physical

(S3,) Privacy
(S3,.) Danger

(S3,,)

(S4) Social

(S4,) Role Setting

(S4,.) Normative
Strength

(S4,)

(Cl,) Job Knowledge
(C1,.) Climate Perceptions

(Cl,)

(C2) Behavioral
(C2. ) Role-Required Behavior

(C2..) Extra-Role Behavior

(C2,)

(C3) Affective
(C3.) Satisfaction
(C3..) Commitment

(C3,)

(C4) Physiological

(C4,) Short-Term Stresses

(C4,) Short-Term Stresses

(C4)
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Whereas cognitive abilities reflect individuals’ mental energies or
capacities, cognitive styles reflect individuals’ preferences in apply-
ing their cognitive, affective, and otherattributes in responding.
For example, the research done by Sternberg (1989b) on execu-
tive, judicial, and legislative styles of thinking attempted to iden-
tify stable differences between individuals in their preferences for
applyingabilities in creative, analytic, or rule-guided ways. There
is a great needto identify how styles of thinking determine behav-
ior in organizations and how cognitive styles interact with other
person constructs and with situations in influencing behaviorin
organizations.

The behavioral domain within between-person differencesin

Table 13.1 subsumespersonality, amongotheras-yet-unidentified
constructs, with the Big Five dimensionsattracting the most atten-
tion in the I/Oliterature on personality. In addition,self-efficacy
(Bandura, 1986) is an important construct in the personality do-
main, and research should continue to explore its role in organi-

zational behavior. Additional personality constructs might include
Type A and B behaviorpatterns, achievement motivation (McClel-
land, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953), authoritarianism (Adorno,

Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950), Machiavellianism

(Geis, 1978), dogmatism (Rokeach, 1960), locus of control (Rotter,

1966), and self-esteem (Wylie, 1974).

Individual differences in affect represent a third construct do-
main. Positive and negative affectivity are seen as stable disposi-
tional tendencies to experience a particular feeling state in relation
to situational stimuli (Levin & Stokes, 1989). Stable affect may de-
rive from genetic sources (for example, Arvey, Bouchard, Segal, &

Abraham, 1989) or through experience. Values, on the other hand,

reflect differences between individuals in preferences and expec-
tations (Dawis, 1991). Research on the dimensionality of affective
constructs in I/O psychology andtheir relationships to other per-
son andsituation variables represents as-yet-unchartedterritory.

The physical domain includes demographic characteristics,

such as age, sex, and race. A great deal of research has sought to
identify interactions between race and sex and ability constructs in
the prediction ofjob performance. The general conclusion from
these research efforts is that-abilities relate equally to criteria for
membersof different race groups. However, the notion that men
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and women,for example, rely on different attributes when per-
forming at workhasattracted attention (Schneider & Schmitt,
1986) and should continue to be exploredin future research.

Physical (dis) abilities are represented as a second construct in
the physiological domain. Fleishman’s research (1964) represents
the most advancedtheoretical explication of physical ability con-
structs in the I/O literature. Moreover, research by Ackerman (1988)

and Fleishman and colleagues (see Fleishman & Mumford, 1989)
on the contribution of cognitive and physical abilities to perfor-
manceovertime represents a distinctly person-by-situation inter-
actional perspective on the determinantsof criterion response
differences.

Finally, the social domain includesspecific constructs such as
socioeconomic and marital status. Very little research has sought
to identify either various degreesof specificity in this domain or
potential interactive relationships with otherindividual difference
domains in determining criterion responses. Yet the changing
nature of families in the United States and obviousrelationships

- between socioeconomicstatus, race, and education suggest a need

for future research on these content domains.

Between-Situation Differences

As was discussed above, theoretical specification of situation con-
structs has received muchless attention from I/O psychologists
than has theoretical specification of person constructs. Although
individuals’ responsesto situational stimuli are undoubtedly deter-
minedin large part by their interpretations of situations (in other
words,by functional situations), a clearer understanding of the
processes by whichindividuals understand and reactto their envi-
ronments can be gained throughcareful explication and study of
physico-biological and/or canonical situations. With that goal in
mind, in Table 13.1 we provide a tentative taxonomyof physico-
biological and canonical situation attributes that may be relevant
in the study of organizational behavior. Based on ourreview of
research on situations (for example, Magnusson, 1981; Moos,
1973), we identified four domains of objective and consensually
acceptedsituation attributes that are likely to characterize the
range of possible situation differences encountered in organizations.
Cutting across all four domainsis the extent to which situation
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attributes present strong versus weaksituational cues to perceivers
(Snyder & Ickes, 1985). Strongsituations are those in which indi-
vidual behavioris largely situationally determined; weaksituations
providegreater latitude for individual interpretation and action.

The first domain for describing situations capturesthe informa-
tion attributes (S1) of situations, includingthe availability, ambigu-
ity, and degree of consensus(versus conflict) among information
cues (compare Hackman, 1992). Situations with more information,

less ambiguity, and less conflicting information are strong relative
to those with fewer cues,less clarity, or more conflicting cues.

Task attributes (S2) embeddedin situations may include con-

structs that reflect the amount of autonomyprovidedby tasks and

the degree of structure inherentin task demands. Tasks with greater
autonomyand lowerstructure represent weakersettings and there-
fore may showstrongerinteractions with person attributes than
those characterized by less autonomyandgreater structure.

Physical attributes (S3) may include the amountof privacy and
the amountof objective danger inherentin situations. Dangerous
situations tend to constrain behavior toward fight-or-flight re-
sponses, with the choice between these alternatives depending in
large part on interactions with person differences. More privateset-
tings are weaker and therefore more susceptible to between-person
differences in interpretation and response. Public settings con-
strain individual behaviorin the direction of normative or role-
related situational demands. In other words, interactions should

be expected between the physical attribute of situation privacy and
social attributes (S4) related to others’ expectationsor desires.

Moreover, these social attributes may themselvesvary in the extent
to which they represent strong versus weak role demandsor nor-
mative expectations.

Clearly, developing better theoretical conceptualizationsofsit-
uationsis an important research objective. Until greater under-
standing ofsituations and their influences on individual behavior
is developed, much of our research on person-by-situation inter-
actions, both in static contexts and in dynamic processesovertime,
will be stifled.

Criterion Response Differences

In the field of I/O psychology, the dearth of adequate theory
regarding criterion response differencesis well known. Referred
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to collectively as the “criterion problem,” conceptualizationsofrel-
evant response constructs have tended to follow, rather than pre-
cede, their use in research and theory. That is, researchers and

practitioners have often regardedcriteria as given rather than con-
ceptually derived. For example, measures of output,error, turnover
rate, absenteeism, and organization-level profitability and com-
petitiveness have been regarded as adequate measuresagainst
which the theoretically more complex individual difference orsit-

uation difference variables could bevalidated.
Reviewsof criteria in organizational research now attemptto

morecarefully explicate the underlying constructs that might be rep-
resented in criterion measures (for example, Austin & Villanova,
1992; Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1993). As part of that
explication, researchers are careful to distinguish between response

criteria that are situationally determined and those that can be con-
trolled by individual effort and volition (Austin & Villanova, 1992;
Campbell et al., 1993). Moreover, recent research in I/O psychol-
ogy has also attempted to expand the domainofrelevantcriteria to
include contextual behaviors, such as organizational citizenship and

team facilitation (for example, Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). These

approachestake into accountthe fact that a variety of behaviors
contribute to organizational functioning.

Yet our historical emphasis on performance criteria and the ten-
dency for I/O psychologists to equate criterion responseswith per-
formance-related outcomesrepresents a limited view. An expanded
view of criteria means conceptualizing the entire range of possible
individual responses. Clearly, a great deal of past research hasin-
cluded nonperformance outcome measures, but such research has
often been conceptually segregated from research on performance.
Research that considers several criterion domains simultaneously
is necessary in order to move toward a moresophisticated under-
standing of how persons andsituations combineto affect behavior
in organizations. In this section, we attemptto outline a taxonomy

of potential criteria. As before, our initial taxonomy is based on

our review of extantliterature and is meantto beillustrative rather
than definitive.

We have categorized relevantcriterion (C) constructs into four

primary domains: cognitive (C1), behavioral (C2), affective (C3), and

physiological (C4). Cognitive criteria represent what an individual
knowsor thinks. For example, research on the developmentofjob
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knowledge (J. E. Hunter, 1986) investigates cognitive outcomes
that can, in some examples, be studied independentof behavioral
responses. Likewise, climate perceptionsor attributions of mean-
ing represent cognitions that are presumedto be causally prior to
affective responses (L. A. James & L. R. James, 1989). Climate per-
ceptions becomecriterion outcomesrather than situation attrib-
utes, as described previously, when they are assumedto result from

the interaction of causes based on variations between persons and
physico-biological or canonicalsituations.

Behavioral criteria represent the domain usually identified with
performance responses and outcomesin organizations. This do-
main can be further differentiated into role-required behaviors and

extra-role behaviors. Role-required behaviors maybe furtherdif-
ferentiated into a very large set of more specific constructs, such as
task and goal accomplishment, absenteeism, and turnover. Extra-
role responses, such as organizational citizenship, may also include
a large numberofspecific variables (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993).

As research has continued to focus on behavioral criteria, knowl-

edge has accumulated aboutthe potential causal relationships and
interactions amongrole-required and extra-role behaviors and their
unique person-based causes (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). How-
ever, given the lack of research directed at conceptualizingcriteria,

a great dealis left to learn aboutthe nature of andinterrelation-
ships amongspecific behavioral constructs nested within the larger
category of behavioral criteria. The work of Campbell etal. (1993)
is a particularly noteworthy attemptto identify a parsimoniousset
of performance-relevant behavioralcriteria that should be descrip-
tively generalizable acrossjobs and organizations.

Affective criteria can beroughly differentiated into satisfaction
and commitment, with each of these constructs being furtherdif-
ferentiated into a larger set of more specific affective responses,
such as paysatisfaction, satisfaction with supervisors, continuance

commitment, and moral/affective commitment. Finally, physiolog-
ical criteria have attracted perhapsthe least attention in I/O psy-
chology, though their importanceto the field has been argued by
several authors (for example,Ilgen, 1990; Johns & Nicholson,

1982). Stress and health-related outcomes represent important
concernsfor organizations and their members. The consequences
of these criteria for insurance and workers’ compensation costs,
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lost time, and poor performance dueto sicknessorstress-related
problems can be assumedto be reflected in measures of organi-

zationaleffectiveness. A great dealis left to be learned about phys-
iological outcomesin organizations,including their dimensionality
andinterrelationships with othercriteria and predictors.

Thestudy ofcriteria, including their dimensions, degrees of
specificity, interrelationships, and causal influences, continuesto
represent one of the most importantfrontiers for research in I/O

psychology. It is our view that our understanding ofcriteria will be
most readily advanced through incorporation ofthe interactional
perspective. We need carefully planned studies that address how
persons,situations, and their interactions influence criterion

responses and howcriterion responses subsequently influence per-
sonsandsituations through dynamic feedback andinteractional
processes.

Construct Specificity and Aggregation, Revisited

As noted above, a great deal of the current theoretical interest in

the study of person constructs in I/O psychology is directed toward
understanding the appropriate degree of specificity to be used in
describing person differences. Indeed, much of the focus ofthis
book is on developing expanded taxonomiesto characterize the

contentof person differences using constructs other than general
cognitive ability (or g) alone (see Chapter Onein particular).
These discussions have stimulated very useful theoretical develop-
ments regarding the nature of individual differences and their
potential causal relationships to behavior in organizations. For
example, much more needsto be learned about the extent to
which a small numberofgeneral ability constructs accountfor the
range of relevantjob performancecriteria in organizations and
the extent to which (if at all) more specific ability factors yield
incremental prediction of valued performance outcomes(see
Chapter One). Research in this tradition should continue. Never-
theless, it is our view that manyof the limitations associated with
efforts to identify the appropriate content of person constructs
derive from a failure to carefully consider the implicationsof the
interactional framework presented in Figure 13.1 and described
above.
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As muchofthe current volumeattests, researchers who adopt
a traditional person-based approach to studying individualdiffer-
ences often take great care to conceptualize and measure person
attributes with appropriate specificity. For example, they may
measure person attributes at the mostspecific level possible and
empirically determine whether more specific constructs can be
aggregated. Thus, for example, single items in a paper-and-pencil
test are empirically examined to determine whether responses can
be aggregated to form scales that assess a more general construct,
and subscale scores are empirically examined to determine whether
they can be aggregatedto assess a construct thatrepresents an

even higherlevel of abstraction.

In muchofourliterature, the “appropriate”level of specificity
in characterizing the content of individual differences is based on
empirical psychometric principles. For example, some authors
have arguedthat aggregation of subordinate-level observations to

represent higher-level constructs is psychometricallyjustified only
when somecovariation exists among lower-level observations (for
example, Lubinski & Dawis, 1992). If observations do not covary,

they may be representing constructs that are best kept separate and
unique. Therefore, factor analysis and related techniquesare often

used to identify patterns of covariation among observations of
persons, situations, and criteria. These approaches presumethat
appropriate taxonomic content can be identified independentof
the research question being addressed; hence theyare notinfor-
‘mative about the most appropriate level of specificity to use in
building models of the causal effects of persons or situations on
particular criteria (Lubinski & Dawis, 1992).

For example, Carroll’s research (1993) demonstrated the exis-
tence of several levels of cognitive ability factors arrangedhier-
archically from moretoless inclusive. Yet a numberofstudies have
shown that the prediction ofjob and training performancecrite-
ria from a general factor, g, is not necessarily improved by using
morespecific subfactors (for example, Ree & Earles, 1991, 1992;

Ree, Earles, & Teachout, 1994; Thorndike, 1986). These studies

suggest that although specific ability constructs can be empirically
identified and measured, they may havelittle value for building
theories aboutability-performancerelationships.

Webelieve that the incorporation of a general interactional
perspective would increase the likelihood that I/O psychologists
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would interpret findings such as these as representinga case of in-

adequate explication of constructs in termsof their hierarchical

levels of generality or specificity. Several authors have noted that

specific predictor constructs arelikely to relate bestto specific cri-

teria, whereas general predictors should relate best to general

criteria (Dunnette, 1963; Arvey, 1986; Wernimont& Campbell,

1968; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Fleishman & Mumford, 1989;

Tenopyr & Oeltjen, 1982). Thus one methodfor identifying

whethercriterion constructs should be aggregated to represent

more general outcomes mightinvolve examining whetherdiffer-

ences are observedin the relationships of predictors to various spe-

cific criterion constructs (Lubinski & Dawis, 1992). Finding the

same empirical relationship between a single between-person or

between-situation cause and several correlated and conceptually

similar criterion constructs might suggest that the criterion ele-_

ments should be aggregated. But the choice would depend, among

other things, on whetherthe predictor construct (either between-

person or between-situation) mightbe better differentiated into a

larger numberof morespecific constructs. For example, overall

performancein ajob involving reading gauges and entering data

could be predicted from a composite of mentalability factors.

However,if greater concern is placed on reading gauges than on

entering data, the researcher mightwish to identify a more specific

predictor, such as spacevisualization, in order to maximize the pre-

diction of the specific criterion. Ourassertionis notthat the logic

of relating constructsat similar levels of specificity is a new issue

but rather that an interactional perspective suggests a more com-

prehensive approachto attacking the issue. Researchers need to

evaluate the effects of construct specificity in person constructs,sit-

uation constructs, and criteria simultaneously. Careful attention to

matching levels of specificity of constructs increases the likelihood

that meaningful and robust taxonomiesof person,situation, and

criterion contentwill be developed and usedin future research.

Linking the Taxonomies: Conceptualizing Interactions

Among Persons, Situations, and Criteria

The preceding discussion underscored the inherently interactional

nature of all research directed at understanding person andsitua-

tion causes of behavior in organizations. Although usually implicit,
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a focus on person-based causes of behavior is based on key assump-
tions aboutthe limited range of situations in which persondiffer-
ences can be expected to operate. Likewise, situational approaches
are applied only to certain classes or ranges of individuals. Thus
the interactional perspective implies at least two critical ways in
which situations must be considered in research designedtotest
process-level theories of the effects of individual differences on cri-
terion responses. First, researchers must be more explicit about
settings in which individual differences are studied. As was noted
above,individual difference researchers are often less interested
in specifying the situation constructs that characterize the settings
in which their research is conducted thantheyare in the individ-
ual differencesof the participants included. Thorough explication
of situation variables will contribute to later meta-analytic work that
attempts to explore howfindings gathered across studies may be
moderatedbysituational factors. Second, someof the most impor-
tant advancesto be gainedin ourfield are likely to occur when
researchers notonly explicitly acknowledge the situation constructs
embeddedin their research but also attempt to move to even
higherlevels of theoretical sophistication by building and testing
process theories that systematically model interactional effects on
criterion responses.

Perhapsoneof the most importantfrontiers for individual dif-
ference research in I/O psychology will be the continued devel-
opmentandvalidation of interactional process theories based on
deductive theory building andvalidation. Olweus (1977) argued
that important person-by-situation interactions in individual dif-
ference research have too often been identified after the fact
rather than being based oncarefully developed theoretical hy-
potheses about howsituation differences might moderate the
effects of persons (andvice versa). Similarly, Peterson and Bownas
(1982) pointed outthat the field of personnel selection would be
significantly advanced by the developmentof taxonomic systems
describing how the characteristics of job tasks interact with
interindividual differences in determiningjob performanceout-
comes. Although several theories based on deductive rules about
person-situation interactionsexist in the field of I/O psychology,
efforts to identify pegson-by-situation effects still proceed induc-
tively in some domains.Reliance on purely inductive approaches
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to identifying interactive effects may explain whyearly efforts to

identify aptitude-treatmentinteractions in personnel training,for

example, have failed to replicate (Goldstein, 1993).

In fact, inductive approachescan beidentified in a numberof

recentstudies, illustrating the range of theoretical explication that

mayenter into the developmentofinteractional research. A recent

study by Hofmann,Jacobs, and Baratta (1993) illustrates a purely

inductive approachto identifying both situation and personeffects

on criteria. These authors were explicitly concerned with devel-

oping new methodology rather than new theories to account for

person-by-situation interactive effects on criteria. In their study, the

authorsfirst explored the effects of time periods on performance

(without specifying theoretically based predictions aboutthe shape

of performance curvesover time). They then used exploratory

clustering proceduresto identify groupsof individuals who shared

similar patterns of change over time periods (without attempting

to link these interindividual differences to theoretically based con-

structs from the literature).

In a similar vein, Wright and Mischel’s research on conditional

approachesto interindividual behavior (1987) is noteworthy in its

suggestion that dispositional constructs may be identified induc-

tively by locating patterns of individual differences in response to

situational variation. Individuals who respondto situational

demandswith predicted behavioral responsesare identified as

membersof a dispositional category. In other words, situation

differences are identified using deductive approaches based on

aggregated perceptions of competency demand, whereas person

differences emerge inductively when person-by-situation interac-

tions are identified in individuals’ responsesto the situation dif-

ferences. These examplesillustrate how interactions involving

persons andsituations may provide the basis for defining the

nature of person constructs (andvice versa). Because of the explor-

atory methodologies of both of the above-cited studies, however,

and the post hoc way in which they identified person constructs,

these studies provide very limited information aboutthe theoreti-

cal boundariesthat limit the effects of the emergent person con-

structs on reactionsto situation attributes.

The work of Barrick and Mount (1993) on the moderating

role of autonomyin the relationship between personality andjob
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performance may be considered a more deductive interactive
approach, even though autonomyitself was not predicted to have
any direct effect on behavior outsideofits interaction with person-
ality. Other examples of deductive models of person-by-situation
interactions in organizational behaviorexist in the literature.
Fiedler’s contingency theory of leadership (1967), Hackman and
Oldham’sjob design theory (1976), and nearly all recent theories
of person-organization fit (Edwards, 1991) represent carefully
developed theoretical models of the role of person-by-situation
interactionsin influencing behavior in organizations. The work of
Kanfer and Ackerman (1989) on the interrelationship of goalset-
ting (a situation factor), ability (a person factor), and time on per-
formancealso represents well-developed deductive research. In
that study, the authors developedseveraltheoretically based pre-
dictions aboutthe effects of each person andsituation factor on
criterion performance and aboutthe waysin which person andsit-
uation differences would interact in influencing behavior.

The developmentof theories of interactive causes in organi-
zational behavior should also attend to issues of construct speci-
ficity, as described above.If situations can be conceptualized at
varying hierarchical levels of specificity, it is reasonable to expect
that a given situation constructwill interact most directly with per-
son constructs at analogouslevels of conceptualization. Likewise,
the effects of interactions between particular person andsituation
constructs may be predicted a priori to map ontocriterion con-
structs at similar levels of specificity rather than onto moregeneral
criteria, such as overalljob performanceorindividual well-being.
Interactionalresearchis likely to result in higher predictive rela-
tionships amongperson andsituation causes andcriteria whenit
is based on well-developed theory that includesattention to link-
ing constructs that are conceptualized and measuredat appropri-
ate levels of specificity.

Finally, it should be recognized that althoughtheinteractional
perspective drawsattention to person-by-situation interactions,
other formsofinteraction also deserve attention (Chatman, 1989).
For example, there has been verylittle research examining how
multiple characteristics of individuals interact with one another
in influencing behavior. The limited research on construct-by-
construct interactions in individual difference research suggests
the importanceofstudying profiles of individual differences rather
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than single constructs alone or averages across constructs (Chat-

man, 1989). Individuals who possess the same average score on

constructs maydiffer in their criterion responsesif, for example,

they differ in their profiles across subordinate constructs orif.

they differ in their profiles across other domainsof individual dif-

ferences. Moreover,the effects of individual differences—singly or

in interaction with each other—might become especially apparent

under somesituational conditions. Arguably, the Americanswith

Disabilities Act is consistent with the notion thatsituations are such

strong moderators of person-performancerelationshipsthat the

design of situations can potentially eliminate the effects of some

individual differences. Eliminating the effects of disabilities is pre-

cisely the objective of guidelines for accommodation. In this

example, the interactive perspective would also underscore the

need to considerthe possibility that individuals with different pro-

files of personal characteristics may rely on different attributes

whenperforming the sametask or exhibiting the same response.

Theserelatively mechanistic interactional processes do not pre-

clude the possibility that more dynamic processes may evolve over

time, such that persons,situations, and criteria become mutually

interdependent.

Stretching the Boundaries: Toward More Dynamic
Process Models of Persons and Situations

Muchofthis chapter has focused onrelatively static or mechanis-

tic formsof interaction. However, an understandingofindividuals

in organizations must address dynamic processesthat unfold over

time. Although time may moderate the relationship of person fac-

tors with criteria in relatively mechanistic ways, time mayalso oper-

ate dynamically to change the nature of person attributes. Within

the perspective of interactional psychology,it is the inclusion of

these dynamic aspects of time that differentiate mechanistic inter-

actionism from dynamic interactionism.In the mechanistic view,

the meaningofinteractionis statistical: persons, situations, and cri-

teria are implicitly conceptualizedas static phenomena. The objec- '

tive of the scientist is to explain variance in criteria by considering

statistical interactions in addition to main effects.

Dynamic interactionism changesthe researcher's task from

predicting variance in criteria to understanding a process in which
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persons simultaneously shape andare shapedbysituations(or,
conversely, a process in which situations simultaneously shape and
are shapedby persons). In this dynamic process, person andsitu-
ation constructs are not only predictors of criteria; each construct

can also be conceptualized as a “cause” of the other. For example,

over time, a person whose worksituation requireslifting heavy
objects may gradually acquire new physical attributes. This may
appearto be a situation maineffect. But if one finds that people
with particular person attributes are morelikely to choose to enter
and remain in worksettings that require the behavioroflifting
heavy weights, a person main effect becomes apparent. By includ-
ing the time dimension, dynamic interactionism recognizes that
both person andsituation effects are intertwinedin a process. For
example, person attributes partially determine behaviors, includ-
ing which typesof situations to enter; situations in turn place
demandson people to engagein particular behaviors (for exam-
ple,lifting a fifty-pound weight). Depending on how muchtimeis
spent in suchsituations, and howoften a behavioris repeated,
longer-term consequences mayresult: the person’s own attributes
(for example, strength) may change, as maythesituation attrib-
utes. As a result of changesin the person’s attributes, and perhaps
in attributesof the situation, future decisions madeby that person
about whichsituations to enter (and whetherto remain in them)
mayalso be affected, and so on.

Other dynamic processes wherebypersonsare influenced by
the situations they experience have been described in thelitera-
ture. For example, Fleishman & Mumford (1989) noted that a
large numberof studies have demonstratedthat overtime,per-
formance on tasks dependsincreasingly on specific skills and habits
developedin the particular situation. Whereas Ackerman’s re-
search (1988) suggested that different stable person attributes
determine performanceat different periods of time, Fleishman |
and Mumford (1989) pointed out that the nature of person attrib-
utes changes with repeated exposure to task demands. A similar
argumentwasoffered by Snow (1989), who noted thatindividuals
develop task strategies through exposureto differentsituations,
with strategies then determining later performance.Finally, the
research ofWood and Bandura (1989) underscored the impact of
task experiencesandsituations on individualself-efficacy beliefs
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and performancestrategies, which themselves are importantin
influencing subsequent behavioral patterns.

Clearly, we need to develop theories that explain these dynamic

processes and suggest directions for empirical work. Many authors
have noted that such dynamicprocessesare ultimately driven by
rather mechanistic forms of interaction between personsandsitu-
ations. In other words, individuals’ unique patterns of reacting to
situation differences determine the developmentof subsequent
individual differences, which then impactsituations and behavior

over time. Our emphasis on the interactional framework presented
in Figure 13.1 has been driven by a recognition that although
dynamic interactions are often recognized as essential to under-
standing how personsandsituations interact and adaptover time,
_a fuller appreciation of mechanistic forms of interaction will ult-
mately contribute to the development of dynamic process theories
in I/O psychology.

Higgins (1990) provided perhapsthe mostfully explicated
modelof the types of person-by-situation interaction that form the
basis for dynamic adaptationsovertime.In his view, an early stage
of person-by-situation interaction occurs when different individuals
select different situations in orderto fulfill personal objectives or
“self-cuides.” This viewis similar to that of Pervin (1989), who sug-
gested that individual goals andself-regulatory processes provide
the essential bases for dynamic processes whereby personsandsit-
uations becomejointly interdependentovertime. Byvirtue of their
entrance into situations, individuals then changesituations,
depending on thesalience of their person attributes for others in
the situation. For example, a female whoenters an all-male group
changesthe nature of the group andits behavior toward individ-
ual membersandoutsiders. Once individuals selectively entersit-
uations, and thereby changethesituations, a process of perception
takes place during which different individuals perceive objective
situation attributes in unique ways.

According to Higgins (1990), individual differences in knowl-
edge activation determine how different people develop different
interpretationsof the situations they enter. For example, members
of the U.S. culture and membersof theJapanese culture maydiffer
in their perceptions ofwhat constitutes “agreement”within a given
interpersonalsituation. Likewise, potentially very subtle features
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of situations determine which particular knowledgestructures are
activated in individuals. Someof these activations may depend on
previoussituations encounteredby individuals. For example, time
may operate to prime certain knowledge structures such that
earlier experiences determine which schemaare applied to sub-
sequentsituation attributes. The interpretation of situations obvi-
ously determinesindividuals’ subsequentcriterion responses.
However, even individuals who have interpreted a situation in the
same way may nevertheless respondto it differently because ofper-
son differences in response-relevant constructs. For example,tasks
that present perceptually similar performance demands maynever-
theless result in performance differences because of between-
person differences in task-related ability.

Although the process-based notions of person-by-situation
interaction described by Higgins (1990) are dynamicin nature,
they underscore the importance of mechanistic person-by-situation
interactions during the encounter, perception, and behavioral

phases. Higgins’s discussion provides a useful framework for con-
ceptualizing how research in I/O psychology can bridge the gap
between mechanistic and dynamic formsofinteraction in waysthat
ultimately contribute to our evolving knowledgeof the processes
by which personsdiffer in their responsesto varying situations
overtime.

Conclusion

A focus on dynamic interactional models in organizational behav-
lor suggests several importantimplications. First, we need to be
aware that—atany given time—the persons and/orsituations we
wish to study are not independentofprior interactive causes. Situ-
ations are a function of the persons who occupy them (Schneider,
1983), and because individuals enter andleave situations based on

perceived fit of situations to personal standards (Higgins, 1990;
Pervin, 1989), the range of person differencesis likely to be con-
strained in most organizational settings (Schneider, 1987). Second,

the fact that personsandsituations interact over time underscores
the need to adopt methodologies that can capture both idiographic
and nomothetic processes. For example, cross-sectional time-series
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designs (Mitchell & L. RJames, 1989), hierarchical linear model-

ing techniques (Hofmannetal., 1993), and other complexstatis-
tical techniques provide useful methodsfor assessing variations
betweenpersonsin their responsesto variationsin situations.

Finally, a focus on dynamic interactional processes depends
ultimately on the development andvalidation of theoriesthat
describe the underlying psychological and behavioral processes
that provide the interface between the person andthesituation
(or between the objective world and thereality experienced and
constructed by the individual). Theoretical work on therole of
personal goals andself-regulatory control systems (for example,
Pervin, 1989) represents an exciting new frontier of research into
the dynamic processes that underlie individuals’ construction of
and responsesto situational features.

Unfortunately, interactional perspectives in I/O psychology
have not evolved past fairly simple guidingideasin theoretical
development. We hopethat our attempts to more clearly explicate
some of the mostcrucial aspects of the guiding ideas containedin
interactional psychology will serve as a useful starting point for
evolving interactional perspectives toward more taxonomicstate-
ments. Careful explication of relatively mechanistic formsof inter-
action, wherebystable individual differences combine in complex
ways with attributes of situations to affect individual behavior,
should form the basis for future research on the dynamic processes
underlying individual andsituational change and interdependency
over time.
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Chapter Fourteen
   

When Individual
Differences Aren’t
Benjamin Schneider 

Scientific psychology, now barely more than a century old, began
with the goal of providing general laws that describe human behayv-
ior. These general laws—laws aboutthe behaviorof all people—
were to be as certain as those guidingthe study of physics and later
the study of biology and neurology (MacKinnon & Maslow, 1951).
But a funny thing happenedonthe wayto the future: individual
differences intruded. James McKeen Cattell, working in Wundt’s
laboratory in Leipzig, was unable to ignore differences between
respondents in reaction time experiments and began to study
those differences (Boring, 1950). Binet and Simon in France

turned their experimental proceduresto the design of “little exper-
iments”that revealed not similarity but differences among French
schoolchildren—and showedthat those differences were related
to teacher ratings of those same children (Binet & Simon, 1905/

1961). Then Muensterberg, studying trolley car motormen,cap-
tured individual differences using work simulations that were
shownlater to be reflected in motorman performance(Viteles,
1932). These studies marked the beginning of the application of
the study of individual differences to the prediction of work be-
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havior. By 1928, there were already sufficient data for Hull (1928)
to provide a review ofthe literature on the criterion-related validity
of various tests for the prediction of educational and occupational

performance. In 1932, Viteles wrote the book on industrial psy-
chology—a book with an almost exclusive focus on individualdif-
ferences as the approach to understanding worker behavior and
workereffectiveness in business and industry.

By 1932, psychologists were adept at measuring individualdif-
ferences and understood the importance of the application of
those differences to the prediction of performance. What we have
doneoverthelast sixty-five years is refine these methods and mea-
sures. Therefore, we now know,with greater certainty than we did
in 1932, that criterion-related validities will range from about .30
to about .40 when wedotheright things right. Nonetheless, we
continue to debate the heritability and usefulness ofintelligence
in all of its guises (see Chapter One), personality goes in and out
of favor as a potentially useful construct (see Chapter Two), the
dimensionality and dynamic nature ofcriteria still draw ouratten-
tion (see Chapter Seven), and we wax and waneonthedisposi-
tional nature ofjob satisfaction (see Chapter Five); meanwhile, we

continue to wonderwhybusiness and industryfail to pay us the
attention we so deeply believe we deserve.

I proposein this chapter that ourincreasingly sophisticated
study of individual differences has not been greeted with open
arms by management because wehavefailed to reveal for man-

agementa direct link betweenthese differences and differences in
organizational behavior and organizational effectiveness (hereafter
referred to collectively as organizational performance). The lack of
clarity in the link between individual differences and organiza-
tional performanceis, I propose, a consequence of the disparity
between researchers’ focus on individual-level criteria in studies of
individual differences and managers’ focus on organizational behav-
ior and organizational productivity. —

By continuing to pursue the focus on individual variables on
both the predictor andthecriterion side of our research efforts,
we have implicitly abandoned the understanding of organizational
behaviorandeffectiveness to situationists—to those who focus on
organizational attributes such asjob design, organizationalstruc-
ture, sociotechnical systems, and reengineering as the factors
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responsible for organizational performance, thereby denying the
importance of individuals to organizational performance. Thesit-
uational perspective is gaining support even among people from
the individual difference tradition, some ofwhom arguefor aban-
doning the study of humanresources from an individualdiffer-
ence perspective. These authors (for example, Dobbins, Cardy, &
Carson, 1991) want to focus on humanresource practices rather
than on the attributes of the humansthat those practicesattract,
select, train, and retain.

Organizations, as humansystems, are comprised of people
(compare Katz & Kahn, 1978), but the understanding and predic-
tion of organizational behaviorandeffectiveness require thinking

about people in the aggregate. Managers tend to make decisions
that have more universal than particularistic implications for the
employees of an organization, and scholars addressing the issue of
organizational behavior and effectiveness must treat the human
capital of an organization in the aggregate. My proposalis that we

must conceptualize andstudy the role of individual differences in
organizational behavior and effectiveness at this aggregate level of
analysis if we are to be a partnerin (1) understanding organiza-
tional performance and (2) helping organizations becomeeffec-
tive in an increasingly competitive and global economy. If we

continue to confine our studies to how variable X relates to vari-
able Y, with both predictor and criterion measuredat the individ-
ual level of analysis, we will becomeincreasingly marginalized as
potential contributors to understanding the behavior oforgani-
zations(in contrast to behavior 7n organizations), guiding man-
agement decision making, and facilitating organizational (not
individual) effectiveness.

Mygoal in the present chapteris to suggest, as have others
(Guion, 1992), that we expandthe focal unit of analysis for re-
search on individual differences. I am notin favor of abandoning
the study of individual differences. Industrial and organizational
(I/O) psychologists have proven the effectiveness of a focus on
individuals for the prediction and understandingof individual |
behavior and individual productivity (see, for example, Chapters
Oneand Seven). However, we have noteffectively translated this
focus to an understanding ofwhy organizations behaveas they do
and why organizationsare notas effective as they mightbe.
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In whatfollows, I first present a description ofwhat it meansto
adopt an organizationallevel of analysis in studies of individual dif-
ferences. I then explore the implicationsof this change in level of

analysis first for the study of organizational behavior (for example,

behavior in mechanistic versus organic organizations: Burns &
Stalker, 1961) and then for the study of organizational effective-
ness. This section on organizational behavior and organizational
effectivenessis followed by a consideration of some conceptual and
methodological issues that emerge whenthe level of analysis moves

from individual to organizational criteria. Here I discuss (1) the

lack of a direct relationship betweenindividualvariables and orga-
nizational performance,(2) the role that individual differences in

managers and leadersplay in creating the “situation” in which peo-
ple behave, and (3) some thoughts on conceptualizing and assess-
ing the people in organizationsas profiles of attributes.

An Organizational Level of Analysis in
Studies of Individual Differences

As an introductionto the issue of changesin levels of analysis in
individual difference research, consider the long-studiedrelation-
ship betweenjobsatisfaction and performance. Since Brayfield and
Crockett’s review of the literature (1955), showing a weak(at best)

correlation betweenjob satisfaction and performance,scholars have
attempted to understand whythis seemingly “obvious” relationship
has not emergedin quantitative studies. At the same time, man-
agementhas functionedas if there 7s strong relationship between
job satisfaction and performance.If onetraces the history of man-
agementthinking on theissue, it becomesclear that management
takes action based on the hypothesis that there is a relationship
between havinga satisfied workforce and being productive. From
Taylor’s scientific management (1923), through McGregor’s The-
ory Y (1960), to the focus on empowerment (Bowen & Lawler,

1993), managers have adopted programsandpolicies to improve
employeesatisfaction with the goal of improved organizational
effectiveness. Has it been blind faith? No. Rather, managers have
been thinkingat a different level of analysis than satisfaction re-
searchers.

I have written elsewhere (B. Schneider, 1985) that consultants
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going from organization to organizationfirst made the observa-
tion that those organizationsthat are mosteffective appear to have
moresatisfied workforces (“higher morale”). Psychologists picked
up the consultants’ observations, designedjob satisfaction surveys,
and administered them to the workers in a companyandthen cor-
related workersatisfaction with those same workers’ performance.
The problem was a mismatch betweenthe level of the theory (con-
sultants’ observations of between-organization differences in em-
ployee morale) and the level of the research (psychologists’
measurementof individual differencesinjob satisfaction within a
single firm). Since managers know that manufacturing plants,
retail stores, and banks are moreeffective when the employees who

workthere are moresatisfied, they have paid little attention to our

denials of such relationships; they do not want to be confused by
our facts, because ourfacts are not relevant for the level of analy-
sis at which theythink.

Obviously, the choice of any particular level of analysis in
research is not a “right” or “wrong”issue, but ensuring that the data
are collected at the samelevel as the theory is fundamental (Klein,
Dansereau, & Hall, 1994). For example,in an intensive analysis of
the relationship betweenjobsatisfaction and performance, Ostroff
(1992) demonstrated consistent and consistently modest(7’s in the

mid 30s range) relationships ofjob satisfaction and various other

attitudes (for example, commitment) with performance. What was

different about Ostroff’s study is that she conducted her research
on almost 300 U.S. and Canadian schools andestablished therela-
tionships betweensatisfaction and otherattitudes with various
indices of performance for those same schools (for example,stu-
dent standardized test performance and dropoutrates), even con-

trolling for school differences (such as socioeconomicsof the area
surrounding the school and minority/majority representation in
the student body).

In a similar vein, B. Schneider and Bowen (1985) reported a

replication and extension of findings relating employee percep-
tions of their work climate and customer perceptionsof the service
quality they received across twenty-seven branchesof a bank.In
this study, customerservice quality perceptionsat the branchlevel
served as the criterion of interest, and aggregated employee work
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climate perceptions were the predictor. Results revealed correla-
tions between these twosets of aggregate perceptions in both the
original andthereplication study in the .60 to .70 range.

From a managementstandpoint, the findings of Ostroff indi-
cate the importanceofraising the level of teacherjob satisfaction
in the hopesof raising student performance outcomes. These
interventions, based on the chapters in the present volume, might
include someorall of the following: (1) the hiring of people with
high levels of positive affectivity (see Chapter Four), (2) the hiring
of people with an inclination to evaluate life and life events in
morepositive terms (see Chapter Five), and (3) the hiring of peo-

ple with interests in teaching and education (see Chapter Three).
Similarly, the results of the Schneider and Bowenefforts sug-

gest improvingthe service climate in bank branchesas a vehicle for
improving customerservice quality perceptions. Improvementin
customerservice climate perceptions may require the creation of a
“surround”for individuals to which they can attach climate mean-
ing (see Chapter Eleven). A climate that meansservice to employ-

ees might be accompanied by superior customerservice quality
underthe following individual difference conditions: (1) the hir-

ing of people with high levels of conscientiousness (see Chapter
Two), who tend to more often display the kinds of prosocial andcit-
izenship behaviorsthat yield improved customersatisfaction (see
Chapters Nine and Three) andto display the attentional focus
important in customerservice delivery (see Chapter Six); (2) the

hiring of people with the interpersonalself-efficacy (see Chapter
Nine) required to work in the kinds of teamsthat characterize cos-
tumerservice delivery firms (see Chapter Fight); and (3) the design

of performance appraisal systems that focus on the behaviors
required to deal with customersso that appropriate feedback and
reward systems that reinforce these service behaviors might be
designed (see Chapter Seven).

Whetherthe costs involved in such interventions are worth-
while dependson the benefits they yield. However, utility modells,
previously applied primarily to selection andtraining interven-
tions at the individual level of analysis (Boudreau, 1991), are

equally appropriate whenthecriterion is at the organizational
level of analysis. |
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Alternatives to Studying Individual Differences

Thestudiesjust suggested, in which individual difference data are
collected on the predictor side and related in the aggregate to
organizational-level criterion data, are quite different from the
studies suggested by Dobbinsetal. (1991) and conducted so effec-
tively by Huselid (1995). These latter studies ask the following
question: Are organizations moreeffective when they implement
the humanresource practices of high-performing organizations?
This question concernsthe activities of the organization and does
not consider the kinds of humans the human resourcepractices
yield.

For example, Huselid (1995) has recently explored therela-
tionship between high-performance human resource practices and
turnover, productivity, and corporate financial performance. He
concludeshis literature review with the following: “In summary,
prior empirical work has consistently found that the use of effective

human resources managementpractices enhances firm perfor-
mance.Specifically, extensive recruitment, selection, and training

procedures; formal information sharing, attitude assessment, job
design, grievance procedures, and labor managementparticipa-
tion programs; and performance appraisal, promotion, and incen-

tive compensation systems that recognize and reward employee

merit have all been widely linked with valued firm-level outcomes”
(p. 640).

In his own study of more than 1,000 firms, Huselid showed that
high-performance human resource practices (as described by
corporate humanresource vice presidents) were significantly re-

lated to turnover rate, productivity, and corporate financial per-
formance.

I cite Huselid’s work for several reasons. First, the article pre-
sents an excellent review of findings relating corporate human

resource practices to organizational-level outcomes. Second,

Huselid’s own study grapples with deficiencies in prior work of a
similar nature with considerable conceptual and empirical sophis-
tication. Finally, his work serves as an example of the kind of

research I am not suggesting. My interestis in the nature of the
people in organizations andtheir attributes; I am less concerned
in the present chapter with organizational practices. In other
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words, I am concerned with the people who are the outcomesof
humanresource practices, not the practices themselves.

This is neither a subtle nor a semantic difference. The indi-
vidual difference model emphasizes the conceptualization of, and
collection of data from, individuals. Wheneverthe data do not

comefrom theindividuals about whom or to whom generalizations
are to be made,the study does not conform to the model I pro-
pose. Any other modelfor research, while appropriate for other
purposes, does notfulfill my goal. My interestlies in the typical or
average nature of the individuals in a given organization and the
consequencesof that average ortypical nature for organizational
behavior and organizational effectiveness.

Individual Differences and Organizational Behavior

The extantliterature on individual differences that comesclosest
to the modelI have in mindis the research on vocationalinterests.
In Chapter Three, Hogan and Blake provide an informative intro-
duction to research on vocationalinterests (as well as needs and

values) and showthat individuals’ values and needsare reflected

in their vocational interests—indeed, that vocational interests are

a strategy by which individuals implementtheir values and needs
(Super, 1953). In their chapter, Hogan and Blake approach the
correlates of interest measurement on both the antecedent and
consequenceside as if vocational interest measurementhad the
same frame of reference as the measurementof individualper-
sonality and individual performanceandsatisfaction.

The measurementof individual differences in vocational
interests groups people accordingto their vocational interests
rather than arranging them from high to low on somevariable(s).
Vocational interest measurement, as typified by the Strong Inter-
est Inventory and the Kuder Preference Record,is designedto cat-
egorize or group people, not to arrange them in hierarchies of
amounts. Advertising people do not possess more of some attribute
than accountants; rather, advertising people are different in their
interests in many ways from accountants.

Were we tojumpupa level of analysis in vocational interest
measurement, we would hypothesize that accounting firms would

be different from advertising firms because of the kindsofinterests
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the people in those firms have. According to Holland (1985),
accountants exhibit Conventional vocational interest, and adver-

tising people exhibit Artistic vocational interest. Following Hogan
and Blake (Chapter Three), we would then find that accounting

firmsare characterized by people whoare high on conscientious-
ness, behaving in ways that demand, support, or reward conform-
ing, orderly, and dependable behavior.

Contrast this description with the description of the Artistic
types who might occupy an advertising firm: disorderly, compli-
cated, impulsive, nonconforming, emotional, and expressive (Ho-

land, 1985, p. 21). Hogan and Blake (Chapter Three) would

hypothesize that a career environmentfilled with Artistic types
would demand, support, and reward expressive, nonconforming,
and impulsive behavior precisely because it is made upof the kind
of people there.

In essence, I am suggesting a return to an earlier period in the

study of individual differences—a time whenthe study of individ-
ual differences included the study of group differences (Anastasi,
1958). In this earlier era—which might be called the age ofdif-
ferential psychology—the full range of individual differences were
explored concurrently with the ways in which those individual dif-
ferences were grouped (by gender, by age, by socioeconomicsta-
tus, by race). I propose that we return to this model and ask
whetherindividual differences can be grouped based on a newset
of organizational groupingvariables. Oneset of grouping variables
would describe organizational behavior. The otherset of grouping
variables would describe organizationaleffectiveness, distinguishing
more from less effective organizations.

By organizational behavior, I mean the description and under-
standing of organizations at the organizationallevel of analysis in
termsofthe individuals who people those organizations. Consider
the possibility, for example, of grouping individual differences
based on organizational behavior associated with a mechanistic
versus an organic organization (Burns & Stalker, 1961). Mecha-
nistic organizations, in Burnsand Stalker’s conceptualization, are
characterized by task specialization, clear role specialization (in
terms of powerand duties), hierarchical arrangement, goal assign-
ment by superiors to subordinates, and simple reward and control
systems.
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In contrast, organic organizations are characterized by broad
role and task requirements across positions, high levels of interac-
tion across roles and functions, broad distribution of power, non-

hierarchical or loosely hierarchical arrangements, andself-set goals
and behaviors. |

BurnsandStalker (1961) present these organizational designs
as categorical types, not types that fall on a good-badoreffective-
ineffective continuum. Theyargue that these types are moreorless
effective depending on the larger external environmentin which
the organization functions, with the mechanistic organization supe-
rior in a stable environmentand the organic organization more
effective in an unstable environment.

If one wantedto study these different forms of organizational
behavior, what individual difference constructs and measures could

one use? Relying on the chapters in this volume, we mightframe

certain questions and hypotheses. For example, organic and mech-
anistic types of organizational behavior might differ on thefol-
lowing individual difference variables:

1. The modal personality of the members—with mechanistic orga-

nizations perhaps dominated by conscientiousness and organic
organizations dominated by extraversion (Chapter Two)

9. The modal occupational interests of the members—with mech-

anistic organizations dominated by people whofavor Holland's
Conventional interests and organic organizations dominated
by people characterized by Holland’s Enterprising type (Chap-

ter Three)
3. The incidence ofprosocial and citizenship behaviors—implic-

itly demanded more andthus displayed more in organic than

in mechanistic systems (Chapter Nine)

4. Thetask-specific efficacies of the members—with membersof

mechanistic organizations viewing themselves as competent
with regard to details and the following of rules and members
of organic systems having the confidence to deal with ambigu-

ity and to set their own goals (Chapter Eight)

5. The inclination to be influenced versus influencing others—

with those in mechanistic organizations more influenceable
and those in organic systems moreinclined to influence oth-

ers (Chapter Nine)
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I present the mechanistic-organic distinction as a foil for how
organizational behavior might be understood based on theattrib-
utes of the individuals likely to be found in those organizations.
Other frameworks for understanding organizational behavior
could receive similar conceptual treatment. For example, Blau
and Scott’s analysis of the primary beneficiaries of organizations
(1962) offers an interesting framework that would be amenable

to an individual difference approach such as the one proposed
here. The notion in Blau and Scott’s workis that different parties
benefit in organizationsas a function of organizational size, struc-
ture, and so on. As another example, consider Miles and Snow’s

conceptualization of organizational strategies (1978): the op-
posing strategies of defenders and prospectors. These different

organizational behavior strategies may also be associated with
attributes of the people in an organization, especially those of the
leaders/managers (Huber, Sutcliffe, Miller, & Glick, 1993). Obvi-

ously, organizations characterized by McGregor’s Theory X and

Theory Y (1960) would be amenable to such study, especially with
regard to the values perspectives of the managers and executives
whoworkin such firms. On the issue of managers and executives,
B. Schneider (1987; B. Schneider, Goldstein, & Smith, 1995) has

suggested that the founders of organizationsleave a long legacy in
termsofthe culture of organizations throughthe kinds of people
attracted to, selected by, and retained by an organization. Obvi-
ously, this line of thinking fits well with Holland’s vantage point on
career environments, butit shifts the orientation to the organiza-
tion as an environment (see Chapter Three).

The chapter by Rosse and Noel (Chapter Twelve) can be con-
ceptualized toyield a set of interesting inferences aboutthe kinds
of people who remain in an organization. If, as Rosse and Noel
argue, individual differences moderate the connection between

situational attributes and withdrawal, then those wholeave a par-
ticular setting will be different than those who stay—yielding an
organization characterized by people who interpret/respondto
the organization in ways that keep them there.It follows that peo-
ple who remain in organizationsare likely to share commonper-
sonality attributes, kinds ofsatisfaction, perceptionsof climate, and

so forth. Following this same kind oflogic, B. SchneiderandJ. L.
Schneider (1994) have hypothesized and shown (J. L. Schneider
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& B. Schneider, 1995) that people in organizationsshare similar
life history experiences (biodata).

Thus anotherstream of research could begin with an organi-

zational behavior typology (such as the organic-mechanistic dis-
tinction already discussed) and explore the individual differences
of the people within the relevant organizational types. Another
kind of research ofinterest is the study of the attributes of people
in organizations, underthe hypothesis that those whoare there
remain there because they share some attributes. The ways in
which thoseattributes are in turn related to organizational behav-

ior could proveinteresting.
In summary, I have presented some examplesof the kindsof

research that might be conceptualized and carried outin an effort

to reveal the humanattributes that characterize organizationsthat

behave in different ways. In contrast to muchofthe study of orga-

nizational behavior, which focuses on the behavior of people in

organizations, the framework I have outlined here proposes the
study of the behavior oforganizationsas a correlate of the people
in them.It is one thing, however, to establish individual difference

correlates of organizational behavior andyet anotherto consider

individual difference correlates of organizational effectiveness, a

topic to which I turn now.

Individual Differences and Organizational Effectiveness

Organizationaleffectiveness, like individual effectiveness,is a

murky topic, and onethat has received considerable attention in
the literature (compare Cameron & Whetten, 1983; Goodman,

Pennings, & Associates, 1977; Harris, 1994). Given recent reviews

of this literature (for example, Harris, 1994), I need not reexam-

ine the problemsin themeasurementof organizational effective-
ness. Suffice it to say that by whatever indices one choosesto
evaluate the effectiveness of organizations—beit quality of prod-
uct or service, efficiency in converting raw materials to salable

goods andservices, strength of corporate reputation,or financial

outcomessuch asreturn on sales or return on investments—itis
probablytrue that the nature and kind of humansin organizations
contribute, directly or indirectly, to organizational effectiveness.

Considerthe following ideas for possible studies:
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e Are organizationsthathire a greater proportion of highly con-
scientious workers moreeffective organizations? Hough and
R. J. Schneider (Chapter Two) review literature that indicates
that conscientiousnessis a consistent correlate (acrossjob lev-
els andjob types) of performance, but doesthis findingscale
up to the prediction of organizational effectiveness?

e Are organizationsthat hire a greater proportion of individuals
whoscore high onpositive affectivity seen by the customers
of retail organizationsas delivering superior service quality?
George (Chapter Four) and Motowidlo (Chapter Five) show
that positive affectivity is correlated withjob satisfaction,
and research also shows that employeejob satisfaction in

the aggregate is correlated with customersatisfaction
(B. Schneider, Ashworth, Higgs, & Carr, 1995). James and

McIntyre (Chapter Eleven) provide a definition of climate
that is surprisingly similar to the definition ofjob satisfaction
given by Motowidlo (Chapter Five)—andresearch on therela-

tionship between aggregate climate perceptions and customer

service quality perceptionshasalso yielded positive findings
(B. Schneider & Bowen, 1995).

¢ Do benefits accrue to organizationsthat hire a higher propor-
tion of people with highself-efficacy? Austin and Klein (Chap-
ter Six) argue that the central issue in motivation is attention

to goal accomplishment; theyassert further that people with
high self-efficacy are more goal striving—perhaps attempting
to achieve organizationalas well as personal goals.

e Are organizations that adopt a team focus for work accom-
plishment moreeffective when they hire predominantly

_“role-ready” employees—employees whoare high on team
‘role-taking aptitude” (Chapter Eight) and/orare interper-
sonally focused (Chapter Nine)? Interpersonal dynamicsin.
the workplace have been a focusof study since the adventof
the T-Group movementin the early 1950s (Bennis, Berlew,

Schein, & Steele, 1973). Is it time for the individual difference

modelI am suggesting here to be applied to this central issue
in organizational effectiveness?

To my knowledge,there are no studies of the degree to which
organizations containing a greater proportion of particular kinds
of people are moreeffective than organizations containing a
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smaller proportion. One thought, of course, is that too much of a

good thing can be a bad thing. Imagine,if you will, an organiza-

_ tion comprised primarily of people who are extremely high on

conscientiousness. In that organization, Lowman (Chapter Ten)

might predict obsessiveness on the part of the members! Herriot

and Pemberton (1995) propose that homogeneity of any kind can

be dangerousin manyways and that organizations require diver-

sity to be effective.
The chief proponents of homogeneity have been scholars con-

cerned with the utility of personnel selection—especially utility

based on the use of cognitive ability tests. For example, Schmidt

and Hunter (1983) claim savingsin the tens of millions of dollars

from theuse of suchtests. But such utility models make a funda-

mental error in inferring that gains in productivity from individuals

at the level of ajob will be translated into gains in organizational

effectiveness. I will deal with this issue in some detail in the next

section of the chapter.

Issues in Moving from Individual- to
Organizational-Level Criteria

Until the caution I just raised, I had been writing asif the transi-

tion from individual-level criteria to organizational-level criteria

were a direct one: aggregate individual differences, find an orga-

nizational behavioror effectiveness grouping variable, and voila—

just observe how the individual differences cluster. Unfortunately,

it does not seem to workthat way. On the contrary, manyfacets of

an organization mustbe aligned for any intervention to roll up and

yield changesin organizational performance.

In whatfollows,I first address the conditionsthat limit the

direct translation of individual differences to organizational per-

formance. ThenI present some thoughts on the nature of indi-

vidual differences that I hope can facilitate this translation.

WhyIndividual Differences Are Not
Directly Translated into Organizational Performance

A recent volume edited by Harris (1994) for the National Research

Council/National Academy of Sciencesis concerned with the

degree to which individualattributes, behavior, and productivity
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link directly to organizational performance. The bookwasstimu-
lated by what has cometo becalled the “productivity paradox”
(Attewell, 1994)—the commonfindingthatinterventions in orga-
nizationsat one level of analysis can fail to have an impactat
higherlevels of analysis even when the intervention at the lower level of
analysts has its intended effects at that lower level. An example from our
own field is representative of the findings: the early work by Fleish-
man (1953) on inhibitors of on-the-job display of trained human
relations competencies to be revealed on the job. In this study,
foremenweretrained to display human relations—oriented behav-
iors to subordinates, but a follow-up revealed norelationship
between performanceat the endoftraining andthe display of
these behaviors on the job. Rather, Fleishman (1953) demon-
strated that the job situation to which foremenreturnedwasthe
best predictor of the display of learned behavior:if the boss of any
given foreman supported the display of humanrelations manage-
ment, then the foreman displayed what he had learned. The con-
verse wasalso true: the level above the foreman was capable of
inhibiting the display of the training even though,by the end of
training, the humanrelations behaviors had been learned.

Numerousways of conceptualizing a failure of interventionsat
onelevelof analysis to rendereffects at higherlevels of analysis are
presented in the aforementioned book edited by Harris (1994),
but they appearto metoall reflect the following idea: for an inter-
vention at the individual-workerlevel of analysis to have an impact
on performanceat a higherlevel of analysis, a numberof actions
must be taken at succeedinglevels; these actions must be congru-
ent in their goals, strategies, actions, and measuresto the intended
effects of the original intervention.

The warning inherentin this conclusionis that the individual
differences we measureare notalways directly reflected in organi-
zational performance. Organizational performanceis not only
multiply determined;it is determined by phenomenasimultane-
ously operating at differentlevels of analysis (B. Schneider & Klein,
1994). At best, we can expect to propose somelogical relationships,
with appropriate boundary conditions, between the kindsofindi-
vidual differences discussed in this volume and organizational per-
formance.

In short, individual behavior, when aggregated to the organi-
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zationallevel, will not necessarily be directly related to organiza-

tional performance. The presence of required technology and

communication links, strategic decisions about markets and pric-

ing, geographical location decisions, and the availability of fimanc-

ing all inhibit and/or moderate hypothesized relationships

between the individual differences of interest and organizational

performance.
I/O psychologists have held an implicit belief that hiring able

employees whohavethe right personality, disposition, and moti-

vation will have a direct effect on organizational performance. The

bad newsis that there exists little evidence that this is true. The

good newsis that we share this delusion of omnipotence with

everyone whodesignsinterventions to produceeffects on organi-

zational performance. For example, people who inventor design

a new productor service believe that adopting the invention or

design will change organizational performance; investment and

finance people who conjure up new instruments for investment

have the samedelusionsas do production people whoclaim that

the implementation of robots and other computerized technology

will change the equation in favor of effectiveness. All such parties

are probably incorrect, because organizational effectiveness

requires that all.of these issues be synchronizedfor organizational

effectiveness. Any one elementthat has a poorlink with the oth-

ers can inhibit overall effectiveness. The boundary condition, then,

for individual differences to be reflected in organizational perfor-

mance concerns all those other facets of organizations that,

together, constitute the systems of the organization.

That last sentence contains a loaded phrase: the systems of the

organization. I turn next to the issue of systems and subsystemsin

organizations—those inhibitors andfacilitators of cross-levellink-

ages, the “situation” in person/situation interactions, andso forth.

People Determinethe Situation

It should be clear by nowthatI believe that people ave organizations

rather than just actors in them. I have argued elsewhere that peo-

ple are organizations in the sense thatthere is no attribute of orga-

nizations—from technology to structure and from culture to

strategy—thatis not directly caused by humanaction (B. Schneider,
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1983, 1987; B. Schneideretal., 1995; B. Schneider, Kristof, Gold-
stein, & Smith, in press). Decisions about what technology to
purchase, how to implementit, and howto train people to useit
effectively are made by people. The decision structure—for ex-
ample, decentralized decision makingversus hierarchical decision
making—is likewise made by people. Culture is determined by
the actions of the founder (and the managers broughtin by the
founder) in pursuit of goals that are themselves chosen by the
founder and top management. The markets in which a firm com-
petes are also decided by people. So whenwespeakofthe “situa-
tion”or the “systemsof the organization,” we are using shorthand
to refer to the people who makethe decisions thatcreate thesit-
uation and systems we observe.

Theissues I have discussed with regard to the role of individ-
ual differences in organizational behavior and organizational effec-
tivenessclearly apply to decision makers in organizations too. The
facets of organizational design yielding, on the one hand, a mech-
anistic organization and, on the other hand, an organic organiza-
tion are determinedby decisions made by people. Therefore,itis
incumbentuponthechief decision makers in organizations to
ensure thatall levels and functions in organizations be comprised
of people with the attributes required for the organization to
behavein a particular way (for example, mechanistic or organic)
and for the organization to be moreratherthanless effective.

The extent to which the individual differences in employees
are reflected in organizational behavior andeffectivenessis a func-
tion of the kinds of people in that organization. This line of think-
ing suggests that the key role of leadership and managementin
organizations is making decisions and taking actionsthatyield an
alignmentacrosslevels of the organization such that behaviorat
lowerlevels can aggregate in ways that ensure behavior andeffec-
tiveness at successively higherlevels of the organization (Miller,
1991; Miller & Droge, 1986).

Discussionsof individual differences in leadership and man-
agement behavior are noticeably absent in the present volume.
Perhapsthis is attributable to the heavy emphasis on the person-
ality aspectof individual differences, including motivation, inter-
ests, affectivity, dispositions, and so forth. Given the early review by
Stogdill (1948) on personality correlates of leadership effective-
ness andthelater review by Guion and Gottier (1965), it is no
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wonderthat people interested in leadership and managementhave
had to study these individual differencesin the closet!

Butjust as managers have always believed in the relationship
between job satisfaction and performance, practitioners main-
tained the personality flame during the dark ages for personality
in I/O psychology. Studies as widely dispersed as thoseatSears,
AT&T,and Standard Oil of NewJersey (now Exxon) all revealed
considerable validity for personality measures against variouscr1-
teria of leadership and managementeffectiveness (compare Camp-
bell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970; Clark & Clark, 1990).

Thevalidity evidence, however, hasfailed to consider the kinds

of decisions and actionsthat the present perspective suggests are
critical for human organizations—decisions regarding the very
identity of the business and the establishmentof the “situation”
such that accomplishmentof the goals of the organization can be
facilitated through the aggregation of individual behavior across
all levels of organizational functioning. My perspective indicates
that leaders and managersplaya critical role, if not the critical role,
in ensuring that the systems andstructures of the organization
facilitate the coordination and alignmentacross levels and func-
tions necessary for organizations to succeed (Feldman, 1985; Ham-

brick & Mason, 1984; Huber & Glick, 1993).

People Are Whole People

Just as I earlier in this chapter wroteas if the effects of individuals
on organizations were direct andasif the “situation” were not
something determined by people, I also wrote aboutindividual dif-
ferencesas if people differed on only one variable at a time. Thus
earlier, in noting the kinds of questions about organizationaleffec-
tiveness that I thought might be answerable using the constructs
in the present volume,I inquired about the degree to which hir-
ing a larger proportion of people high on conscientiousness would
contribute to organizational effectiveness.

Questions suchas this treat individual differences one construct

at a time, while people are a package of constructs (see Chapter
One). People simultaneously differ in their abilities, their person-
ality, their interests, their role-taking readiness, their interpersonal
predilections, and so forth. It behooves researchers to conceptual-
ize people in terms of these multiple constructs and to begin to ask
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questions aboutthe degree to which different “modal” configura-
tions of constructs are likely to produce moreeffective organiza-
tions or organizations that behave differently. And we need to do

this both for the employees who do the work andfor the leaders
and managers whofacilitate (or should facilitate) their work.

In I/O psychology, we have not been goodat dealing with pro-
files of attributes and/or configural scoring as correlates of effec-
tiveness. Thus, although we have conceptualized people in terms
of variousability and personality constructs, we have tended to

relate these multidimensional views of people one dimension at a
time, in linear combination, to ourcriteria of interest. But the

advent of more sophisticated conceptualizations ofthe diverse

kinds of humanassets required for organizations to be effective
and of data analysis techniques amenable to simultaneousconsid-
eration of multiple measuresagainst variouscriteria (for example,
multiple discriminant and canonical analysis) suggests the poten-
tial for more configural scoring approaches. Of even moreinter-
est will be analytic techniquesthat deal with complete profiles of
data—techniquessuch as those based on multidimensionalscaling
of profiles against various criteria (Davison, in press). These
approachescan also be applied to profiles of modal individualdif-
ferenceattributes of people in different organizations and differ-
entially effective organizations.

Research Designs for Studying the Impact of
Individual Differences on Organizational Performance

I have suggested a numberoftestable hypotheses regarding the
role of individual differences in organizational behavior and orga-
nizationaleffectiveness. For both kindsofstudies, the first require-
mentis a difficult one: a sample of organizations. Let mesayit
again: the study of individual differences as a correlate of organi-

_Zational performance requires a sample of organizations.It is very
hard to get it through ourindividual difference heads that the sam-
ple of interest is multiple organizations.

To test the validity of hypotheses regarding, for example, the
selection of employees, we must adjust how we conceptualize con-
ductinga criterion-related validity study (Guion, 1992; B. Schneider
et al., in press). For example, consider the hypothesis that increases
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in the proportion of conscientious employees in an organization
will yield improved organizational effectiveness. Such a hypothesis
can be tested using a true experimental design with random

assignmentof organizations to treatments or, morelikely, a quasi-
experimental design in whichcriterion data are collected over a
period of time prior to the beginningof the new selection pro-
gram. The design for a selection validation study at the organiza-
tional level of analysis looks on the surface morelike a training
(or program) evaluation design (B. Schneideret al., in press).
With individual differences as the predictor and organizational
data as the criterion,it is possible to conduct these studies with
only a few organizations.

Hattrup and Jackson (Chapter Thirteen) caution us to con-
sider several issues in thinking aboutthe validity of individualdif-
ference measuresat the individual level of analysis, but their
proposals are equally relevant when organizational performance
is the criterion. They proposethatthe criterion, the situation, and
time areall critical issues. For organizational-level criteria, the issue
of the criterion and timeare rather similar; changes in organiza-
tional behavior and/or organizational effectiveness, regardless of

the criterion chosen, take time. It may be useful, as Campbell,

Gasser, and Oswald (Chapter Seven) note, to focus on the behav-

ior first, since (1) behavior occursfirst and (2) the extent to which

behavioris effective can be outside the control of the organization.
For example, circumstancessuch as an oil embargo,an assassina-
tion, a tornado or hurricane, or a Republican Congress constitute
situational issues that can contaminate the conversion of behavior
into effectiveness.

Wecan, of course, conduct concurrentstudies relating ind1-
vidual differences to organizational criteria, perhaps somewhatalle-
viating the need for long time frames. This could prove a
particularly useful strategy in multisite organizationswith differ-
ences in the kinds of people employedatthe differentsites. For

example, chains of hotels, restaurants, or auto dealerships would

be suitable for the kinds of studies I have suggested here—in a con-
current mode. Suchstudies, using configurationsof individual dif-
ferences against organizational behavior andeffectiveness, would
seem to me to be morelikely to grab the attention of managers
and practitioners.
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Summary: When Individual Differences Aren’t

Individual differences are not traditional individual differences
whenwerelate them in the aggregate to organizational behavior
and organizational effectiveness. Reasonable observers can agree
that the people in a place mayplaya role in the way that the place
behavesandin its potential effectiveness. But researchers con-

cerned with the study of individual differences have, for the most

part, merely asswmed that the collective attributes of people in a
place are reflected in organizational performance.In this chapter,
I have outlined some ways of thinking about the connections
between individual differences, as traditionally conceptualized and

measured, and organizational behavior andeffectiveness. The sug-
gestions have appeal to meas a researcher; furthermore, because
theyjump thelevel of analysis on the criterion side, they would
likely have greater appeal to managers than manyof ourindivid-
ual-level findings do.

The bad newsis that the immediacy of the link between indi-
vidual differences in the aggregate and organizational perfor-
mance maybe difficult to demonstrate. The good newsis that
managers are probably used to the inherent disconnect between
any one of their decisions and organizational performance; they
understand that there are multiple contributions to the ways their
organizations behave and multiple determinants of the effective-
ness of their organizations. The kinds of research suggested here
mightyield positive consequencesfor those of us interested in the
science of individual differencesas well as the effectiveness of orga-
nizations.
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scientiousness, 121-122

Computers, andvalidity of personal-
ity measures, 73

Conditional reasoning: defined, 435;

differential framing in, 435-437;

and latent motives, 442—443; and

psychological climate, 419-420,
435-443

Conflict: concept of, 342; organiza-

tional, 350-352, 361

Conformance, and Conscientious-

ness, 122—123, 129

Conscientiousness: and aggression,

349; and attitudes toward author-

ity, 120-124; constructof,

114-115; correlates of, 47, 48;

and goalstriving, 232-233; heri-

tability of, 49, 50; and interests,

102, 103; and moderatorvari-

ables, 64, 65, 67, 68; and organi-

zational behavior, 556; and

performance, 276, 278; as per-

sonality taxon, 37, 42, 43; and

teams, 322, 325-326;validity of,

58-59, 60, 62, 63; and withdrawal,

473-474, 491-492; and work dys-

functions, 398; and workethic,

116-120; and work outcomes,

113-130

Constraint, and Conscientiousness,

114-116, 118, 120

Context: individual, and work dys-
functions, 391—403; ofwork and

homeenvironments, 385-387

Contingency Theory, 355

Control: high or low, 440-441; per-
ceived, and withdrawal, 474—

476; personal, and influence,
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352-353, 361. See also Locus of

control

Control system theory, and work

motivation, 218-222, 229-—230,

233-234, 238

Conventional (C) persons: and envi-
ronment, 125, 126-127, 128, 129;

andinterests, 98-99, 101,

103-104; and organizational
behavior, 556; and work dysfunc-

tions, 394

Cooperation, in prosocial organiza-
tional behavior, 336-339, 361

Creativity, and psychopathology,

388-389

Criterion constructs: effects of, 525,

528-531, 533; and validity, 64-67

Criterion measurement method,

andvalidity, 67

Culture, organizational, 416-417.

See also Climate; Opennessto
Experience

Customerservice measures,validity

of, 59-61

D
Decision making, teamsfor, 305-329

Demographicvariables: andjob sat-
isfaction, 190-191, 196; in situa-

tional approach, 526-527, 528,

530-531; and withdrawal,

461-462, 463-466, 490-491

Dependability. See Conscientiousness
Depression, and work dysfunctions,

376, 377, 378-379, 384, 397
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of

Mental Disorders (DSM-IV), 379,
380-381, 384, 385, 404

Differential Aptitude Battery (DAB),
233

Differential framing: conceptof,
435-437; hypothesesof, 438-441;

research needed on, 441-443

Discipline, personal, and perfor-
mance, 266, 270

Disposition. See Affective disposition
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E
Edwards Personal Preference Sched-

ule (EPPS), 101, 118

Effectiveness, organizational,
559-561

Effort, and performance, 266, 270

Ego development, and personality
constructs, 46

Egocentrism, and prosocial organi-

zational behavior, 341

Emotional Stability: correlatesof,

48; heritability of, 49, 50; and
interests, 102, 104, 119, 129; and

mentoring, 358, 362; and moder-

ator variables, 68; as personality
taxon, 37, 42, 44-45;validity of,

58-59, 60, 62; and withdrawal,
469-471; and work dysfunc-
tions, 394, 398-399

Emotions: concept of, 153; and

meanings, 426—430
Empathy, and prosocial organiza-

tional behavior, 341

Enterprising (E) persons: and envi-
ronment, 126-127, 128; and

interests, 98-99, 101-102,

103—104; and work dysfunctions,

394, 395
Environment: context of, 385-387;

and positive affect, 340-341; tax-
onomyof, 124-130. See also Work-
place

Environmental reward, and experi-

enced favorability, 199
Environmental selection, and nor-

mative favorability, 197
Equalizers, and interpersonal rela-

tions, 337-338

Ethics: and withdrawal, 478—479;

and work, 116—120, 492

Expectations, and withdrawal, 478
Experience in organizations, as cri-

terion domain, 19. See also Open-
ness to experience

Extraversion: and aggression, 349;
circumplexfor, 51-53; correlates

of, 47; heritability of, 49, 50; and

interests, 102, 103; and modera-

tor variables, 64, 68, 69; as per-

sonality taxon, 37, 42-43; and

teams, 321, 325-326; validity of,

60, 62, 63; and withdrawal, 471

Fysenck Personality Inventory, 56, 194

F

Family responsibilities, and with-
drawal, 464—466

Favorability: experienced, 181-182,
183-185, 187-188, 191, 199-201;

in job satisfaction, 177, 180-189,

199-202; normative, 180-181,

183-185, 186-187, 191, 192, 193,

197-199; remembered,182,

183-185, 188, 201; volitional,

183-185, 188-189, 201-202

Fear of failure: concept of, 437-438;

and differential framing, 436,

438—441

Feedback loops: hierarchiesof,

220-221; negative, 218-220

Five-Factor Inventory, 233
Five-Factor Model (FFM): and af-

fective disposition, 146; and

aggression, 348-350, 361; com-

prehensiveness of, 42—47; evalu-

ating, 40-52, 74~75; external

correlates for, 47-49; history of,

37~38; and interests, 102-104;

levels of specificity in, 50-53; and

moderatorvariables, 64, 67, 68;

replicability in, 41-42; revision
needed for, 54—56; source traits

in, 49-50; summary on, 52-54;

and team roles, 311, 320-322;

validity of, 58-59, 60, 61-62, 63;

and withdrawal, 469~476; and

work dysfunctions, 397-399

Framing, differential, 435-443

G
Genderdifferences: in aggression,

347-348, 361; in cooperation and



competition, 338; in influence,

353-354; and mentoring, 358,

359; in withdrawal, 463, 464—465;

in work dysfunctions, 377,

394—395

General (g) factor: and cognitive
ability, 6, 7-8, 14-15, 20, 25; in

psychological climate, 427-429,
432; and work dysfunctions,

396-397; in work motiva-

tion, 227, 230

Genetic factors: for affective disposi-
tion, 148; for cognitive ability,

227; injob satisfaction, 193; and

personality traits, 49-50

Germany, work motivation in, 213
Goal-setting theory, and work moti-

vation, 214—215, 221-222, 228,

232, 238 |

Goal striving: for affective disposi-
tion, 237-239; and attention,

225-226; and cognitive ability,
228-231; concept of, 210; and

personality, 232-236

Goals: organizational, 18-19; and

performance, 262-264; renewed

interest in, 209-210; summary of

views on, 221—222; as work moti-

vation core, 213—222

Groups: affective tone of, 157; char-

acteristics of, 157-158; coopera-

tion in, 425, 426, 428. See also

Teams

Guilford-Martin Inventory of Fac-
tors, 118

Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament
Survey (GZTS), 103, 104, 119

H

Hawthornestudies, 211

Helping, in prosocial organizational

behavior, 341-342

Hewlett-Packard, and virtual struc-

ture, 303

Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI):
andinterests, 103, 104, 116, 118,
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120-121, 125-127, 128; and per-

sonality, 51, 61-62

I

Impression management,in inter-

personalrelations, 359-360, 362
Individual differences: in adaptation

model, 490-493; and affective

disposition, 145-171; aspects of
research on, 3-30; in climate per-
ceptions, 416—450; commentary

on, 505-571; as direct effects,

484—486; domainsof, 1-171; evi-

dence for, 190-196; implications

of, 10—19; indirect effects of,

487-488; interactional approach
to, 512-514; and interpersonal
relations, 334-370; injob per-
formance, 258-299; in job
satisfaction, 175-208; and inter-

ests, 89-144; literature review on,

462-483; at organizational level,

551-555; and organizationalper-

formance, 548-571; person-based

view of, 508-509; and personality,

31-88; roles of, 173—504; in roles

on teams, 300—333; situational

approachto, 507-547; studiesof,
548-549; traditional approaches

to, 508-514; in withdrawal,

451-504; and work dysfunc-
tions, 371—415; and work moti-

vation, 209-257

Individualists, and interpersonal
relations, 337-338

Industrial and organizational (I/O)

research: and affective disposi-
tion, 145-171; aspects of, 3-30;

background on, 3—4; broader

conceptualizations in, 20-24;

complex relationshipsfor, 22-
23; on context-boundrelation-

ships, 24; criteria in, 21-22;

criterion domainsin, 18—19;

historical background on, 4-10,

548-549; on motivation, 211-212;
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multivariate focus for, 20-21; on

noncognitive predictors, 9-10; on
personality, 31-88; predictor
domainsin, 10—18; on roles of

individual differences, 173-504;

on situational approaches,

507-547; success of 6-9; summary

on, 25-26; on vocational inter-

ests, 89-144

Influence, and interpersonalrela-
tions, 352-354, 361-362

Insight, as personality taxon, 46

Integrity measures,validity of,
57-59, 67, 71

Intellectance. See Openness to Expe-

rience

Intelligence. See General (g) factor
Interactional psychology: assump-

tions of, 513-514; and individual

differences, 512-514; and person-

situation effects, 521—522,

532-533

Interdependence, and teams, 304,

315, 318

Interdomain model, of career fac-

tors, 392-393, 399-403

Interests: aspects of research on,

89-144; conclusion on, 130; and

Conscientiousnessimplications,
113-130; and environmental tax-

onomy, 124—130; meaningsof,

90-91, 92-93; measuresof,

100-104; and occupational crite-
ria, 105-113; and organizational

behavior, 555-556; and perfor-

mance, 107-113; and personality,
93—96, 100-104; and personality

taxonomies, 35-54, 97-100,

102-104; and personnelselec-

tion, 112-113; as predictor

domain, 16—18; and related con-

cepts, 89-92; and satisfaction,

106-107; and satisfactoriness,

107-113; structure of, 96—100;

and withdrawal, 477-480, 492;

and work dysfunctions, 392-395

Intergenerational Studies, 194

Interpersonal relations: aggression
and conflict in, 342-352; aspects

of, 334-370; background on,

334-336; centrality of, 334; con-

clusions on, 360-363; impression

managementin, 359-360; and

influence, 352-354; leadership

in, 354-357; and mentoring,

357-359; and prosocial organiza-
tional behaviors, 336-342

Interventions: for performance
improvement, 289-291; taxon-

omyof, 289-290
Inverted-U functions, for individual

differences, 23

Investigative (1) persons: and envi-

ronment, 126—127, 128; and

interests, 97-99, 101-102,

103-104; and work dysfunctions,

394

Job Affect Scale, 237
Job behaviors and performance: and

affective disposition, 149-151;

and moods, 159; and withdrawal,

467. See also Performance

Job challenge, in psychologicalcli-
mate, 425, 426—427, 428

Job characteristics theory (JCT),
and climate, 433

Job complexity, valuation of, 423

Job Descriptive Index, 177, 191-192,

194, 195
Job Diagnostic Survey, 194
Job knowledge: and performance,

275-276; on teams, 316, 325-326

Job satisfaction: aspects of, 175-208;

backgroundon, 175-176; cogni-

tive processesin self-reports of,
176-189; constructs of, 183-189;

evidence for individual differ-
ences in, 190-196; expected,

193-194; implicationsof,

204-205; information-processing



modelfor, 178-183, 196; and

interests, 106-107; and perfor-

mance, 551-553; and psychologi-
cal climate, 430-434; summary
on, 202-205; theory of individual

differences in, 196-202; true

score anderrorvariancein, 176,

185-186
Job type,validity of, 64
Jobs, roles differentiated from,

309-310
Judgment,injob satisfaction, 176,

178-179, 189-202
Justice, and interpersonal relations,

338, 341, 361

K

Knowledge. SeeJob knowledge

KuderPreference Record, 555

L

Lateness model, 458—459. See also

Withdrawal

Leaders: characteristics of, 354—355;

charismatic or transformational,

356; and interpersonalrelations,

354-357, 362; moodsandeffec-

tiveness of, 162; and perfor-
mance, 267, 268; and

psychological climate, 424-425,

426, 428

Leaving. See Withdrawal
Levi Strauss, andvirtual structure,

303

Liability, opportunity versus,

438-439

Life events, and work moods, 156

Life-role conflicts, and work dysfunc-
tions, 384

Locusof control: and interpersonal-
relations, 341, 346-347, 358, 361,

362; and withdrawal, 475, 491. See

Control

Locus of Control Scale, 347

Longitudinal Survey of Mature Men,

192
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M
Managementpotential measures,

validity of, 61-62
Managers: and performance, 267,

268, 270; and work dysfunctions,

405-406
Manic-depressive temperament, and

workdysfunctions, 389, 397

Masculinity/femininity, and person-
ality taxon, 44-45

Meaning: description or valuation
in, 421-422; and emotions,

426—430; hierarchical model

of, 428-429; of withdrawal,

493-494: ofwork environments,

420-426
Mentaldisorders, and work dysfunc-

tions, 371-415

Mentoring, and interpersonalrela-
tions, 357-359, 362

Minnesota Satisfaction Question-
naire, 195

Minnesota Satisfactoriness Scales

(MSS), 122, 129
Moods: andaffective dispositions,

153-163; conceptof, 145,

153-154; consequences
of, 158-163; determinants of,

155-158; group, 156-157; indi-

vidual, 155-156; andjob behav-

iors, 159; andjobsatisfaction,

201; of leaders, 162; organiza-

tional, 158; summaries on, 158,

~ 163; and withdrawal behaviors,

161-162, 481
Motivation: andjob satisfaction

reports, 183, 201-202; and voca-

tional interests, 89—130; and with-

drawal, 458, 474, 475. See also

Work motivation

Multidimensional Personality Ques-
tionnaire (MPQ): andinterests,
103, 104, 115-116, 118, 120; and
personality, 43, 50

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
(MBT1I), 56, 103, 104
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N
National AcademyofSciences, 561

National Institute for Occupational
Safety and Health, 342, 368

National Longitudinal Surveys of
Labor Market Experience, 192

National Research Council (NRC),

561; Committee on the Perfor-

manceofMilitary Personnelof,
271

Nebraska Symposium,211
Needs concepts, 89, 91

Neo-Personality Inventory (NEO-PI),
37, 44, 55, 103, 104

Neo-Personality Inventory-Revised
(NEO-PI-R), 43, 55-56

Neuroticism. See Emotional Stability
Neutral Objects Satisfaction Ques-

tionnaire, 191-192

Norway, and workethic, 117

O
Obsessive-compulsive disorders, and

work dysfunctions, 376, 383

Occupationalcriteria, and interests,

105-113

Office of Naval Research, Cognitive
and Neural Sciences Division of,

300

OmnibusPersonality Inventory, 119
Openness to Experience: correlates

of, 47, 48; and interests, 102, 104;

as personality taxon, 37, 41, 42,

46; validity of, 62, 63; and with-

drawal, 472, 492
Opportunity,liability versus,

438-439
Organizational citizenship behavior

(OCB): in interpersonal rela-
tions, 339-340; in performance,

262, 263, 269-270
Organizational goals,as criterion

domain, 18-19

Organizational performance:
aspects of, 548-571; background
on, 548-551; issues in, 561-566;

level of analysis for, 551-555; lim-

itations for, 561-563; and organi-
zational behavior, 555-559; and

organizational effectiveness,
559-561; and people, 563-566;

research needed on, 566-567;sit-

uational approach for, 549-550,

563-565; summary on, 568. See

also Performance

Organizations: affective dispositions
in, 149-153; climate of, 416—450;

conflict in, 350-352, 361; experi-

encein, as criterion domain,19;

fit with, and interests, 111-112,

113-130; interpersonal relations
in, 334-370; leaving, 451-504;

moodsof, 158; personality appli-
cations in, 31-88; prosocial

behaviorin, 336—342, 361; roles

in, 306-309; spontaneity in,

159-161, 339-340; structureof,

300-305;virtual structure of, 303

Orientation concept, 236. See also
Interests

Overcommitmentpatterns, and

work dysfunctions, 383, 396, 401

P

Panic disorders, and work dysfunc-
tions, 376, 377

Perceptions: of control, 474—476; of

organizational climate, 416—450;

and withdrawal, 456, 474-476

Performance: aspects of variability

in, 258-299; background on,

258-260; as behavior, 261-262;

classic view of, 265; and coeffi-

cient ofvariation estimations,

283-284; and cognitive ability, 5,

6-9, 11-16, 275, 277, 281, 288;

conclusion on, 291-293; content

models of, 264—273; critical defi-

ciency view of, 272; critical task

view of, 271-272; defining, 259,

260-264, 271; determinants mod-

els of, 273-279; dynamicsof,



279-282; and environment, 129;

extreme scores on, 282-283;

and goals, 262-264; improving,
287-291; and interests, 107-113;

andjobsatisfaction, 551-553;

modeling, 264-282; multiple-fac-

tor view of, 265-271; other met-

rics of, 285-286; and personality,

149-151, 275-276, 277-278;

research needed on, 292-293; —

social evaluation modelof,

109-111; structural models of,

274-279; substantive variability
in, 282-287; summarieson,

286-287, 293; task motivational

modelof, 108-109; taxonomy

factors in, 266—270; and value

variations, 284—285; and work

motivation research, 241. See also

Job behaviors and performance;
Organizational performance

Person constructs, in situational

approach, 517-519, 524-527, 532

Personality: and affective disposi-
tion, 146-148; and aggression,

348-350, 361; applications of

research on, 31-88; basic traits

of, 33, 56; in circumplex, 51-52,

98-99; compoundtraitsof,

56-63; conclusion on, 76; crite-

rion-related validity for, 56-74;

decline of research on, 9-10,

32-33; defined, 17; disordersof,

45, 376, 377, 384, 395; and expe-

rienced favorability, 200; in gen-

eral, 231-232; and goal striving,
232-236; historical background
on, 31-35; and interests, 93-104;

and mentoring, 358-359; moder-

ator variables in, 63-71; and

mythical moderators, 71-73;

and performance, 149-151,
275-276, 277-278; as predictor

domain, 16—18; renewedinterest

in, 33—35; research issues on, 35;

structure of, 35-54; summary
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on, 74—76; taxonomiesof, 35-—

54, 97-100, 102-104; and

teams, 319-322, 325—326; and

withdrawal, 468—477, 491-492:

and work dysfunctions, 397-399;

and work moods, 156; and work

motivation, 231-236

Personality Research Form (PRF),

44, 56, 67 :

Physical domain. See Demographic
variables

Positive affectivity, and prosocial
organizational behavior, 340-341

Positive and Negative Affect Sched-
ule, 195

Prudence: and Conscientiousness,

116, 118, 120-121; and environ-

ment, 125-127, 128

Psychological climate (PC): affect
related to, 430—434; and con-

ditional reasoning, 419-420,
435-443; dimensionsof, 425—426;

factors in, 424—425; and func-

tional situation, 511-512; general

(g) factor in, 427-429, 432; and

Job satisfaction, 430-434; and

perception, 417-419; and valua-

tion, 422—425. See also Climate

Psychologists, and work dysfunc-

tions, 403-405

Psychopathology: diagnostic cate-

gories of, 374-378; and work,

378-381; work dysfunctions and
work capacity related to, 387-391

Psychoticism, and work dysfunc-
tions, 398

R
Rater perspective, and validity, 69-70
Realistic (R) persons: and environ-

ment, 126-127, 128; and inter-

ests, 97-99, 101-102, 103-104,
107; and work dysfunctions,

394-395
Reasons concept, 89. See also Condi-

tional reasoning



604 Subject Index

Resourceallocation theory, and

work motivation, 214, 216-218,

221-222, 230-231, 239
Retention. See Withdrawal
Revised Interpersonal Adjective

Scales, 56
Role assimilation: and individualdif-

ferences, 306-311; integrated
model of, 324—329; limitationsof,

328-329; research areas on,

311-324
Rolestress, in psychological climate,

424, 425-426, 428

Ss
Sales potential measures,validity of,

62-63
Satisfactoriness. SeeJob satisfaction;

Performance
Schizophrenia, and work dysfunc-

tions, 376, 388, 396
Sears, and personality measures, 565
Selection: and interests, 112—113;

for performance improvement,
287-289

Selective recall, and remembered

favorability, 201
Self-concept, and interests, 95-96

Self-Directed Search (SD), 99, 104n

Self-efficacy: and cognitive ability,
229-230; and personality, 232,
235-236; in situational ap-
proach,526; on teams, 317,

325-326; and withdrawal, 456,

475, 491
Self-esteem, and influence, 353, 362

Self-monitoring: and conflict,
351-352, 361; and impression

management, 359-360, 362; and

influence, 353, 362; and mentor-

ing, 358, 362; and withdrawal,

477, 491
Self-regulation, and work motivation

research, 242

Self-reports: computer administra-

tion of, 73; onjob satisfaction,

175, 176-189; social desirability

of, 71-73
Self-selection, and normative favora-

bility, 197

Situation constructs, effects of,

518-520, 525, 527-528

Situational approach:aspectsof,
507-547; conclusion on,

540-541; contentof, 523-531;

dynamic processesin, 537-540;

frameworkfor, 516-533; integra-

tive model neededfor, 514-516;

levels of specificity in, 510-511,

522-523, 531-533, 536; for orga-

nizational performance, 549-550,

563-565; structure for, 517-523;

taxonomieslinked in, 533-537;

time periodsin, 538-540; view

from, 510-511

Situational strength, andvalidity,
67-69

Sixteen Personality Factor Question-
naire (16PF), 72, 103, 104

Social domains,in situational

approach,527, 528
Social evaluation model, of perfor-

mance, 109-111

Social information-processing (SIP)
theory, and climate, 433

Social (S) persons: and environ-
ment, 126—127; and interests,

98-99, 101-102, 103-104, 107;

and work dysfunctions, 394, 395

Social reputation: andself-reports,

71-73; and teams, 319-320, 328

Society for Industrial and Organiza-
tional Psychology, 259, 299

South Africa, and workethic, 117

Stability. See EmotionalStability

Stakeholders, and psychological cli-_

mate, 429-430

Standard Oil of NewJersey, and per-
sonality measures, 565

State-Trait Anxiety Scale, 194
Stress: and affective disposition,

151-152; and leadership, 357;



 

positive or negative, 439-440; of

role, 424, 425-426, 428; and with-
drawal, 470, 475; and workdys-

functions, 384—385
Strong-Campbell Interest Inventory,

100, 104n, 109
Strong Interest Inventory (SII), 97,

100, 104n, 555
Strong Vocational Interest Blank

(SVIB), 101, 105, 112
Substance abuse, and work dysfunc-

tions, 377, 388, 395
Supervisory ratings, and perfor-

mance, 275, 276

Surgency. See Extraversion

T .

Task motivational model, of perfor-
mance, 108-109

Task proficiency, and performance,

266, 271-272
Taxonomyof personality: aspects of,

35-54; comprehensiveness
of, 38-39, 42—47; criteria for,

38—40, 74-75; external correlates

for, 39, 47—49; andinterests,

97-100, 102-104; levels of speci-

ficity in, 40, 50-53; replicability
in, 38, 41-42; source traits in,

39-40, 49-50
Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale, 195
Teams: adaptingto roles in, 300—

333; background on, 300-301;

and boundary conditions,

327-328; in future, 301; influ-

ence acquisition on, 317-324;

integrated model of, 324—329;

Multi-Level Theory for, 312-313,

318, 320, 324-327, 328; as organi-

zational structure, 301-305; and

performance, 267, 270; problems
with, 303—304; research areas

on, 311-324; and role assimila-

tion, 306-311; skill acquisition

on, 315-317, 323-324; tasks for

membersof 314-315; and work
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motivation research, 241. See also

Groups
Temperamentconcept, 236-237
Theories: axiomatic, 514-515;

deductive, 534, 536; guiding-idea,

515, 516; inductive, 534—535;

process, 516, 537-540; taxo-

nomic, 515, 523

Time:andjobsatisfaction, 192~193;

in situational approach, 538-540
Traditionalism, and Conscientious-

ness, 120

Trait andstate affect. See Affective

disposition
Turnover: andjobsatisfaction, 204;

model of, 455-457; and perfor-

mance, 272-273; and teams, 304;

and work moods, 162. See also

Withdrawal

Type A behaviorpattern: and aggres-

sion, 344—345, 361; and conflict,

350-351, 361; and work dysfunc-

tions, 383, 396, 401, 407

U

Undercommitmentpatterns, and

work dysfunctions, 382~383
Unisex Edition of the ACT Interest

Inventory (UNIACT), 100

U.S. Air Force, 66, 276-277

U.S. Army, 68, 108-109, 286, 357;

Project A of, 65, 265-266, 270,

275-276, 277; Research Institute

for the Behavioral and Social Sci-

ences of, 258n

U.S. Department of Defense, Stu-
dent Testing Program of, 10

U.S. Departmentof Labor, 126, 143
U.S. Navy, 107, 113, 126-127

Vv
Valencestructures, and experienced

favorability, 200-201
Validation strategy, and validity,

70-71
Validity: and computerized measures,
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73; of customerservice mea-

sures, 59-61; of integrity

measures, 57—59, 67, 71; of man-

agementpotential measures, 61-
62; of moderatorvariables, 63-71;

and mythical moderators, 71-73

Valuation: description versus,

421-422; and psychological
climate, 422—425

Values concepts, 90, 422

Vision, andleadership, 356

Vocational interests. See Interests

Vocational Preference Inventory
(VPI), 99, 104n, 107

Ww

Walk Through Performance Test

(WTPT), 277

Weighted Application Blanks
(WABs), 485

Withdrawal: absence modelof, 456,

458; adaptation models of,

487-493; and affective disposi-

tion, 480-483, 492-493; aspects

of, 451-504; background on,

451-452; behaviors in, 458—459;

and cognitive ability, 466-467,

491; conclusion on, 493-494;

defining, 452-459; and demo-

graphic variables, 461-462,
463—466, 469-491; individual dif-

ferences in, 459-493; and inter-

ests, 477-480, 492; literature

review on, 462—483; multivariate

view of, 453-455; and personality,

468-477, 491-492; profile for,

484-486;psychological, 454, 474;

research needed on, 483-493;

and turnover model, 455-457;

and work moods, 161-162. See

also Turnover

Women.See Genderdifferences

Wonderlic Personnel Test, 228, 233

Work:andaffective disposition,
152-153; capacity for, 387-391;

outcomes of, 113-130; positive

value of, 386; and psychopathol-
ogy, 378-381; strain relatedto,

151-152

Work ConcernsInventory, 238
Work dysfunctions:alternative diag-

nostic system for, 381-385;

aspects of, 371-415; background .
~ on, 371-373; cases of, 390-391,

401-403; defined, 372; implica-

tions of, 403-407; psychopathol-
ogy related to, 387-391; research

needed on, 406—407; taxonomies

for, 373-387 |

Workethic: and Conscientiousness,

116—120; and withdrawal,

478-479, 492

Work moods. See Moods

Work motivation: and affective

disposition, 236-239; aspects
of, 209-257; background on,

209-210; and cognitive abil-
ity, 226-231; conclusion on,

239-243; and control system
theory, 218-222, 229-230, 233-

234, 238; and goal-setting theory,

214-215, 221-222, 228, 232, 238;

goals as core of, 213-222; his-

torical view of, 211-213; and in-

dividual differences, 226—239;

integrated views of, 222-226; and

personality, 231-236; research

needed on, 240-243; and

resource allocation theory, 214,
216-218, 221-222, 230-231, 239.

See also Motivation

Work samples, and performance,

275-276

Work Standards, and Conscientious-

ness, 117-118

Workaholics, 371, 407

Workplace: aggression in, 344—350,
361; andjob satisfaction, 177,

179-181, 191-192; meaning

of, 420—426; violencein, 342;

and work dysfunctions, 390-391
Writer’s block, 401
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