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ABSTRACT
In this dissertation, I developed two measures of the value congruence constructs:
value congruence with organization and value congruence with supervisor. I also
hypothesized that value congruence with one’s supervisor and one's organization will be
a function of the extent to which the subordinate and supervisor share similarity in
proactive personality and that the two value congruence constructs would mediate the
relationship between proactive personality and proactive behavior. I further hypothesized
that the relationships between value congruence and proactive behavior would be the
function of the extent to which employees perceived support from their supervisor and
their organization. Finally, I hypothesized that that the relationship between proactive
behavior and performance would be moderated by supervisor perceptions of subordinate
value congruence. All the hypotheses were fully or partially supported. By investigating
the role of value congruence and by emphasizing the role supervisors’ play in fostering
and rewarding proactive behavior, our study contributes to both the proactivity literature
and the broader person-environment fit literature.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
“Look at the word responsibility— “response-ability”—the ability to
choose your response. Highly proactive people recognize that
responsibility. They do not blame circumstances, conditions, or
conditioning fo r their behavior. Their behavior is a product o f their own
conscious choice, based on values, rather than a product o f their
conditions, based on feeling (Covey, 2007:71). ”
The resource based view of the firm (Barney, 1991) suggests that human capital is
one of the key strategic components that helps the organizations develop and maintain
their competitive advantage. It is obvious that today's work place is more decentralized,
more competitive, and has more pressure for innovation. Therefore, it is vital for the
organizations to seek out employees who are willing and able to influence and cope with
the rapidly environmental changes rather than passively adapt to those changes (Crant,
2000; Parker, 2000; Parker, 2010). Indeed, some organizations consider behavior that is
self-initiated, change oriented, and future-directed to facilitate positive change within the
internal organization (Parker & Collins, 2010) to be part of the job, emphasize its value to
employees, and put more effort in seeking employees with a proactive orientation
(Campbell, 2000).
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There are a variety of proactivity-related constructs including different types of
proactive behavior, state-like constructs (e.g., proactive motivation) and trait-like
construct (e.g., proactive personality). One of the prominent concepts that has emerged
within organizational research to capture the dispositional component of proactivity is
proactive personality, defined as “a dispositional construct that identifies differences
among people in the extent to which they take action to influence their environment”
(Bateman & Crant, 1993: 103). Since the emergence of this concept, significant effort has
been put into developing, validating as well as examining the nature and effects of this
construct (e.g., Bateman & Crant, 1993; Bateman, 2000; Morrison & Phelps, 1999; Van
Dyne & LePine, 1998). The positive impact of proactive personality on various desired
organizational outcomes such as job performance, career success and organization
citizenship behaviors (OCB) have been empirically investigated and supported (Fuller &
Marler, 2009; Ashford & Black, 1996; Grant, Parker, & Collins, 2009; Griffin, Parker, &
Mason, 2010; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). Research also found support for the main
effects of proactive personality on proactive behaviors (Fuller & Marler, 2009; Parker &
Collins, 2010). These findings illustrate the potential importance of proactive personality
within the context of the workplace. However, there are still open questions for further
investigation in the literature o f proactivity. According to Li, Liang, and Crant (2010), the
set of mediators studied in the proactivity literature fails to fully capture relational
linkages in the workplace, and such relationships have implications for employees’
attitudes and behaviors. Fuller, Hester and Cox (2010) also suggested that future research
should more clearly determine “the motivational processes that move people with
proactive personality to take personal initiative in enacting positive change” (p. 48).
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Scholars also call for research to access the extent to which “situational strength”
influences manifestations of proactive personality (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Thompson,
2005; Fuller et al., 2010). Thus, a greater understanding of the process through which this
constructs generate the positive effects as well as the impacts of potential contextual
factors on that process is warranted.
The main aim of this dissertation is two-fold. First, it intends to test a full model
that illustrates the process through which proactive personality leads to proactive
behaviors, and through those behaviors, job performance. Second, the study aims to
identify and to test the impact of contextual factors that have not been examined in prior
research but have potential to moderate the various relationships contained within the
model. The remaining sections of this chapter are organized as follow. First, a brief
review of proactive personality is provided. Based upon that review, the potential
mediators and moderators are identified. Next, the main purposes of this study as well as
potential contributions are discussed. Finally, a conceptual model is developed and the
organization of this study is also introduced.

Proactive Personality
Proactive personality is proposed as a stable individual difference variable and
defined “as a dispositional construct that identifies differences among people in the extent
to which they take action to influence their environment” (Bateman & Crant, 1993: 103).
Bateman & Crant, (1993) further developed the Proactive Personality Scale (PPS) to
measure this construct and were able to provide evidence for the convergent,
discriminant, and predictive validity of the scale.
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As being proactive has become a highly desirable qualification for many jobs
(Chan, 2006; Erdogan & Bauer, 2005; Frese & Fay, 2001; Parker, Bindl, & Strauss,
2010), and proactive personality is one of the most important dispositional antecedents of
proactive behavior at work (Parker & Collins, 2010; Zhang, Wang & Shi, 2012), this
construct thus has received extensive research effort since the introduction of the
proactive personality scale. Proactive personality has been found to be related to several
outcomes such as career success (Erdogan & Bauer, 2005; Seibert, Crant, & Kraimer,
1999), job performance (Thompson, 2005), transformational (Bateman & Crant, 1993)
and charismatic leadership (Crant & Bateman, 2000), and job search success (Brown,
Cober, Kane, Levy, & Shalhoop, 2006). Further, proactive personality has also been
found to predict different forms of proactive motivation and proactive behavior such as
role breadth self-efficacy (Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006), felt responsibility for
constructive change (Fuller, Marler, & Hester, 2006), voice behavior and taking charge
(Fuller & Marler, 2009).

Proactive Behavior as a Prominent Outcome of
Proactive Personality
Although there are different conceptualizations of proactive behavior, generally it
is considered “taking initiative in improving current circumstances or creating new ones;
it involves challenging the status quo rather than passively adapting to present
conditions” (Crant, 2000: 436). Similarly, Parker & Collins (2010) defined proactive
behaviors as those self-initiated, change oriented, and future-directed behaviors that
facilitate positive change within the internal organization. Thus, proactive behavior
represents a dynamic approach toward work (Parker, 2000) through which the employees
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seek to develop their personal competence and to influence the working environment for
a positive change. This construct is the focus of most research efforts examining
personality influences on proactive behavior as indicated in three meta-analytic studies
(Ng, Eby, Sorensen, & Feldman, 2005; Fuller & Marler, 2009; Tomau & Frese, 2012).
Proactive behaviors have largely been studied in the form of work-related
behaviors. These behaviors include feedback seeking behavior (Ashford & Cummings,
1985), proactive socialization tactics (Ashford & Black, 1996), proactive idea
implementation, proactive problem solving (Parker et al., 2006), continuous improvement
(Fuller et al., 2006) rational-issue selling (Grant et al., 2009), and proactive performance.
Fuller and Marler (2009) meta-analysis of the literature found that proactive personality
also predicts voice behavior (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), taking charge (Morrison &
Phelps, 1999), creativity (Zhou & George, 2001), network building (Thompson, 2005),
and career-related initiative (Seibert et al., 2001).

The Need for Future Research
Despite the considerable growth of research in proactive personality, there are still
promising areas for further investigation. First, Parker, Bindl and Strauss (2010) have
introduced a comprehensive theoretical model that shows how proactive personality may
lead to different outcomes. However, there has not been any study that empirically tests
for the whole process suggested by the model. Second, research that advances the
understanding of the mechanisms through which proactive personality leads to desired
outcomes is limited. In general, Smith and Schneider (2004) noted, “we have relatively
little insight into the processes that mediate personality-outcomes relationships, be those
mediators behavioral, cognitive or affective” (p. 394). This admonition can be extended
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to the proactivity literature. Indeed, there were just a few mediators that have been
investigated including self-efficacy (Brown et al., 2006), cognitive motivational states
such as breadth self-efficacy, flexible role orientation and felt responsibility for
constructive change (Parker et al., 2006; Fuller et al., 2006). The set of mediators
examined in those studies fails to fully capture the dynamic and interactional relationship
between the proactive employees and their organizations. Recent mediation research on
proactivity has introduced additional mediators such as LMX (Li et al., 2010), trust
(Gong, Cheung, Wang, & Huang, 2010), or goal self-concordance and goal attainment
(Greguras & Diefendorff, 2010).
However, as theories of proactive personality evolve, it is necessary to investigate
more potential mediators for a better understanding of the process by which proactive
personality ultimately results in meaningful outcomes. Research indicates that value
congruence with organization and supervisor are increasingly important because these
forms o f value congruence lead to favorable outcomes for the organization such as job
satisfaction, organization identification, perception of high quality with supervisor and
intention to remain (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman & Johnson, 2005, Meglino & Ravlin,
1998; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner, 2003). Furthermore, value congruence also leads to
higher levels o f trust and interpersonal communication (Edward & Cable, 2009).
Consequently, given that today's organization is more organic with less clear formal lines
of authority and more flexible channels of communication, value congruence may
provide employees with clearer role expectation and less role conflict. In sum, value
congruence significantly contributes to organizational effectiveness. However, there has
not been a study that investigates the relationship between proactive personality and
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perception o f value congruence as well as the impact of that perception in the process by
which proactive personality leads to meaningful outcomes such as proactive behavior or
performance evaluation. This dissertation fills in this gap by proposing value congruence
(O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986) and two forms of proactive behaviors (i.e., voice behavior,
Van Dyne & LePine, 1998 and taking charge, Morrison & Phelps, 1999) as potential
mediators of the proactive personality - performance relationship.
Finally, the existing proactivity literature has predominantly concentrated on the
direct impact of proactive personality on proactive behaviors and other desired outcomes.
Relatively few studies have investigated the boundary conditions that may moderate the
effects associated with proactivity (for exceptions, see Erdogan & Bauer, 2005; Fuller et
al., 2010, Li et al., 2010). As a result, there has yet to be a complete critical evaluation of
the proactive personality construct, and prior findings indicating a positive relationship
with proactive behavior and performance “should be considered incomplete” (Thompson,
2005, p. 1016).
Accordingly, this study focuses upon examining a number of contextual factors
that may attenuate or enhance key relationships in the basic theoretical model. First,
perception o f interpersonal justice and supervisor proactive personality are proposed to
moderate the relationship between subordinate proactive personality and perception of
value congruence with the organization (hereafter, organization value congruence) and
the supervisor (hereafter, supervisor value congruence). Also, perceived organizational
support, perceived supervisor support and procedural justice are proposed to moderate the
relationship between value congruence and proactive behaviors (e.g., voice and taking
charge). These contextual moderators will further an understanding of the impact of the
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situational factors on the process through which proactive personality leads to proactive
behaviors. Finally, perceived subordinate value congruence is proposed to moderate the
relationship between proactive behavior and performance. This analysis is important
because Grant and Ashford (2008) suggested that rather than merely assuming that
proactive behaviors are always associated with higher performance evaluations, it is
important to examine the conditions under which supervisors evaluate proactive
behaviors as contributing to job performance.

Statement of Purpose and Research Questions
Figure 1.1 provides a holistic illustration of the hypothesized model to be tested
within this dissertation. The first purpose of this dissertation is to investigate a process
through which proactive personality leads to supervisor evaluation of in-role
performance. More specifically, proactive employees are expected to develop high value
congruence with their organization and based on that perception, exhibit proactive
behavior more frequently. In addition, their proactive behavior is expected to contribute
to the supervisor's evaluation of in-role performance. The final purpose of this study is to
examine the contextual factors that may moderate the process proposed in Figure 1.1 (see
page 10). Thus, the specific research questions of this dissertation are:
1. Does value congruence mediate the relationship between proactive personality
and proactive behaviors;
2. Does proactive behavior mediate the relationship between value congruence and
in-role performance evaluation;
3. To what degree does perception of procedural justice, perceived organization
support, perceived supervisor support, and perceived subordinate support
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influence the process through which proactive personality leads to proactive
behavior;
and
4. To what degree does perceived subordinate value congruence influence the
relationship between proactive behavior and supervisor evaluation of in-role
performance?

Contribution
This dissertation promises several theoretical and practical contributions. First, it
is the first study that empirically tests for the full proactivity model: from proactive
personality to motivational states, from these states to proactive behaviors, and from
these behaviors to final outcome in the theoretical model introduced by Parker et al.
(2010). Second, this study contributes to the understanding of mechanism by which
proactive personality leads to desired outcomes. Third, this study also provides a greater
in-depth understanding of the proactive personality theoretical literature that has
primarily examined the direct relationships between proactive personality and important
organizational outcomes, while largely neglecting potential moderators. Additionally, the
fact that all moderators examined in the study are contextual (e.g., procedural justice)
advances the understanding of situational influences on the relationship between
proactive personality and proactive behaviors.
Finally, the implications arising from this dissertation offer considerable practical
value to organizations and managers. Literature related to proactivity is largely centered
on positive outcomes as extra-role behaviors. This study informs organizations that
proactive employees may be likely to demonstrate high in-role performance to the extent
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they develop perception of value congruence. Also, this process may be improved if
proactive employees perceive that they are treated fairly and supported by both the
organization and their supervisors. Therefore, the confirmation of the hypotheses in this
study would enhance selection methods and improve work performance. Organizations
may seek to remove perceived barriers within the workplace by implementing fair
processes, by matching proactive employees with proactive supervisors, by training the
%

managers to be more supportive and by informing the managers that their evaluation of
subordinate performance may be affected by the perception of how their values match
with those of their subordinates.
The present chapter introduces the construct of proactive personality and provides
a brief review of proactive personality and proactive behavior. It further develops a
conceptual model consisting of potential mediators and moderators in addition to the
direct effects of proactive personality on important outcomes. The purpose of the study
along with its theoretical and practical contribution was also discussed. Chapter 2
provides a comprehensive review of the literature relevant to proactive personality,
proactive behavior, job performance and career success. This comprehensive review is
followed by the development of the hypotheses. The first set of hypotheses relates to the
direct and indirect effects of proactive personality on the proactive behavior and
performance. The second set of hypotheses discusses the effect of potential moderators
on the process model developed in the first set of hypotheses. Chapter 3 develops the
methodology and provides a detailed description of the research setting, data collection
process, measures used in the study and plan of data analysis.
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Chapter 4 provides the results of the study and finally Chapter 5 discusses the
theoretical and practical implications of this study. Limitations of this study and
suggestions for future research are also provided.

Supervisor
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Value
Congruence
- Organization
- Supervisor

Employee
Proactive
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Interpersonal

Proactive Behavior
- Taking Charge
- Voice Behavior

Support
-Organization
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Figure 1.1 The Hypothesized Model

Performance
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Value
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESES
This chapter reviews literature on the proactive personality construct and on the
relationships between this construct and specific outcomes in order to develop the study
hypotheses. This chapter consists of two main parts. The first part summarizes and
discusses the theories and empirical studies that have been utilized to introduce, develop
and validate the proactive personality construct. This section also reviews the studies that
have investigated the impact of proactive personality on both individual and
organizational outcomes. Ultimately, the second part of the chapter identifies the
potential areas in the extant literature that this study aims to explore and introduces the
proposed model. The second portion of this chapter develops a set of hypotheses based
on the model stemming from issues identified from the literature review.

Review of Proactive Personality
Concepts, Measures, and Validity of Proactive
Personality Construct
Although Bateman and Crant (1993) introduced the concept of "proactive
personality" to the field o f organizational behavior, this term was originally coined by
Swietlik (1968) who sought to integrate the diverse view on personality structure
presented by major theorist such as Allport, Freud, Maslow and Murray under the rubric
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of “reacting personality” or “proactive personality” (Grant & Ashford, 2008). This
concept represents a dispositional construct intended to identify differences among
people in the extent to which they take action to influence their environments. The
prototypic “proactive personality” is conceptualized as “one who is relatively
unconstrained by situational forces and who effects environmental change” (Bateman &
Crant, 1993, p. 105) and is characterized as a "stable and behavioral tendency to effect
change" (p. 107). Therefore, the broad types of behaviors that are expected to be
associated with proactive personality include scanning for opportunities, showing
initiative, taking action and persevering until bringing about meaningful change. Highly
proactive people are path finders who change the organization's mission or find and solve
problems. In contrast, people who are considered non-proactive exhibit the opposite
behaviors; they fail to identify and seize opportunities to change things. Passive
individuals also show little initiative and rely on situational forces for change. As a result,
passive individuals are more likely to adapt to and endure their circumstances (Bateman
& Crant, 1993).
The proactive personality construct is built largely and rooted in the
interactionism theory (Bowers, 1973; Schneider, 1983) and social cognitive theory
(Bandura, 1986). In the psychology and organizational behavior literatures, the theme of
interactionism holds that behavior is both internally and externally controlled, and that
“situations are as much a function of the person as the person's behavior is a function of
the situation” (Bowers, 1973: 327). Similarly, the social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986)
holds that person, environment and behaviors continuously influence one another and
their relationships are characterized by reciprocal causal links. Accordingly, the concept
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o f proactive personality reflects the view that individuals have control in creating and
shaping their environments.
Bateman and Crant (1993) developed the Proactive Personality Scale to measure
this construct and were able to provide evidence for the convergent, discriminant, and
predictive validity o f the scale with results from three studies. The first study was to
develop an initial scale to assess the construct using a sample of 282 undergraduates. This
study suggested that proactive personality was a unidimensional 17-item scale with sound
psychometric properties. A second sample of 130 undergraduate students was used to
determine the relationships between the proactive scale and the 'Big Five' personality
domains: neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness. In a
third sample of 148 MBA students, the authors assessed the proactive scale’s
relationships with three personality traits and three criterion measures. Consistent with
the study's hypotheses, scores on the proactive scale correlated with need for
achievement, need for dominance, and independent measures of the nature of the
subjects’ extracurricular and civic activities, the nature of their major personal
achievements, and peer nominations of transformational leaders. The results showed that
proactive personality was distinct from but related to self-consciousness, need for
achievement, need for dominance, and locus of control. Since then, a number of studies
have consistently demonstrated the validity of the proactive personality construct, as
assessed by the proactive personality scale (Crant, 1995, 1996; Crant & Bateman, 2000;
Major, Turner & Fletcher, 2006). Empirical results indicate that proactive personality is a
unique disposition not captured by other personality traits such as the five-factor model.
For instance, Crant (1995) found that proactive personality predicted sales performance
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above and beyond conscientiousness and extraversion. Additionally, Crant and Bateman
(2000) found only moderate correlations with the five-factor model of personality.
Similarly, hierarchical regression results in the study of Major et al. (2006) suggested that
proactive personality had significant incremental validity in the prediction of motivation
to learn over all relevant Big Five facets.
These findings suggest that proactive personality is a compound personality trait.
Hough and Schneider (1996) defined compound personality traits as those “comprised of
basic personality traits that do not all covary” (p. 57). For instance, integrity in Ones,
Viswesvaran, and Schmidt (1993) is a compound personality trait as it is comprised of
three

of the

Big

Five

dimensions:

emotional

stability,

agreeableness,

and

conscientiousness (Ones, 2005). In Fuller and Marler’s (2009) meta-analytic study,
proactive personality was found to be related to four of the Big Five dimensions:
extraversion, openness to experience, conscientiousness and neuroticism. Fuller and
Marler (2009) concluded that proactive personality met the definition of “compound
personality” for the following reasons: (1) extraversion and openness to experience fall
within Digman's (1997) higher order factor of “getting ahead” and conscientiousness and
neuroticism fall within Digman's higher order factor of “getting along,” (2) extraversion,
openness to experience, conscientiousness and neuroticism do not all covary, and (3)
proactive personality has been shown to account for incremental validity over that
accounted for by the Big Five for a number of different outcome variables. These results
support the argument that proactive personality is, to some degree, a composite of basic
personality traits.
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Outcomes of Proactive Personality
Job Performance and
Career Success
There are three prominent constructs that have been largely examined in research
on the outcomes o f proactive personality since the emergence of this construct: proactive
behavior, job performance, and career success. Indeed, Fuller and Marler (2009) in their
meta-analytic

study

o f proactive personality's

outcomes identified

53

studies

investigating the relationship between proactive personality and career success. The
author also found 36 studies examining the impact of proactive personality on job
performance. Finally, there were 81 studies exploring the proactive personality proactive behaviors relationship.
Interactionism theory (Bowers, 1973; Schneider 1983) and social cognitive theory
(Bandura, 1986) commonly served as theoretical foundation for early research on the
impact o f proactive personality on job performance and career success (Crant, 1995;
Seibert et al., 1999; Seibert, Kraimer, Crant, 2001). Drawing on the general perspective
of the two theories that the person influences their environment, researchers have argued
that high proactive people intentionally influence the working environment and create
favorable conditions for high job performance (Crant, 1995). Early empirical evidence
was found to support this argument for objective performance (e.g., sales - Crant, 1995),
task performance (Thompson, 2005) and overall performance (Chan, 2006). Similarly,
Seibert et al. (1999) proposed that proactive individuals intentionally select, create and
influence work situations that increase the likelihood of career success. Accordingly,
research has indicated that proactive personality is positively related to both subjective
career success (e.g., career satisfaction and job satisfaction; Seibert et al., 1999; Edorgan
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& Bauer, 2005) and objective career success (e.g., promotion and salary progression;
Byrne, Dik, & Chiaburu, 2008).
Early research on proactive personality relied mainly on only one aspect of
interactionism and social cognitive theories focusing on the possibility that persons are
capable of influencing the environment and behaviors. However, researchers tended to
neglect the other aspects of the two theories indicating the environment also influences
persons and their behaviors. As a consequence, the research in this early period was
phenomenon-driven; that is, researchers recognized a particular outcome associated with
proactive personality (e.g., job performance) and then developed or applied a theory and
collected data to describe, predict and explain that phenomenon. Therefore, early research
findings did not tend to assess the mechanism by which proactive personality leads to
positive outcomes. Furthermore, research findings did not attempt to capture the dynamic
interaction between the personality and the environment as well as to examine the effects
of this interaction on the proactive personality - outcomes relationship.
Later researchers (Fuller & Marler, 2009; Ng et al., 2005) used contest-mobility
and sponsored-mobility perspectives by Turner (1960) to provide a theoretical foundation
for explaining why proactive personality impacts distal outcomes such as performance
and career success. Fuller and Marler (2009) utilized the contest-mobility model to
suggest that employees compete for positive career outcomes (e.g., promotions or
increased salary) and the winners of favorable outcomes are those who are the most
competent and most willing to put in the effort. That is, proactive personality should lead
to career success because proactive people are more likely to take the initiative to select,
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create and influence work situations and environment such that they are more likely to
outperform other employee (Seibert et al., 1999).
Fuller and Marler also utilized the sponsored-mobility perspective to propose that
organizations pay special attention to those members who are able to demonstrate their
potential and then provide sponsoring opportunities to those potential people to help them
advance in their careers with sponsoring organizations. Proactive people are more likely
to be sponsored because proactivity is perceived as an indicator of leadership potential
(Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crant & Bateman, 2000); they are also able to develop high
quality relationships with powerful people (e.g., LMX; Fuller & Marler, 2009) in the
organizations to gain information related to potential problems and opportunities so that
they may achieve a high job performance in the early stage of employment. In sum, the
positive impact o f proactive personality on job performance and career success is due to
the influence proactive people have on the environment and their potential to be
successful (the interactionism and the social cognitive perspectives) and the recognition
of those capabilities and potential as well as the sponsors from the organizations (the
contest-mobility

and

sponsored-mobility

perspectives).

Consistent

with

these

perspectives, meta-analytic results have confirmed that proactivity is strongly related to
both job performance and career success (Fuller & Marler, 2009; Ng, et al., 2005, Tomau
& Frese, 2012).
Proactive Behaviors
Proactive behavior is the outcome that has received the most attention and effort
in research on proactivity. This construct is conceptualized as “taking initiative in
improving current circumstances or creating new ones; it involves challenging the status
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quo rather than passively adapting to present conditions” (Crant, 2000: 436). Because
proactive personality is proposed as the “proactive component of organizational
behavior” and it reflects a tendency to actively influence the environment for positive
changes, proactive personality has been considered as a stable dispositional trait that
predicts all proactive behaviors. Accordingly, Fuller and Marler’s (2009) meta-analysis
found support for positive relationships between proactive personality and a wide range
of proactive behaviors including voice behavior (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), taking
charge (Morrison & Phelps, 1999), creativity (Zhou & George, 2001), network building
(Thompson, 2005), and career-related initiative (Seibert et al., 2001).
In another study right after Fuller and Marler (2009), Parker and Collins (2010)
developed a study to integrate and to differentiate multiple types of proactive behaviors
as well as to test the proposition that proactive personality positively predicts all
proactive behaviors. Factor analyses and multiple regression analyses in Parker and
Collins (2010) indicated that there were three different categories of proactive behaviors
and that the relationships between proactive personality and proactive behaviors varied
across those categories. First, proactive personality was found to predict all proactive
behaviors under the proactive work behavior category, defined as “proactive behaviors
that all focus on taking control of, and bringing about change within, the internal
organizational environment, such as by improving work methods or influencing work
colleagues.” This type of proactive behavior includes voice behavior (Van Dyne &
LePine, 1998), taking charge (Morrison & Phelps, 1999), individual innovation (Scott &
Bruce, 1994), and problem prevention (Frese & Fray, 2001). However, proactive
personality did not predict any behaviors under the person - environment fit category
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which included feedback inquiry, feedback monitoring and job change negotiation
(Ashford & Black, 1996) and career initiative (Seibert et al., 2001). Finally, for the three
behaviors within the strategic behavior category, (i.e., behavior strategic scanning; Parker
& Collins, 2010, issue selling credibility; Dutton & Ashford, 1993, and issue selling
willingness; Ashford, Rothbard, Piderit, & Duton, 1998), proactive personality only
predicted issue selling credibility.
Researchers have also considered the possibility that proactive behaviors may
mediate the relationship between proactive personality and job performance. For
example, Seibert et al. (2001), in a longitudinal study, found that proactive personality
was positively related to innovation, political knowledge and career initiative. Later,
those proactive behaviors in turn positively predict both subjective and objective career
success. In another study, drawing on social capital perspective, Thompson (2005) found
that the relationship between proactive personality and job performance was mediated by
network building and initiative taking. These findings were consistent with the
integration

o f interactionism,

social

cognitive

and

contest-sponsored

mobility

perspectives which hold that proactive people enact influence, improve their working
situations, and attract support from organizations for high job performance and career
success.
From Crant and Bateman (1993) to Thompson (2005), research on proactivity had
focused on investigating the direct effects of proactive personality on job performance,
career success and proactive behaviors. Three meta-analytic studies (Fuller & Marler,
2009; Ng et al., 2005; Tomau & Frese, 2012) have confirmed the positive relationship
between proactive personality and these outcomes. However, early research findings in
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this period failed to specify the intervening cognitive motivational mechanism that
explains why people with proactive personality engage in proactive behavior.
Furthermore, the impact of situational factors that may enhance or attenuate the proactive
personality - proactive behavior relationship were essentially neglected. As a
consequence, research on proactivity from the year 2005 focused less on the direct impact
of proactive personality on behavior and performance but more on motivational states
that serve as more proximal predictors of proactive behaviors. Additionally, researchers
started looking at the moderating effects of P -0 fit perception and situational judgment
ability on the relationship between proactive personality and proactive behaviors (Chan,
2006; Erdogan & Bauer, 2005).
Proactive Personality -> Proactive Behaviors:
Why? And When?
Why? Cognitive - Motivational
Mechanism Underlying
Proactive Behavior
In response to Thompson's (2005) call for more research on the potential
mediating variables underlying proactive personality - proactive behaviors process,
Parker et al. (2006) and Fuller et al. (2006) developed two mediating models as attempts
to enhance the understanding of why proactive personality leads to proactive behaviors.
These models were built largely on the social cognitive theory which proposes that
humans are not only products but also producers of their environment (Bandura, 1986).
Parker et al. (2006) model characterized proactive personality as a distal
antecedent and used two cognitive-motivational states, role breadth self-efficacy and
flexible role orientation, as proximal predictors of proactive behavior. Role breadth selfefficacy is defined as “the extent to which people feel confident that they are capable to
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carry out a broader and more proactive role, beyond traditional prescribed technical
requirements” (Parker, 1998: 835). Accordingly, an employee high in role breadth selfefficacy is more confident about his or her ability to successfully perform a task beyond
prescribed role requirement. In contrast, an employee low in role breadth self-efficacy
limits his or her behaviors within role requirements because he or she lacks of confidence
to expand their efforts to encompass activities outside their current role responsibilities.
Furthermore, Parker (1998) emphasizes that the essence of role breadth self-efficacy
construct is an individual's confidence about his or her capability to successfully perform
a job rather than just to complete the job.
Similar to role breadth self-efficacy, flexible role orientation is “concerned with
the breadth of experienced responsibility, or how far one's psychological role extends
beyond achieving basic technical goals” (Parker et al., 2006: 639). These cognitive
motivational constructs were considered as proximal outcomes of proactive personality as
they are malleable states which may change across situations and over time (Parker,
2000). Also, employees high in role breadth self-efficacy and role flexible orientation are
more likely to engage in proactive behavior because of the "can do" self-efficacy and a
sense of responsibility to accomplish a broader range of goals. Consistent with these
arguments, Parker et al. (2006) found significant support for the mediating effects that
role breadth self-efficacy and goal flexible orientation have on the relationship between
proactive personality and proactive work behaviors.
Researchers have investigated the mediation effects of a motivational state similar
to flexible role orientation - felt responsibility for constructive change (Fuller et al.,
2006). Morrision and Phelps (1999) defined this construct as “an individual’s belief that
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he or she is personally obligated to bring about constructive change” (p. 407). Research
indicates that there is a positive link between proactive personality and felt responsibility
for constructive change (Fuller et al., 2006). In turn, this cognitive motivational state was
found to be positively related with taking charge (Morrison & Phelps, 1999) and voice
behavior (Fuller et al., 2006).
Additionally, research on outcomes of proactive personality during the period
2005-2009 found that this construct was positively associated with some other outcomes:
learning orientation (Major et al., 2006), job search self-efficacy (Brown et al., 2006) and
entrepreneurial cognition (Crant, 1996). Fuller and Marler’ (2009) meta-analytic
confirmed these findings and also found that proactive personality was positively related
with LMX and organizational commitment.
When? The Moderating Effects
of Personal Perceptions of
Work Conditions
Researchers have also examined the boundary conditions that may enhance or
attenuate the impact of proactive personality on its various outcomes. Erdogan and Bauer
(2005) found strong support for the moderating effect of perception of Person Organization (P-O) fit on the relationship between proactive personality and intrinsic
career success (e.g., job satisfaction and career satisfaction). Specifically, proactive
personality was positively related to job satisfaction and career satisfaction only for
individuals with high P-0 fit. Chan (2006) found that the relationships between proactive
personality and work outcomes (e.g., job

satisfaction, affective organizational

commitment, and job performance) were positively among individuals with high
situational judgment effectiveness but negatively among those with low high situational
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judgment effectiveness. In another study, Fuller et al. (2006) indicated that when
proactive employees perceived that they had access to resources and information related
to the company’s strategy, they were more willing to assume responsibility for bringing
about positive change for the organization and, in turn, more willing to engage in
proactive behaviors. More recently, Fuller et al. (2010) revealed that the relationship
between proactive personality and job performance was moderated by job autonomy,
defined as the degree of freedom one has to schedule and determine the methods of how
his/her work is to be accomplished. Additionally, Li et al. (2010) found that procedural
justice moderated the relationship between proactive personality and organizational
citizenship behaviors. These findings support an important notion that the relationships
between proactive personality and proactive behaviors depends upon opportunity to be
proactive (Marler, 2008).
Recent Improvement in
Proactivity Research
Empirical research on proactivity in the year 2010 incorporated more motivational
variables into the hypothesized models to better understand the underlying process of
proactivity. Li et al. (2010) found that LMX quality mediated the proactive personality OCB relationship and Gong et al., (2010) found that trust was a key mediator through
which proactive personality leads to creativity. Results of Greguras and Diefendorff
(2010) also indicated that proactive personality’s relations with employee life
satisfaction, in-role performance, and OCBs were entirely indirect through goal self
concordance, goal attainment, and psychological need satisfaction.
Those findings were consistent with integrative theoretical models that consider
proactivity as a goal-driven process (Parker et al., 2010). Drawing on self-regulation
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theory (Bandura, 1991), goal-setting theory (Locke & Latham, 1990) and expectancy
theory (Vroom, 1964), Parker and colleagues integrative model contributes several
important insights for research on proactivity. First, the model proposes that individual
differences (e.g., proactive personality) and situational variables affect proactivity via
three motivational pathways: can do, reason to and energized to. Can do motivation is
defined as comprising perceptions of capability to engage in proactive actions (e.g., selfefficacy). Reason to motivation is an individuals' perception that it is worthwhile to
engage in proactive actions (e.g., commitment to the organization). Energized to
motivation is identified as comprising affective experience that fuels individuals into
engaging in proactivity. The introduction of those proactive motivational states provides
a better theoretical framework to understand the underlying process by which proactive
personality leads to proactive behaviors.
Finally and most important, Parker et al. (2010) argued that contextual factors
(e.g., co-worker support, job characteristics) moderate the relationships between
proactive personality and the three proactive motivational states as well as the
relationships between these states with proactive behaviors. This argument was built
largely on the trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett, 2003) and it supported a new line of
research focusing on the effects of the interaction between proactive personality and the
situational factors as well as o f the interaction between the proactive motivational states
on proactive behaviors and other outcomes.
The most recent research findings in 2012 provide support for the goal - driven
process model (Parker et al., 2010). Zhang et al. (2012) examined and found support for
the mediating effects of LMX quality on the relationship between leader - follower
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in/congruence in term o f proactive personality and individual outcomes including job
performance, job satisfaction, and affective commitment. The authors also found support
for the moderating effects o f a situational factor - supervisor proactive personality - on
the relationship between the subordinate proactive personality and LMX. In another
study, Fuller, Marler and Hester (2012) found that the two proactive motivational states,
“can do” and “reason to,” interact to predict taking charge and that supervisor proactive
personality interact with taking charge to predict in-role performance.
Potential Research Areas and Introduction
of the Study's Model
Despite the recent progress, researchers have concluded that proactivity related
research can be improved in several ways. First, there is a need for studies that
empirically test the mediation effects of identified motivation variables in Parker et al.'s
(2010) model. Second, until this moment, just a few situational variables have been
incorporated into proactivity research: procedural justice (Li et al., 2010) and supervisor
proactive personality (Zhang et al., 2012; Fuller et al., 2012). As a consequence, the
understanding o f the impact that situational factors have upon the relationships between
proactive personality and its outcomes is limited. Additionally, although researchers have
found strong support for the mediation effects of proactive behaviors and proactive
motivation variables in the proactive personality - job performance relationship; there is
not yet an empirical study that includes both proactive motivation and proactive
behaviors as mediating variables in a full model. Finally, as the majority of empirical
studies in proactivity research have been conducted in the U.S and the conceptualization
of proactivity-related constructs remains new in Eastern countries such as Vietnam, there
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should be more efforts to test whether current findings can be generalized to other
contexts.
The overarching aims o f the current study are two-fold. First, it integrates both an
identified motivation variable (e.g., value congruence) and proactive behaviors (e.g.,
taking charge and voice behavior) as mediators in proactive personality - in-role
performance relationship. Specifically, value congruence is proposed as an identified
motivational variable under the reason to category which motivates proactive employees
to engage in proactive behaviors, namely, taking charge and voice; those behaviors, in
turn, positively contribute to supervisor evaluation of in-role performance. Second, the
study incorporates a set of situational variables which are proposed to moderate the
various relationships in the model. Those situational variables include supervisor
proactive personality, organizational justice, organizational support, supervisor support,
and supervisor’s perceived subordinate values congruence. Additionally, this study is
conducted in an Eastern developing country (i.e. Vietnam) which helps to assess the
generalizability o f findings in the U.S. and Western countries to other countries.

Hypotheses Developments
Proactive Personality and Value Congruence
Value congruence refers to the match between one's values and those of the
organization that he or she works for. According to Chatman (1989), value congruence
represents the concept of Person - Organization fit, which is defined as “congruence
between the norms and the values of organizations and the values of persons” (p. 335).
Similarly, because values are “fundamental and relatively enduring” (Chatman, 1991:
459) and are the components of organizational culture that guide employee's behaviors
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(Chatman, 1989), Kristof (1996) argues that value congruence is a significant form of fit.
Researchers in P-0 fit have considered value congruence as one dimension of P -0 fit
content, supplementary fit in contrast to another dimension, complementary fit (Kristof,
1996). Supplementary fit requires the fit between one's goals, values, personality traits,
and attitudes with those that characterize the organizations (Kristof-Brown et at., 2005),
whereas complementary occurs when a person's characteristics add to what is missing in
organizations (Kristof, 1996).
O'Reilly and Chatman (1986) also considered value congruence as one dimension
o f organizational commitment - internalization. Building on the work of Kelman (1985),
the authors identified one’s psychological attachment to an organization as the central
theme of organizational commitment and argued that the basis of that attachment
included three independent components. They are: (1) compliance or instrumental
involvement for specific, extrinsic rewards; (2) identification or involvement based on a
desire for affiliation; and (3) internalization or involvement predicated on congruence
between individual and organizational values. Later research in organizational
commitment has also advocated this approach (Meyer & Allen, 1997; O'Reilly, Chatman,
& Caldwell, 1991).
Past research has assessed value congruence either as one's perception about the
match between his/her own values and those of the organization (e.g., subjective or
perceived fit) or as the comparison between those values as seen by others such as
supervisor or colleagues (e.g., objective fit - Kristof, 1996; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).
Research has also found support for the distinctness of person-organization value
congruence and person-supervisor value congruence (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).

30
Research on organizational behavior has suggested that individuals act upon their
perceptions of reality rather than objective reality (Jones, 1990). Krtistof-Brown et al.'s
meta-analysis also found that perceived fit is an important element in determining
employees’ attitudes and behavior and that direct measures of fit (e.g., perceived fit)
generated stronger results than did indirect measures (e.g., objective fit). Therefore, this
study conceptualizes and assesses value congruence in term of perceived value
congruence rather than objective value congruence.
As conceptualized and assessed, there should be a positive relationship between
proactive personality and the perception of value congruence, with both the organization
(organization value congruence) and supervisor (supervisor value congruence). This
proposition is supported by the attraction - selection - attrition framework (Schneider,
1987) and the root of proactive personality theory (Crant & Bateman, 1993). According
to Schneider (1987), “people are not randomly assigned to real organizations; people
select themselves into and out of real organizations.” This proposition emphasizes the
active role that people take in employment decisions. On the other hand, the expanding
literature on job and organizational choice indicates that applicants are attracted to work
environments that are compatible with their personal characteristics and values (Kristof,
1996). Consistently, empirical research indicates that perceived value congruence plays
an important role in employment decisions. For example, graduates and professional
students were found to be more likely to accept job offers from the organizations that
offered better value congruence than those who did not (Judge & Bretz, 1992). Policycapturing research has also shown that fit influences attraction to organizations (Cable &
Judge, 1994; Turban & Keon, 1993),
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Based upon the theoretical foundation for proactive personality as discussed by
Bateman and Crant (1993), proactive people purposefully select work situations that
increase the likelihood o f career success (Seibert et al., 2001). Furthermore, Brown et al.
(2006) found that people high in proactive personality were more likely to achieve job
search success, where job such success was operationalized as the number of follow-up
interviews and the number of job offers received. In sum, people tend to select an
organization that shows a better value congruence and proactive people are more
successful in that selection because they take initiative to find out more information about
organizations prior to accepting a job offer. As a consequence, proactive people should
have a relatively accurate perception of value congruence with the organization they
select to work for. Also, research in socialization indicated that employee proactivity in
the early stage of employment relationship helped him or her learn and increase his or her
level of P -0 fit through better task mastery, increased role clarity and better social
acceptance (Morrison, 1993a; 1993b; Bauer, Bodner, Erdogan, Truxillo, & Tucker, 2007;
Saks, Uggerslev, & Fassina, 2007).
Proactive people, because of their initiatives, are also expected to contribute more
effort in the process of searching and evaluating job opportunities. They may engage in
more informal contacts with members of the organizations so as to have more
information for their decision. Also, because of the intensity of their job search, they have
more opportunities to interact with the formal representatives of the organizations (e.g.,
the recruiters or supervisor) through interviews. Therefore, along with the perception of
value congruence with the selected organization, proactive people are also expected to
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develop a perception o f value congruence with their supervisor in that organization. Thus,
the following hypotheses are proposed:
Hypothesis la: Proactive personality will be positively related to perception o f
organization value congruence.
Hypothesis lb: Proactive personality will be positively related to perception o f
supervisor value congruence.
Proactive Personality and Proactive Behaviors
The forms of proactive behaviors examined in this study are challenging voice
behavior and taking charge. Challenging voice behavior is defined as “making innovative
suggestions for change and recommending modifications to standard procedures even
when others disagree” (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998: 109). In contrast to challenging
supportive voice "seeks to stabilize or preserve existing organizational policies or
practices" (Burris, 2012: p. 6). This study focuses on challenging voice rather than
supportive voice because this type of voice challenges the status quo with the intent of
improving the situation. As defined, challenging voice is more proactive than supportive
voice as it involves seizing control of situations. Thus, challenging voice is “decidedly
proactive in nature” (Burris, 2012: 6) and is consistent with the theoretical foundation for
proactive personality (Bateman & Crant, 1993). While engaging in voice behavior,
employees take a proactive role in their workplace to “voice” their suggestions for
positive changes rather than passively watching and accepting things that happen to them
(Parker et al., 2010).
Different from voice, taking charge entails “voluntary and constructive efforts, by
individual employees, to effect organizationally functional change with respect to how
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work is executed within the contexts of their jobs, work units, or organizations”
(Morrison & Phelps, 1999, p. 403). This type of behavior focuses on fostering or creating
positive or constructive changes. Employees engaging in taking charge not only look
forward to identifying problems or opportunities for change but also taking action to
bring about positive changes in methods, policies, or procedures (Morrison & Phelps,
1999).
This study focuses on voice and taking charge for two main reasons. First, these
two behaviors form the most interesting pair of behaviors in proactivity research; they are
similar but distinct and complementary constructs. Voice and taking charge are similar
because both behaviors are intended to promote positive change. They are distinct
because voice specifically focuses on the communication or, in other words, on “talk”
while taking charge focuses on taking action, or on “do.” Finally, they are
complementary because organizations need both behaviors to implement the positive
changes. Second, provided that recent research in proactivity has increased the interest in
these two constructs (Fuller et al., 2012; Whiting, Maynes, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff,
2012; Frazier & Bowler, 2012), the need for a study examining the impact of
motivational factors on these two behaviors is warranted.
The positive impact of proactive personality on taking charge and voice behavior
has been well established in the U.S. and other Western countries (Fuller & Marler, 2009;
Parker and Collins, 2010; Fuller et al., 2012). As an effort to test for these findings in a
new context as well as to build the necessary hypotheses for the mediation effects of
value congruence, the following hypotheses are proposed:
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Hypothesis 2a: Proactive personality will be positively related to taking charge.
Hypothesis 2b: Proactive personality will be positively related to voice behavior.
Value Congruence and Proactive Behavior
Why do proactive people engage in proactive behaviors? One possible
explanation is because they feel motivated to do so (Parker et al., 2010). In their goaldriven process model, Parker et al. (2010) suggest that “reason to” motivation states may
be an even more important determinant of proactive behavior than “can do” motivation
states. As noted by Eccles and Wigfield (2002), “even if people are certain they can do a
task, they may have no compelling reason to do it” (p. 112). That is, the subjective value
o f being proactive should play a particularly important role in the choice to engage in
proactive behavior because it addresses the “why” of proactive behavior (Eccles, 2009;
Parker et al., 2010). Self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) offers a plausible
explanation why proactive behaviors are valuable to proactive people. This theory also
supports the argument that proactive people will be more motivated to engage in
behaviors beneficial to their organizations if they identify their values with those of the
organizations. Because value congruence or internalization (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986)
is positively related to organizational identification (Edwards & Cable, 2009), it should
enhance the motivation of proactive employees to behave in a manner that is beneficially
to their organizations. The identified-regulation process o f self-determination theory
(Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000) and the self-concordance model (Sheldon &
Elliot, 1999) provide theoretical support for that argument.
The self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) proposes that motivation is
autonomous when the activity or behavioral goal has been internalized to the extent it is

35
accepted as one’s own. The internalization process is defined as people taking in values,
attitudes, or regulatory structures, such that the external regulation of a behavior is
transformed into an internal regulation and thus no longer requires the presence of an
external contingency (Gagne & Deci, 2005). According to self-determination theory,
internalization is an overarching term that refers to three different processes: introjection,
identification, and integration. With identified regulation, people feel greater freedom and
volition because the behavior is more congruent with their personal goals and identities.
They perceive the cause of their behavior to have an internal locus of causality to reflect
an aspect of themselves (Gagne & Deci, 2005). From this perspective, proactive people
are extrinsically motivated to pursue the proactive behaviors because they “have a full
sense that” proactive behaviors are “integral part of who they are” (Gagne & Deci, 2005).
In other words, the reason to behave proactively is to “fulfill important life goals or
express values that are central to the self’ (Parker et al., 2010: 837).
On the other hand, the self-concordance model (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999) proposes
that goals consistent with individuals’ core values and interests are associated with
enhanced goal striving. Accordingly, the more the organizational values are central to
one’s identity or values, the more one will be motivated to strive for the achievement of
shared values and long term goals. For example, if one’s identity is tightly bound up in
one’s team or organization, one will feel ownership for improving that team or
organization (Gagne & Deci, 2005) and therefore one will be likely to set and to strive for
proactive work goals or proactive strategic goals (Parker et al., 2010). Thus, one of the
important reasons employees pursue proactive behaviors is that they recognize that those
behaviors are not only important to their values, but also to those of their organizations.
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That means proactive employees with a high perception of organization value congruence
would integrate the organization’s core values with theirs and autonomously strive for the
achievement of those shared values. As an example, a doctoral student might identify a
way to improve his or her research skills not only because doing research is fundamental
to his or her identity as a career, but also he or she accepts the importance of research
skills for the effective function of his or her school.
Once the core values of organization are accepted as one’s own, there will be no
longer, or a lesser degree, the perception that a task is “someone else’s responsibility.”
Indeed, O'Reilly and Chatman (1986) conceptualized value congruence as a component
o f organizational affective commitment and found positive relationship between this
construct and extra-role or pro-social behaviors, which are defined as “behaviors that are
not directly specified by a job-description but which are benefit to the organization”
(p. 493). Morrison (1994) found that the higher the level of affective commitment
employees experienced, the more broadly they would define their job responsibilities,
and the more so-called organizational citizenship behaviors they would define as in-role.
That provides evidence to suggest that value congruence enhance “reason to” motivation
state (e.g., identified motivation) through the feeling of more responsibility. Relevant to
this perspective is the concept of flexible role orientation (Parker, Wall, & Jackson, 1997)
in which individuals report ownership and feel responsibility for problems and goals
beyond their immediate tasks. Evidence suggests individuals with a flexible role
orientation are indeed more likely to engage in proactive work behavior (Parker et al.,
2006). Related concepts, such as felt responsibility for constructive change (Fuller,
Marler, & Hester, 2006; Morrison & Phelps,

1999), also reflect employees’
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internalization of values relevant to change and, as such, predict proactive work behavior
(Fuller et al., 2006). Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:
Hypotheses 3a: The relationship between proactive personality and voice
behavior will be mediated by organization value congruence.
Hypotheses 3b: The relationship between proactive personality and taking charge
will be mediated by organization value congruence.
As the results o f their success in the job search, the proactive employees are not
only able to select the organization they would like to work for, but also to develop a
perception, (or at least an expectation) of value congruence with their supervisors.
Consequently, those employees will consider demonstrating proactive behaviors as an
effective way to develop a high quality relationship with their supervisors to create
favorable conditions for high job performance. This is in line with the Leader-member
Exchange Theory - LMX (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975), which suggests that
leaders typically establish a special relationship with a small number of subordinates (the
in-group) and give those subordinates greater influence, autonomy, and tangible benefits
in return (exchange) for greater loyalty and commitment. With a belief that their
supervisors highly value proactive behaviors as they are consistent with the supervisors’
core values, proactive employees have more motivation to behave more proactively to be
considered for favorable treatments from their supervisors. This assumption is also
consistent with the expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964). On the basis of this theory, when
an employee has strong preference for the outcome contingent on performance
improvement (valence), he or she will behave more proactively to receive favorable
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treatment from their supervisor (instrumentality) with a strong belief that those treatments
will lead to improving performance (expectancy).
Hypotheses 4a: The relationship between proactive personality and voice
behavior will be mediated by supervisor value congruence.
Hypotheses 4b: The relationship between proactive personality and taking charge
will be mediated by supervisor value congruence.
Value Congruence and Supervisor Evaluation
of Performance
In this dissertation, I focus on the supervisors’ evaluation of in-role performance.
In-role performance is defined as those officially required outcomes and behaviors that
directly serve the goals of the organization (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994) or those
recognized by the organizational formal reward systems and mandated as part of the job
requirements. Fuller and Marler (2009) considered in-role performance under task
performance category in their meta-analytic study. Supervisor evaluation of in-role
performance is selected to investigate because of two main reasons. First, in line with
Fuller et al. (2012), I argue that the most important measure of job performance is the
employee’s formal performance evaluation.

Furthermore, performance appraisal

instruments used by organizations often require supervisors to assess subordinates on this
dimension of performance beyond that assessed by objective measures of performance
(Duarte, Goodson, & Klich, 1994). The supervisor evaluation of in-role performance also
serves as the basis for administration decisions such as pay increases or promotion (Fuller
et al., 2010). Second, in-role performance has been given the highest weight in overall
performance ratings compared with those of counterproductive performance and extra
role performance (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). Thus, considering the importance of
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supervisor rating in performance evaluation and the importance of in-role performance to
supervisor rating, supervisor evaluation of in-role performance is selected for
investigation in this study.
It is reasonable to expect the positive effects of value congruence organization on
in-role performance. The most compelling explanation for those effect is that value
congruence

enhances

communication

and

predictability

within

organizations.

Communication refers to the open exchange of information through formal and informal
interactions among organizational members (Goldhaber, Yates, Porter, & Lesniak, 1978).
Theoretically, value congruence should promote communication because organizational
members’ shared standards concerning what is important established a common frame for
describing, classifying, and interpreting events (Erdogan et al., 2004; Meglino & Ravlin,
1998). This common frame fosters the exchange of information which helps the
employees correctly identify their core responsibilities and reduces their probability of
making mistakes because of misunderstanding.
Predictability is defined as the confidence people have in their beliefs about how
others will act and how events will unfold (Miller, 1981). Value congruence should
increase predictability because organizational members who hold shared values have
similar motives, set similar goals, and respond to events in similar ways (Meglino,
Ravlin, & Adkins, 1991; O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991). These similarities help
employees predict what will occur because employees can use their own motives and
goals to anticipate the actions of the organization and its members (Schein, 1990). This
logic is consistent with research on relational demography, which suggests that
interpersonal similarity promotes mutual understanding and reduces uncertainty
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concerning how others will behave (Pfeffer, 1983). Thus, value congruence improves in
role performance as it helps employees predict the expectation of the organization and
their supervisors. Empirical evidence indicates that value congruence is positively
associated with the enhancement of communication and predictability (Edwards & Cable,
2009). Also, the meta-analytic study by Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) found a statistically
significant relationship between the perception of person-organization fit and task
performance although the magnitude of this relationship is somewhat low (r = .13). Thus,
I forward the following hypothesis:
Hypotheses 5a: Organization value congruence will be positively related to
supervisor rating o f in-role performance.
I also expect that the value congruence with the supervisor will have positive
effects on in-role performance through communication and predictability. Empirical
studies provide support for this expectation. Schaubroeck and Lam (2002) found that
similarity in personality between supervisors and subordinates was positively associated
with rated job performance and supervisor communication. Additionally, Kristof-Brown
et al. (2005) found a significant relationship between the perception of person-supervisor
fit and task performance (r = .32). Therefore, the following hypothesis is forwarded:
Hypotheses 5b: Supervisor value congruence will be positively related to
supervisor rating o f in-role performance.
Value Congruence, Proactive Behaviors and Supervisor
Evaluation of In-Role Performance
How may value congruence and proactive behaviors relate to each other in term
o f fostering in-role performance? As discussed in hypotheses 3 and 4, value congruence
contributes to employee motivation to engage in proactive behavior. Research has also
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established the relationship between proactive behaviors and job performance
(Thompson, 2005; Fuller et al., 2006; Grant et al., 2009).Therefore, I expect that, in
addition to predictability and communication, value congruence will foster the supervisor
evaluation of in-role performance partially through two specific types of behavior (e.g.,
taking charge and voice behavior).The basic argument here is that organizations and
supervisor value those behaviors because they result in improved productivity and
contribute to organizational effectiveness (Frese & Fay, 2001). Indeed, taking charge
provides improvements to working methods that increase the quality and quantity of
output (Morrison & Phelps, 1999) and has been found to be related to in-role
performance (Grant et al., 2009; Fuller et al., 2012) On the other hand, voice increases
the chances that workgroup problems are identified, resolved and prevented (Van Dyne
& LePine, 1998) and might be associated with higher performance as it helps employees
gamer greater status, respect and higher performance ratings from supervisors and peers
(Fuller et al., 2012; Fuller, Barnett, Hester, Relyea & Frey, 2007). The results of Ng and
Feldman's (2012) meta-analysis support the positive effect of voice on in-role
performance. In sum, taking charge and voice behavior are expected to partially mediate
the relationship between value congruence and supervisor rating of in-role performance.
Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed.
Hypothesis 6a: Taking charge will mediate the relationship between organization
value congruence and supervisor rating o f in-role performance.
Hypothesis 6b: Voice behavior will mediate the relationship between organization
value congruence and supervisor rating o f in-role performance.
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Hypothesis 6c: Taking charge will mediate the relationship between supervisor
value congruence and supervisor rating o f in-role performance.
Hypothesis 6d: Voice behavior will mediate the relationship between supervisor
value congruence and supervisor rating o f in-role performance.
From Proactive Personality to Value Congruence:
Potential Moderators
Although proactive employees develop an initial perception of value congruence
with their organization and supervisor at the beginning of the employment relationship,
this perception can change over time. There are many situational factors that may
enhance or attenuate the perception of value congruence. The first factor discussed in this
study is the supervisor proactive personality, or the degree to which one's immediate
supervisor is proactive.
The theoretical foundation for the moderating effects of supervisor proactive
personality stems from the trait activation theory (Tett & Guterman, 2000). The central
argument of the trait activation theory is that people will behave more consistently with
their personality traits if they consider the situation as trait relevant. A situation is
considered relevant to a trait if it provides cues or opportunities for the expression of
trait-relevant behavior (Tett & Guterman, 2000). Strong empirical supports has been
found for this argument in two studies of assessment centers (Haaland & Christiansen,
2005; Lievens, Chasteen, Day, & Christiansen, 2006). Both studies revealed similar
results that convergence among assessment center ratings was better between exercises
that provided an opportunity to observe behavior related to the same trait or in other
words, the convergence among assessment center rating was better in the situations that
favored the trait related behaviors. Based up on trait activation theory, it is expected that
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proactive employees will have higher motivation to behave proactively if they perceive
that they are in the appropriate situation to do so.
In this study, the degree to which the supervisors are proactive is proposed as a
situational cue that can facilitate proactive employees’ perception of value congruence
with both the organization and the supervisors. That is, because supervisors high in
proactive personality value the proactive dimension of employee behavior, they tend to
give high performance evaluations to the proactive employees (Fuller et al., 2012). In
contrast, passive supervisors do not tend to value the initiatives of proactive employees
and hence give them lower performance evaluations (Fuller et al., 2012; Zhang et al.,
2012). Furthermore, proactive supervisor also can influence the perception of value
congruence of their subordinates through supervisors’ proactive behaviors. Here, it is the
similarity between the employees and the supervisor in term of personal characteristics
that enhances the perception o f fit. Consequently, the proactive employees feel that their
proactive behaviors, as an “integral part of who they are,” are valued by the supervisor
and the organization. Thus, proactive supervisors provide cues that are likely to activate
the proactive personality of subordinates. Accordingly, I hypothesize:
Hypothesis 7a: The relationship between proactive personality and organization
value congruence will be moderated by supervisor proactive personality such that the
relationship is stronger when supervisor proactive personality is high and weaker when
supervisor proactive personality is low.
Hypothesis 7b: The relationship between proactive personality and supervisor
value congruence will be moderated by supervisor proactive personality such that the
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relationship is stronger when supervisor proactive personality is high and weaker when
supervisor proactive personality is low.
Among contextual factors, procedural justice may have the most potential to
influence the proactive personality - value congruence relationship. This is because of the
similarity between the central tenet of this concept with the nature of proactive
personality. Procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of decision-making
procedures and is judged by gauging whether procedures are accurate, consistent,
unbiased, and correctable (Leventhal, 1980), and open to employee input (Thibaut &
Walker, 1975). Procedural justice has its roots in the process control model developed by
Thibaut and Walker (1975) and it concerns how much control employees have in the
organizational decision making process. Similarly, proactive people have the tendency to
shape the environment toward their desired direction. Therefore, both concepts share the
overriding concern: control over the external environment. On the basis of trait activation
theory, Li et al. (2010) proposed that employees view fair procedures as an indication of
the extent to which the organization values its employees; through that view, the
employees derive information about the quality of their relationship with the
organization. Perception of high procedural justice also tends to make employees feel
more comfortable in displaying personal initiative (Frese & Fay, 2001). Similarly, Fuller
and colleagues (2012) found procedural justice to be positively related to proactive
behavior. Thus, procedural justice is expected to increase an employees' sense of control,
and through that perception, activate the employee proactive disposition.
Conversely, when employees perceive that the organization implements unfair
procedures, they will think that the quality of their relationship with the organization is
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tainted (Tyler & Lind, 1992) and that their interests are not protected by the organization
(Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocel, & Rupp, 2001). As a consequence, proactive employees
are more likely to perceive the work setting more uncertain due to the lack of control and
that negative perception will reduce their desire to go above and beyond role
requirements via proactive behaviors. In sum, perceptions of low procedural justice will
lead proactive employees to perceive that the organization does not favor their proactive
behaviors, thus reducing the perception of value congruence. Generally, there are reasons
to expect the moderating effect of procedural justice on the proactive personality - value
congruence relationship.
The remaining question is: Is the perception of procedural justice expected to
moderate only the proactive personality - organization value congruence relationship or
to also moderate the relationship between proactive personality and supervisor value
congruence? Research has suggested that employees tend to attribute their perception of
procedural justice to the organization, not to the supervisor because it is the organization
that sets the formal bases of procedural justice which include the formal, official rules
and procedures (Blader & Tyler, 2003). Supporting this argument, empirical research has
found that individuals respond differently to the fairness associated with procedures set
by the organization and to the fairness associated with interpersonal treatment by the
supervisor because o f their different sources (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002; Masterson,
Lewis, Goldman & Taylor, 2000). For instance, perception of procedural justice was
found to be related to organizational citizenship behavior directed at organizational
through the social exchange relationship with the organization (Rupp & Cropanzano,
2002) and perceived organizational support (Masterson et al., 2000) whereas perception

46
of interpersonal treatment was found to be related to organizational citizenship behavior
directed at supervisor through social exchange relationship with the supervisor (Rupp &
Cropanzano, 2002) and LMX (Masterson et al., 2000). Therefore, the following
hypothesis is proposed:
Hypothesis 8: The relationship between proactive personality and organization
value congruence will be moderated by procedural justice such that this
relationship is stronger when procedural justice is high and weaker when
procedural justice is low.
Research indicating that employees attribute different types of fairness to different
sources and that they respond differently to different types of fairness suggests another
factor that has high potential to impact the relationship between proactive personality and
value congruence. This factor concerns how the supervisors treat their subordinates in
their daily working relationship. Capturing this aspect of justice is the concept
“interactional justice” first introduced by Bies and Moag (1986). Interactional justice
concerns the quality o f the interpersonal treatment people receive when procedures are
implemented.
More recently, interactional justice has come to be seen as consisting of two
specific types o f interpersonal treatment (Greenberg, 1993b). The first, labeled
“interpersonal justice” reflects the degree to which people are treated with politeness,
dignity, and respect by authorities or third parties involved in executing procedures or
determining outcomes. The second, labeled “informational justice,” focuses on the
explanations provided to people that convey information about why procedures were
used in a certain way or why outcomes were distributed in a certain fashion. However,
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while Colquitt (2001) found support for four distinct dimensions of organizational justice
(i.e. distributive, procedural, informational, and interpersonal), other research on
organizational justice only found three clearly established, distinct justice dimensions:
distributive, procedural, and interpersonal. Informational justice has been found to be
distinct from interpersonal justice (Roch and Shanock, 2006) although its relationship
with procedural justice is still unclear. For instance, Karriker and Williams (2003) used
Colquitt’s items combined with other, direct justice items to find support for only three
justice dimensions: distributive, interpersonal, and a combined procedural/informational
dimension. Similarly, Karriker (2006) found that the correlation between procedural and
informational justice approached one, suggesting a single construct. Thus, this study
focuses on interpersonal justice as the clarity and distinctiveness of this construct has
been well established. Furthermore, the concept of interpersonal justice reflects the
quality of the interpersonal treatments that employees receive from their supervisor.
As discussed in Hypothesis 1, proactive employees develop an initial perception
o f value congruence with their organization and their supervisor at the beginning of their
employment. That means those employees develop perceptions of the extent to which
they are likely to be attached to the organization and their supervisor at the time they
accept the job offer, as O'Reilly & Chatman (1986) consider value congruence as a
dimension of organizational commitment (e.g., internalization or affective commitment).
I argue that interpersonal justice has the potential to impact the proactive personality value congruence relationship. Based upon social exchange theory (Blau, 1964),
empirical research provides support for this argument in three different ways. First, a
positive relationship between an employee and his or her supervisor can lead to trust in
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the organization (Keman & Hanges, 2002; Aryee, Budhwar & Chen, 2002) and thereby
enhancing organizational commitment (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Therefore, interpersonal
justice is expected to enhance a proactive employee's commitment because it increases
their trust in the organization.
Second, the fairness of interpersonal treatment tends to predict leader-member
exchange (LMX; Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002; Masterson et al., 2000) and LMX
in turn affects organizational commitment (Gerstner & Day, 1997). Accordingly,
proactive employees feel more attached to their organization as a consequence of the high
quality relationship with their supervisor.
Finally, interpersonal justice may enhance an employee's evaluation of their
standing within the organization, defined as “respect” in Fuller, Hester, Barnett, Frey,
Relyea and Beu (2006). According to Fuller et al. (2006), respect reflects an individual’s
global evaluation o f the extent to which they feel that they are a member ‘in good
standing’ (Tyler & Blader, 2002: 830) or that they believe they are a valued member of
the organization (i.e. ‘I am valued by my organization,’ Tyler, 1999: 219). Consequently,
interpersonal justice may impact an employee's perception of personal importance (e.g.,
respect or good standing) and this employee’s perception of personal importance, in turn,
influences organizational commitment (Steers, 1977).

Thus, the initial perception of

value congruence developed by proactive employees will be enhanced by the highquality interpersonal treatment they receive because they feel that they are important to
the organization. In sum, perception of interpersonal justice is expected to moderate the
proactive personality - value congruence relationship as interpersonal justice reinforces
proactive employees' trust in organization, consolidates their perception of a high quality
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relationship with their supervisor, and augments their perception of personal importance
to the organization. These serve to reinforce the proactive person's initial assessment of
value congruence. In contrast, perception of low interpersonal justice may make the
proactive employees less trust in their organization and consider the relationship with
their supervisor as low quality. Also, disrespectful treatment may lead proactive
employees to perceive that their contributions are not valued by their organization and
that they themselves are not important to their organization. As a consequence, the
relationship between proactive personality and initial perception of value congruence will
be weakened. Therefore, the following hypothesis is forwarded:
Hypothesis 9a: The relationship between proactive personality and organization
value congruence will be moderated by interpersonal justice such that the relationship is
stronger when interpersonal justice is high and weaker when interpersonal justice is low.
I also expect that interpersonal justice will moderate the proactive personality supervisor value congruence relationship. Because the supervisor serves as an
administrator of rewards to subordinates (Farh, Podsakoff & Organ, 1990), respectful
treatment from the supervisor will lead proactive subordinates to believe that their
supervisor cares about them and values their contributions (i.e. proactive behavior), thus
enhancing the perception of supervisor value congruence. Empirical research has found
that interpersonal justice contributes to LMX (Cropanzano et al., 2002; Masterson et al.,
2000) and that LMX relates uniquely and positively to feeling of being attached to
supervisor (Vandenberghe, Bentein, & Stinglhamber, 2004). These findings support the
argument that a perception of high interpersonal justice strengthens the initial perceived
value congruence of the proactive employees to their supervisor because they perceive
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their relationship with their supervisor as of high quality. In contrast, disrespectful
treatment may make the proactive employees think that the supervisor does not care
about them and does not value their proactive behavior. Thus, the initial perception of
value congruence with the supervisor that the proactive employees develop prior to
joining the organization will be weakened. Given that research has distinguished between
supervisor value congruence and organization value congruence (Kristof-Brown et al.,
2005), I forward the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 9b: The relationship between proactive personality and value
congruence with the supervisor will be moderated by interpersonal justice such
that the relationship is stronger when interpersonal justice is high and weaker
when interpersonal justice is low.
From Value Congruence to Proactive Behaviors:
Potential Moderators
In this study, perception of value congruence is considered as a proactive
motivational state that leads to proactive behaviors. Therefore, the strength of its
relationship with proactive behaviors depends on other contextual factors (Parker et al.,
2010). This assumption is consistent with the work of Blumberg and Pringle (1982) that
identified the missing component of performance theory. The authors argued that, besides
motivation and employee capability, “certain environmental factors beyond the
employee’s control play a far stronger role in influencing his or her job performance than
is generally acknowledged in the literature” (p. 564). This dimension of performance was
labeled “opportunity” and was proposed to interact with the other two dimensions,
motivation and capability to predict employee performance (i.e. behavior).
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According to Blumberg and Pringle (1982), either capacity or motivation alone
may not be sufficient to create high performance if there is a lack of support from the
organization. Research on interaction effects in proactivity also indicates that the degree
to which proactive employees demonstrate proactive behaviors depends upon the
opportunity to be proactive (Fuller et al., 2010; 2012; Li et al., 2010). Proactive
employees may behave more proactively if they feel supported by the organization and/or
their supervisor and vice versa. Thus, perceived organizational support (Eisenberger,
Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986) and perceived supervisor support (Kottke &
Sharafinski, 1988) are introduced in this study as the potential moderators of the value
congruence - proactive behaviors relationship.
Perceived organizational support (POS) is defined as the employees’ “global
belief concerning the extent to which the organization values their contributions and cares
about their well-being” (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Similarly, perceived supervisor support
(PSS) is defined as employees’ “general views concerning the degree to which
supervisors value their contributions and care about their well-being” (Kottke &
Sharafinski, 1988). POS is expected to moderate the value congruence - proactive
behaviors relationships for many reasons. First, POS may help enhance communication
and cooperation among the organizational members as well as facilitate trust in
management (Whitener, 2001) that in turn, contribute to the perception of value
congruence. Second, POS can compensate for the negative effects of the perception of
low value congruence because POS makes employees feel valued (Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002; Erdogan, Kraimer & Liden, 2004). Third, POS may encourage
employees to engage in more proactive behaviors that benefit the organization because
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POS make employees feel greater obligations to care about the organization's welfare and
to help the organization achieve its objectives (Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch &
Rhoades, 2001). Finally, POS may promote proactivity because it improves an
employee’s physiological conditions such as burnout (Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey, &
Toth, 1997), general stress (Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999) and strains (Rhoades
& Eisenberger, 2002). Supporting the positive effects of POS on value congruence
proactive behaviors, the meta-analytic study by Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) showed
that POS was positively associated with organizational affective commitment and with all
types of performance (e.g., intra-role and extra-role performance). Additionally, because
subordinates view the perceived support they receive from supervisors as representative
of the organization’s favorable or unfavorable orientation toward them (Eisenberger et
al., 2002), I expect that PSS shows a similar moderating effect to that hypothesized for
POS. These theoretical and empirical observations lead to the following hypotheses:
Hypothesis 10: The relationship between value congruence with organization and
taking charge (10a) and voice behavior (10b) will be moderated by POS such that
these relationships are stronger when POS is high and weaker when POS is low.
Hypothesis 11: The relationship between value congruence with supervisor and
taking charge (11a) and voice behavior (lib ) will be moderated by PSS such that
these relationships are stronger when PSS is high and weaker when PSS is low.
From Proactive Behaviors to Supervisor Evaluation of
In-role Performance: Supervisor's Reaction Depends
on How They Feel about Proactivity
Based upon their review of the proactivity literature, Grant and Ashford (2008)
proposed that the results of engaging in proactive behavior depend heavily on how others
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evaluate the proactive behavior. Proactive behavior may not always lead to high
evaluation of performance and may even lead to punishment if the supervisor is not
pleased with those behaviors (Grant & Ashford, 2008). Grant et al. (2009) argue that it is
critically important to develop a better understanding of the role a leader plays in
encouraging or discouraging proactive behavior if organizations wish to promote these
behaviors in the work place. Consistent with this argument, there have been repeated
calls for research examining contextual moderators of the relationships between proactive
behavior and performance evaluation such as traits and characteristics of the leaders
(Fuller et al., 2012; Kim, Cable, Kim & Wang, 2009; Zhang et al., 2012).
Despite the recently repeated calls, I only found three studies that examined
follower's and leaders’ characteristics as moderators of the proactive behavior performance evaluation relationship (Grant et al., 2009; Fuller et al., 2012 - hereafter,
Fuller et al., 2012a; Fuller, Marler, & Hester, 2012 - hereafter, Fuller et al., 2012b). These
studies found that both followers’ and supervisors’ characteristics influence the proactive
behavior - performance relationships. For instance, Grant et al. (2009) conducted two
studies to examine the impact of follower’s characteristics on the proactive behavior performance relationship. In Study 1, the employees were asked to report their prosocial
values and their negative affect emotions while the supervisors rated employees'
proactive behavior (e.g., taking charge, voice behavior and issue selling) and
performance. In Study 2, the employees were asked to report their prosocial values, their
negative affect emotions and their proactive behavior (e.g., anticipatory helping) while
the supervisors rated employees’ performance.
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Across the two studies, Grant et al. (2009) found that proactive behaviors
contributed more positive to supervisor evaluations of performance if subordinates
reported strong pro-social values or low negative affect. However, because Grant et al.
(2009) did not investigate actual leader perception, their findings raise an important
question for research on leader reactions to proactive behavior: Do differences in leader
characteristics matter in assessing the values and affects underlying subordinate proactive
behavior? Fuller et al. (2012a) revealed that taking charge was more strongly related to
supervisor evaluations o f subordinate in-role performance when the supervisor reported
high levels of proactive personality than when the supervisor reported low levels of
proactive personality. This is because proactive behavior fits the expectation of proactive
supervisors (Fuller et al., 2012; Grant & Ashford, 2008) while a passive supervisor may
not welcome proactive behavior because it is incongruent with their role expectations for
subordinates (Unsworth & Parker, 2003). Consequently, proactive supervisors prefer
proactive behavior and are likely to give proactive employee high performance
evaluation whereas passive supervisors dislike proactive behavior and may be less likely
to give high performance evaluation to proactive employees (Fuller et al., 2012).
Finally, in Fuller et al. (2012b), taking charge was found to be rewarded with high
performance evaluation only when leaders felt responsible for constructive change
(FRCC). Fuller et al. (2012b) argue this occurs because a leader with high FRCC will
consider proactive behavior by their subordinates as helpful to fulfilling his or her
assumed responsibility for enacting constructive change (Fuller et al., 2012b). These
findings indicate that differences in leader characteristics (e.g., the extent to which the
leader is proactive; Fuller et al., 2012a or the extent to which the leader feel responsible
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for constructive change; Fuller et al., 2012b) affect leaders' evaluation of follower
proactive behavior.
To advance understanding of other differences in leader characteristics that may
impact the proactive behaviors - performance evaluation relationship, I develop and
examine the effect o f a new construct derived from the personal - environment fit theory
perspective (for review, see Kristof, 1996; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005) - perceived
subordinate value congruence. (PSVC). This construct is defined as the degree to which a
supervisor perceives his or her values to match those of his or her subordinates.
Following Fuller et al. (2012b), I use performance theory as theoretical
foundation to support for the moderating effect of PSVC. Performance theory suggests
that the relationship between behavior and performance is problematic because it requires
an evaluation. Campbell (1990) discusses this issue in term of “utility” and defines this
term as the value of a particular behavior. It is a value judgment made by those the
organizations recognizes as appropriate judges (Campbell, 1990). Consequently, whether
or not proactive behavior is effective behavior is a judgment problem for leaders
(Campbell, 2000). Although Grant et al. (2009) did not utilize performance theory, they
proposed the same basic notion, stating that “it is possible that leaders’ belief about the
value of proactive behaviors will moderate the proactivity - performance evaluation
relationships” (p. 152). Thus, performance theory suggests that when the leader views
follower proactive behavior as valuable, the leader is more likely to reward that behavior
by giving followers high performance evaluations.
In this study, I argue that perceived subordinate value congruence increases the
value of subordinates’ proactive behavior. Empirical evidence suggests that perceived
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value congruence promotes harmony and cooperation among organizational members
(Nemeth & Staw, 1989) and increases the likelihood that people share goals and
agreements on what is important (Jehn, 1994; Jehn et al., 1997). Research also indicates
that value congruence results in higher levels of trust and higher levels of interpersonal
communication (Eward & Cable, 2009). Accordingly, when a supervisor perceives a
subordinate to have values similar to their own, he or she is more likely to trust that
subordinate and engage in more interpersonal communication with that subordinate
(Meglino, Ravlin & Adkins, 1989). This should also lead to clearer role expectations and
less role conflict. Thus, when PSVC is high, a supervisor is likely to trust the motives for
the subordinate’s proactive behavior. That is, when PSVC is high, a supervisor tends to
attribute the subordinate's proactive behavior to benevolent intentions, and the supervisor
is more likely to accept and value proactive behavior in this case (Grant et al., 2009;
Hollander, 1958). In contrast, when PSVC is low, the supervisor tends to question a
subordinate's motives for his or her proactive behavior and is less likely to accept and
value that behavior. Accordingly, the following hypotheses are forwarded:
Hypothesis 12a: The relationship between taking charge and supervisor
evaluation o f in-role performance will be moderated by perceived subordinate
value congruence (PSVC) such that this relationship is stronger when PSVC is
high and weaker when PSVC is low.
Hypothesis 12b: The relationship between voice behavior and supervisor
evaluation o f in-role performance will be moderated by perceived subordinate
value congruence (PSVC) such that this relationship is stronger when PBV is high
and weaker when PSVC is low.

CHAPTER 3

METHOD
Sample
Employees from a variety of companies being trained at a large training center in
Ho Chi Minh City, Vietnam and their immediate supervisors will be the sample frame for
this study. The required sample size is determined based on the following power analysis.
According to Pedhazur & Schmelkin (1991) most researchers recommend that a P
of .2 be used leading to a power of .8 (e.g., 1- P) and an a of .05 is usually chosen by
convention (Cohen, 1988). For the effect size, because this study focuses on investigating
impacts of proactive personality on proactive behavior, the corrected effect size for
relationships between proactive personality and proactive behavior of .17 from Fuller and
Marler’s ( 2009) meta-analysis for multiple - sources is used. This effect size in term of
correlation is equivalent to a Cohen’s d value of .345 using the formula of Friedman
(1982).
The power table for effect size d (Cohen 1988, pg. 55) returns a sample size of
175 for a d value of .3 (a = .05 and power = .8) and a sample size of 99 for a d value of .4
(a = .05 and power = .8). Given the d value in this study is .345, the minimum expected
sample size is 175 to detect an effect size of .17 at a = .05 and P = .2. Because this study
will employ structural equation modeling to analyze the data, a larger sample size of
about 300 is will be collected.
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Data Collection Procedure
Given the expected response rate is about one to third, approximately 900 trainees
from a big training center in Ho Chi Minh city, Vietnam will be given the opportunity to
voluntarily complete a self-report inventory at one time in the training classroom. The
original survey is in English and will be translated into Vietnamese following the process
recommended by Brislin (1986). The amount of needed time to complete the survey is
about 30 (thirty) minutes based on the author's estimation. Each participant will be given
the consent form that describes the research and tells the participant that participation in
the research is voluntary, anonymous and confidential. Each set of surveys is assigned a
code (e.g., E0001) to match it with the response from the immediate supervisor of each
respondent. The assigned code is only used to match the responses of the respondent and
the respondent’s supervisor. This code will be never used to, and cannot be used to,
identify any respondent. All collected information is anonymous and will be held
confidential.
Each participant will also be asked to give to their supervisor a package that
contains a stamped-envelope and a questionnaire. The package also has the consent form
that describes the research and tells the supervisors that participation in the research is
voluntary and anonymous. Each questionnaire will be assigned a code (e.g., E0001) to
match it with the response from the immediate subordinate of participating supervisor.
The envelope only contains the address of the author of the study and the supervisor will
not provide their contact information when sending the questionnaires back to the author.
There is no way to identify any respondent from the collected data.
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Measures of Constructs of Interest
As recommended by Churchill (1979), this study will use measures that have been
previously developed and tested with the exception to the three newly developed scales:
organization value congruence, supervisor value congruence and subordinate value
congruence.
Proactive Personality
Proactive personality measure will be used to assess the construct of interest from
both the supervisor and the employee. It will be measured using a shortened version of
Bateman and Crant’s (1993) original scale, which has 10 items (Seibert et al., 1999). This
shortened version has been widely used to assess proactive personality (Fuller & Marler,
2009). The average reliability reported for this scale in previous studies is .86 with
reported alphas ranging from .77 to .94 (Fuller & Marler, 2009). The item uses a 5-point
Likert-type response format anchored at 1 = Strongly disagree and 5 = Strongly agree.
1. I am constantly on the lookout for new ways to improve my life.
2. Wherever I have been, I have been a powerful force for constructive change.
3. I enjoy facing and overcoming obstacles to my ideas.
4. Nothing is more exciting than seeing my ideas turn into reality.
5. No matter what the odds, if I believe in something I will make it happen.
6. I love being a champion for my ideas, even against others' opposition.
7. I excel at identifying opportunities.
8. I am always looking for better ways to do things.
9. If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will prevent me from making it happen.
10.1 can spot a good opportunity long before others can.
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Voice
Voice will be used to assess the constructs of interest from the supervisors. It will
be measured using a 10-item scale developed by Van Dyne and Lepine (1998). This scale
has been widely used in research on proactive behavior (Fuller & Marler, 2009; Tomau
& Frese, 2012). The alpha values for voice rated by self, peers, and supervisors ranged
from .82 to .96 (Van Dyne & Lepine, 1998). The item uses a 5-point behavioral
frequency response format anchored at 1 = Very infrequently and 5 = Very frequently.
1. This employee develops and makes recommendations concerning issues that
affect this work group.
2. This employee speaks up and encourages others in this group to get involved in
issues that affect the group.
3. This employee communicates his/her opinions about work issues to others in this
group even if his/her opinion is different and others in the group disagree with
him/her.
4. This employee keeps well informed about issues where his/her opinion might be
useful to this work group.
5. This employee gets involved in issues that affect the quality of work life here in
this group.
6. This employee speaks up in this group with ideas for new projects or changes in
procedures.

Taking Charge
Taking charge will be measured using a 10-item scale developed by Morrison and
Phelps (1999). This scale has been widely used in research on proactive behavior (Fuller
& Marler, 2009; Tomau & Frese, 2012). Alpha values for taking charge have ranged
from .82 to .96 (Fields, 2002). The item uses a 5-point behavioral frequency response
format anchored at 1 = Very infrequently and 5 = Very frequently.
1. This employee often tries to adopt improved procedures for doing his or her job.
2. This employee often tries to change how his or her job is executed in order to be
more effective.
3. This employee often tries to bring about improved procedures for the work unit or
department.
4. This employee often tries to institute new work methods that are more effective
for the company.
5. This employee often tries to change organizational rules or policies that are
nonproductive or counterproductive.
6. This employee often makes constructive suggestions for improving how things
operate within the organization.
7. This employee often tries to correct a faulty procedure or practice
8. This employee often tries to eliminate redundant or unnecessary procedures.
9. This employee often tries to implement solutions to pressing organizational
problems.
10. This employee often tries to introduce new structures, technologies, or approaches
to improve efficiency.
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In-role Performance
In-role performance will be measured using a 7-item scale developed by Williams
and Anderson (1991). This scale is selected because the items are consistent with the
construct definition and it has achieved a high range of alpha values (e.g., .80-.94) in
previous research (Fields, 2002). The item uses a 5-point Likert-type response format
anchored at 1 = Strongly disagree and 5 = Strongly agree.
1. This employee adequately completes assigned duties.
2. This employee fulfills responsibilities specified in job description.
3. This employee performs tasks that are expected o f him/her.
4. This employee meets formal performance requirements of the job.
5. This employee engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance.
6. This employee neglects aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform (R).
7. This employee fails to perform essential duties (R).
Subordinates Value Congruence
Subordinate Value Congruence will be measured using the 6-item scale adapted
from the Organization Value Congruence measure. The item uses a 5-point Likert-type
response format anchored at 1 = Strongly disagree and 5 = Strongly agree.
1. This employee and I share similar work-related values.
2. This employee and I have the same guiding principles at work.
3. The work values of this employee are consistent with my values.
4. I can depend on this employee to do the right thing at work.
5. This employee and I agree on what is important at work.
6. Overall, values that are important to this employee are important to me.

63
Organization

value

congruence,

supervisor value

congruence,

perceived

supervisor support, procedural justice, and interpersonal justice will be used to assess the
constructs of interest from the employee.
Organization Value Congruence
I developed a 6 item-scale to assess the employee’s perceived value congruence
with the organization as research on value congruence has not developed a measure that
is consistent with the construct definition. One item - “Overall, values that are important
to the company are important to me” - is taken from Money and Graham (1999). The
item uses a 5-point Likert-type response format anchored at 1 = Strongly disagree and
5 = Strongly agree.
1. My company and I share similar work-related values.
2. My company and I have the same guiding principles at work.
3. The work values of my company are consistent with my values.
4. I can depend on my company to do the right thing.
5. My company and I agree on what is important at work.
6. Overall, values that are important to the company are important to me.
Supervisor Value Congruence
Supervisor value congruence will be measured using the 6-item scale adapted
from the organization value congruence measure. The item uses a 5-point Likert-type
response format anchored at 1 = Strongly disagree and 5 = Strongly agree.
1. My supervisor and I share similar work-related values.
2. My supervisor and I have the same guiding principles at work.
3. The work values of my supervisor are consistent with my values.
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4. I can depend on my supervisor to do the right thing at work.
5. My supervisor and I agree on what is important at work.
6. Overall, values that are important to my supervisor are important to me.
Perceived Organizational Support
As recommended by Rhoades et al. (2002), perceived organizational support will
be measured using a shortened version of Eisenberger et al.’s (1986) scale. This 8-item
scale has been widely used in research on organizational support (Rhoades et al., 2002).
The alpha value for this scale in Rhoades et al. (2002) was .90. The item uses a 5-point
Likert-type response format anchored at 1 = Strongly disagree and 5 = Strongly agree.
1. My organization really cares about my well-being.
2. My organization strongly considers my goals and values.
3. My organization shows very little concern for me (R).
4. My organization cares about my opinions.
5. My organization is willing to help me if I need a special favor.
6. Help is available from my organization when I have a problem.
7. My organization would forgive an honest mistake on my part.
8. If given the opportunity, my organization would take advantage of me (R).
Perceived Supervisor Support
Perceived Supervisor Support will be measured using four items adapted from the
original POS survey (Eisenberger et al., 1986). The adapted four items have high
loadings on the original measure (Eisenberger et al, 1986). The alpha value for this scale
in Rhoades et al. (2002) was .90. The item uses a 5-point Likert-type response format
anchored at 1 = Strongly disagree and 5 = Strongly agree.
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1. My supervisor cares about my opinions.
2. My supervisor really cares about my well-being.
3. My supervisor strongly considers my goals and values.
4. My supervisor shows very little concern for me. (R).
Procedural Justice
Procedural justice (Colquitt, 2001) will be measured using the 7-item scale
developed by Colquitt (2001). This measure has been recently used in research on
proactivity (e.g., Fuller et al., 2012). The alpha values of this measure range from .90
(Colquitt, 2001) to .93 (Fuller et al., 2012).The item uses a 5-point Likert-type response
format anchored at 1 = To a small extent and 5 = To a large extent.
The following items concern how decisions about job-related outcomes (e.g.,
pay/benefits, promotions, scheduling) are made at your company. To what extent:
1. I am able to express my views and feelings during decision-making procedures.
2. I have influence over the (outcome) arrived at by decision-making procedures.
3. The decision-making procedures have been applied consistently.
4. The decision-making procedure has been free of bias.
5. The decision-making procedures have been based on accurate information.
6. I am able to appeal the (outcome) arrived at by decision-making procedures.
7. The decision-making procedures have upheld ethical and moral standards.
Interpersonal Justice
Interpersonal Justice will be measured using a 4-item scale developed by Colquitt
(2011). This scale is selected because the items are consistent with the construct
definition and it has achieved good internal consistency reliability (e.g., .92; Colquitt,
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2001). The item uses a 5-point Likert-type response format anchored at 1 = To a small
extent and 5 = To a large extent.
The following items refer to your direct supervisor. To what extent:
1. Has (he/she) treated you in a polite manner?
2. Has (he/she) treated you with dignity?
3. Has (he/she) treated you with respect?
4. Has (he/she) refrained from improper remarks or comments?

Control Variable
Need for Cognition
Need for Cognition, defined as the dispositional tendency o f an individual to
engage in and enjoy thinking (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982) has been recently found to be
related to one type o f proactive behavior - e.g., individual innovation behavior (Wu,
Parker and de Jong, 2011). Given this finding, it seems likely that this construct may
affect other proactive behaviors (e.g., taking charge and voice behavior). Therefore, I will
control for its effect while examining the relationship between proactive personality and
proactive behavior. The three adapted items from the need for cognition scale developed
by Cacioppo, Petty and Kao (1984) will be used. The item uses a 5-point Likert-type
response format anchored at 1 = Strongly disagree and 5 = Strongly agree.
1. I like to have the responsibility of handling a situationthat requires a lot of
thinking.
2. Thinking is my idea of fun.
3. I really enjoy a task that involves coming up with new solutions to problems.
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Conscientiousness
Research indicates that conscientiousness is the most valid personality predictor
o f job performance (Behling, 1998; Mount & Barrick, 1998). Because job performance is
examined in this study as an independent variable, I will control for the effect of this
factor when examining the impact of the main variables on performance. The four items
taken from 20-Item Mini-IPIP scale developed by Donnellan,, Oswald, Baird, and Lucas
(2006) will be used. The item uses a 5-point Likert-type response format anchored at 1 =
Strongly disagree and 5 = Strongly agree.
1. I get chores done right away.
2. I often forget to put things back in their proper place (R).
3. I like order.
4. I make a mess of things (R).
Gender
As literature suggests that males may be more likely to engage in voice behavior
than females (Detert & Burris, 2007; LePine & Van Dyne, 1998), respondents will be
asked to report their gender.
Tenure
Research demonstrates that many studies include tenure as a control variable
when predicting general proactive behavior (e.g., Fuller et al., 2006; Detert & Burris,
2007). Specifically, some research suggests that employees who have longer tenure may
be more comfortable voicing their ideas for improvement (Stamper & Van Dyne, 2001).
Therefore, respondents will be asked to report how many years and months they have
worked for their current employer.
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Education
Previous studies have consistently included education when attempting to predict
general proactive behavior (e.g., Fuller et al., 2006; LePine & Van Dyne, 1998). LePine
and Van Dyne (1998) suggest that knowledge attained from education is likely to provide
an individual with the confidence to engage in voice behavior. Because voice behavior is
one o f the examined behaviors in this study, respondents will be asked to report the
highest level o f education they have attained (i.e., doctoral degree, master degree, 4-year
bachelor degree, 2-year college degree or high school diploma)
Marker Variable - Detecting and Correcting for
Common Method Variance
As suggested by Richardson, Simmering and Sturman (2009), I use the process
described by William, Hartman, and Cavazo (2010) to detect and to correct for the
common method variance. William et al. (2010) call this process a CFA marker
technique that involves the use of an ideal marker. Richardson et al. (2009) defined the
idea marker as a variable that has no expected theoretical relationship with substantive
variables and suggest that the maker variable should have acceptable internal consistency
reliability. The attitudes toward the color blue scale developed by Miller (2008) with four
items will be used as the marker variable in this study. It is expected that there will be no
hypothetical relationship between this variable and other constructs because research has
not found any support for relationship between the attitude toward a specific color (e.g.,
blue) and the focal constructs of this study. The reliability alpha for this marker variable
in Miller (2008) was .86.
1. I prefer blue to other colors.
2. I like the color blue.
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3. I like blue clothes.
4. I hope my next car is blue.

Plan for Data Analysis
The Three New Constructs
Each set of items for the three new constructs (e.g., organization value
congruence, supervisor value congruence and subordinates values congruence) will be
subjected to exploratory factor analysis (EFA). I will use the maximum likelihood
extraction and the Oblimin rotation for all analyses, which are highly recommended for
scale development purposes (Conway & Huffcut, 2003). The number of factors will be
determined based on an examination of scree-plot and on whether the corresponding
eigenvalue is over 1.0. Items will be retained if they do not cross-load on more than one
factor and if their factor loading was greater than + .30. Once the factors are determined,
reliability analysis using coefficient alpha will be conducted. Then, confirmatory factor
analysis will be used to test for the distinctiveness of the constructs.
Hypotheses Testing
First, the descriptive statistics of the sample and the correlations among the
construct will be reported. Then, hierarchical regression analyses will be used to test the
hypotheses (Cohen, Cohen, West and Aiken, 2003). The mediation hypotheses will be
tested using the mediation procedures outlined by Barron and Kenny (1986).
For the moderation hypotheses, all relevant variables are standardized prior to
computation of the interaction terms to avoid multicolinearity as suggested by Cohen et
al. (2003).
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Structural equation modeling will be also used to assess the selected mediation
hypotheses as it provides a more rigorous test of mediation than regression (Barron &
Kenny, 1986). On the basis of Hu and Bender’s (1999) recommendation, in addition to
the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), I will also use the comparative fit
index (CFI) and the widely used chi square/df ratio test to evaluate the discriminant
validity of the constructs (i.e., the measurement model) and to evaluate the overall fit of
the model to the data. Although they should not be used as strict cutoff values, generally
accepted values for SRMR, CFI, and chi square/df ratio are 0.08 or less (Hu & Bender,
1999), 0.90 or above (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and 3-to-l or less (Kline, 2004), respectively.

CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
This chapter presents the results of the data analysis described in previous
chapter. Specifically, the results include (1) a discussion of the exploratory factor analysis
process for the organizational value congruence and supervisor value congruence items in
a pilot study and (2 ) a report of the sample characteristics and reliability of measures,
correlations and hypothesis testing in the main study.

The Pilot Study: Exploratory Factor Analysis
Measures and Sample
The organizational value congruence and supervisor value congruence scales
were included in a questionnaire to collect the data for the explanatory factor analysis for
these new constructs. A measure of proactive personality was also included to check the
appropriateness of the translation of this measure into Vietnamese. Furthermore,
examining the correlations among these three construct might provide some useful initial
information about the extent to which they co-vary as expected.
Surveys were distributed to 125 trainees of a large training center in Ho Chi Minh
city, Vietnam. All the participants are current employees of a variety of companies and
have at least a high school diploma. 103 participants returned usable survey results and
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therefore, the sample size used for factor analysis was 103 (82 % response rate). For a
total of 12 items 103 observations served to satisfy the minimum ratio of five
observations per item as suggested by MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang and Hong (1999).
Analysis and Results
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity and Kaiser-Meyer Olkin Measure (KMO) of
Sampling Adequacy were employed to test the factorability of the data. Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity tests the null hypothesis that the sample inter-correlation matrix is an identity
matrix (Hair et al., 1992). The rejection of this hypothesis indicates that the items are
correlated and factor analysis is appropriate. The KMO ranges from 0 to 1 with a
desirable level above .5 indicating the amount of variance extracted by the factors. In this
study, Bartlett’s Test o f Sphericity returned a Chi-square value of 672.887 (p < .00) and
the test o f Measure of Sampling Adequacy was .839, indicating that the dataset is
appropriate for factor analysis.
The initial factor analysis conducted on the 12 items of the two new constructs
suggested that two factors subsumed most of the variance explained (i.e., cumulative
variance explained in the Eigen values of these two factors was 52.12 %; see Table 4.1)
based on the examination of the Eigen values, the scree plot, and the pattern matrix. The
reliability coefficients (i.e., alphas) of organizational value congruence and supervisor
value congruence were

.8 8

and .82, respectively. Although the last two items of the

supervisor value congruence had relatively low factor loadings (e.g., .35 and .38), they
still met the minimum cutoff (e.g., .30) to be considered meaningful in explonatory factor
analysis (Floyd & Widanman, 1995). Furthermore, as Hair et al (2003) suggested, I
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reviewed these items and found that their meaning were substantially important to the
scale. Therefore, I decided to retain these items for further analysis.

Table 4.1
Result o f Factor Analysis
Eigen Values, % O f Variance and Items

Eigen Values
% O f Variance
My company and I share similar work-related
values
My company and I have the same guiding
principles at work
The work values of my company are consistent
with my values
I can depend on my company to do the right
thing
My company and I agree on what is important
at work
Overall, values that are important to the
company are important to me
My supervisor and I share similar work-related
values
My supervisor and I have the same guiding
principles at work
The work values of my supervisor are
consistent with my values
I can depend on my supervisor to do the right
thing at work
My supervisor and I agree on what is
important at work
Overall, values that are important to my
supervisor are important to me

Organizational
Value Congruence
5.69
43.5 %

Supervisor
Value
Congruence
1.42
8.7 %

.742
.726
.932
.613
.656
.742
.600
.547
.978
.621
.350
.385
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The proactive personality scale had a coefficient alpha of approximately .80
(.796). Through some discussions with the participants, I was able to identify some
Vietnamese words that were not very understandable and consequently replaced them
with more appropriate words in the measure of proactive personality in the main study.
The correlation among the three constructs were .62 (organizational value
congruence and supervisor value congruence),

.32 (proactive personality and

organizational value congruence) and .37 (proactive personality and supervisor value
congruence). All correlations were significant at p < .001. In sum, the results of the pilot
study suggested that organizational value congruence and supervisor value congruence
are two distinct but correlated constructs and that these constructs co-vary with proactive
personality as hypothesized in the main study.

The Main Study: Hypothesis Testing
Sample
Participants in the main study were trainees of the same training center in the pilot
study. However, because confirmatory factor analytical would be used to assess the
dimensionality of the two new measures (e.g., organizational value congruence and
supervisor value congruence), the respondents who had participated in the pilot study
were excluded in the main study as suggested by Campbell, (1976).
Surveys were distributed to 600 trainees and their immediate supervisors. Four
hundred fifty one trainees completed surveys (76.3 % response rate) and the final data for
the main study contained 309 matched data points (i.e., employee surveys and supervisor
surveys). Table 4.2 presented the measures completed by the trainees and their
supervisor.
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Table 4.2
Survey Data Collection
Respondents
Employee

Supervisor

Measures
1. Proactive Personality (PPE)
2. Organizational value congruence (VAO)
3. Supervisor value congruence (VAS)
4. Procedural Justice (PJ)
5. Interpersonal Justice (IJ)
6 . Perceived Organizational Support (POS)
7. Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS)
8. Conscientiousness (CON)
9. Need for Cognition (NC)
10. Marker Variable: Blue Color Preference (COLE)
1. Proactive Personality (PPS)
2. Taking Charge (TC)
3. Voice Behavior (VOICE)
4. Evaluation of Employee Performance (PER)
5. Perceived Subordinate Value Congruence (PSVC)
6 . Marker Variable: Blue Color Preference (COLS)

Employee Demographic
Survey responses indicated that this sample was approximately 57 % male and
43 % female. O f the 309 respondents, 17.2 % reported having completed high school or
GED, 65.1 % reported having earned a 3-year college degree, 5.8 % reported having
earned a 4-year college degree and 11.3 % reported having earned a master or
professional degree. The respondents' age ranged from 19 to 59 and their organizational
tenure ranged from one month to 30 years. The data also indicated that 63.7 % of the
respondents paid for the current training and 35.3 % got support from their organization
for the tuition.
Correlations
Table 4.3 presents the means, standard deviations and correlations among the
study variables. While significant correlations among study variables ranged from .21 to

.70, most variables demonstrated a low to moderate level of correlation which indicates
that distinct construct were measured. All the correlations among the main variables of
the study were significant at p <

.0 1

but no significant relationships were found between

the marker variables and other variables within each group of respondents (i.e.,
employees and supervisor).

Table 4.3
Means, Standard Deviation and Correlations
Variable
1. Employee Proactive Personality
2. Supervisor Proactive Personality
3. Organizational Value Congruence
4. Supervisor value congruence
5. Taking Charge
6 . Voice Behavior
7. Performance
8 . Perceived Organizational Support
9. Perceived Supervisor Support
10. Procedural Justice
11. Interpersonal Justice
12.Perceived Subordinate Value
Congruence
13. Blue Color Preference Employee
14. Blue Color Preference Supervisor
15. Conscientiousness
16. Need For Cognition
17. Age
18. Sex
19. Education
20. Tenure
21. Tuition
22. Taking Charge

M
3.72
3.60
3.67
3.62
3.70
3.69
4.05
3.72
3.79
3.56
3.89

SD
0.47
0.54
0.58
0.62
0.52
0.61
0.43
0.65

1

2

3

4

.28**
.26**
.29**
.69**
.6 6 **
.64**
.58**

0.59
0.64

.46**
.32**
.30**
.48**
.32**
.43**
.24**
.28**
.31**
.28**

.23**
.15**
.2 2 **
.45**
.46**
.42**
.43**

.69**
.27**
.28**
.32**
.62**
.71**
.62**
.58**

3.62

0.60

.24**

.35**

.38**

.35**

3.22

0.83

.0 2

.04

.0 1

-.04

2 .8 6

0 .8 8

- .0 2

.04

.03

.04

3.90
3.64
1.43
28.28

0.57

40* * .2 2 **
4 4 **
.24**
- .0 2
-.07
-.09 -.13*
.0 1
-.07
-.05 -.14*
.1 0
.03
7
8

.30**
.17**
.08
-.06
-.03
-.06
.03
9

.26**
.18**
.08

2 .1 1

5.34
1.37
5

0 .6 8

0 .6 8

0.50
6.39
0.82
6 .1 1

0.48
6

.52**
4 4 **

- .1 0
.0 2
- .1 0

-.03
10
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Table 4.3 (Continued)
.70**
.45**
.25**
.2 0 **
.32**
.2 1 **

.37**
.25**
.2 2 **
.32**
.2 1 **

.25**
19* * .70**
.26** .69**
.2 1 ** .62**

.6 8 **
.70**

.55**

.25**

.18**

.2 1 **

*
*
OO
m

23. Voice Behavior
24. Performance
25. Perceived Organizational Support
26. Perceived Supervisor Support
27. Procedural Justice
28. Interpersonal Justice
29.Perceived Subordinate Value
Congruence
30. Blue Color Preference Employee
31. Blue Color Preference Supervisor
32. Conscientiousness
33. Need For Cognition
34. Age
35. Sex
36. Education
37. Tenure
38. Tuition
39. Interpersonal Justice
40.Perceived Subordinate Value
Congruence
41. Blue Color Preference Employee
42. Blue Color Preference Supervisor
43. Conscientiousness
44. Need For Cognition
45. Age
46. Sex
47. Education
48. Tenure
49. Tuition
50. Need For Cognition
51. Age
52. Sex
53. Education
54. Tenure
55. Tuition

.36**

.32**

.06

.08

- .0 1

.0 1

- .0 2

- .0 2

-.13

-.06

-.13

.07

.05

.0 1

.2 2 **
.31**
.05

** .24**
.35** .13*
.04
.03

.2 2 **

.2 0 **
19* *

3 1**
.34**
- .0 2
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.0 1
.0 2

.0 2

- .0 0

.0 2

- .1 0

-.07

.06
.03
.05

.0 0

.0 1

.0 1

- .0 0

.0 1

.0 1

.0 1

.0 1

11

12

13

-. 1 2 *
.03
14

-.08
.06
15

.34**
.0 1

.1 2 *
.2 2 **
.15**
.06
-.06
-.03
-.07
.07
16
.04

.03
-.07
.14*
.13*
.06
.09

-.03
.03
-.09

- .0 0

.1 1

.0 0

.0 1

.03

.0 2

-.0 0

- .0 0

.09

.0 2

-.08
-.04

- .0 1

- .0 0

.0 1

17

- .0 2

.0 0

- .0 0

-.08
.04
.07

- .0 2

.05

- .0 1

18

-.0 0

.05

19

.07
.91** . 0 1
-.07
.05

.26*

.04
.03
20

-.06

.07
-.13*
-.04
-.13*
.03
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Reliability of Measures
Reliability is the dependability or predictability of a measure (Kerlinger & Lee,
2000). In order to determine the reliability of each measure included in the study, the
Cronbach's alpha coefficient was utilized. Table 4.4 presents the alpha values of all
measures in the study. All measures of the main constructs achieved the level of
reliability greater than .80.

Table 4.4
Reliability o f Measures
M easure

Cronbach's Alpha

1. Employee Proactive Personality

.85

2. Supervisor Proactive Personality

.8 8

3. Organizational Value Congruence

.87

4. Supervisor value congruence

.85

5. Taking Charge

.8 8

6

. Voice Behavior

7. Performance
8

. Perceived Organizational Support

.90
.85
.90

9. Perceived Supervisor Support

.87

10. Procedural Justice

.8 8

11. Interpersonal Justice

.85

12.Perceived Subordinate Value Congruence

.82

13. Blue Color Preference - Employee

.8 6

14. Blue Color Preference - Supervisor

.8 8

15. Conscientiousness

.81

16. Need For Cognition

.81
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis
I assessed the structured of the two new constructs, organizational value
congruence and supervisor value congruence using AMOS version 19.0. The CFA results
generally indicated that the two-factor model provides an adequate fit to the data (i.e.,
SRMR = 0.05; CFI = 0.90; and Chi-square = 232.3, df = 53). Further, the two-factor
model provides a better fit than a one-factor model (SRMR = 0.07; CFI = 0.83; and Chisquare = 360.1, df = 54). These results supported the distinctiveness of organizational
value congruence and supervisor value congruence measures.
Testing Hypotheses - Regression
Main Effects and Mediation
Hypotheses
Main effects and mediation hypotheses were tested using hierarchical regression
analysis. To test the main effects hypotheses, the control variables were entered in the
first step and then the independent variable. To test the mediation hypotheses, the control
variables were entered in the first step, the main independent variable was entered in the
second step and then the mediator following the step outlined by Baron and Kenny
(1986). Hypothesis la predicted a positive relationship between employee proactive
personality and organizational value congruence such that employees high in proactive
personality would perceived higher value congruence with their organization. Regression
results provided support for this hypothesis (see Table 4.5). Employee proactive
personality accounted for 9 % of variance beyond that accounted by the control variables
and was significantly positively related to organizational value congruence (beta = .40,
p < .01). None o f the control variables was significantly related to organizational value
congruence.
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Table 4.5
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Organizational Value Congruence - Hypothesis la

Step
Variable
Beta
.01
1 Gender
Age
.01
Education
.02
Tenure
.01
Finance
.03
R2
.01
2
Gender
.10
Age
.05
Education
.02
Tenure
.01
Finance
.03
Employee proactive personality
.40**
R2
.10**
Qg**
Change in R2
Note: **p < .01. Unstandardized beta coefficients are reported.

Significant Level
.16
.96
.59
.65
.61
.55
.11
.65
.58
1.0
.96
.00
.00
.00

Hypothesis lb predicted a positive relationship between employee proactive
personality and supervisor value congruence such that employees high in proactive
personality would perceived higher value congruence with their supervisor. Regression
results provided support for Hypothesis lb (see Table 4.6). Employee proactive
personality accounted for

10

% of variance beyond that accounted by the control

variables and was significantly positively related to supervisor value congruence (beta =
.42, p < .01).
Hypothesis 2a predicted a positive relationship between employee proactive
personality and taking charge such that employees high in proactive personality would be
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more likely to engage in taking charge. Regression results provided support for
Hypothesis 2a (see Table 4.7). Employee proactive personality accounted for 13 % of
variance beyond that accounted by the control variables and was significantly positively
related to taking charge (beta = .45, p < .01).

Table 4.6
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Supervisor Value Congruence - Hypothesis lb
Step

Variable

Beta

Gender
.1 0
.04
Age
Education
.24
Tenure
.07
Finance
.2 2
R2
.0 1
2
Gender
.1 1
Age
.0 1
Education
.0 2
Tenure
.0 1
Finance
.06
42**
Employee proactive personality
j
]**
R2
io**
Change in R 2
Note: **p < .01. Unstandardized beta coefficients are reported.
1

Significant Level
.15
.78
.58
.64
.76
.40
.1 0

.50
.55
.97
.39
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0

82
Table 4.7
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Taking Charge - Hypothesis 2a

Variable
Beta
Gender
.03
.0 2
Age
Education
.03
.03
Tenure
Finance
.03
.26**
Need for Cognition
R2
. 1 2 **
2
Gender
.0 2
.08
Age
.04
Education
.0 1
Tenure
Finance
.0 1
Need for Cognition
.13**
4 5 **
Employee proactive personality
R2
.25**
. 1 2 **
Change in R 2
Note: **p < .01. Unstandardized beta coefficients are reported.
Step
1

Significant Level
.56
.87
.31
.81
.59
.0 0
.0 0

.75
.45
.26
.37
.95
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0

Hypothesis 2b predicted a positive relationship between employee proactive
personality and voice behavior such that employees high in proactive personality would
be more likely to engage in this behavior. The results of Step 2 (see Table 4.8) showed
that employee proactive personality was positively and significantly related to voice
behavior (beta = .31, p < .0 1 ) and explaining an additional four percent of the variance,
which supported Hypothesis 2b.
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Table 4.8
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Voice Behavior - Hypothesis 2b

Variable
Beta
Significant Level
.49
Gender
.05
.72
Age
.0 1
.82
Education
.0 1
.67
Tenure
.0 1
Finance
.0 1
.91
Need for Cognition
.0 0
.28**
10**
R2
.0 0
2
Gender
.0 1
.38
.0 1
.50
Age
Education
.0 1
.8 6
.0 1
.43
Tenure
.64
.03
Finance
Need for Cognition
.0 1
.18*
.31**
.0 0
Employee proactive personality
14**
R2
.0 0
04**
.0 0
Change in R
'tote: **p < .01. *p < .05. Unstandardized beta coefficients are reported.
Step
1

Hypotheses 3a and 3b concerned whether organizational value congruence
mediated the relationship between employee proactive personality and two dependent
variables - taking charge (Hypothesis 3a) and voice behavior (Hypothesis 3b). According
to Barron and Kenny (1984), four conditions must be satisfied to support a mediation
hypothesis: ( 1 ) the independent variable must be independently related to the dependent
variable (2) the independent variable must be related to the mediating variable, (3) the
mediator must be related to the independent variable, and (4) the effect of the
independent variable should fall to zero (full mediation) or be reduced (partial mediation)
when the mediator are entered. For Hypothesis 3a, the first and second conditions were
established with the support found for Hypotheses la and 2a. The information related to
the third and fourth conditions was presented in Table 4.9. The third step in Table 4.9
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shows that the mediator (i.e., organizational value congruence) was positively related to
taking charge. Finally, the fourth step demonstrates that the unstandardized beta
coefficient of employee proactive personality reduced from beta = .45 (p < .01) to b = .40
(p < .0 1 ) when employee proactive personality and organizational value congruence were
simultaneously entered into the regression. These results support at least a marginal
partial mediation effect of organizational value congruence on the relationship proactive
personality and taking charge. Therefore, Hypothesis 3a was partially supported.
The first two conditions to support Hypothesis 3b were satisfied through the
support of Hypotheses la and 2b. The last two conditions were established through the
information presented in Step 3 and Step 4 (see Table 4.10). Results in Step 3 revealed
that organizational value congruence was positively related to voice behavior. Also in
Step 4, the unstandardized beta coefficient of employee proactive personality dropped
from beta = .31 (p < .01) to beta = .23 (p < .01) when employee proactive personality and
organizational value congruence were simultaneously entered into the regression. These
results support the partial mediation effect of organizational value congruence on the
relationship between proactive personality and voice behavior. Thus, Hypothesis 3b was
supported.
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Table 4.9
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Mediation Effect o f Organizational Value
Congruence - Hypothesis 3a

Step

Variable

Beta
.03

Significant Level
.56
.87
.31
.81
.59

Gender
.2 0
Age
Education
.03
.03
Tenure
Finance
.03
.26**
.0 0
Need for Cognition
1
2
**
.0 0
R2
2
Gender
.0 2
.75
.0 1
.45
Age
.04
Education
.26
.0 1
Tenure
.37
.95
Finance
.03
Need for Cognition
. 1 2 **
.0 0
4 5 **
Employee proactive personality
.0 0
.0 0
R2
.25**
Change in R2(from step 1)
.13**
.0 0
Gender
3
.05
.35
Age
.0 2
.87
.24
Education
.03
.04
Tenure
.73
Finance
.0 2
.64
Need for Cognition
.23**
.0 0
Organizational value congruence
.2 0 **
.0 0
R2
.17**
.0 0
Change in R2(from step 1)
.05**
.0 0
4
Gender
.03
.58
Age
.0 1
.49
Education
.04
.2 2
Tenure
.0 1
.36
Finance
.03
.95
Need for Cognition
. 1 2 **
.0 0
4Q**
Employee proactive personality
.0 0
Organizational value congruence
. 2 0 **
.0 0
R2
.27**
.0 0
Change in R2(from step 2)
. 0 2 **
.0 0
Note: Dependent variable: Taking charge. **p < .01. *p < .05. Unstandardized beta
coefficients are reported.
1
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Table 4.10
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Mediation Effect o f Organizational Value
Congruence - Hypothesis 3b

Step

Variable

Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
Need for Cognition
R2
2
Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
Need for Cognition
Employee proactive personality
R2
Change in R2(from step 1)
Gender
3
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
Need for Cognition
Organizational value congruence
R2
Change in R 2 (from step 1)
4
Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
Need for Cognition
Employee proactive personality
Organizational value congruence
R2
Change in R (from step 2)
Note: Dependent variable: Voice. **p < .01. *p < .05.
are reported.
1

.0 0

Significant Level
.49
.73

.0 1

.8 8

.0 1

.67
.91

Beta
.05

.0 1

.28**
. 1 0 **
.06
.0 1
.0 1
.0 1

.03
.18**
2 j**
.14**
.04**
.05
.0 2

.03
.04
.0 2

.23**
.25**
.15**
.05**
.04
.0 1
.0 1
.0 1

.03
.18**
2 3 **

.0 0
.0 0

.38
.50
.87
.43
.64
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0

.35
.87
.24
.73
.64
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0

.57
.55
.78
.42
.64
.0 0
.0 0

.2 0 **
.0 0
.18**
.0 0
.04**
.0 0
Unstandardized beta coefficients
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Tables 4.11 and 4.12 exhibit the information to test Hypotheses 4a and 4b which
concern the mediation effects of supervisor value congruence on the relationships
between employee proactive personality and taking charge (4a) and voice behavior (4b).
The tests o f these two hypotheses paralleled the approach used to test Hypotheses 3a and
3b. The first two conditions were satisfied through the support of Hypotheses lb and 2a
(for Hypothesis 4a) and the support of Hypotheses lb and 2b (for Hypothesis 4b). The
third step in Table 4.11 shows that the mediator (i.e., supervisor value congruence)was
positively related to taking charge. Finally, Step 4 indicates that the unstandardized beta
coefficient of employee proactive personality dropped from beta = .45 (p < .01) to beta =
.41 (p < .0 1 ) when employee proactive personality and supervisor value congruence were
simultaneously entered into the regression. These results suggest the partial mediation
effect o f organizational value congruence on the relationships proactive personality and
taking charge which support Hypothesis 4a.
For Hypothesis 4b, the last two conditions were established through the
information presented in the third and the forth steps (see Table 4.12). Step 3 reveals that
supervisor value congruence was significantly positively related to voice behavior.
Finally, Step 4 indicates that, the unstandardized beta coefficient of employee proactive
personality dropped from beta = .31 (p < .01) to b = .25 (p < .01) when employee
proactive personality and organizational value congruence were simultaneously entered
into the regression. These results suggest the partial mediation effect of supervisor value
congruence on the relationships proactive personality and voice behavior. Thus,
Hypothesis 4b was supported.
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Table 4.11
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Mediation Effect o f Supervisor Value Congruence Hypothesis 4a

Significant Level
Variable
Beta
.56
Gender
.03
Age
.2 0
.87
.31
Education
.03
.81
.03
Tenure
.59
.03
Finance
Need for Cognition
.26**
.0 0
R2
. 1 2 **
.0 0
.0 2
2
Gender
.75
.45
.0 1
Age
.04
Education
.26
.0 1
.37
Tenure
.03
.95
Finance
Need for Cognition
. 1 2 **
.0 0
4 5 **
Employee proactive personality
.0 0
R2
.25**
.0 0
.0 0
.13**
Change in R2(from step 1)
3
Gender
.05
.35
.92
.0 1
Age
Education
.03
.37
Tenure
.04
.72
Finance
.03
.50
Need for Cognition
.2 2 **
.0 0
jg**
Supervisor value congruence
.0 0
j 7 **
Rf
.0 0
.05**
.0 0
Change in R 2 (from step 1)
4
Gender
.03
.57
.52
Age
.0 1
Education
.03
.30
Tenure
.0 1
.36
Finance
.94
.0 0
Need for Cognition
.1 2 *
.0 1
41**
Employee proactive personality
.0 0
Supervisor value congruence
. 1 2 **
.0 0
Rf
.27**
.0 0
Change in R2(from step 2)
. 0 2 **
.0 0
Note: Dependent variable: Taking Charge. **p < .01. *p < .05. Unstandardized beta
coefficients are reported.
Step

1
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Table 4.12
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Mediation Effect o f Organizational Value
Congruence - Hypothesis 4b

Step

Variable

Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
Need for Cognition
R2
Gender
2
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
Need for Cognition
Employee proactive personality
R2
Change in R (from step 1)
Gender
3
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
Need for Cognition
Supervisor value congruence
R2
Change in R2(from step 1)
4
Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
Need for Cognition
Employee proactive personality
Supervisor value congruence
Rf
Change in R2(from step 2)
Note: Dependent variable: Voice. **p < .01. *p < .05.
are reported.
1

.0 0

Significant Level
.49
.73

.0 1

.8 8

.0 1

.67
.91

Beta
.05

.0 1

.28**
.10**
.06
.0 1
.0 1
.0 1

.03
.18**
j j **
14**
.04**
.03
.0 0
.0 0
.0 1
.0 0

.24**
21**
14**
04**
.04
.0 1
.0 1
.0 1

.03
.18**
.25**
.20**
j j **

.0 0
.0 0

.38
.50
.87
.43
.64
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0

.69
.77
.98
.59
.99
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0

.00
.57
.55
.78
.42
.64
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0

.03**
.0 0
Unstandardized beta coefficients
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Hypothesis 5a proposed a positive relationship between organizational value
congruence and supervisor evaluation of performance. The results of regression analysis
in Table 4.13 support this hypothesis. Organizational value congruence was positively
associated with evaluation o f performance (beta = .14; p < .01), explaining an additional
three percent of the variance beyond that accounted for by the control variables.
Therefore, this hypothesis is supported.

Table 4.13
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Performance - Hypothesis 5a
Step

Variable

Beta

Gender
.0 1
Age
.0 1
Education
.0 0
.0 1
Tenure
Finance
.0 0
Conscientiousness
.37**
24**
R2
2
Gender
02
Age
.0 1
Education
.0 0
Tenure
.0 1
Finance
.0 1
Conscientiousness
.33**
Organizational value congruence
.14**
27**
R2
Change in R2
.03**
Note: **p < .01. Unstandardized beta coefficients are reported.
1

Significant Level
.75
.32
.96
.31
.93
.0 0
.0 0

.61
.31
.8 6

.37
.87
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0

Hypothesis 5b predicted a positive relationship between supervisor value
congruence and supervisor evaluation of performance such that employees perceiving a
high degree of value congruence with their supervisor would be likely to receive high
performance evaluations. This hypothesis received support at the significant level of
p < .01 as shown in Table 4.14 (beta = .12; p < .01). Supervisor value congruence also
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accounted for additional three percent of variance beyond that accounted by the control
variables.

Table 4.14
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Performance - Hypothesis 5b
Step

Variable

Beta

Gender
.0 1
Age
.0 1
Education
.0 0
Tenure
.0 1
Finance
.0 0
Conscientiousness
.37**
24**
R2
2
Gender
02
Age
.0 1
Education
.0 0
Tenure
.0 1
Finance
.0 1
Conscientiousness
.33**
Supervisor value congruence
.1 2 **
27**
Rf
Change in R2
.03**
Note: **p < .01. Unstandardized beta coefficients are reported.
1

Significant Level
.75
.32
.96
.31
.93
.0 0
.0 0

.61
.31
.8 6

.37
.87
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0

Hypotheses 6 a and 6 b proposed that taking charge (6 a) and voice (6 b) mediate the
relationships between organizational value congruence and employee performance. The
first two conditions were established in the previous supported hypotheses. Furthermore,
taking charge (see Table 4.15) and voice (see Table 4.16) were also shown to be
positively related to performance. Finally, the unstandardized beta coefficient of
organizational value congruence dropped when entered simultaneously in the regression
with taking charge (6 a) or simultaneously with voice (6 b). Similarly, Hypotheses 6 c and
6d

hypothesized that taking charge (6 c) and voice (6 d) would mediate the relationship
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between supervisor value congruence and employee performance. These hypotheses were
supported as shown in Table 4.17 and 4.18.
Testing Moderation Hypotheses
The moderation hypotheses were tested utilizing hierarchical regression analysis
following the steps outlined by Cohen et al. (2003). First, the control variables were
entered in the regression. Both the main independent variable and the moderator variable
were centered prior to creating the interaction term. Subsequently, both the main
independent variable and the moderator was entered and finally the interaction of the
main independent variable and the moderator. In order to provide a better indication of
the strength o f the every interaction that was found supported (i.e. the interaction was
found to be statistically significant; Champoux & Peters, 1980, 1987), I plotted the
interaction effects following Aiken & West’s (1991) suggested procedures. The high and
low values for the main independent variable and the moderator in every supported
interaction represent one standard deviation above and below the mean value for each
variable. Depicting the results in this way demonstrates clearly the interaction effect of
the two variables and presents the form of interaction across the “relevant range” of the
independent variable (Cohen et al. 2003).
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Table 4.15
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Mediation Effect o f Taking Charge - Hypothesis 6a

Step

Variable

Beta

Significant Level
.75
.32
.96
.31
.93

Gender
.0 1
Age
.0 1
Education
.0 0
Tenure
.0 1
Finance
.0 0
.0 0
Conscientiousness
.37**
24**
R2
.0 0
2
Gender
02
.61
Age
.0 1
.31
Education
.0 0
.8 6
Tenure
.0 1
.37
Finance
.0 1
.87
Conscientiousness
.33**
.0 0
14**
.0 0
Organizational value congruence
27**
R2
.0 0
.0 0
Change in R2(from step 1)
.02**
.69
Gender
.03
3
Age
.0 0
.77
Education
.0 0
.98
Tenure
.59
.0 1
Finance
.0 0
.99
Conscientiousness
.29**
.0 0
27**
Taking Charge
.0 0
R2
.0 0
.33**
09**
Change in R2(from step 1)
.00
4
Gender
.0 1
.89
Age
.0 1
.27
Education
.0 0
.84
Tenure
.0 1
.32
Finance
.0 2
.70
Conscientiousness
.0 0
.27**
Organizational value congruence
.10**
.0 1
Taking Charge
.25**
.0 0
R2
.35**
.0 0
Change in R2(from step 2)
.08**
.0 0
Note: Dependent variable: Performance. **p < .01. *p < .05. Unstandardized beta
coefficients are reported.
1
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Table 4.16
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Mediation Effect o f Voice - Hypothesis 6b

Step

Variable

Beta

Significant Level
.75
.32
.96
.31
.93

Gender
.0 1
.0 1
Age
Education
.0 0
.0 1
Tenure
Finance
.0 0
.37**
.0 0
Conscientiousness
24**
.0 0
R2
.61
2
Gender
02
.31
Age
.0 1
Education
.0 0
.8 6
.37
Tenure
.0 1
.0 1
.87
Finance
.0 0
Conscientiousness
.33**
.0 0
Organizational value congruence
.14**
27**
.0 0
R2
.03**
.0 0
Change in R 2
.69
Gender
.03
3
.77
Age
.0 0
.98
Education
.0 0
Tenure
.0 1
.59
Finance
.99
.0 0
.32**
.0 0
Conscientiousness
j p**
Voice Behavior
.0 0
R2
.31**
.0 0
07**
.0 0
Change in R2(from step 1)
4
Gender
.0 1
.89
Age
.0 1
.27
Education
.84
.0 0
Tenure
.0 1
.32
Finance
.0 2
.70
Conscientiousness
.27**
.0 0
Organizational value congruence
.0 1
.1 0 *
2 0 **
.0 0
Voice Behavior
32**
R2
.0 0
Change in R2(from step 2)
.05**
.0 0
'tote: Dependent variable: Performance. **p < .(31. *p < .05. Unstandardized beta
coefficients are reported.
1
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Table 4.17
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Mediation Effect o f Taking Charge - Hypothesis 6c

Beta
Significant Level
Variable
.0 1
.75
Gender
.32
.0 1
Age
.96
Education
.0 0
.31
Tenure
.0 1
.93
.0 0
Finance
.0 0
.37**
Conscientiousness
.0 0
.24**
R2
Gender
02
.61
2
.0 1
.31
Age
.8 6
.0 0
Education
.0 1
.37
Tenure
.0 1
.87
Finance
.0 0
Conscientiousness
.33**
1 2 **
.0 0
Supervisor value congruence
.27**
.0 0
Rf
.0 0
.03**
Change in R2(from step 1)
.69
.03
Gender
3
.77
Age
.0 0
.98
Education
.0 0
.59
Tenure
.0 1
Finance
.0 0
.99
.0 0
.29**
Conscientiousness
Taking Charge
.27**
.0 0
3 3 **
.0 0
R2
0Q**
.00
Change in R2(from step 1)
.89
4
Gender
.0 1
.27
.0 1
Age
.84
.0 0
Education
Tenure
.0 1
.32
Finance
.0 2
.70
.0 0
Conscientiousness
.27**
.07*
.0 1
Supervisor value congruence
.0 0
Taking Charge
.26**
.0 0
R2
.35**
Change in R2(from step 2)
.08**
.0 0
4ote: Dependent variable: Performance. **p <.(31. *p < .05. Unstandardized beta
coefficients are reported.
Step
1
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Table 4.18
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Mediation Effect o f Voice - Hypothesis 6d

Step

Significant Level
Variable
Beta
Gender
.0 1
.75
Age
.0 1
.32
Education
.0 0
.96
Tenure
.0 1
.31
.0 0
.93
Finance
.37**
.0 0
Conscientiousness
24**
R2
.0 0
2
Gender
02
.61
Age
.0 1
.31
Education
.0 0
.8 6
Tenure
.0 1
.37
Finance
.0 1
.87
.0 0
Conscientiousness
.33**
1 2 **
Supervisor value congruence
.0 0
Rf
.27**
.0 0
03**
.0 0
Change in R 2 (from step 1)
.03
.69
Gender
3
Age
.77
.0 0
Education
.0 0
.98
Tenure
.59
.0 1
.99
Finance
.0 0
.32**
.0 0
Conscientiousness
ig**
Voice Behavior
.0 0
R2
.31**
.0 0
Change in R 2 (from step 1)
.07**
.0 0
4
Gender
.0 1
.89
Age
.0 1
.27
Education
.0 0
.84
Tenure
.0 1
.32
Finance
.0 2
.70
Conscientiousness
.30**
.0 0
Supervisor value congruence
.0 1
.08*
j
j
*
*
Voice Behavior
.0 0
R2
.32**
.0 0
Change in R2(from step 2)
.05**
.0 0
'fote: Dependent variable: Performance. **p <.(31. *p < .05. Unstandardized beta
coefficients are reported.
1
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Tables 4.19 and 4.20 present the results of the analyses for H7a and H7b. The
results o f regression analysis supported Hypotheses 7a and 7b which proposed that
supervisor proactive personality moderate the relationships between employee proactive
personality and organizational value congruence (7a) and supervisor value congruence
(7b). The results in Tables 4.19 and 4.20 support these hypotheses as the interaction
between employee proactive and supervisor proactive personality was statistically
significant at p < .01. Figures 4.1 and 4.2 depict the form of the interaction.. For
Hypothesis 7a, when supervisor proactive personality was high the slope was
significantly positive (i.e., .32, p < .01) although the slope was negative when supervisor
proactive personality was low (i.e., -.19 (p < .01). For Hypothesis 7b, the regression slope
when supervisor proactive personality was high and low were .23 (p < .01) and .012
(p < .0 1 ), respectively.
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Table 4.19
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Moderation Effect o f Supervisor Proactive
Personality - Hypothesis 7a

Step Variables

Standardized Significant
Beta
Level
.0 1
.16
.0 1
.96
.59
.0 2
.0 1
.65
.03
.61
.0 1
.55

Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
R2
2
Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
Employee proactive personality
R2
Change in R
3
Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
Employee proactive personality
Supervisor proactive personality
R2
Change in R2(from Step 2)
4
Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
Employee proactive personality
Supervisor proactive personality
Employee proactive personality
X Supervisor proactive personality
R2
Change in R2(from Step 3)
Note: dependent variable: Organizational Value Congruence. **p
Standardized beta coefficients are reported.
1

.1 0

.1 1

.05

.65
.58
.65
.96

.0 2
.0 1

.03
.40**
. 1 0 **
09**
.09
.03
.0 2

.03
.04
.1 0 *
4 7 **
.29**
.2 0 **
.08
.04
.03
.03
.0 2

.13*
.46**
.2 0 **
.33**
.04**
< .01. *p < .05.

.0 0
.0 0
.0 0

.16
.96
.59
.65
.61
.04
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0

.16
.96
.59
.65
.61
.0 2
.0 0

.0 0
.0 0
.0 0
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Table 4.20
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Moderation Effect o f Supervisor Proactive
Personality - Hypothesis 7b

Step Variables
1

2

3

Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
R2
Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
Employee proactive personality
R2
Change in R
Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
Employee proactive personality
Supervisor proactive personality

Standardized
Beta
.1 0

.04
.24
.07
.2 2
.0 1
.1 1

.1 0

.0 1

.50
.55
.97
.39

.0 2
.0 1

.06
.42**
j]* *
. 1 0 **
.09
.03
.0 2

.03
.04
.1 2 *
40**
.2 2 **
j j **

Change in R2(from Step 2)
Gender
.08
.04
Age
Education
.03
Tenure
.03
Finance
.0 2
Employee proactive personality
.14*
.37**
Supervisor proactive personality
Employee proactive personality
.13*
X Supervisor proactive personality
R2
.24**
Change in R2(from Step 3)
. 0 2 **
Note: Dependent variable: Supervisor value congruence. **p < .01. *p < .05.
Standardized beta coefficients are reported.
4

Significant
Level
.15
.78
.58
.64
.76
.40

.0 0
.0 0
.0 0

.15
.78
.58
.64
.76
.04
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0
.1 0

.50
.55
.97
.39
.04
.0 0

.0 0
.0 0
.0 0
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The results for Hypotheses 8 , 9a and 9b are presented in Tables 4.21, 4.22 and
4.23, respectively. Contrary to my expectation, the results presented in Table 4.21
indicate that procedural justice does not moderate the relationship between employee
proactive personality and organizational value congruence. Similarly, interpersonal
justice failed to moderate the relationship between employee proactive personality and
organizational value congruence (H9a; Table 4.22) and supervisor value congruence
(H9b; Table 4.23). Thus, Hypotheses 8 , 9a and 9b were not supported.
Hypotheses 10a and 10b predicted that perceived organizational support would
moderate the relationship between organizational value congruence and taking charge
( 1 0 a) and voice behavior ( 1 0 b) such that employees perceiving high support from their
organization would be more likely to engage in proactive behavior (i.e. taking charge and
voice behavior) while employees perceiving low levels of support from the organization
would be less likely to engage in proactive behavior.. As expected, the results in Table
4.24 indicate that the interaction between organizational value congruence and perceived
organizational support was statistically significant at the p <

.0 1

level, thereby providing

support for Hypothesis 10a. Similarly, in Table 4.25, the interaction between
organizational value congruence and perceived organizational support was statistically
significant (p < .01), supporting Hypothesis 10b. Figures 4.3 and 4.4 depict the form of
the interactions supporting Hypotheses 10a and 10b. For Hypothesis 10a, the regression
slope when perceived organizational support was high and low were .36 (p < .01) and .10
(p < .01), respectively. For Hypothesis 10b, the regression slope when perceived
organizational support was high and low were .35 (p < .01) and .12 (p < .01),
respectively.
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Table 4.21
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Moderation Effect o f Procedural Justice Hypothesis 8

Step Variables
1

Standardized
Beta
.01
.01
.02
.01
.03

Significant
Level
.16
.96
.59
.65
.61
.55
.11
.65
.58
.65
.96
.00
.00
.00
.16
.96
.59
.65
.61
.20
.00
.00
.00
.16
.96
.59
.65
.61
.02
.00

Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
R2
.0 1
.10
2
Gender
Age
.05
Education
.02
.01
Tenure
Finance
.03
40**
Employee proactive personality
1
0 **
R2
op**
Change in R 2
Gender
.09
3
Age
.03
Education
.02
Tenure
.03
.04
Finance
Employee proactive personality
.1 1
Procedural Justice
.56**
R2
.40**
Change in R2(from Step 2)
.30**
4
Gender
.08
Age
.04
Education
.03
Tenure
.03
.02
Finance
Employee proactive personality
.1 1 *
Procedural Justice
.57**
Employee proactive personality
X Procedural Justice
.04
.39
R2
.40**
.00
•y
Change in R (from Step 3)
.0 0
Note: dependent variable: Organizational Value Congruence. **p < .01. *p < .05.
Standardized beta coefficients are reported
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Table 4.22
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Moderation Effect o f Interpersonal Justice Hypothesis 9a

Ste
P
1

Variables

Standardized
Beta
.01
.01
.02
.01
.03

Significant
Level
.16
.96
.59
.65
.61
.55
.11
.65
.58
.65
.96
.00
.00
.00
.11
.65
.58
.65
.96
.00
.00
.00
.00
.11
.65
.58
.65
.96
.00
.00

Gender
Age
Education
Tenure
Finance
R2
.0 1
.10
2
Gender
Age
.05
Education
.02
Tenure
.01
Finance
.03
4Q**
Employee proactive personality
io**
R2
gg**
Change in R
Gender
.09
3
Age
.03
Education
.02
Tenure
.03
Finance
.04
j j **
Employee proactive personality
Interpersonal Justice
.53**
.37**
R2
Change in R2(from Step 2)
.27**
4
Gender
.08
Age
.04
Education
.03
Tenure
.03
Finance
.02
.17**
Employee proactive personality
Interpersonal Justice
.53**
Employee proactive personality
X Interpersonal Justice
.74
.0 1
R2
.37**
.00
Change in R2(from Step 3)
.0 0
Note: dependent variable: Organizational Value Congruence. **p < .01. *]) < .05.
Standardized beta coefficients are reported
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Table 4.23
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Moderation Effect o f Interpersonal Justice Hypothesis 9b

Ste
P

Variables

Standardized
Beta

Gender
.1 0
.04
Age
Education
.24
.07
Tenure
.2 2
Finance
R2
.0 1
.1 1
2
Gender
.0 1
Age
.0 2
Education
.0 1
Tenure
Finance
.06
.42**
Employee proactive personality
R2
. 1 1 **
Change in R2
. 1 0 **
.09
3
Gender
Age
.03
Education
.0 2
.03
Tenure
.04
Finance
Employee proactive personality
.15*
.53**
Interpersonal Justice
.36**
R2
Change in R2(from Step 2)
.25**
Gender
.08
4
.04
Age
Education
.03
Tenure
.03
Finance
.0 2
Employee proactive personality
.15**
Interpersonal Justice
.52**
Employee proactive personality
X Interpersonal Justice
.0 0
R2
.36**
Change in R2(from Step 3)
.0 0
sfote: Dependent variable: Supervisor value congruence. **p < .01. *p < .05.
Standairdized beta coefficients are reported
1

Significant
Level
.15
.78
.58
.64
.76
.40
.1 0

.50
.55
.97
.39
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0

.15
.78
.58
.64
.76
.0 1
.0 0
.0 0
.0 0
.1 0

.50
.55
.97
.39
.0 0
.0 0

.97
.0 0
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Table 4.24
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Moderation Effect o f Perceived Organizational
Support - Hypothesis 10a

Standardized Beta Significant Level
Step Variables
Gender
.0 2
.56
1
.8 8
05
Age
.32
Education
.06
.82
Tenure
.03
.03
.59
Finance
24**
.0 0
Need for Cognition
. 1 2 **
.0 0
R2
.09
.36
Gender
2
.03
.8 8
Age
.24
Education
.05
.0 2
.73
Tenure
.65
.05
Finance
.30*
.0 0
Need for Cognition
.23**
.0 0
Organizational value congruence
jy * *
R2
.0 0
.05**
.0 0
Change in R2 (from Step 1)
.09
.37
Gender
3
.03
.8 6
Age
.0 2
.27
Education
Tenure
.03
.67
.04
.65
Finance
Need for Cognition
.30**
.0 0
.16*
.0 2
Organizational value congruence
.1 1 *
.04
Perceived Organizational Support
.0 0
R2
.18**
. 0 1 **
.0 0
Change in R2(ffom Step 2)
Gender
.08
.34
Age
.04
.6 6
4
•t
.24
Education
.03
Tenure
.03
.61
.0 2
Finance
.49
.29*
.0 0
Need for Cognition
Organizational value congruence
.2 0 *
.0 0
.16*
.0 2
Perceived Organizational Support
Organizational value congruence
.18**
X Perceived Organizational Support
.0 0
2 0 **
R2
.0 0
. 0 2 **
Change in R2(from Step 3)
.0 0
Note: dependent variable: Taking Charge. **p < .01. *p < .05. Standardized beta
coeffic ients are reported
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Table 4.25
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Moderation Effect o f Perceived Organizational
Support - Hypothesis 10b

Step Variables
Standardized Beta
Significant Level
1
Gender
.0 2
.49
Age
05
.73
Education
.06
.8 8
Tenure
.03
.67
Finance
.03
.91
Need for Cognition
.31**
.0 0
R2
. 1 0 **
.0 0
2
Gender
.09
.71
Age
.03
.72
Education
.05
.77
Tenure
.0 2
.59
Finance
.05
.83
Need for Cognition
.27*
.0 0
24**
Organizational value congruence
.0 0
R2
.15**
.0 0
Change in R2(from Step 1)
.05**
.0 0
Gender
3
.09
.69
Age
.03
.71
Education
.0 2
.82
Tenure
.03
.53
Finance
.04
.82
Need for Cognition
.27**
.0 0
Organizational value congruence
.0 2
.16*
Perceived Organizational Support
.1 2 *
.04
R2
.16**
.0 0
Change in R2(from Step 2)
. 0 1 **
.0 0
Gender
.08
.72
Age
.04
.54
4*T
Education
.03
.78
Tenure
.03
.48
Finance
.0 2
.99
Need for Cognition
.25**
.0 0
Organizational value congruence
.2 0 **
.0 0
Perceived Organizational Support
.16*
.0 2
Organizational value congruence
X Perceived Organizational Support
.16*
.0 0
R2
.18**
.0 0
Change in R2(from Step 3)
. 0 2 **
.0 0
Note: Dependent variable: Voice Behavior. **p < .01. *p < .05. Standardized beta
coefficients are reported
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The results of regression analysis supported Hypotheses 11a and lib which
proposed that perceived supervisor support would moderate the relationships between
supervisor value congruence and taking charge (HI la) and voice behavior (HI lb).
Tables 4.26 and 4.27 present the results of these analyses. The results indicate that the
interaction between supervisor value congruence and perceived supervisor support was
statistically significant at the p < .01 level. Figures 4.5 and 4.6 depict the form of the
interactions. For Hypothesis 1la, the regression slope when perceived supervisor support
was high and low were .43 (p < .01) and .15 (p < .01), respectively. For Hypothesis 1lb,
the regression slope when perceived supervisor support was high and low were .34
(p < .01) and .09 (p < .01), respectively.
Hypothesis 12a and 12b predicted that perceived subordinate value congruence
would moderate the relationship between taking charge ( 1 0 a) and supervisor evaluation
o f performance and the relationship between voice behavior ( 1 0 b) and supervisor
evaluation of performance such that when supervisors perceived high value congruence
with their subordinates there would be a positive relationship between behavior and
performance and when supervisors did not perceive there to be congruent values with
their subordinate, the relationship would be less positive. As expected, the results in
Table 4.28 indicate that the interaction between perceived subordinate value congruence
and taking charge is statistically significant at the p < .05 - level which provides support
for Hypothesis 12a. Similarly, in Table 4.29, the interaction between perceived
subordinate value congruence and voice behavior was statistically significant (p < .05)
supporting Hypothesis 12b. Figures 4.7 and 4.8 depict the form of these interactions. For
Hypothesis 12a, the regression slopes when perceived organizational support was high
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and low were .63 (p < .05) and .33 (p < .05), respectively. For Hypothesis 12b, the
regression slopes when perceived organizational support was high and low were .50
(p < .05) and .21 (p < .05), respectively.
Testing Hypotheses - Structural Equation Modeling
Testing Mediation Hypotheses
Hypotheses 4a and 4b proposed that organizational value congruence would
mediate the relationship between employee proactive personality and both taking charge
(4a) and voice. These hypotheses were retested using structural equation modeling
(AMOS 19.0). Four alternative models would be tested. Model 1 consisted only three
pathways from employee proactive personality to organizational value congruence, from
organizational value congruence to taking charge, and from organizational value
congruence to voice behavior. This model depicted the fully mediation hypotheses.
Model 2 and Model 3 added pathways from employee proactive personality to either
taking charge or voice behavior, respectively. Model 4 consisted of all pathways in
Models 1, 2 and 3 that predict the partial mediation effect of organizational value
congruence on the relationship between employee proactive personality and proactive
behavior (i.e. taking charge and voice behavior). In all models, because taking charge and
voice behavior had high correlation efficient (.69), these two variables were correlated in
the analysis.
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Table 4.26
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Moderation Effect o f Perceived Supervisor Support
- Hypothesis 11a

Step Variables
Standardized Beta
Significant Level
1
Gender
.0 2
.56
.8 8
Age
05
Education
.32
.06
Tenure
.03
.82
Finance
.03
.59
.34**
Need for Cognition
.0 0
12**
R2
.0 0
2
Gender
.09
.35
.92
Age
.03
Education
.05
.37
Tenure
.0 2
.73
Finance
.05
.51
Need for Cognition
.0 0
.30*
Supervisor value congruence
.23**
.0 0
jy**
R2
.0 0
Change in R2(from Step 1)
.05**
.0 0
3
Gender
.09
.37
.03
.92
Age
Education
.0 2
.36
.72
Tenure
.03
.04
.54
Finance
30**
Need for Cognition
.0 0
Supervisor value congruence
.21**
.0 0
.04
.59
Perceived Supervisor Support
jy**
R2
.0 0
Change in R2(from Step 2)
.00
Gender
.08
.33
Age
.04
.90
4
Education
.03
.36
Tenure
.03
.85
Finance
.0 2
.42
Need for Cognition
.29**
.0 0
Supervisor value congruence
.24**
.0 0
Perceived Supervisor Support
.10
.18
Supervisor value congruence
X Perceived Supervisor Support
.0 0
.20**
R2
.20**
.0 0
Change in R2(from Step 3)
.03**
.0 0
Note: Dependent variable: Taking Charge. **p < .01. *p < .05. Standardized beta
coeffic ients are reported
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Table 4.27
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Moderation Effect o f Perceived Supervisor Support
- Hypothesis l i b

Standardized Beta
Significant Level
Step Variables
.0 2
.49
1
Gender
.73
05
Age
Education
.06
.8 8
.03
.67
Tenure
.03
Finance
.91
.0 0
Need for Cognition
.31**
1
0
**
R2
.0 0
.69
2
.09
Gender
.03
.77
Age
.98
Education
.05
Tenure
.0 2
.59
.99
Finance
.05
.27*
.0 0
Need for Cognition
2 1 **
.0 0
Supervisor value congruence
14**
.0 0
Rf
04**
Change in R 2 (from Step 1)
3
Gender
.09
.64
.74
Age
.03
.94
Education
.0 2
.03
.57
Tenure
.89
Finance
.04
.27**
.0 0
Need for Cognition
.04
Supervisor value congruence
.15*
Perceived Supervisor Support
.15
.15
R2
.0 0
. 1 0 **
Change in R2(from Step 2)
. 0 1 **
.0 0
Gender
.08
.6 8
.04
Age
.73
4
Education
.03
.94
Tenure
.03
.6 8
Finance
.0 2
.98
Need for Cognition
.27**
.0 0
.17*
Supervisor value congruence
.0 2
Perceived Supervisor Support
.04
.15*
Supervisor value congruence
X Perceived Supervisor Support
.16**
.0 0
R2
.17**
.0 0
Change in R2(from Step 3)
. 0 2 **
.0 0
Note: dependent variable: Voice Behavior, **p < .01. *p < .05. Stanc ardized beta
coeffic ients are reported.
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Table 4.28
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Moderation Effect o f Perceived Subordinate Value
Congruence - Hypothesis 12a

Step Variables
Standardized Beta Significant Level
.75
1
Gender
.0 2
05
.32
Age
Education
.06
.96
Tenure
.03
.31
.03
.93
Finance
.49**
Conscientiousness
.0 0
24**
.0 0
R2
Gender
.09
.98
2
.03
.27
Age
Education
.05
.75
.0 2
.27
Tenure
Finance
.05
.73
.27*
.0 0
Conscientiousness
.38**
.0 0
Taking Charge
R2
.0 0
io**
.0 0
Change in R2(from Step 1)
Gender
.09
.96
3
Age
.03
.29
.74
Education
.0 2
.03
.27
Tenure
Finance
.04
.76
Conscientiousness
.38**
.0 0
.32**
.0 0
Taking Charge
Perceived Subordinate Value Congruence
.08
.1 2
R2
.34**
.0 0
Change in R2(from Step 2)
.0 0
Gender
.08
.90
.04
.29
4“T Age
Education
.03
.78
Tenure
.03
.26
Finance
.0 2
.73
Conscientiousness
.34**
.0 0
Taking Charge
.35*
.0 0
Perceived Subordinate Value Congruence
.08+
.09
Taking Charge X Perceived Subordinate
Value Congruence
.1 1 *
.03
R2
.36**
.0 0
Change in R2(from Step 3)
. 0 2 **
.0 0
Note: Dependent variable: Performance. **p < .01. *p < .05. +p < .1 . Standardized beta
coefficients were reported.
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Table 4.29
Result o f Hierarchical Regression fo r Moderation Effect o f Perceived Subordinate Value
Congruence - Hypothesis 12b

Step Variables
Standardized Beta Significant Level
.0 2
.75
1
Gender
.32
05
Age
Education
.06
.96
Tenure
.03
.31
Finance
.03
.93
4 9 **
.0 0
Conscientiousness
.24**
.0 0
R2
.64
.09
2
Gender
.26
Age
.03
.05
.99
Education
Tenure
.0 2
.25
.05
.92
Finance
.0 0
Conscientiousness
.43*
27**
Voice Behavior
.0 0
R2
.31**
.0 0
.07**
Change in R 2 (from Step 1)
.0 0
3
Gender
.09
.58
Age
.03
.28
Education
.0 2
.98
.03
.24
Tenure
.04
.95
Finance
42**
Conscientiousness
.0 0
Voice Behavior
.25**
.0 0
Perceived Subordinate Value Congruence
.1 1 *
.03
R2
.32**
.0 0
Change in R2(from Step 2)
. 0 1 **
.0 0
Gender
.08
.59
.04
.24
4*T Age
Education
.94
.03
Tenure
.03
.2 1
Finance
.0 2
.97
3 9 **
Conscientiousness
.0 0
Voice Behavior
.27*
.0 0
Perceived Subordinate Value Congruence
.1 1 '
.0 2
Voice Behavior X Perceived Subordinate
Value Congruence
.1 1 *
.03
R2
.33**
.0 0
Change in R2(from Step 3)
. 0 1 **
.0 0
Note: Dependent variable: Performance. **p < .01. *p < .05. +p < .1 . Standardized beta
coefficients were reported.
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Table 4.30 presented the results for Models 1, 2, 3 and 4. The comparisons of
Model 4 with other models indicated that the chi-square differences significant at .01
level (ldf) and that Model 4 provided better fit indices than those of other models.
Figure 4.9 shows the completely standardized estimates for the pathways in Model 4
which were all significant at .01 or .05 level supporting Hypotheses 1 to 4b.

Table 4.30
Results o f Structural Equation Modeling - Hypothesis 4a and 4b
Model
2

Df
460
459

X2
1477.11
1426.42

X2 /df
3.21
3.11

3

459

1475.35

3.21

4

458

1408.48

3.00

1

Ax2(ldf)

SRMR
.08

CFI
.79
.80

.1

.79

.06

.81

.1

50.69**
(Model 2 vs. Model 1)
1.76
(Model 3 vs. Model 1)
17.94**
Model 4 vs. Model 2

Slote: **p < .01. *p < . 35.
Taking
Charge

.46*
Organizational
Value
Congruence

Employee
Proactive
Personality
.28**

Voice
Behavior

Figure 4.9

Pathway Estimates fo r Hypothesized Model - Hypotheses 4a and 4b

Note: Structural pathway estimates are completely standardized coefficients. **p < .01.
*p < .05.
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Hypotheses 5a and 5b were tested using the same approach for. Hypotheses 4a
and 4b. Four models were contrasted to test Hypotheses 5a and 5b. Model 1 consisted
only three pathways from employee proactive personality to supervisor value
congruence, from supervisor value congruence to taking charge, and from supervisor
value congruence to voice behavior. This model depicted the fully mediated hypotheses.
Model 2 and Model 3 added pathways from employee proactive personality to either
taking charge or voice behavior, respectively. Model 4 consisted all pathways in Models
1, 2 and 3 that predict the partial mediation effect of supervisor value congruence on the
relationship between employee proactive personality and proactive behavior (i.e. taking
charge and voice behavior). Similarly to the process of testing Hypotheses 4a and 4b,
taking charge and voice behavior were correlated in the analysis.
Table 4.31 presented the results for Models 1, 2, 3 and 4 testing Hypotheses 5a
and 5b. The comparisons o f Model 4 with other models indicated chi-square differences
significant at .01 level (ldf) and that Model 4 provided better fit indices than those of
other models . Figure 4.10 shows the completely standardized estimates for the pathways
in Model 4 which were all significant at .01 or .05 level supporting Hypotheses 5a and
5b.
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Table 4.31
Results o f Structural Equation Modeling - Hypothesis 5a and 5b

2

Df
460
459

1442.90
1441.10

x2 /d f
3.14
3.14

3

459

1394.10

3.03

4

458

1374.53

3.00

Model
1

*2

A*2(ldf)

SRMR
.1 0

CFI
.79
.80

.08

.80

.06

.81

.1 0

1.80
(Model 2 vs. Model 1)
48.8**
(Model 3 vs. Model 1)
19.57**
(Model 4 vs. Model 3)

Note: **p < .01. *p < . 35.

Taking
Charge
.52**
.54*
Supervisor
Value
Congruence

Employee
Proactive
Personality
.29**

Voice
Behavior

Figure 4.10 Pathway Estimates fo r Hypothesized Model - Hypotheses 5a and 5b
Note: Structural pathway estimates are completely standardized coefficients. **p < .01.
*p < .05.

Hypotheses 6 a and 6 b predicted that taking charge (6 a) and voice behavior (6 b)
would mediate the relationship between organizational value congruence and
performance. These hypotheses were tested by contrasting two alternative models. The
first model included pathways from organizational value congruence to proactive
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behavior (i.e. taking charge and voice behavior) and pathways from proactive behavior to
performance. The second model adds a pathway from organizational value congruence to
performance. The results indicated that the second model provided a statistically
significant chi-square difference (A%2 = i2.6, df = 1, p <01) supporting the partial
mediation hypotheses. Figure 4.11 showed the completely standardized estimates for the
pathways in the second model which were all significant at

.0 1

lelve except the pathway

from organizational value congruence to voice behavior. Thus, Hypothesis 6 a received
support but Hypothesis 6 b was not supported.

Taking
Charge

.42**

Organizational
Value
Congruence

Performance

.32**

.02
Voice
Behavior

Figure 4.11 Pathway Estimates fo r Hypothesized Model - Hypotheses 6 a and 6 b.
Note: Structural pathway estimates are completely standardized coefficients. **p < .01.
*p < .05.
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Hypotheses 6 c and 6 d predicted that taking charge (6 a) and voice behavior (6 b)
would mediate the relationship between supervisor value congruence and performance.
These hypotheses were tested by contrasting two alternative models. The first model
included pathways from supervisor value congruence to proactive behavior (i.e. taking
charge and voice behavior) and pathways from proactive behavior to performance. The
second model add a pathway from supervisor value congruence to performance. The
results indicate that the second model provided a statistically significant improvement in
fit (A # = 10.4, df = 1, p < .01) supporting the partial mediation hypotheses. Figure 4.12
showed the completely standardized estimates for the pathways in the second model
which were all significant at

.0 1

level except the pathway from organizational value

congruence to voice behavior. Thus, Hypothesis 6 c received support but Hypothesis 6 d
was not supported.

Taking
Charge
.31**
Organizational
Value
Congruence

Performance

.30**

.03
Voice
Behavior

Figure 4.12 Pathway Estimates fo r Hypothesized Model - Hypotheses 6 c and 6 d
Note: Structural pathway estimates are completely standardized coefficients. **p < .01.
*p < .05.
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Testing the Full Hypothesized Model
Structural equation modeling was employed to test the full hypothesized model.
As all the previous regression and structural analyses supported partial mediation
hypotheses, I only tested the full model that consisted additional pathways from
employee proactive personality to proactive behavior (i.e. voice behavior and taking
charge) and from value congruence (i.e. organizational and supervisor) to performance.
Similarly to the approach used to test previous hypotheses, organizational value
congruence and supervisor value congruence were correlated in the analysis; taking
charge and voice behavior were also correlated because of their high correlation
coefficients. This model had a CFI of .77, a SRMR of .09 and a Chi-square of 2596.1 (df
= 932). Figure 4.13 presented the completely standardized estimates for all pathways in
the full hypothesized model in which all pathways from value congruence to proactive
behavior were non-significant. Therefore, the full hypothesized model was not supported.

Organizational
Value
Congruence

Taking
Charge

NS

NS

NS

.28**

Performance

Employee
Proactive
Personality

>NS
.28**

.73**
NS
NS

Supervisor
Value
Congruence

Voice
Behavior
NS

Figure 4.13 Pathway Estimates fo r the Hypothesized Model
Note: Structural pathway estimates are completely standardized coefficients. **p < .01. *p < .05. NS = Non Significant
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Post Hoc Analysis - Testing the Full Hypothesized Model
One possible explanation for the non-significant relationships in Figure 4.13
between value congruence (i.e. organizational and supervisor) and proactive behavior
(i.e. taking charge and voice behavior) is that the high correlation between organizational
value congruence and supervisor value congruence as well as the high correlation
between taking charge and voice behavior. The estimated correlation in structural
equation modeling analysis of the two value congruence variables was .76 and that of the
two proactive behavior variables was .73. Therefore, the relationships among them may
be affected by these high correlation and it is almost impossible to isolate the single
effect of each variable in these relationships. Furthermore, the higher correlations among
these variables suggest that I may combine the two value congruence variables in one
variable and combine taking charge and voice behavior in one variable and then retest the
full hypothesized model. Doing that is equivalent to testing the general hypothesis that
value congruence and proactive behavior are two consecutive mediators in the
relationship between employee proactive personality and performance.
Four alternative models were assessed the preceding general hypothesis. Model 1
consisted only direct pathways from employee proactive personality to value congruence,
from value congruence to proactive behavior and from proactive behavior to
performance. Models 2 and 3 added an additional pathway from employee proactive
personality to proactive behavior and an additional pathway from value congruence to
performance, respectively. Model 4 included all pathways in Models 1, 2,
proposing the partial mediation effects of value congruence and proactive behavior.

and 3
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Table 4.32 presented the results for Models 1, 2, 3 and 4 testing the full
hypothesized model. The comparisons of Model 4 with other models indicated that the
chi-square differences significant at .01 level (ldf) and that Model 4 provided better fit
indices than those o f other models . Figure 4.14 shows the completely standardized
estimates for the pathways in Model 4 which were all significant at .01 level supporting
the full hypothesized model.

Table 4.32
Results o f Structural Equation Modeling - Retest the Full Hypothesized Model
Model

Df

X2/df
3.10
3.10

2

942
941

X*
2879.40
2833.10

3

941

2864.80

3.03

4

940

2810.13

2.99

1

A /2 (ld f)
46.30**
(Model 2 vs. Model 1)
14.60**
(Model 3 vs. Model 1)
22.97**
(Model 4 vs. Model 2)

SRMR

CFI

.1 0

.08

.73
.74

.09

.73

.07

.74

Note: **p< .01. *P<- 35.

Value
Congruence
**

Employee
Proactive
Personality

Performance

Proactive
Behavior

Figure 4.14 Pathway Estimates fo r the Full Hypothesized Model
Note: Structural pathway estimates are completely standardized coefficients. **p < .01.

125
Controlling for Common Method Variance
At the beginning, I planned to use CFA marker technique to detect and correct for
the common method variance. However, there was strong evidence to support the
conclusion that common method variance was not a serious issue in this study.
Consequently, a CFA marker post-hoc analysis was not necessary. First, in every
regression analysis, the independent variables and dependent variables were collected
from different sources (i.e. from employees and from supervisors). This was one of the
most effective ways to control for common method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie &
Podsakoff,, 2003). Second, the marker variables included in both employee and
supervisor surveys showed no statistically significant relationship with any variables in
this study. According to Richardson et al. (2009), the logic behind the marker is that,
because it should be theoretically unrelated to one of the substantive variables, any
observed correlation between the two cannot be due to a true relationship and, thus, must
be due to something else the variables have in common (i.e., common method variance).
Therefore, finding that there are no statistically significant relationships between the
marker variables and other study variables indicates that the data is unlikely to be
contaminated by common method variance. Finally, because quadratic and interaction
effects cannot be artifacts of common method variance (Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 2010;
Evan, 1985), results of moderation analysis in this study may be interpreted without
concern about common method variance. In sum, there is strong evidence to support the
notion that common method variance does not substantially influence the results and a
CFA marker post hoc analysis was not required.

CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION
This chapter highlights the findings from the empirical analyses presented in
Chapter IV, discusses the theoretical and managerial implications as well as the
limitations of the study and offers potential areas for future research.
The first objective o f this dissertation is to empirically test the process model
developed by Parker et al. (2010) concerning the process through which proactive
personality leads to performance. Specifically, this dissertation aimed to test the
mediation effects of two motivational variables (i.e., organizational value congruence and
supervisor value congruence) on the relationship between proactive personality and
proactive behavior (i.e., taking charge and voice behavior). In order to test these
mediation effects, two scales were developed. The 6-item organizational value
congruence scale assessed the employee's perception of value congruence with the
organization and the 6-item supervisor value congruence scale assessed the employee's
perception of work value congruence with the supervisor. The results of explanatory
factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis and regression analysis supported the
discriminant and predictive validity of both scales. This dissertation also aimed to test the
mediation effects o f proactive behavior on the relationship between value congruence and
supervisor evaluation o f performance.

126

127
In general, the results of this study provide some support for the view that
proactive personality has its effect upon performance due to its influence upon motivation
states and proactive behavior (e.g., Parker et al., 2010). The results of both regression
and structural equation modeling analyses supported partial, rather than full mediation
effects for each of the hypothesized mediators. Indeed, in some cases, the indications of a
mediating effect were quite small. Even so, these findings are reasonable as theory and
research indicate that there are other motivational states that contribute to the proactive
employee's motivation to engage in proactive behavior such as self-efficacy (Brown et
al., 2006), breadth self-efficacy, flexible role orientation and felt responsibility for
constructive change (Parker et al., 2006; Fuller et al., 2006). Furthermore, the concept of
value congruence in this study also represents the perception of fit (e.g., personal organizational fit and person - supervisor fit) and research has found that beside proactive
behavior, perception o f fit contributes to performance through job satisfaction,
organizational commitment and LMX (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Therefore, perception
o f value congruence and proactive behavior in this study are only two among many
mechanisms that serve as bridges in the proactive personality and performance process.
These findings also provide an appealing explanation for the fact that most structural
equation modeling analyses only satisfied two of the three fit indices (e.g., Chi-square/df
and SRMR) and all CFI values were below .90. According to Kline (2005), one of the
most important reasons that reduce the model fit is the omission of causes that are
correlated with other variables in a structural model. Because in this study many other
established mediators were not included in the analysis, the low CFI values were
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acceptable and the results of structural analysis, in general, supported the study
hypotheses.
The results of structural equation modeling did not provide support for the
mediation effects of a specific proactive behavior - voice behavior when this behavior
and taking charge were simultaneously included in the analysis. In contrast, when voice
behavior was included in the regression analysis without the presence of taking charge,
the mediation effects of this variable were supported. A post hoc structural analysis that
only included voice behavior also supported its mediation effect. One possible
explanation is that because the high correlation between these behavior (.73), the effects
o f one variable in the structural model might be affected by the other. Furthermore, the
supervisors in this study may prefer taking charge over voice behavior. The reason is that
Vietnamese managers does not favor subordinates who usually question or challenge the
decision made by higher level managers but would like to see the real behavior that
benefits the organization. Thus, when simultaneously evaluated with taking charge, voice
behavior may not contribute to supervisor evaluation of performance.
The second purpose of this study is to examine the contextual factors that may
impact the proactive personality - performance process. In general, the majority of
moderation hypotheses received support. The additional of variance accounted for by
most o f the interaction terms ranged from one to three percent which was consistent with
the typical amount of incremental explained variance reported in most field studies
(McClelland & Judd, 1993).
Supervisor proactive personality was found to moderate the relationships between
employee proactive personality and value congruence (both with organization and
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supervisor). Interestingly, the results indicated a positive relationship between employee
proactive personality and perception of value congruence when supervisor proactive
personality was high but a negative relationship when the moderator was low. These
results suggest that the match between supervisor and employee personality is extremely
important to the proactive employee's perception of fit.
The results did not give support for the moderating effects of procedural justice
and interpersonal justice on the relationships between employee proactive personality and
perception o f value congruence. One possible explanation of these results is that and
employee with high proactive personality believes that he or she is personally obligated
to bring about constructive change (Fuller et al., 2006); therefore, he or she considers the
unfair procedures or interpersonal treatment as the common challenges he or she needs to
overcome to bring about constructive change rather than as a cause to reduce the
perception of value congruence.
Support was found for the moderating effects of perceived organizational and
supervisor support on the relationship between the two identified motivational variables
and proactive behavior. The relationships between identified motivations and proactive
behavior were stronger when proactive employee perceived high support from
organization and supervisor and were weaker but still positive when perceived support
was low. These results were consistent with the framework of Blumberg and Pringle
(1982) which proposed that the interaction among ability, motivation and opportunity
would influence performance.
Finally, perceived subordinate value congruence was found to affect the
relationship between subordinate's proactive behavior and supervisor evaluation of
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subordinate’s performance. The results revealed that proactive behavior positively
contributed to supervisor o f evaluation of performance and this relationship would be
stronger when perceived subordinate value congruence was high and weaker but still
positive when perceived subordinate value congruence was low. The supports of these
hypotheses suggest that high perceived subordinate value congruence made the
supervisor easier to accept the value of a subordinate's proactive behavior and thus, was
more likely to give him or her higher performance evaluation. This finding is consistent
with performance theory (Campbell, 1990) which proposes that the evaluation of
proactive behavior requires a judgment of the “utility,” or the value of that behavior.

Contributions
This dissertation offers several important contributions. First, this study
contributes to the emerging understanding of proactive motivation by examining one type
of proactive motivation that has never been studied in proactivity-related research: value
congruence. Proactive motivational states are generally considered to be the most
proximal influence upon proactive behavior and therefore critical to understanding how
to cultivate that behavior (Bindl & Parker, 2011; Grant & Ashford, 2008; Parker, et al.,
2010). By introducing the concept of value congruence as a proactive motivation
construct, this study provides new insight into our understanding of why people with
proactive personalities engage in proactive behavior. The supported mediation
hypotheses indicated that proactive employees engage in proactive behavior through a
belief that there is a congruence between their core values and those of their organization.
These findings addresses the issue raised by Li et al. (2010) that the set of mediators
studied in the proactivity literature fails to fully capture relational linkages in the
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workplace. Also by introducing the new type of proactive motivational state, I have
answered the call for research that more clearly determine “the motivational processes
that move people with proactive personality to take personal initiative in enacting
positive change” (Fuller et al., 2010: 48). Further, this study answers the call for more
research that examines the extent to which multiple proactive behaviors independently
influence outcome variables like performance (cite Bolino et al., 2010 or 2011 I think).
The results o f the present study indicate that voice behavior is not related to performance
when taking charge is taken into account. This finding is particularly important given the
amount o f research devoted to voice behavior and the general conclusion that it is linked
to performance.
Second, this study contributes to our understanding about the impact of situational
factors on the proactive personality - proactive behavior process. I found that supervisor
proactive personality moderated the relationship between employee proactive personality
and supervisor value congruence. This result contributes to the literature by extending
prior research that has shown that proactive personality congruence influences the quality
of the social exchange relationship between the supervisor and subordinate (Zhang et al.
2012) by linking proactive personality congruence with underlying mechanism that was
discussed, but not measured in Zhang et al.’s research. That is, the present research
finding explains why proactive personality congruence should be related to leadermember exchange and thus confirms the theoretical foundation Zhang et al. used to frame
their research. Also, the support for Hypotheses 9 and 10 indicate that support from
organization and supervisors enhance the relationship between value congruence and
proactive behavior. These findings contribute to the literature by showing that contextual
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factors may serve to enhance the relationship between value congruence and proactive
behavior. Consequently, the present research provides evidence that person-environment
fit provides a foundation for proactivity, but this foundation must be supplemented by
support if fit is to contribute to proactive behavior. Finally, this study also contributes to
the proactivity literature by providing new insight on how proactive behavior is likely to
be evaluated. In general, the empirical findings support the proposition of Grant et al.
(2009) that “supervisors’ beliefs about the value of proactive behaviors will moderate the
proactivity-performance relationship” (p. 52). This study goes beyond previous research
that has explored single supervisor or subordinate characteristics as explanatory
mechanisms for explaining variation in the relationship beyond proactive behavior and
performance by showing that it is the shared characteristics of subordinate and supervisor
that account for the results o f prior research. By taking a value congruence approach, I
found that supervisors who believe they share similar work values with a subordinate
tend to be more receptive to that subordinate’s change-related behavior and that
receptivity is reflected in higher performance evaluations. Thus, this dissertation also
contributes to the literature by meeting the call for examining contextual moderators of
the proactive behavior-performance relationship (e.g., Bindl & Parker, 2011; Kim, Cable,
Kim, & Wang, 2009) and the call for investigating the impact of supervisor-subordinate
fit on the evaluation o f proactive behavior (Fuller et al., 2012).
Finally, the implications arising from this dissertation offer considerable practical
value to organizations and managers. This study informs organizations that proactive
employees may be likely to demonstrate high in-role performance to the extent they
develop perceptions of value congruence. Also, this process may be improved if
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proactive employees perceive that they are supported by both the organization and their
supervisors. Therefore, the confirmation of the hypotheses in this study suggest that some
selection methods might be used to enhance the work performance of future employees.
Because of the substantial importance personality congruence and value congruence
appears to have upon the proactivity process, it seems that proactive personality measures
might be used to both select, place, and match supervisors and subordinates. Further, this
study suggests that to attract and keep proactive employees, proactive supervisors should
participate in the recruitment and selection process as doing so may enhance the
perception o f fit with proactive candidates. To the extent that a supervisor is involved in
selecting a subordinate with whom they share similar work values, it appears likely to
have the additional benefit of increasing the chances that the subordinate will be
rewarded for proactive behavior with higher performance evaluations. Further, because
higher performance evaluations are generally linked with other rewards (e.g.,
compensation, satisfaction, promotion, and training), this process may provide additional
incentives for proactive employees to remain with the organization. Also, organizations
may seek to remove perceived barriers to proactive behavior within the workplace by
training managers to act in ways that develop the belief in subordinates that both they and
the organization care about the subordinate (e.g., interactional and procedural justice
training). Finally, performance . the managers to be more supportive and by informing
the managers that their evaluation of subordinate performance may be affected by the
perception o f how their values match with those of their subordinates.
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Limitations and Future Research Directions
This study has several limitations that should be noted. First, I collected data from
two sources in order to mitigate the potential for common method variance. However,
method variance may still inflate the relationships between the two value congruence
constructs and the two proactive behavior. Second, the use of a sample from a
collectivism country (e.g., Vietnam) may limit the generalizability of the study findings
to other collectivism contexts (e.g., U.S). Also, the fact that all participants in this study
have at least a high school diploma raises a question of whether the application of the
study findings to employees with lower levels of education is appropriate. Finally, the
major limitation in this study is the nonexperimental research design, which means that
caution should be used in drawing conclusions about the causal nature of the
relationships examined here.
The results of this study also offer some guidance for future research. First, our
understanding of Parker and colleagues' (2010) process model is likely to be better tested
by examining multiple motivation states rather than single motivational states as
explanatory mechanisms. Value congruence may be used as an added or multiplicative
explanatory mechanism for proactive behavior if considered in tandem with other types
o f cognitive/motivation variables. For example, proactive behavior may be the result of
the interaction of cognitive/motivation variables rather than a function of the additive
influence of these types of variables (e.g., Fuller et al., 2012). Accordingly, value
congruence may combine with other cognitive motivation variables, like “energized to”
motivation variables (Parker et al., 2010) or intrinsic motivation variables. Second, as the
results o f structural equation modeling indicate voice behavior is unrelated to
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performance when considered simultaneously with taking charge, it appears critical to
our understanding of the relationship between proactive behavior and important
organizational outcomes that multiple proactive behaviors be explored as antecedents of
theoretical outcomes. That is, when proactive behaviors are studied in isolation,
researchers may draw inappropriate conclusions about the extent to which certain
behaviors are related to outcomes. Further, it suggests that aggregating multiple proactive
behavior constructs into a single measure of “proactive behavior” (e.g,. Grant, Gino, &
Hofmann, 2011) may mask the differential relationships conceptually different proactive
behaviors have with important outcomes.
The study results also suggest that research investigating subordinate-supervisor
fit might be an important area of research for proactivity scholars. The present study
focused upon the supervisor’s perception of subordinate work value congruence rather
than general value congruence as is typically the case in studies of value congruence.
Future research should also investigate the extent to which general value congruence has
the same effect on the proactive behavior - performance relationship. Further, other types
of fit could be examined such as work goal congruence, or supplementary versus
objective fit. Because I only investigated perceived fit from the supervisor point of view,
future research may also benefit from the perception of fit from the subordinates’ view.
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