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Conscientiousness as a Moderator i
Abstract

Autonomy is one of the most commonly studied job characteristics in the work design
literature and is commonly associated with large and positive effects on job
satisfaction. There is reason to believe that autonomy may interact with figrsona
characteristics to affect attitudinal outcomes, but prior researdemaesd to focus on
the original growth-need-strength construct as a potential moderatomixied
results. One glaring gap in the literature is the lack of researcextaines the Big
Five constructs of personality as a potential class of moderators. Gradf,and
Juillerat (2010) have suggested additional research into the Big Five asatooslef
individuals’ attitudinal reactions to job characteristics. Moreover, seveedrehers
(e.g., Dudley, Orvis, Lebiecki, & Cortina, 2006; Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002; Major,
Turner, & Fletcher, 2006) have called for increased attention to the fadchtsBig
Five in conducting such research.

This dissertation addressed these two gaps in the research literatst,ethé-i
study examined conscientiousness as a potential moderator of the relationsbgnbe
the job design characteristic of autonomy and the outcomes of job satisfaction a
person-job fit. Second, the study tested specific hypotheses regardmg thes
interactions using both the global construct of conscientiousness and the natrower
traits—or facets—that exist underneath the broader trait. This dissemiD
contributes to the research literature by creating a new measursah peitonomy fit
adapted from an existing person job fit measure (Cable & DeRue, 2002) and by

showing that person autonomy fit mediates the effect of autonomy and job satsfac
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and person job fit.

Data were collected at two time points from 181 employees at a national
wholesale distribution cooperative. Participants came from the corporate arfti
10 independently owned locations across the United States, and held a wide variety of
jobs. The results indicated strong main effects for autonomy and conscientiousness
and its facets on job satisfaction, and a strong effect of autonomy on personkab fit
did not find evidence of interactions between autonomy and conscientiousness or any
of its facets. Moreover, the results indicate that person autonomy fit matimates
effect of autonomy on these two attitudinal outcomes. Based on these results, |
suggest that organizations interested in creating work environments thahfgkter
levels of job satisfaction can do so using at least two mechanisms: 1) lilngelec
individuals with higher levels of conscientiousness and 2) by providing high levels of
autonomy in the workplace. | also argue that the potential payoff of providing
autonomous work environments is far higher than for selecting workers predispose
be more satisfied with their jobs. Finally, | suggest that more researebdgd to
understand the complex interaction between individual differences and workplace

environments.
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Conscientiousness as a Moderator 1
Chapter 1: Introduction

The initial idea for this dissertation started with an interaction | htdav
friend regarding our preferred work styles. | was explaining how one of thea thing
enjoyed about being a graduate student was the tremendous amount of autonomy | had
over my work schedule and my almost limitless array of potential resegick aand
interests. “l am the master of my own time,” | said, “and who doesn’t want that?
don't,” she said. “You have to worry all the time about what you are going to do,
when you are going to do it, and how it has to be done. Just tell me what to do and
how to do it. I'll get it done and then | can go home and relax.”

This interaction dovetailed with another experience | had, albeit in a different
context. In my previous role as a salesperson, | worked from home, was regponsibl
for sales in a fairly large regional territory and was managed by@nedglirector
who was located 1500 miles away from my home office. The first time weagestd
face, he opened the conversation with a single question: “How do you like to be
managed?” | looked at him quizzically, not understanding what he meant. “Some
people like lots of feedback,” he said. “They like deadlines, check-ins and direct
management. Others like to be left alone and will let me know when they need help.
Which type are you?”

These anecdotes suggest that the experience of work—and attitudes regarding
work—may be best understood as stemming from an interaction between the unique
characteristics and experiences of an individual and the unique charastefistjob

nested within the unique culture of an organization. The anecdotes also revolve
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around the notion of autonomy at work. The first example suggests that individuals
differ in their preferences for the amount of autonomy they receive at wbek. T
second example suggests that the amount of autonomy provided by the work place
differs, at times even within the same job. Strangely, however, much modemrchese
into work design focuses exclusively on the main effects of work attributeton |
attitudes. If the desire for autonomy differs among individuals accordihgito t
personality, and the amount of autonomy provided by the work place differs as well,
wouldn’t an interactionist approach to work design be warranted?

The aim of the study conducted for this dissertation was to investigatéythe B
Five personality facets as moderators of the relationship between automoaity (a
studied work design characteristic) and job satisfaction. In so doing so, it sofitjht to
two significant gaps in the current I-O literature, by responding to éxqdits for
future research from two different sub-fields. In chapter 6, | outline tvga$et
hypotheses, with each set aimed at one of the two gaps in the literature. tTdes firs
of hypotheses investigated the role that the facets of conscientiousness hav
moderating the effect of work place autonomy on the outcomes of job satistaation
person-job fit, while the second set investigated the individual's perceiesidit
potential mediating mechanism.
Personality Characteristics and Job Design

In their recent chapter on job design, Grant, Fried, and Juillerat (2010) suggest
that “it is time for researchers to move beyond growth need strength aslaeypri

individual difference moderator of reactions to job characteristics” (p. 438&)y also
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recommend additional research into the Big Five as moderators of individuals’
attitudinal reactions to job characteristics. This dissertation aittelseir
recommendation by investigating the facets of conscientiousness as mcdei at
work design element (autonomy) and an attitudinal outcome (job satisfaction.)

Based on my own review of the work design literature, | agreed with Grant et
al.’s (2010) assertion that more research into the Big Five as a moderator of the
relationship between job design and attitudinal reactions to work characsenias
warranted. Indeed, the job characteristics model (Hackman & Oldham, 1975), on
which much current work design theory is based, specifies that the effect okjgb de
on such outcomes as satisfaction is moderated by individual differences in agperson’
need for personal growth on the job (i.e., growth need strength). Strangely, however,
the modern work design literature has all but thrown out the question of individual
differences, and continues to focus almost exclusively on the main effectskof wor
design on such outcomes as job satisfaction, various indicators of job performance,
and stress. For example, in their review of the work design literature, Morgeson and
Campion (2003) acknowledged that there are most likely individual differences in the
potential of work design to motivate and satisfy employees, but also sugdpested t
individual differences can be largely ignored for three reasons. First, thesdar
existing evidence of moderation effects in work design is based on outdated censtruct
such as growth need strength, and outdated analytical techniques such as subgroup
analysis. Second, they opined that it is best to design jobs with the average or typical

employee in mind because it is impractical to design jobs to fit the needsjtatyi
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preferences and personality characteristics of each potential incumlbénak,. tiey
suggested that moderation can be largely ignored because the efeauislihg jobs
through job redesign tends to have positive outcomes for all employees, even though
there are differences in the magnitude of these positive effects. thhesehallenges
to the notion of researching individual differences as moderators in the context of
work design were later echoed by Morgeson and Humphrey (2006).

| believed these challenges to individual differences as moderators of work
design outcomes are both unfortunate and premature, as the work design likersture
a long history of considering individual differences as moderators (e.g., Hackman &
Oldham, 1975; Hulin & Blood, 1968; Loher, Noe, Moeller, & Fitzgerald, 1985; Tiegs,
Tetrick, & Fried, 1992), and there are large gaps regarding the types oflualivi
differences that have been considered. Indeed, in the same article in which the
argued that individual differences need not be considered in work designhesearc
Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) concluded that “clearly, future research should
examine how the relationships between the expanded set of constructs measured by
the WDQ [Work Design Questionnaire] and outcomes might be moderated by
individual differences” (p. 1335). One glaring gap in the research investigating
individual differences as moderators of work design outcomes was the lackaw€hese
that examines the Big Five constructs of personality as a potentiabtiaeslerators.

Although the five-factor model has emerged as the dominant taxonomy for
personality research in I-O psychology (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Tett, Jackson, &

Rothstein, 1991), there are only a handful of studies that have utilized Big Five



Conscientiousness as a Moderator 5
constructs in the context of work design (Barrick & Mount, 1993; deJong, van der
Velde, & Jansen, 2001; Grant, 2008), and two of the three examined performance-
based outcomes. Barrick and Mount investigated the moderating effect of autonomy
on the relationship between conscientiousness and extraversion as predictors of job
performance. They found that conscientiousness and extraversion had greater
validities in the prediction of performance for jobs that featured high autonomwt Gra
described an experiment in which conscientiousness was shown to moderate the
relationship between task significance (a task-based job charac}ensti
performance, such that the effect of task significance on performancéovages for
employees with lower conscientiousness. Only one study to date has mteelséig
Big Five construct as a moderator of the relationship between job chistactemnd
satisfaction. In that study, deJong et al. (2001) provided evidence that openness to
experience moderated the effect of skill variety (a job charactg¢stipb
satisfaction and that openness was highly related to the oft-studied growth need
strength construct. Although research using the Big Five constructs agiote
moderators of work design outcomes remains scant, the studies outlined above suggest
that personality characteristics may be key components in understanding the
relationship between job characteristics and attitudes such as job satisfac

By answering the call from Grant et al. (2010), the study conducted for this
dissertation sought to make two important contributions to the research literature
First, the study examined conscientiousness as a potential moderator of the

relationship between the job design characteristic of autonomy and the outcoime of
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satisfaction. As such, it followed the recommendation from Grant et al. (2010) and
Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) to consider the moderating potential of the Big Five
in job design research. Second, my study tested specific hypotheses reg@ding t
interaction using both the global construct of conscientiousness and the narrower sub-
traits—or facets—that exist underneath the broader traits. Research ifatoetiseof
the five factor model has been gaining some steam recently (e.g., Dudlisy, Or
Lebiecki, & Cortina, 2006; Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002; Major, Turner, & Fletcher,
2006); still, studies are quite sparse, especially when compared to the volumes of
research that examine the Big Five at the global construct level. Edeh of
researchers cited above has called for increased research into theféice Big Five
and this dissertation answers their calls as well.

Person-Environment (PE) Fit as a Mediating Mechanism

Cable and DeRue (2002) suggested that further research is necessary on the
antecedents of PE fit perceptions. The second set of hypotheses in the study
conducted for this dissertation involved perceptions regarding PE fit as aingedia
mechanism, which sought to explain how the autonomy x personality interaction
affects job satisfaction. These hypotheses attempted to fill the gap i& therBure
noted by Cable and DeRue.

On a more theoretical level, examining PE fit as a mediator is important
because it integrates two theoretical perspectives that have exiatackhel
independently of each other. The PE fit literature is based on the notion of

commensurate measurement, which suggests that variables in the person domain and
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variables in the environment domain must be measured using the same constructs in
order to analyze the degree of misfit between the person and environment (Edwards,
Caplan, & Van Harrison, 1998). However, most studies that include the examination
of interactions (e.g., Barrick & Mount, 1993) use non-commensurate measures, which
focus on variance in the criterion explained by the interaction, but do not explicitly
measure fit on commensurate dimensions. Studies that collect and analyze P and E
variables on commensurate dimensions fall under the auspices of PE fit theagy, whil
those that hypothesize more general interactions between a persdraabtyteristic
and an environmental variable cannot be explained through a direct application of PE
fit theory. The study conducted for this dissertation adds to the literatwsrigya
form of fit on commensurate dimensions as a mediator of an interaction on non-
commensurate dimensions.

Contributions of This Dissertation to Practice

The study was conducted with the intention of providing practical applications
as well. In a recent commentary on job design research, Oldham and Hackman (2010)
noted that the original job characteristics model was built on the assumptiarbthat |
could be described as a set of tasks relatively independent of their conkexitinat
organization. They also noted that the nature of work has changed, and suggest that
the modern workplace is characterized by increased flexibility, incensist
complexity and change. An example of the increased flexibility of the modern
workplace is the notion gbb crafting,which suggests that while jobs may be

described as a series of tasks and activities, employees often haveutie tatdefine
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and enact the job by extending the boundaries of their job tasks and their on-the-job
relations (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Moreover, as I-O research continues to
include professional and managerial jobs and jobs featuring knowledge-@riente
outputs, each of which features varying levels of autonomy and latitude, it may be
time to move on from the idea that jobs are nothing but a collection of tasks.

On a practical level, if the interactions hypothesized in the study were
supported, it would have suggested that managers and employers may be able to
individually “tune” existing job characteristics such as autonomy to completime
individual differences in worker personalities so as to create a masgyisafi
workplace.

Person-Oriented Work Psychology

In addition to filling gaps in the research literature, the study conducteddor thi
dissertation is also in keeping with the call from Weiss and Rupp (2011) for continued
person-oriented research in I-O psychology. Weiss and Rupp contrast whadlthey
the prevailing paradigm in I-O psychology (which they suggest is centered on
outcomes of interest to the organization) with the possibility of researctothiaes
squarely on the individual experiences of work and outcomes that are relevant to the
individual rather than the organization. They describe the prevailing paradigm in
terms of two key elements. First, they suggest that the current paradigredsohas
the between-entities assumptjamhich they describe as the “belief that explanation is
best accomplished when properties are assigned to people and the associatien of thos

properties is examined” (p. 85). In the prevailing paradigm, they propose, individuals
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are described in terms of collections of variables or dimensions, which are then
analyzed in a between-subjects framework. In the analysis of the &issscanong
these variables, differences in the core experiences of individuals—diffeiartbe
individuals themselves—are lost. The second element of the prevailing paradigm,
according to Weiss and Rupp, is tta@dlective purpose agendalhey suggest that I-O
psychology has generally been concerned with research that views peoathdir r
variables and behaviors) as mere things that can either help or hurt theairganiz
Taken to the extreme, their view implies that the collective purpose agenda Henies t
humanity of individuals in favor of a collection of good and bad personality traits, as
well as positive and negative behaviors. In this extreme view, selection is teegproc
of acquiring things that will help the organization, and management is the process
figuring out how to align those things to the larger goals of the organization.

It is important to point out, as Weiss and Rupp do, that not all research in I-O
psychology views the collective purpose as central. Occupational health pgycholo
for example, is often concerned with the effect of the workplace on the individual and
the justice and application reactions literatures often take a personedeapproach
to inquiry. However, it is also true that within each of these topics, a large body of
work exists that is primarily concerned with the effect of these individuabipers
centered outcomes on organization-centered outcomes for organization-centered
purposes.

While this study does not address all aspects of their suggested persoadcenter

approach—for example, it still features the between-entities assumgtiis in the
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spirit of their call for research that focuses on the lived experience ofdodlsi
First, the central outcome of interest is individuals’ satisfaction with vk
environment as an end itself. In keeping with the philosophy articulated by Wdiss a
Rupp, job satisfaction is a worthy outcome because it represents an overall bppraisa
of the work environment resulting from the individual’'s lived experience. Barring this
philosophical position, job satisfaction is also important because it is anteaedent t
several beneficial outcomes for the organization, which enables us to “have our cake
and eat it too”. Prior research has shown strong links using meta-analytmdset
between satisfaction and outcomes beneficial to the organization such as omtivati
citizenship behaviors, intentions to leave the organization, absenteeism, turnover,
lateness, and both objective and subjective performance criteria (Kinicki,évicKe
Ryan, Schriesheim, & Carson, 2002).

Second, the objective of this dissertation as a whole was to show that a) job
satisfaction is produced via an interaction between an individual's personalityeand t
characteristics of the environment and b) individuals’ perceptions regarding the
subjective fit with the environment mediate that relationship. The description of
individuals in terms of their differences on personality traits and facetshamusé¢ of
the construct of job satisfaction as a stable descriptor of an unstable phenomenon,
retains a bit of the between-entities assumption that has characteripeeviduéng
paradigm according to Weiss and Rupp (2010). However, this study focuses on the
individual's subjective perceptions of their environment and is in keeping with

recommendation for a more person-centered approach because it focuses on the
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individual's subjective perceptions of their environment.
Overview of the Dissertation

The dissertation proceeds as follows. In Chapter Two, | explore the history of
research into work design and its relationship with outcomes such as job satisfaction.
| also highlight the utility of using the Work Design Questionnaire (Morgeson &
Humphrey, 2006) and suggest autonomy as a key job characteristic. | chose autonomy
as a key job characteristic because it has a long history in the job desajariteand
evidence suggests that it is the most important work characteristic actids array
of jobs (Lohar et al., 1985). In Chapter Three, | describe past researdteifitaet
factor model of personality as the dominant personality taxonomy in I-Crchssad
note some potential challenges to its continued use. | then explore the use of facets in
current research and suggest that focusing on sub-traits at the facetdg\adleviate
some of these challenges. Finally, | provide evidence of the relationstwpelnet
conscientiousness and job satisfaction, and suggest that situationatgpecey
exist in these relationships. In Chapter Four, | suggest trait activaigtng( Burnett,
2003) as a potential theoretical explanation for why the Big Five should meteszat
relationship between autonomy and job satisfaction. | then explore two types of
person-environment fit—person-autonomy fit and person-job fit—as additional
constructs that are relevant to the joint effect of autonomy and personality on job
satisfaction. Finally, | suggest that person-autonomy fit provides a ngdiat
mechanism by which the effect of the autonomy x personality interaction oroboth j

satisfaction and person-job fit can be understood. In Chapter Five, | provide two sets
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of hypotheses and research questions. The first set provides predictions reparding
interaction between autonomy and the facets conscientiousness on job satisfadti
person-job fit. The second set predicts that person-autonomy fit will rmekd@apaths
between the personality x autonomy interaction and the outcomes of job satisfaction
and person-job fit. Chapter Six describes the study design, explains theaseasur
used, and outlines the participant recruitment strategy. Chapter Seven pifowides
core hypothesis tests and also several supplemental and exploratory aodiysber
examine the relationships among variables collected for this study yi-iGaHpter
Eight provides a general discussion of the results and their implications for both
research and practice in the field of I-O psychology, followed by a discussioa of t

potential limitations and suggestions for future research.



Conscientiousness as a Moderator 13
Chapter 2: Work Design

The purpose of this chapter is to describe existing research into work design
and its associated outcomes. | start by providing a brief history of work design
research including the job characteristics model (Hackman & Oldham, 1975) and
alternative approaches to studying work. | then discuss the role of individual
differences in the job characteristics model and describe research thsiifyooints
and fails to support interactions between individual differences and job chastaxderi
in predicting important work outcomes. Next, | discuss the movement toward an
interdisciplinary model of work design and the arrival of the Work Design
Questionnaire (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). Finally, | argue for the importéance o
the construct of autonomy and its relationship to job satisfaction.
History of Work Design

The history of work design began with the efficiency-oriented approaches of
Taylor (1911) and Gilbreth (1911), who were responsible for crestiegtific
management work design approach characterized by a focus on work specialization
and simplification (Morgeson & Campion, 2003). The evolution of scientific
management was concurrent with the introduction of the assembly line, and one could
argue that scientific management tended to treat people as machinesunnébyt
according to Morgeson and Campion, these approaches led to work that was designed
to be repetitive, boring and tedious, in order to reduce worker distraction and to realize
small but cumulative organizational gains in efficiency. Hackman and Lawler (1971)

noted that the overall expectation of the scientific management approadmatvas t
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organizational profits would be enhanced by creating simplified jobs that could be
performed efficiently and would require less skill from the employee, thusasiag
management’s control over production rates and quality. Hackman and Lawler
reviewed the research literature on scientific management and noted that jobs
comprised of simple, routine tasks led to increased turnover and absenteeism and
decreased employee satisfaction. Thus, whatever organizational gaiitsenaf
that might have been produced by scientific management were offset by poor
individual outcomes (Humphrey, Nargahng, & Morgeson, 2007).

Job Enlargement

Taking note of the failures of scientific management to produce the
hypothesized organizational gains, researchers began to examine d¢tedcffeb
enlargement on worker productivity. At the time, the concejaloénlargement
referred to interventions that gave workers relatively more control ovemtbsir
pace, greater responsibility for quality control, the ability to repair tven mistakes,
and greater control over their choice of work method (Hulin & Blood, 1968). | use the
word “relatively” because the types of work on which job enlargement focused tended
to be assembly line jobs that had already been specialized and simplified in
accordance with principles of scientific management. As noted by Oldham and
Hackman (2010), work at the time was often a linked series of specific tasks
undertaken within a well-defined organizational structure. A series of caBessin
the 1960s provided some initial indication that the introduction of enlarged jobs—

which were seen as generally more meaningful and challenging—ledaased
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worker productivity and satisfaction (Hackman and Lawler, 1971).

Hulin and Blood (1968) reviewed this series of studies and provided a scathing
critique of their methodology. They concluded that the studies “do not support the
hypothesis that job size and job level is positively correlate@neralwith job
satisfaction” (p. 53), and suggested that individual differences must be taken int
account when examining job enlargement. It is important to note two elements of
their article. First, at the time of their review, the notion that job gaaent led to
increases in satisfaction and performance was well accepted in themd&eeature
and their review can be read as a defense of at least some of the initial ggin€ipl
scientific management. Second, and most important for the purposes of this
dissertation, the review suggests that there exist several possible indivitlwahdes
that could influence whether enlarged jobs are satisfying and motivatinguwoitker.
Hulin and Blood referenced two studies that suggest that some employees found
simple and repetitive tasks satisfying: Argyris (1959) suggested thatysaplwith
lower skill levels tended to be associated with a desire to experience raudine
sameness, while Walker and Marriot (1951) indicated that some assembly line
workers liked their work because it was simple and carried no responsibility.

Job Characteristics Theory and the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS)

Partially in response to the criticisms articulated by Hulin and Blood (1968),
researchers (e.g., Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Hackman & Oldham, 1975; Turner &
Lawrence, 1965) began to develop better measures of job characteristics andosought t

articulate theories regarding the psychological mechanisms that would makeeénla
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jobs more motivating and satisfying to employees. Prior to this work, the concept of
job enlargement was driven primarily by motivator-hygiene theory (Heyzth666),
also referred to as two factor theory. Briefly, two factor theory divedegcts of
work into two classes or factomsiotivatorsandhygienes Motivators include aspects
of work that are intrinsic to the job such as recognition, challenge, responsibdity
opportunity for advancement. Hygienes refer to aspects of work that areiextrins
the job and include work conditions, pay, company policies and peer/supervisor
relationships. Herzberg contended that the two motivating factors were rditiéye
associated with employee satisfaction. Specifically, motivators inusaiisfaction
in a positive direction while hygienes would only servdéorease dissatisfaction
Thus, according to the theory, increasing pay or providing a better work environment
(hygienes) may lead to employee satisfaction, however it would only do so by
decreasing the level of their dissatisfaction. On the contrary, accaodihg theory,
providing more recognition or responsibility on the job provides increases in
satisfaction through intrinsic motivation to satisfy higher-order needs.

While motivation-hygiene theory was instrumental in leading to later
formulations of job characteristics theory, research has generally not suptsorted i
basic assumptions (Morgeson & Campion, 2003), and criticisms have been mostly on
methodological grounds. For example, one of the most salient criticisms ghtooti
hygiene theory is that the results are an artifact of the critical msidechnique used
to collect the data (Dunnette, Campbell, & Hakel, 1967). In a similar vein, Schneider

and Locke (1971) challenge the theory on the grounds that the results stem from the
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classification system used to describe the work events. Both cases prande str
evidence that the results supporting the theory are based on methodologicas artifa

Later research (e.g., Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Turner & Lawrence, 1965;)
seized on the notion that the intrinsic characteristics of jobs could be motivating, whil
acknowledging the insufficiency of motivator hygiene theory. One particular @oint
contention with motivator-hygiene theory was the insufficient attention paid t
individual differences in the needs for workers to experience intrinsic job noysva
such as autonomy, recognition and responsibility on their jobs. Hackman and Lawler
created a measure of “individual need strength” formulated as the enipldgsize
for these types of elements in their work, and found that it moderated the motivating
effect of job design elements. This concept was later articulatpo\ath need
strengthby Hackman and Oldham (1975).

Hackman and Oldham (1975) opined that the redesign and enrichment of jobs
had been held back by the paucity of effective strategies for measuriotassitying
work design. They developed job characteristics theory and the Job Diagnostic
Survey (IJDS) to fill this void. Job characteristics theory proposes thatatesthree
critical psychological states that influence positive work and personal cescsunh
as high internal motivation, high quality performance, high satisfaction, and low
absenteeism and turnover. The psychological states are: experienced mbssagf
of the work, experienced responsibility for work outcomes, and knowledge of the
results of one’s work. These psychological states are influenced byfe/gob

characteristics: 1Autonomyrefers to the degree to which freedom, independence and
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discretion in scheduling work and determining procedures. This dimension influences
a worker’s experienced responsibility for work outcomes Feg¢dbackefers to the
degree to which the employee obtains information about his or her performance from
the work itself. This dimension influences a worker’s knowledge of work results. 3)
Skill varietyrefers to the degree to which a job requires a variety of different agiviti
and the use of a variety of skills. Bask identityrefers to the degree to which the job
supplies a visible outcome to the worker or the degree to which the job requires
completion of a whole piece of work. Bask significanceefers to the extent to
which the job has a substantial impact on the lives and work of other people. Skill
variety, task identity and task significance influence a worker’sresqpeed
meaningfulness of the work. In the original theory, Hackman and Oldham (1975)
suggested that the five core job characteristics could be multiplied to @ramne
overall measure of the motivating potential of the job (i.e., the motivating potential
score or MPS). One corollary to forming a product of the five terms is thay if
single characteristic receives a low score, then the overall motivatiagtipbof the
job will also be low.

Recognizing that there may be individual differences in the effectivendss
motivating potential of the five core job characteristics, Hackman and Oldte8)(
suggested that the effectiveness of work characteristics would be mddwerdite
strength of the worker’s desire to achieve personal growth from work. Theg cal
this desirggrowth need strengt{GNS) and theorized that it was a malleable

individual difference. Workers who were higher in GNS would derive greater
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motivation and satisfaction from enriched jobs, while workers lower in GNS would
not be affected as much. They then developed the JDS to measure the five core job
characteristics, the three critical psychological states, asaw€NS.

Until a recent resurgence in work design research (e.g., Edwards, Scully, &
Brtek, 2000; Humphrey et al., 2007; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006), job
characteristics theory had been the dominant approach for research on jobemtrichm
and attitudinal outcomes. While some of the tenets of the model have been criticized
and have not been supported by research, the five core job characteristics have
generally been positively associated with affective outcomes, and to adetesdr
behavioral outcomes (Morgeson & Campion, 2003). For example, Loher et al. (1985)
provided meta-analytic evidence that each of the five core job charactenstie
associated with job satisfaction and estimated their true correlation to be .89 jsvhi
quite high considering the many factors that may lead to job satisfaction ogtcome
These findings were replicated by a later meta-analysis which showetigher
correlations between the five job characteristics and measures of joact@tisf
growth satisfaction, and internal work motivation (Humphrey et al., 2007).

However, the role of GNS in moderating attitudinal and behavioral reactions to
job design characteristics is questionable. Some meta-analytic rebaarsupported
the moderating effect of GNS (e.qg., Fried & Ferris, 1987; Loher et al., 1985).
However, Morgeson and Campion (2003) note that these findings involved comparing
correlations among high and low GNS workers, which is analytically inferior to

treating GNS as a continuous moderating variable. A later meta-arstdic (Tiegs
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et al., 1992) which employed larger sample sizes and more sophisticatedaagress
techniques failed to replicate the previous findings. Moreover, the relevance and
adequacy of need-based explanations has been questioned on theoretical grounds in
general, and the construct validity of GNS has been questioned on both theoretical and
methodological grounds. For example, Steers and Spencer (1977) challenge GNS on
the grounds that the needs for achievement, self-esteem and autonomy, have not been
found to be highly related in the past. They also note that little evidence exists
regarding the discriminant or predictive validity of the GNS construct.

Individual Differences in the Effectiveness of Job Design

Johns, Lin Xie, and Fang (1992) found little evidence for the moderating effect
of GNS. However, they elected to collapse the five core job charactenmdtba
single factor and focused their analysis instead on the relationship behsexitital
psychological states on the one side, and performance and satisfaction outcomes on
the other. Similarly, in a large sample study of 6405 participants acrosle aange
of jobs, Tiegs et al. (1992) found virtually no evidence of the moderating role of GNS
as originally specified in the Hackman and Oldham (1975) model. The complexity of
the model tested in these two studies—a mediated moderation with five piedictor
three mediators, two points of moderation, and both attitudinal and performance
outcomes—may provide some insight into why the role of GNS has received
inconsistent results as a moderator. While the original job charactensiael
specifies that GNS serves as a moderator between job charactendtagiaal

psychological statesnd between critical psychological states and outcomes, newer
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models in the work design paradigm do not specify such a complicated relationship.
Nevertheless, it may be appropriate to conclude that GNS does not function as the
Hackman and Oldham model specified.

Researchers have examined several other individual differences asapotenti
moderators of job design on individual outcomes such as job performance and
satisfaction. However, research into individual differences other than &hans
relatively limited given the long history of research into job design. For eeampl
although the five factor model (FFM; McCrae & Costa, 1992) has been widely
accepted as a useful model for capturing individual differences in persphatity
aware of only one study (de Jong et al., 200849 has examined FFM factors as
potential moderators of the job characteristics/outcome relationship.

Vough and Parker (2008) noted that research into individual differences as
moderators of job design characteristics has led to inconsistent resultsisand t
conclusion is supported by extant research. Prior to the focus on GNS as a potentially
useful moderator, researchers examined several other potential individewsdrdiés
that may serve as moderators. These include: the role of urban vs. rural background
(Turner & Lawrence, 1965), adherence to middle class norms (Hulin & Blood, 1968),
job involvement (Ruh, White, & Wood, 1975), and need for achievement (Steers,
1975; Steers & Spencer, 1977). Evidence of the effect of individual differences in
moderating the job characteristics/outcomes relationship was found in someeof thes
studies but not in others, and in some cases moderation was present only for specific

outcomes. For example, Steers and Spencer found that need for achievement
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moderated the effect of high scope jobs (i.e., jobs characterized by larger aafounts
the five core job characteristics) on supervisors’ ratings of performance bart not
organizational commitment, although the direct effect of job scope on organizational
commitment was quite strong with a zero order correlation of .42. Moreover, the
relationship between skill variety and performance was negative for workkrow
need for achievement but positive for workers with high need for achievement,
suggesting that there are some cases in which high scope jobs have a negative
relationship with important outcomes

In sum, the role of individual differences in moderating the relationships
between job characteristics and outcomes related to attitudes and pertoreraams
unknown, and has been put forth as a critical area for future research. For example
Grant et al. (2010) explicitly call for research into personality asenpal moderator
of the relationship between work characteristics and outcomes such as jatetsatisf
and performance. Moreovérait activation theory(Tett & Burnett, 2003) provides a
theoretical method by which the moderating potential of personality carplzened.
Briefly, the theory suggests that people are most satisfied and productiveheinen t
work enables them to express their personality traits. More generallgethg ts
based on the assumption that the expression of personality traits is intrinsically
rewarding, and work features that offer the opportunity to express traits wiidneas
desirable. Although the original focus of their work was aimed at the use of
personality testing in selection, the basic tenets of theory should apply equallkto wor

design and its outcomes.
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Other Approaches to Studying Work

While motivational aspects (which are roughly aligned with the original job
characteristics model) of work have been the most often studied in the 1-O and
management literature, several researchers have also examinedctlersl
contextual work characteristics that have influences on important work outcomes.
There are several additional approaches to work design that do not stem from the JCM
tradition that are worthy of mention, even though they are not the focus of this
dissertation.

Job demands model©ne popular family of models common in occupational
health and stress research includegdhalemands-contrahodel (JD-C; Karasek,
1979),job demands-control-support modéD-C-S; Johnson & Hall, 1988), and the
job demands—resourcesodel (JD-R; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). These models
evolved somewhat contemporaneously with the JCM, although their main focus is on
job stressors and their effects rather than on work desigee Briefly, the JD-C
model suggests that work stress results from the interaction between job demands
(workload demands placed on the individual) and job control (authority over decisions
and skill discretion), with the most stress resulting from jobs that have higindema
and low control. The JD-C-S adds social support as another potential buffer of strain
produced by high demands and high control. The JD-R focuses primarily on the
independent effects of job demands and resources in producing the psychological
states of burnout and disengagement (Grant et al., 2010). These models ariaall simi

in that they view stress as a product of an interaction between some clash@jan-t
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stressor (e.g., time pressure, workload, role ambiguity) and some classuntees
whether the resource is considered an individual characteristic (e lgenmsicoping
style) or an environmental feature of the job (e.g., control, social supporteokéwr
each model suggests that there is an interaction effect such that thefdfigbt
levels of stressors on strain can be buffered by commensurately high levels of
resources.

Sonnentag and Fried (2003) indicated that research generally supports the main
effects of these models—that is, high levels of job demands generally prodwece mor
stress, and high levels of resources are generally associated withtleseilevels.
However, they noted that support for the interaction effect is mixed, with the tyajori
of studies failing to find an interaction. This conclusion is corroborated byragel a
Taris, Kompier, Houtman, and Bongers (2003), who reviewed 45 longitudinal studies,
19 of which they deemed high quality based on five evaluation factors. Of the 19 high
guality studies, only eight displayed an interaction effect between job denmahds a
control on stress outcomes, and in most cases the effects were additive rather tha
multiplicative effects hypothesized by the JD-C and JD-C-S models. Ino$pite
mixed support for the hypothesized interaction, these models offer a useful approach
to the study of the effect of job elements on stress and well being. Howewer, thei
main focus is on the cumulative effect of job stressors which can lead to physical a
psychological strain, and are thus not appropriate for this dissertation which is
primarily concerned with attitudinal outcomes.

Social information processing approachhe social information processing
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(SIP) approach views attitudinal outcomes at work as a product of social inermat
and cues rather than as a response to the objective characteristics of thes@b.
doing, it emphasizes the effects of the social context at work and the outcomes of
previous decisions and actions over individual dispositions and rational decision
making processes (Salincik & Pfeffer, 1978). The SIP was received idy an&gor
challenge to the JCM on at least two fronts: First, the SIP attacked itve obbheeds
(and thus the concept of GNS) as a believable explanation for attitudes and behaviors.
Second, the SIP views attitudes and behaviors as the product of a more subjective
sense-making “social and personal construction of reality” (Salincike&d?, 1978,
p. 227), rather than either internal personal characteristics or exterradtenatics
of the environment. Thus, according to the SIP model, needs and attitudes are by-
products of the social context, and must be interpreted in relation to that sociat conte
(Zalesny & Ford, 1990).

Research throughout the late 70s and early 80s provided mixed support for the
SIP model (Morgeson & Campion, 2003), and these studies tended to be lab-based
experimental investigations in which social cues were experimentatiypoiated
(Zalesny & Ford, 1990). For example, one study examined the interaction bhetwee
enriched tasks and social information cues on affective outcomes, and found that both
social cues and aspects of the work environment were important influences on
affective outcomes (Griffin, Bateman, Wayne, & Head, 1987). Moreover a e€ries
studies conducted by Oldham and colleagues examined the role of social comparisons

in determining worker satisfaction and found that social comparisons influencerwork
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satisfaction, employees tend to select more complex jobs as theintefersd
employees who felt equitable or advantage in relation to others tended to have lower
absenteeism and turnover (Morgeson & Campion, 2003). Zalesny and Ford reviewed
27 studies and found consistent support for the effect of social information on
satisfaction, although no other outcome was consistently supported throughout the
studies reviewed. Results such as these led Grant et al. (2010) to conclude ¢hat whil
social cues have effects on attitudes and behaviors, they are geneailty Wan the
effects of the job itself. Morgeson and Campion (2003) draw four additional
conclusions with regard to job attitudes: 1) Attitudes are influenced by soeisi 2)
workers compare their jobs to others and these comparisons affect job gt8judes
task characteristics seem to be more important than social informatiomindggob
attitudes; and 4) social information primarily influences job attitudes, wisike ta
characteristics influence both attitudes and behaviors.

These results suggest that SIP may provide insight into the role of social
contextual features in the formation of job attitudes. However, the JCM and other
task-based approaches offer a far more practical approach to studying warkebec
they allow for interventions that have the potential to provide beneficial effiects
attitudes and performance. Furthermore, setting aside the need-based underpinnings
of the JCM (i.e., GNS), the basic tenets of the SIP are not in conflict with tasl-ba
work design models and thus may be considered an adjunct to, rather than a
replacement for, task-based job measurement strategies.

Beyond the Job Characteristics Model: Multi-Disciplinary Approaches
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After a significant lull, job design has received renewed attention in recent
years, leading to new paradigms in job design research, including more robust
contextual models of work that attempt to combine several models into a
multidisciplinary approach. In a recent commentary on issues in job desigrtiesear
Oldham and Hackman (2010) noted that the renewed interest in work design can be
attributed to the fact that “the very phenomena being studied are charmidg5j.
They argued that their original job characteristics model was developedree when
the primary focus of work design research was on jobs that could be broken down into
specific, linked tasks performed by independent workers in bounded organizations.
Recent job design research, however, has expanded the focus to include more
complex, professional and managerial jobs, which are no longer treated etsorle
of work tasks. Moreover, they contended that work in general has changed, and noted
that work today involves much more flexibility, social interaction, inconsistearay
change.

One example of this increased attention to the flexibility of the modern
workplace is the notion gbb crafting,which suggests that while jobs may be
described as a series of tasks and activities, employees often haveutie tatdefine
and enact the job by extending the boundaries of their job tasks and their on-the-job
relations (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Job crafting is an offshoot of earlier work
by llgen and Hollenbeck (1991), which suggests that research should move away from
viewing jobs as a series of tasks, and toward the notion of work as the enactment of a

role. Instead of a simple and straightforward collection of tasks, rolesienclu
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informal, contextual, and emergent elements that may work either in contimast or
combination with assigned tasks. In short, modern research into work design has
recognized that employees do not necessarily passively enact the job®they a
assigned to do, but may take the initiative to alter their own jobs and roles (Grant et
al., 2010).

Perhaps presaging the modern expansion of work roles, Campion (1988)
attempted to combine the several extant job design perspectives into an
interdisciplinary job design framework with four factors. He classifieckwdesign
approaches intmotivational biological, perceptual andmechanisticstrategies and
demonstrated that each approach could be associated with a specific set of outcomes
He then concluded that the different approaches to job design influence different
outcomes, that each had its own costs and benefits, and that job design needed to be
approached from an interdisciplinary perspective. Edwards et al. (2000 )yzeghal
and replicated the initial findings of Campion using structural equation modeling.
However, they also expanded the framework to include 10 factors, instead of the four
originally specified by Campion. The researchers found that the strength of the
relationships between work design approaches and their attendant outcomes were
strengthened when measurement error was removed, and also found that certain work
design approaches were beneficial for some outcomes but detrimental fer dtbe
example, whereas the motivational approach focuses on skill development, the
mechanistic approach focuses on simplification, whietreaseshe skill required to

perform a job (Edwards et al., 2000).
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Studies such as these led to an increasingly multi-contextual approach to work
design, which culminated with the Work Design Questionnaire (WDQ; Morgeson &
Humphrey, 2006). The WDQ has effectively replaced the JDS in much recent
research. Morgeson and Humphrey cited three reasons for developing the WDQ.
First, they indicated that they wanted to find a middle ground between the stzestific
measures (such as those measured by Hackman & Oldham, 1975) and the much more
generalized attribute oriented measures (e.g., Peterson, et al., 2001), telnngdt &
describe jobs using broad strokes. Second, they noted that the potential of reglesignin
jobs is limited by the range of job characteristics measured, and subtedgtsome
of the tradeoffs observed in the job design literature (e.g., those indicateaipyod,
1988 and Edwards et al., 2000) may be mitigated by considering a wider range of
work characteristics. Third, and perhaps most importantly, Morgeson and Humphrey
sought to stimulate, extend and integrate work design theory beyond the JCM by
offering a comprehensive measure of work characteristics.

The WDQ expands the original five core work characteristics to seven. Task
variety, task significance, task identity and feedback from the job are iddludee
model, but autonomy has been broken into three constwuatk:scheduling
autonomywhich measures the amount of latitude available in work time and place;
decision making autonomwhich measure the latitude available to make important
decisions on the joland work methods autononmwhich measures the latitude
available to select from a range of processes to complete a task. Mese se

constructs were then renamtedk characteristicso reflect that they are related to the
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performance of work tasks rather than broader attributes of the work enviroriment.
addition to task characteristics, the WDQ measures broader attributes ofrkhe w
environment, which includé&nowledge characteristicsuch as job complexity and
information processing requiremengggcial characteristicsuch as social support,
interdependence and feedback from others; war@® contextsuch as ergonomics,
physical demands and work conditions.

Although Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) put task characteristics and
knowledge characteristics into two separate dimensions, and indeed their factor
analysis suggests that the two are separate factors, they noted thatlgeowle
characteristics are generally aligned with motivational outcomesacingkill variety,
which is one of the factors originally measured by Hackman and Oldham (1975), is
located in the knowledge characteristics group. The WDQ thus extends the JDS to
include knowledge characteristics, while maintaining a focus on the mogvati
potential of these characteristics.

Autonomy as a Key Characteristic of Enriched Jobs

In spite of the growing movement toward expanding the work design paradigm
to include factors outside of the original JCM, the construct of autonomy remains a
core feature of extant research and practical interventions. In themt review of
the work design literature, Vough and Parker (2008) argued that “autonomy is the
foundation of most work design research” (p. 20). They cite as examples siudies b
Karasek (1990), who found that increased control at work had health benefits, and

Janz, Colquitt, and Noe (1997), who found that autonomy increased the group
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effectiveness of knowledge workers. Other studies appear to support Vough and
Parker’'s arguments. For example, Fried and Ferris (1987) provided metieanaly
evidence that autonomy had a larger effect than any other work characietis¢
JCM. Another meta-analysis on 28 studies conducted in the 70s and early 80s
suggested that the relationship between autonomy and job satisfaction was tbie highe
among the five job design constructs articulated by Hackman and Oldham (1975) with
a corrected validity of .46 (Loher et al., 1985). Loher and colleagues also found that
GNS moderated the relationship between autonomy and satisfaction such that those
with high GNS were more likely to derive satisfaction from highly autonomous jobs.
However, Loher et al. used sub-group analysis, which has been challenged by other
researchers (e.g., Fried & Ferris, 1987) as a method insufficient to show the
moderating effects of GNS. A study by Barrick and Mount (1993) also showed that
autonomy mediated the validities of conscientiousness and extraversion in pgedicti
job performance for managerial jobs. Their results suggested that while
conscientiousness and extraversion were related to job performance, in both cases
validities were significantly higher for managerial jobs with insegblevels of
autonomy. Although Barrick and Mount used job performance as the criterion of
interest, their results are particularly important for this dissentdtecause they
suggest that autonomy interacts with personality variables to predictlacekp

outcomes.
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Chapter 3: The Five Factor Model of Personality and Its Facets
In the preceding chapter | discussed research and theory in regards to job
design. The purpose of this chapter is to develop the Big Five model of personality
and its facets as potential moderators of the relationship between autonomy and job
satisfaction. | will begin by discussing the origins and development of ¢thEiB as
useful taxonomy of personality, while paying heed to some of the remaining
challenges and issues with its use. | will then argue for the use of nasuwaaits,
or facets, in research that uses personality variables as predictors, @izkdssne
benefits to conceptualizing the Five Factor Model as a collection of mammywna
facets rather than a few global traits. Finally, | will suggest thatccamsousness and
its facets will moderate the relationship between autonomy and job satistawd ¢
fit.
The Five Factor Model of Personality (FFM)
The overall claim of five-factor theorists is that the Big Five factoesaathe
very least a necessity for adequately describing individual difessrmlthough they
do not go so far as to say that the Big Five traits are all that is neededglcRan,
1992). While there remains some disagreement about the names used to describe each
of the five factors, there is rough consensus about the content of each of the five basic
factors. McRae and John describe the five factoEsxasversion which includes
such characteristics as warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, autivacitement
seekingAgreeablenessvhich includes such characteristics as trust,

straightforwardness, altruism, compliance, modesty and tendermindedness;
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Conscientiousnessvhich includes such characteristics as competence, order,
dutifulness, achievement striving, self-discipline, and deliberaenyoticism
which includes such characteristics as anxiety, hostility, depressibn, sel
consciousness, impulsiveness, and vulnerability;@mehnessvhich includes such
characteristics as fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, actions, rtbaalaes.
History

The origins of the FFM stems from the lexical hypothesis (Galton, 1884),
which suggests that any meaningful difference in personality will be coded into
language, and that a comprehensive taxonomy of personality could be created by
analyzing these linguistic descriptors. In 1934, Thurstone suggested thaff a list
adjectives he had created to describe personality could be reduced to five factors
Around this time, a study was also conducted by Allport and Odbert (1936), which
identified over 4500 English adjectives that could be used to describe personality
traits, and these adjectives formed the basis of later work by Cattell araboeke
(e.g., Cattell, Marshall, & Georgiades, 1957) who used the then new techonblogy
factor analysis to empirically derive factors from data obtained usingraity test
items written from the list. The result of this work was the 16PF Personality
Questionnaire. Later researchers (e.g., Norman, 1963; Tupes & Christalu$6681)
Cattell's original trait measures and obtained five factors, rather thtel’'€a6.
Following these discoveries, the notion that traits could be used to predict human
behavior fell out of favor, and research instead focused on environmental and

situational predictors of behavior (Digman, 1990).
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Trait-based personality research largely languished until it wasdoigkagain
in earnest during the 80s by researchers. For example, Goldberg (1981) pkHisrme
own lexical analysis and arrived at a set of five factors similar to therseed by
researchers in the 60s, which he dubbed the “Big Five” dimensions of personality
(Digman, 1990). As Digman pointed out, although there was reasonably strong
agreement at the time that there were five basic factors, there wagresment
regarding the best way to interpret each of the factors, and the factersegerently
referred to as Dimensions | — V. The difficulty in interpreting theofaatomes
primarily from the arbitrary nature of exploratory factor analysisA)Ehich
provides information about the strength of the covariance among items, but does not
provide any indication of the logic behind their covariance. This difficulty in
interpretation is particularly pertinent for conscientiousness (then knowmesnEion
[1), which appears to contain indicators that suggest orderliness and dutifulness—
elements most closely aligned with the dictionary definition of consoigsriess.
However, “Dimension IlI” also contains indicators that suggest the drive avation
to succeed. As Digman noted, some personality theorists interpreted thisidimaens
Will to Achieve, which appears, at least intuitively, to capture a differentrcmhstr
set of constructs than those related to orderliness and dutifulness. The idsues wil
become more relevant as the facet level constructs are discussedtlatechapter.

In a series of studies designed to determine markers of the Big Fioesfact
Goldberg (1990) demonstrated the generality of the five factor model by abtaini

virtually identical factor structures across a wide variety of faamaitytic techniques,



Conscientiousness as a Moderator 35
lexical analysis strategies, and several samples of self- and pegs.rdBased on
these analyses, Goldberg suggested that “it now seems reasonable to cbatlude t
analyses of any reasonably large sample of English trait adjectivéisanself- or
peer descriptions will elicit a variant of the Big Five factor structame, therefore that
virtually all such terms can be represented within this model” (p. 1223). Moreover,
the five factor structure has been shown to generalize across culturas;aneasd
rating sources (McCrae & John, 1992).

While research using the FFM to predict a wide range of outcomes flalirishe
in the 90s, the FFM was also emerging as the dominant model of explaining
personality in I1-O psychology. The origins of this emergence can be tvackdo a
meta-analysis published in 1991 by Barrick and Mount on 231 criterion-related
validity studies showing the effectiveness of the model in predicting job penfae
and training proficiency across a wide range of jobs. SpecificallyicRand Mount
linked each of the five factors in the FFM to relevant workplace outcomes such as
supervisor ratings of job performance, training proficiency, and other objective
indicators of performance such as salary level and tenure. They then avheaged t
validities of the FFM across all the criteria and arrived at the followangected
validity coefficients (in descending order of magnitude): conscientiougnes2?2),
extraversiond = .13),neuroticism(p = .08), agreeableness£ .07), and openness to
experienced = .04). This meta-analysis was critical for selection researclubeda
provided strong evidence that such factors as conscientiousness and extraoeilside

used as efficient and inexpensive predictors of workplace performancempbkance
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of the FFM for selection research was further cemented when Schmidt and Hunter
(1998) provided meta-analytic evidence that FFM variables such as conscigg®us
provided incremental validity oveyin predicting job performance. Research at the
close of the decade showed that Big Five traits predicted 36% of variance in job
success 30-50 years after personality was assessed (Judge, Higgiesermh&r
Barrick, 1999), suggesting that personality constructs are stable measures of
performance throughout one’s career.

Later research after the turn of the century showed that Big Five teags w
useful in predicting outcomes across a wide range of jobs, situational coatekts
outcomes (see Hough & Oswald, 2008 for a detailed listing of major findings). |
addition to the results of the studies performed in the 90s, Big Five traits have been
shown to predict various types of job performance, including: overall and objective
job performance (Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; Dudley et al., 2006), training
performance and skill acquisition (Barrick et al., 2001; Colquitt, LePine, & Noe,
2000), entrepreneurial status (Zhao & Seibert, 2006), counter-productive work
behaviors (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007), and creativity and innovation (Feist, 1998),
among many others. Also, in the performance domain, Big Five traits have been
linked to motivation (Judge et al., 2002) and leadership (Bono & Judge, 2004).
Outside of the performance domain, Big Five traits have also been shown to predict
job satisfaction (Judge et al., 2002); subjective well-being (Steel, SchmBtiuk,

2008); major life outcomes such as mortality, divorce, and occupational attainment

(Roberts, Kuncel, Shiner, Caspi, & Goldberg, 2007); health behaviors and drug use
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(Bogg & Roberts, 2004; Roberts et al., 2007); and alcoholism (Cooper-Hakim &
Viswesvaran, 2002).
Challenges to the FFM

In spite of the wide-spread adoption of the FFM, the model does have its
detractors (e.g., Block, 1995; Hough, 1992; Hough & Furnham, 2003; Hough & Ones,
2001; Morgeson, Campion, Dipboye, Hollenbeck, Murphy, & Schmitt, 2007). These
challenges fall into at least three categories. First, there arethosehallenge the
lexical approach to describing personality in general and the athebusgcaf factor
analysis to derive the Big Five constructs (Hough & Ones, 2001). For exangik, Bl
(1995) noted that the FFM is rooted in the methodology of factor analysis and
challenges the approach as entirely atheoretical. He further notédithatigh the
method of factor analysis has been used for almost a century, there is stilleaot a ¢
unequivocal basis for deciding on the number of ‘factors’ to extract or to obtain an
‘optimum’ rotation of the particular factors settled upon” (p. 190). The difficulty in
interpreting the factors comes primarily from the arbitrary natuexpiloratory factor
analysis (EFA), which provides information about the strength of the covariance
among items, but does not provide any indication of the logic behind their covariance.
Hough and Ones (2001) suggested that the results of factor analyzingti;ngui
descriptors of personality may lead to nothing more than “folk concepts” (p. 236)
rather than psychological constructs derived through rigorous scientific methods.

These methodological issues drive many of the challenges in the second

category, which relate to the overall adequacy of the model in describingnhuma
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personality, including the breadth and number of the factors. For example, Hough
(1992) summarized the personality taxonomies of several personality thedrists
applied similar factor analytic methods in order to classify lingugsgcriptors. The
number of factors in these taxonomies varied from nine (Hough, Eaton, Dunnette,
Kamp, & McCloy 1990) to the six suggested by Hogan (1986), to the original five
suggested by Norman (1963). Moreover, these taxonomies were in disagreement
about which content domains load onto which factors. For example, Hough et al.
(1990) specify the constructs of achievement and dependability as two separate
factors, which are combined in several other models (e.g., McCrae, Costah& Bus
1986; Norman, 1963) to form the Big Five construct of conscientiousness. Similarly,
Hough et al. specify the constructs of affiliation and potency which are comhioed i
the Big Five construct of extraversion in the Norman model and the McCrae et al.
model. The Hogan model, on the other hand, combines the potency construct (which
is considered by the Big Five to be part of the conscientiousness construct) and
achievement construct (which is considered by the Big Five to fall on the estoave
construct) into a different construct called ambition. In short, in spite of tihe fai
widespread acceptance of the Big Five taxonomy, it remains impossgpedify a
final number of criteria based on the use of exploratory factor analysis.

The FFM has also been criticized as non-comprehesive and insufficient to
describe the multitude of possible personality variables (Hough, 1992; Hough &
Furnham, 2003; Hough & Ones, 2001). Hough and Furnham cite sixteen personality

variables that are not included within the Big Five taxonomy, which include variables
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such as rugged individualism, aggression and hostility, social adroitness and social
insight, religiosity, villainy, orthodoxy, egotism, snobbery, aesthetic satsitind
positive and negative valence (c.f., Hough & Furnham, 2003 for a complete list of
personality variables and research supporting their inclusion in personality
taxonomies). Moreover, Hough and Furnham suggest that the FFM confounds
narrower personality constructs, merging constructs that are too heterogénde
included within the same construct. They specifically attack the Big Fotar$aof
conscientiousness and extraversion as overly heterogeneous and suggest that they
should be split into at least two constructs each, which is consistent with the evidenc
noted in the preceding paragraph. They suggest that the use of the Big Rvenface
research may help with this confusion.

The third category challenges the utility of the model and personalityges
general for predicting workplace outcomes, especially in the context ohpets
selection. Morgeson et al. (2007) argued that the continued use of personalityrtest
selecting employees needs to be reconsidered for two primary reas@hsth&ir
validities cited for the effectiveness of personality variables in prediatork place
performance are extremely low and these validities are correctemhfye restriction,
as well as unreliability in both the predictor and the criterion domains, which,
according to Morgeson et al., leads to an inflated and misleading conclusionrrggardi
the utility of personality measures. Their challenge makes sense wdeorwiders
that the highest validity found in the Barrick and Mount (1991) meta-analysis was for

conscientiousnesg € .22), indicating that conscientiousness accounts for only 4% of
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the variance in job performance. Moreover, this validity was highly corrected. The
uncorrected validity ip = .13, which suggests that conscientiousness accounts for
only 1.7 % of the variance in job performance. The second reason relates to the
possibility that applicants may intentionally distort their answers on peitsonal
inventories in order to appear more desirable as candidates. The issue of faking on
personality tests remains highly controversial, with some researciggsssing that
faking is problematic and widespread (e.g., McFarland & Ryan, 2000; Ross,rSteche
Miller, & Levin, 1998), and others suggesting that faking is rare and/or unimportant to
the observed validities of personality tests (Ellingson, Sackett, & Connelly, 2007;
Hogan, Barret, & Hogan, 2007). Several researchers (e.g., Tett & @mswmti, 2007;
Ones, Dilchert, Viswesvaran, & Judge, 2007) disagreed with the statements of
Morgeson et al., citing meta-analytic evidence of the utility of perdgnasitruments
in predicting workplace performance.

While the controversies related to the use of personality testing inicelect
contexts are important for practitioners and researchers in the selectiam dibray
are less important for the purposes of this dissertation. For example, part of the
controversy involves the use of corrected validity coefficients, which is relexsen
observed test scores are used to predict workplace criteria, but lesatrelega
researchers are interested in understanding the relationships betwearctoasth
as personality and satisfaction. However, in their response to Morgeson et al. (2007)
Tett and Christianson (2007) indicate that a key element in understanding meta-

analytic results is th80Dp statistic, which represents the degree to which the validity
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(r) varies across studies. They suggest that the presence of &Qwitdelicates
situational specificity, and can be used to estimate the variabilityidityacross
situations. They conclude that greater attention should be given to the interaction
between the personality variables and performance for specific jobs arftt spec
criteria. Although this dissertation is focused on personality as a moder#ter i
prediction of job satisfaction rather than its use in predicting performanasytiba
that the association between personality and workplace criteria vazasliag to the
situation is critical to understanding how personality might moderate th®mnslap
between autonomy and satisfaction.
The Facets of the FFM

| have suggested that the challenges to the FFM on the basis of itsmutility i
predicting workplace performance are largely irrelevant to the purpose of this
dissertation, but the confusion over the proper bandwidth and number of factors is
harder to ignore. One solution is to retain the organizational structure of the FFM,
while focusing on the personality facets which are sub-traits ofwbgfobal factors,
with a much narrower bandwidth. Indeed, some of the most vocal critics of the FFM
(e.g., Hough & Furnham, 2003) have called for increased use of the fak€ls in
research, although there remains relatively few studies that empleynidueswer
sub-traits. When facets are utilized, the Big Five factor structure become
hierarchical—the five global factors exist at the top of the hierarchyyamous
lower level personality facets or subcomponents exist below the global féCtsts

& McCrae, 1995).
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Arguing against the broad Big Five factors, Hough and colleagues suggested

that the Big Five is inadequate because the factors consist of components that ar
differentially related to criteria (Hough & Ones, 2001). For example, Hoogi©Oaes
cited research supporting the separation of the factor of conscientiousness into
dependability and achievement constructs (e.g., Hough, Ones & Viswesvaran, 1998;
Vinchur, Shippmann, Switzer, & Roth, 1998), and extraversion into the constructs of
surgency, which reflects concepts such as assertiveness and activitffiliatidra
which reflects the concepts of warmth and gregariousness (e.g., Hough, »998; H
et al., 1998). Additionally, researchers have challenged the content of the Big Five
factors as overly heterogeneous (Hough & Ones, 2001; Hough & Oswald, 2008), and
there appear to be some similarities among facets of different Bgbnstructs. For
example, the facets of conscientiousness (as described by Costa &Mta98)
include the construct of achievement striving, which appears intuitively to be more
similar to the facet of assertiveness found under the extraversion factosutita
facets as dutifulness and deliberation found under the conscientiousness factor. In
keeping with this line of reasoning, Paunonen, Rothstein, and Jackson (1999) suggest
that the best constellation of predictors may be selected narrow facetsraf eétlee
higher order factors, rather than all of the facets of one of the Big Fhve. T
differences in the conceptualization of the broader factors can thus be Igrgebd
when facets are used. This is because the researcher is free to selacbther sub-
traits that are theoretically linked to relevant outcomes regardi¢ise gfobal factor

to which they are thought to belong, thus sidestepping much of the controversy
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regarding how best to conceptualize the Big Five.

In addition to resolving issues regarding the structure of the Big Five, the use
of facets may also improve the predictive utility of personality measttesever, at
this time there remains little research that definitively suggestsheha broad or
narrow bandwidth approach is more appropriate and useful. For example, Ones and
Viswesveran (1996) maintain that broad personality factors are preferableow nar
facets in the prediction of broad and complex criteria, such as job performance.
Although not specifically addressed by Ones and Viswesvaran, it can be ds¢kame
the same recommendation could be applied to such criteria as job satisfactisebeca
the criterion domain is also broad. Costa and McCrae (1992) indicated that the
inclusion of facets underneath the global factors is desirable in order to eneasur
specific traits with greater fidelity. Paunonen et al. (1999) suggestdahatv
predictors, such as Big Five facets, may be the best predictors even when broad
criteria are used because the facets may account for unique variancelaioeexoy
the higher order factors. Additionally, as suggested by the principle of
correspondence (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977), narrow facets should also be more
powerful in predicting narrow criteria. This makes them particularlyuligethe
study conducted for this dissertation because the WDQ provides narrow meésures o
work characteristics.

Although the benefits to using facets are clear, there is some controversy
regarding how best to capture the more narrow-bandwidth personality constructs

within the Big Five. Goldberg (1997) notes that although there is rough agreement on
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the factor structure of the higher level Big Five factors, there is itdeydgreement
regarding the number and descriptions of the lower level facets, which vanydiegp
upon which conceptualization of the Big Five is used. He cites as examples the AB5C
(Hofstee, de Raad, & Goldberg, 1992), which contains 45 dimensions within its five
factor structure, the Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PleRtaCs McRae,
1992), which specifies six facets below each global factor for a total of 3@islons,
and the California Psychological Inventory which according to Goldberg isnpli¢o
35 facets. Unfortunately, there is little research suggesting whodelrns most
appropriate. However, Paunanon and Ashton (2001) showed that the facets of the
NEO-PI-R were more accurate predictors of forty behavioral critesia the global
Big Five factors, which suggests that the model specified by the NEOpRlvides
useful predictive power at the facet level. A personality measure basedNB@he
PI1-R will thus be used in the study for this dissertation. Table 1 describeshiaé gl
factors of the NEO-PI-R with each of their attendant facets.

Research utilizing facets as predictors is much more sparse, and several
researchers have called for increased attention to facet levedmstaps of Big Five
traits, such as conscientiousness and extraversion. Dudley et al. (2006 ted wthec
of the few extant studies using facets to predict workplace critehniarrditan the
broad behavioral criteria examined by Paunanon and Ashton (2001). They performed
a meta-analysis on the usefulness of the narrow traits of conscientiousness i
predicting job performance and concluded that the narrow facets are usefdegrovi

they are used to predict specific outcomes to which they are theoretatathd: It is
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notable that Dudley et al. operationalized conscientiousness as consisting of four
narrow traits—achievement, order, cautiousness and dependability—rather than the
six originally specified by Costa and McCrae (1995), which also includge&t@mce
and self discipline. They later indicated that the four facets only accounted faf65%
the variance in the global conscientiousness factor and suggested that global
conscientiousness is broader than the aggregate of the four facets. One wonders
whether at least some of the remaining 35% could be accounted for by the facets of
competence and self-discipline, which were not included in the Dudley et al. model.
However, these results were consistent with the Paunanon and Ashton (2001) study,
which suggested that both the global factors and the facets contributed unique variance
to the prediction of behavior.

In another study, Major et al. (2006) investigated whether the Big Fivisface
and another construct—proactive personality—predicted motivation to learn. They
performed hierarchical regression analysis, entering all six facetdraiversion,
conscientiousness, and openness to experience in the prediction in step one. The
facets of activity and positive emotion (extraversion), ideas and values (spgrarel
competence, dutifulness, and achievement striving (conscientiousness) were
significantly related to motivation to learn, with dutifulness displayingtiig
negative relationship. After proactive personality was entered in the seepndrdy
positive emotions and competence retained significant relationships with nuootitati
learn.

Their results suggest two important conclusions. First, the results inthaate
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there are strong differences between facets in their ability to psgdicific criteria,
providing further support for the use of facets in research that uses the Big Five
Second, their research provides support for the existence of important constructs that
are not well represented by the Big Five, even when facets are includeat. elvial
(2006) found that proactive personality was a composite of nine facets of thev&ig Fi
with at least one facet from each of the five global factors. With regpect
conscientiousness and extraversion, proactive personality includes the facets of
assertiveness and activity (extraversion) and dutifulness and achievémerg s
(conscientiousness). However, the nine facets only account for 26% of the variance i
proactive personality, suggesting that the construct is something more thamtbe s
the Big Five facets (Major et al., 2006). While this finding suggests that meact
personality may describe elements of personality beyond the Big Fivekasnta
difficult to use for the current study because it shares variance withcite
extraversion and conscientiousness, which are the focus of this dissertation.
Conscientiousness and Its Relation to Job Satisfaction

For the purposes of this dissertation, the Big Five factors of conscientiousness
and its facets are the most important due to the likelihood that they will bedredat
important motivational elements of the WD&)d because they have been shown to
be related to job satisfaction. Conscientiousness is one of the most widelg sfudie
the Big Five, and the global factor has been shown to be positively related to
performance across a wide range of jobs with the strongest correlagifficients of

any of the Big Five (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick et al., 2001). For example,
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Barrick and Mount (1991) averaged the validity of conscientiousness across a wide
range of performance criteria, including job performance and trainingigréy and
arrived at an estimated true score correlation of .22. This study was follgwed b
several additional studies that confirmed the utility of personality in pneglict
performance based outcomes (e.g., Hough et al., 1998; Tett et al., 1991), each of
which showed that conscientiousness was the strongest predictor of performance
across jobs. Barrick et al. (2001) meta-analytically summarized thds#lger meta-
analyses into a “meta-analysis of meta-analyses.” They d¢strtaat
conscientiousness predicted performance across a wide range o (eitgri
supervisor ratings, objective performance) and occupations (e.g., salessipnaies
skilled, semi-skilled) with estimated true score correlations rarfgomg .19 to .26. It
thus appears that conscientiousness is a robust predictor of job performance across a
number of different performance criteria and occupational classuiicati

Most research on conscientiousness as a predictor has been focused on
performance criteria, but meta-analytic evidence also suggeststhat
conscientiousness and extraversion may be useful predictors of job satisfaetion as
disposition (Judge et al., 2002). In their study, neuroticism emerged as thestrong
and most consistent trait-based predictor of job satisfagtien.9), followed
closely by conscientiousnegs= .28) and extraversiop € .25). The link between
neuroticism and job satisfaction is expected, because the construct contams facet
related to depression, hostility and anxiety. The link between extraversion and

satisfaction is also expected because the construct includes fadets telaarmth
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and positive emotions. As Judge et al. note, “one would expect that factors that cause
emotionally stable and extraverted individuals to be happy in life would also lead the
to be happy in their jobs (p. 534).” It would be interesting to examine whether the
facets of extraversion unrelated to positivity, such as gregariousness aniderssss,
were also related to job satisfaction. Unfortunately, there were not enowggss
measuring the Big Five constructs at the facet level to figure into theamalysis,
leading Judge et al. to explicitly call for more research into the relationsiwnpdre
the Big Five and job satisfaction at the facet level.

The relationship between conscientiousness and job satisfaction is also notable,
albeit for different reasons. First, there is little in the measure thatsagye
intuitive relationship with job satisfaction. Judge et al. (2002) argue from aticabr
perspective that conscientiousness may relate to job satisfaction because
conscientiousness represents a general tendency toward involvement in work with a
subsequently higher likelihood of obtaining work-based rewards such as increased
pay, promotion, and informal recognition. While this makes sense on a conceptual
level, there appears to be no research that directly supports this conclusion. Second,
the correlations between conscientiousness and job satisfaction showed the highest
variance across studies (b .22), with 9 of the 79 correlations suggesting a
negative relationship between conscientiousness and satisfaction. Judge etsll. sugge
that sampling error may explain these vexing results. However, it is alsbl@adisat
the relationship between conscientiousness and satisfaction depends upon the work

context, especially if SpPis viewed as a marker of variance due to situational
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specificity, as Tett and Christianson (2007) have suggested. Work charasteristic

such as autonomy, may provide an explanation for some of this observed variance.
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Chapter 4: Trait-Activation Theory and Person-Environment Fit Theory

In the preceding chapters, | have described the construct of autonomy and its
relationship to job satisfaction, and noted the long tradition of investigatingdudl
differences as moderators of this relationship. | have also argued foetbefasets
in research using the Big Five; established an argument suggesting that
conscientiousness and its facets are related to job satisfaction; andesdi tjogets
differences in the work environment, such as the amount of decision latitude and
autonomy over work methods, may interact with personality to predict job satiefacti
| now outline trait activation (Tett & Burnett, 2003; Tett & Gutterman, 2000) as a
possible theoretical explanation for the proposed interaction between persardility a
autonomy. | then discuss person-environment interaction models, and suggest that
person-environment (PE) fit provides a useful set of constructs that may be
conceptualized as both an outcome and as a means by which the effect of the
autonomy x personality interaction on job satisfaction can be explained. Finally, |
argue that a form of perceived PE fit (conceptualized as person-autonomayfit) m
mediate the relationship between the autonomy x personality interaction andréhe m
generalized constructs of both person-job (PJ) fit and job satisfaction.
Trait-Activation Theory

One way to explain the proposed interaction is by using a person-situation
interactionist model of personality, which suggests that an outcome is driven not just
by personality factors or situational factors, but by the interaction offispec

individual differences with specific dimensions of the work environment that are
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theoretically linked to the outcome of interest. Tett and Burnett (2003) developed the
model of trait activation in order to explain how the elements of a situation may
provide the opportunity for trait expression, thus eliciting different responses from
individuals depending upon the traits they possess. Although this model is used to
explain the relationship between personality and job performance, the framswork i
generalizable to job attitudes as well. As Tett and Burnett note, “the ¢oakepre
of the model is the interactionist process by which personality traiexpressed” (p.
501). This interactionist perspective leads to a nuanced definition of persdmatlity t
explicitly includes the features of a given situation. In their framewersgnality
traits are defined as: “intraindividual consistencies and interindividual uniqueness
propensities to behave in identifiable waydight of situational demands(Tett &
Gutterman, 2000, p. 398, emphasis mine). In light of this definition, Tett and Burnett
highlight five key points relevant to the use of personality in predicting waré&pla
outcomes. The most important among these for the purposes of this dissertation are
that a) traits are propensities or latent potentials inherent to an individuatéhat
triggered by the environment, and b) behavioral interpretation of traits is tontex
dependant and one must consider relevant situational features when attempting to
understand the behavioral expression of traits. Although the focus of the trait
activation model is on the use of personality in predicting workplace performance, the
overall proposition that situations elicit expression of traits can be extemdedude
attitudinal outcomes, such as job satisfaction as well.

Before proceeding, it is important to point out that the trait activation model is
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based on something of a postulate regarding the intrinsic value of personality
expression. Tett and Burnett (2003) note the long history of treating persamaaisty t
as needs or drives, which lead to satisfaction and pleasure when there is an dpportuni
to express them and dissatisfaction or displeasure when the need to express a
personality trait is thwarted. They also note that interpersonal approaches to
personality (e.g., Leary, 1957) and circumplex models of personality (eughik,

1997) start with the assumption that the expression of personality traits is gmtdam
to human nature and the inability to express them leads to anxiety in the individual.
Based on these foundations, they put forth the assumption that individuals will be
most satisfied with the organizational features (including such things &dasts,
people, and organizational values) that enable the expression of their unique
personality traits. This assumption is critical to the hypotheses théeneveloped
later in this chapter.

Two additional features of the model are the concepmguadtion strengttand
situation-trait relevance Situation strength refers to the magnitude with which a
given situation demands specific behaviors, whereas situation trait releefarseo
which traits will be activated by situational demands. Consider, for exampgfgcalt
classroom scenario in a large lecture hall at a university. In most sitiagrthe
norm for large lectures is for the instructor to provide information by talking and for
the students to passively receive that information, without a lot of sociaahter or
activity on their part. The situation is fairly strong in terms of the dafiens

regarding social interaction during class—it is understood that, in general, a lot of
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activity and gregariousness is not acceptable within the context of the situdtien. T
situation is thus strong in relation to the trait of extraversion, and exertsneress
highly extraverted people to act in a more introverted manner. In this way, the
demands of the situation suppress the expression of differences in extraversion
because the expected behavior (to remain silent and passive) is homogeneous and the
situational influence is fairly strong. Now imagine the instructor lefores few
minutes and tells the students to “talk among themselves about the material.” The
strength of the situationis a visextraversion has now been largely eliminated, and
students now have the latitude to express their individual differences in extravers
Those who are highly introverted will be more likely to sit quietly and study by
themselves, while those who are highly extroverted will be more likely to Bctive
engage in animated discussion.

As Tett and Burnett (2003) suggest, the strength of a situation should impact
the ability of a personality trait to predict a given job performancerwmit, because
strong situations limit the expression of individual differences in behaviait Tr
relevance also impacts the ability of a personality trait to preabgbgrformance,
simply because not all traits are relevant for predicting behavior inuatiens. In
order to extend this model to job satisfaction, one needs to include the assumption
(discussed above) that people find the expression of traits intrinsically regiardi
With this assumption in mind, one might conclude that highly extraverted students
would find the lecture hall unsatisfying because the situation does not enabl® them

express their natural inclination toward active and gregarious behavior. More
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introverted students, on the other hand, should be more satisfied with the lecture hall
scenario because the type of behavior demanded by the situation (to remaimgilent a
passive) is more in line with their natural tendencies.

Person-Environment Fit

At its most basic level, person-environment (PE) fit theory suggests that
outcomes such as stress or dissatisfaction result from a misfit betveeen t
characteristics of a person and the characteristics of an environmertr@8dh096).
The larger class of PE fit content domains includes person-organizationt(PO) f
person-group (PG) fit, person-supervisor (PS) fit, in addition to person-jobt(PJ) fi
While each of these elements of fit is important to conceptualizing the inerac
relationship between the person and the work environment, PJ fit is most retevant t
this dissertation because it attempts to describe the degree of fit betyweron and
the unique tasks of the job itself—which is the focus of my study. Edwards (1991)
defined PJ fit as the fit between the abilities of the person and the demands of a
specific job or the desires of a person and the attributes of the job. Kristof (1998)
offers a slightly more general definition of PE fit as it pertains to orgaairs, stating
that it is: “the compatibility between people and organizations that occurs \ahe: (
least on entity provides what the other needs, or (b) they share similar funalament
characteristics, or (c) both" (p. 5).

Measurement concepts and distinctio$ie conceptualization and
measurement of PE fit are rife with variety, disagreements, and heteitygerhere

are at least four core distinctions that together define the operatiooali@ghPE fit.
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Figure 1 presents several different methods for conceptualizing iPEHé
organizational context. The first core distinction distinguishes whether thenper
the environment is more salient to the interaction, leading to two differentoays
conceptualizing the fit between the person and the environment. The first way,
dubbeddemands-abilitie$it, focuses on the level of congruence between the demands
of the environment and the abilities of the individual (Edwards et al., 1998). As such,
it tends to be organization-centric, and is the model underlying much of the aativity
job selection because the person is viewed as a set of abilities that wileocoent or
supplement the work environment. The second method of conceptualization, dubbed
needs-suppliest, focuses on the level of congruence between the needs of the
individual and the supplies offered by the environment to fulfill those needs (Edwards
et al., 1998). As such, it is a more person-centric conceptualization of fit, b&rause
environment is viewed as a set of characteristics that must complement ensaiupl
the needs of the individual.

The second core distinction, according to Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, and
Johnson (2005), is between how one views congruence between the person and
environment, which can either be complementary or supplemer@amplementary
fit occurs when the characteristics of either the person or the environment fiilira ga
one another. For example, in the demands-abilities framework, a managetegt® se
a highly ordered individual to work with a team of creative “idea people” is bHssg
decision on the idea that the characteristic of orderliness will fill thengay i

complement, the characteristics of the rest of the work team. As this exampties,
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complementary fit is often associated with a demands-abilities pexspecti
(Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987). However, Kristof-Brown et al. note that
complementary fit can apply to the needs-supplies perspective as wells In th
conceptualization, individual needs are seen as gaps that must be filled by a supply
from the environment. For example, complimentary fit in the needs-supplies
perspective would occur when an individual’'s need or desire for autonomy on the job
is filled by an adequate level of autonomy supplied by the job.

Supplementary fibccurs when the characteristics of the person or the
environment add to, or supplement, characteristics that are already featineed in t
other. In other words, supplemental fit occurs when the characteristics of the
environment and the individual are similar (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). This type of
fit is often associated with a PO fit because it implies a level of conggumtween
the organizational environment and personal characteristics. For example,
supplementary fit occurs when individuals who value social responsibility work for
organizations that also value social responsibility. This type of fit formsasis of
the attraction-selection-attrition model (Schneider, 1987) of organizhtiohare.

The third core distinction is betweebjectiveandsubjectiverepresentations
of the person environment interaction (Edwards et al., 199Bjective
representations focus on the level of congruence between the objective ciséicscter
of the environment (e.g., job tasks) and the objective needs, desires, values, or
attributes of the individual (e.g., personality traits). As such, they are catsider

indirect measures of fit because the level of fit must be calculated based on #&e degr
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of misfit between the individual and the environment. A researcher using objective
measures of fit would sample objective characteristics of the environment and
objective characteristics of the individual. These indirect measuresaégtar be
calculated as some form of difference score between the person and environment
variables or can be analyzed using polynomial regresSiabjectivaepresentations
of PE fit focus on the perceptions of the individual regarding his or her fit with the
environment. As such, they were originally considelieelict measures of fit because
the degree of perceived fit is obtained directly from the individual (Edwals et
1998). Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) further refined this distinction by breaking
subjective representations of fit into two additional components. She distinguishes
betweerperceived fitin which individuals report their perceptions of their own fit
with the environment, anslbjective fitwvherein the individual is asked to provide
information regarding attributes of their environment in addition to themselves. The
former is thus a direct measure of subjective fit, while the latter is aiechdneasure
of subjective fit and must be analyzed using the same techniques that apply té indirec
objective measures. For the sake of clarity, | use theitelinect-subjectiveo refer
to fit that is assessed by comparing self-reported characteristios pérson with
characteristics of the environment also reported by the individual. | ussitie t
direct-perceptualvhen individuals are asked to assess fit using self report measures of
their perceptions.

One final distinction should be mentioned with regard to PE fit. PE fit theory

is based on the notion cbmmensurate measurememhich distinguishes the PE fit
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paradigm from more general interactionist models of the relationship retwserson
and the environment (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). Commensurate measurement
indicates that both person and environment variables must be measured along the
same dimensions. Edwards (1996) suggest that commensurate measurement is
required because PE fit theory is primarily concerned with the distance bl
E variables as an indicator of the degree of fit between the person and the
environment. Studies that collect and analyze P and E variables on commensurate
dimensions fall under the auspices of PE fit theory, while those that hypotheseze mor
general interactions between a personality characteristic and an eremtahrpariable
cannot be explained through a direct application of PE fit theory. This distinction does
not deprecate studies that rely on non-commensurate measures—indeed the I-O
literature is packed with well designed studies that investigate ¢titera between the
person and the environment outside of a PE fit framework--but it does set a boundary
between PE fit theory and other interactionist theories. In preceding ichatave
suggested that Big Five personality facets will interact with autortorpyedict
satisfaction, which would indicate a form of fit on non-commensurate dimensions.
While the associations of these interactions with job satisfaction arameievtheir
own right, PE fit theory, along with commensurate measurement, may provide a more
direct explanatory mechanism by which these effects can be understood.
Measuring PE fit as a Predictor of Satisfaction

The evidence regarding PE fit as a useful predictor of job satisfaction i$ robus

in the literature. Many studies have shown that PE fit—whether conceptualized in
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terms of fit with the job, fit with the organization, or fit with the work group—is
related to job satisfaction. For example, Verquer, Beehr, and Wagner (2683) m
analytically examined the utility of PO fit in predicting attitudinalamumhes such as
job satisfaction and found a moderate effect size. The results suggestentage
correlation between PO fit and job satisfaction of .25. However, there were
differences in these correlations depending on measurement strategy, and these
differences were especially apparent for subjective measuremsdagsts. The
correlation for indirect-subjective measurement was .30 and the correlatairefr
perceptual measurement strategy was .57. These results suggest thatcaralisd
experience of their PO fit (as quantified by direct perceptual measaotei® a more
robust predictor of their job satisfaction. This makes sense theoretically, as
perceptions of fit should be more cognitively accessible and thus more proximally
related to job attitudes than indirect-objective measures of fit (Cable &&&R02).
Moreover, the perception of fit has, by definition, been filtered through an individual's
own internal cognitive and sensory apparatuses, and thus represents an individual’'s
experienced reality. As | have suggested in the introduction to this disserthé
focus on the individual's perceptions and felt experience regarding theioemant
is central to Weiss and Rupp’s (2010) call for a more person-centered approach to I-O
psychology.

It should be noted that the Verquer et al. (2003) meta-analysis was focused

exclusively on PO fit, which is qualitatively different from other PE fit eont

domains, such as PJ fit. However, Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) meta-andiytical
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summarized 47 (N =12,960) studies and found an average correlation between PJ fit
and job satisfaction across studies of .44. Moreover, they investigated fit
measurement strategy (indirect-objective, indirect-subjective, and-geemxeptual) as
a moderator of the PJ fit/satisfaction relationship. Although the coarlmi the
indirect-objective measurement strategy (.22) was substantially anficsigtly lower
than the correlation for indirect-subjective (.44) and direct-perceptual (.45)
measurement strategies, there were virtually no differences betweekattér two.
According to these results, there appears to be little difference in nmggsuiojective
PJ fit using indirect or direct methods for the prediction of job satisfaction. \owe
they found results similar to that of Verquer et al. for the PO fit/job sdisfiac
relationship, with an average correlation of .45 for direct-perceptual measure8y
for indirect-subjective measurement, and .23 for indirect-objective measurement,
which suggests that for at least some conceptualizations of PE fit, direct palcept
measures yield the largest correlations with attitudinal outcomes.

The results of the Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) meta-analysis also supgest t
various content domains examined using a fit framework (e.g., PJ fit, PO fitt, PG fi
and PS fit) offer the strongest predictive utility when attitudinal outcareeselated
to their content domains. For example, PJ fit was the strongest predictor of job
satisfaction, PO fit was the strongest predictor of organizational commjtarel PG
fit was the strongest predictor of satisfaction with coworkers. Thedmds make
sense because in each place the measurement of fit is associated with an autcome

the same level of analysis. For example, PO fit (which samples fit at the
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organizational level) is associated with an organizational level variabile, Rfit
(which samples fit at the job level) is associated with job satisfaction.
PE Fit as a Mediator

In previous chapters, | have suggested that autonomy and facet level
descriptions of personality will interact to predict job satisfactionh@lgh this view
is consistent with an overall interactionist approach to psychological inquimplies
that perceptions regarding PE fit may be driving the effect of the person x
environment interaction but does not explicitly test this implication. For example
has been well established in the literature that autonomy in the work environment ha
an overall positive effect on satisfaction (e.g., Hackman and Lawler, 1971; Hymphre
et al., 2007; Loher et al., 1985). However, | formally hypothesize later in this
dissertation that the inclusion of the facets of conscientiousness as moderdtisrs of t
relationship results in a series of disordinal interactions. | suggestéaicets of
self-discipline, achievement striving, and competence increase theafféetbnomy
on job satisfaction. That is, those high on these facets will find more highly
autonomous environments more satisfying than those low on these facets. dowill al
suggest, however, that some of the facets of conscientiousness (i.e., order, dsfifulne
and deliberation) will reverse the slope between autonomy and job satisfathat
is, those high on the facets of orderliness, dutifulness and deliberation will find more
highly autonomous environments less satisfying than those low on these facets.
Underlying this series of predictions regarding disordinal interacticans isferred

difference in desire or need for autonomy between orderliness, dutifulness, and
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deliberation on the one hand, and competence, achievement striving, and self-
discipline on the other.

In viewing PE fit as a mediator of the effect of the autonomy x personality
interaction on job satisfaction, two practical issues must be addressed rebamding
best to measure fit between the person and the environment. The first issues involves
whether to measure fit indirectly, using either objective or subjectivieaus, or
whether to measure fit using direct measurement of fit perceptions. White dir
measurement (in which P and E variables are measured separately) is chaipione
some (e.g. Edwards, 1996; Edwards et al., 1998) as the most theoretically rigorous
method, direct measures would make data analysis unwieldy because they must be
analyzed using difference scores or polynomial regression. However, mitere
scores are no longer considered acceptable in most modern PE fit studies due to issues
such as range restriction (Edwards, 1996), and the complexity of the model examined
in the current study precludes the use of polynomial regression. Moreover, as
discussed above, Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) showed meta-analytically thatthe
virtually no difference between direct-perceptual measures of PE fihdimdat-
subjective measures of PE fit in their relationship to job satisfaction. @ the
reasons, a direct-perceptual measure will be used in the current study.
“Person-Autonomy” Fit

The second, and perhaps most pressing issue, involves the appropriate content
domain of P and E variables to sample. In the context of the current study, PE fit

could be conceptualized as the person’s perceptions regarding the congruenee betwe
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desired autonomy (P) and autonomy provided by the job (E). This conceptualization
of fit, which I will call person-autonomfit, limits the focus of the fit measure to the
variables explicitly contained within the current study. This method has conceptua
appeal because it only samples the fit between the specific job facet of autambmy
the individual desire or need for autonomy. However, PE fit can also be
conceptualized in terms of a broader overall fit with the job (i.e., PJ fit), which
measures the overall fit of the individual with the many facets of the job, of which
autonomy is only one. Although these measures are appealing because they have been
used successfully in the research literature (e.g., Cable & Judge, 1996; Cable &
DeRue, 2002), they were less appealing as measures of the mediating varitele for
current study because they sample the fit of unspecified supplies from tiegamnti
with the entire range of individual needs. For example, an item used in the Cable and
DeRue study was: “The job | currently hold gives me about everythiragt fnom a
job.” These supplies could include virtually anything, including instrumental
attributes such as pay, promotion opportunities, and scheduling flexibility; social
attributes, such as support and opportunities for friendship; and psychological
attributes such as achievement opportunities, decision latitude, and challenging work.
Some of these attributes, such as scheduling flexibility and decision laieide
reflected in the autonomy measures used for my study, but the others are not.

As Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) point out, the primary mechanism of needs-
supplies models of PE fit can be explained by the theories of need fulfillment, which

suggest that people will be more satisfied with their work when their needs fausari
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working conditions (such as autonomy) are satisfied. If the desire or need for
autonomy is indeed related to these personality constructs as suggested above, then
differences in the need for autonomy should manifest as differences in perceptions
PE fit in terms of the autonomy provided by the job. Differences in satisfaction would
thus occur when a person’s need or desire for autonomy (the “need” side of the needs-
supplies model) is matched with a commensurate level of autonomy from the work
environment (the “supplies” side of the needs-supplies model), and should thus
mediate the effect of the autonomy x personality interaction on job sabstacti
PJ Fit as an Outcome

The needs-supplies model of person-autonomy fit provides the most
theoretically relevant mediating mechanism for the effect of the autoromy
personality interaction on job satisfaction. However, the broader constiRdtfibf
should also be affected by the interaction of personality with the environmemt. If
individual's personality traits, and their subsequent needs, are not complimented by
supplies provided by the job, the result will be a misfit between the person and the job.
The level of misfit between the person and the job should be reflected in their
perceptions regarding PJ fit.

PJ fit is also important to understanding the relationship between person-
autonomy fit and job satisfaction. Because PJ fit is measured as thefleve
congruence between the needs and traits of the individual and the supplies provided by
the job, it exists at a more general level than person-autonomy fit. P fitcalspies

the same conceptual level of analysis as job satisfaction because it mdasures
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overall fit of the person with the job, just as job satisfaction measures an individual’s
overall satisfaction with the job. As such, it can be viewed as a potential outcome of
both the personality x autonomy interactammd person-autonomy fit. Treating PJ fit
as an outcome in addition to job satisfaction results in the model represented in Figure

2, which forms the basis for the hypotheses in Chapter 5

A s indicated earlier in this chapter, PJ fit hitdrically been treated as an antecedent to job
satisfaction based on theories of need fulfilmehhese theories suggest that individuals will have
more positive attitudes toward their work when theeeds are satisfied by the supplies of the
workplace (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). In the t¢ext of the proposed study, it could be argued Biat

fit performs its own mediating role and is bothcaicome of person-autonomy fit and an antecedent to
job satisfaction, thus mediating the effect peraatenomy fit on job satisfaction. In this alteiinat
conceptualization, PJ fit would be a more proxiav@ecedent to job satisfaction than person-autonomy
fit. While this conceptualization may be theorelig relevant, it would make data analysis unwieldy
and is thus out the scope of this dissertation.
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Chapter 5: Hypotheses

The purpose of this chapter is to outline the research questions and hypotheses
contained in this dissertation. These hypotheses fall into two general cadedine
first category involves predictions regarding the effect of the autonomnsarnadity
interaction on both job satisfaction and PJ Fit. The second category involves
predictions regarding person-autonomy fit as a mediator between the autonomy x
personality interaction and the outcomes of job satisfaction and PJ fit. A foll {ist
hypotheses and research questions in the first category is presented infdaiude
Table 2 and those in the second category are presented as Table 3.
Hypothesis and Research Questions Regarding the Personality x Autonomy
Interaction

Based on the trait-activation model, and the inherent assumption that people
find the expression of their traits satisfying, it is reasonable to sutpgestitferent
people will find different workplace features motivating and satisfying. ghliai
conscientious person, for example, will enjoy and be satisfied with featfultes
work environment that enable them to behave in a manner consistent with their natural
behavioral tendencies toward orderliness and achievement striving awhile
extraverted person will enjoy and be satisfied with features of the wenrloement
that allow them to express their natural behavioral tendencies towardigusgass,
activity, and assertiveness.

Previous research (e.g., Hackman and Lawler, 1971; Humphrey et al., 2007;

Lohar et al., 1985) provides strong support for the link between autonomy (as a work
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characteristic) and job satisfaction as a main effect, and there is additigh of
examining individual differences that may moderate the relationship between
autonomy and satisfaction. The results, however, have been mixed, which may speak
more to the insufficiency of the GNS construct, rather than the lack of a moderati
effect based on individual differences. Previous research (e.g., Judge et al., 2002) ha
also shown that the Big Five personality trait conscientiousness is linked to job
satisfaction, again indicating a main effect of personality on job saisfact
Moreover, the SP statistic for conscientiousness reported in the Judge et al. meta-
analyisis was fairly wide (Sp=.22) and the 80% credibility interval crossed zero.
These results may indicate the presence of a personality-situatiotiotera the
prediction of job performance. Additionally, it is reasonable that autonomy may be
just such a situational predictor because it has been shown to be associated with job
satisfaction.

One more piece of evidence suggests that conscientiousness may moderate the
relationship between autonomy and satisfaction. Barrick and Mount (1993) examined
the role of autonomy in moderating the validity of personality in predicting job
performance for managers. They found that autonomy increased the validity of
conscientiousness in predicting performance. Although they chose to view aytonom
as the moderator, rather than conscientiousness, their choice is a concdpual rat
than statistical one. They could have just as easily chosen to interpret thetione
with the personality variable as a moderator. Finally, Lee, Ashford, and Bb®80)(

examined the interaction between personality (conceptualized as Type A8y
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and found that satisfaction was highest among Type A people who worked in highly
autonomous environments, which suggests an interaction between personality and
autonomy in predicting job satisfaction.

Based on this evidence, | believed that conscientiousness would moderate the
effect of autonomy on job satisfaction. A graphical representation of the proposed
relationships is included in Figure 3. However, given the heterogeneity of sdihee of
facets of conscientiousness, it remained difficult to predict which direttieo
moderation would take. On the one hand, it is reasonable to conclude that increased
levels of conscientiousness will attenuate or reverse the relationship betwee
autonomy and satisfaction because highly autonomous environments provide less
structure, which may frustrate behaviors based on dutifulness, order, and dehberat
On the other hand, it is reasonable to conclude that increased levels of
conscientiousness will strengthen the relationship between autonomy aratsatisf
because more autonomous environments provide opportunities to behave in ways
stemming from achievement striving, competence, and self-discipline. Bdbaus
was no clear direction indicated by either research or theory, | did not hyipetaes
direction for the interaction. | thus state this proposed interaction asach
guestion:

RQ1: Conscientiousness will moderate the relationship between autonomy and

job satisfaction.

A similar relationship should emerge with respect to PJ fit. If differeirce

conscientiousness imply differing levels of need or desire for autonomy, then the
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interaction between conscientiousness and autonomy should be reflected in
perceptions of PJ fit. As with RQ1, | am unable to predict the direction of the
interaction, so | state the following as a research question:

RQ2: Conscientiousness will moderate the relationship autonomy and PJ fit.
Consideration of the facets of conscientiousness enables more specific
predictions regarding the direction of the proposed interactions. | suggebithat
facets of orderliness, dutifulness, and deliberation will result in a disordiaeddtibn
with autonomy such that low scores on these facets will result in a posigee @ff
autonomy on job satisfaction and PJ fit, while high scores on these facetsulillin
a negative effect of autonomy on satisfaction and PJ fit. | also suggdsietifacets
of achievement striving, competence, and self discipline will result in dnsdrdi
interactions. However, in this case, high scores on these facets shouldhrasult i
positive effect of autonomy on job satisfaction and PJ fit, while low scores @ thes
facets should result in a negative effect of autonomy on satisfaction and IFfhfre
presented a graphical example of these disordinal interactions based on Bigpldhe
as Figure 4:
H1 a-c: The facets of a) order, b) dutifulness, and c) deliberation will
moderate the relationship between autonomy and job satisfaction.
Specifically, low scores on these facets will result in a positive effect of
autonomy on job satisfaction, while high scores on these facets will result in a
negative effect of autonomy on satisfaction.

H2 a-c: The facets of a) order, b) dutifulness, and c) deliberation will
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moderate the relationship between autonomy and PJ fit. Specifically, low
scores on these facets will result in a positive effect of autonomy on PJ fit,
while high scores on these facets will result in a negative effect of autonomy on
PJ fit.

H3 a-c: The facets of a) achievement striving, b) competence, and c) self-
discipline will moderate the relationship between autonomy and satisfaction.
Specifically, high scores on these facets will result in a positive effect of
autonomy on job satisfaction, while low scores on these facets will result in a
negative effect of autonomy on satisfaction.
H4 a-c: The facets of a) achievement striving, b) competence, and c) self-
discipline will moderate the relationship between autonomy and PJ fit.
Specifically, high scores on these facets will result in a positive effect of
autonomy on PJ fit, while low scores on these facets will result in a negative
effect of autonomy on satisfaction.
Hypotheses Regarding Person-Autonomy Fit as a Mediator of the Effect of the
Autonomy x Personality Interaction on Job Satisfaction
The second set of hypotheses investigates person-autonomy fit as a mediator of
the effect of the autonomy x personality interaction on job satisfaction. Thel overa
model tested is presented as Figure 5. | argued in Chapter 4 that pecsamauit
provides a useful mechanism by which the relationship between the autonomy x
personality interactions and job satisfaction can be understood. The interaction

between autonomy and personality should be reflected in individual perceptions
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regarding how well the environment supplies the needed or desired amount of
autonomy (which is measured by person-autonomy fit). The level of fit expedienc
by individuals should in turn predict their job satisfaction and the overall fit with thei
job. This argument results in a series of formal hypotheses, which predietthiat
will mediate the relationship between the interactions hypothesized prgvamasjob
satisfaction:
H5: Person-autonomy fit will mediate the relationship between the autonomy x
conscientiousness interaction and job satisfaction.
H6: Person-autonomy fit will mediate the relationship between the autonomy x
conscientiousness interaction and PJ fit.
H7 a-f: Person-autonomy fit will mediate the relationship between the
autonomy X [ a) orderliness b) dutifulness c) deliberation d) achievement
striving e) competence and f) self-discipline] interaction and job satisfaction
H8 a-f: Person-autonomy fit will mediate the relationship between the
autonomy x [ a) orderliness b) dutifulness c) deliberation d) achievement

striving e) competence and f) self-discipline] interaction and PJ fit.
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Chapter 6: Method

Initial Power Analysis

Prior to conducting the study, a power analysis was conducted using G*Power
3 software (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) to determine a suffsaemle
size to achieve statistical power of .80. The power analysis was conceptusiizg
a hierarchical regression framework with two predictors entered in step, 1 (
autonomy and a personality facet) and the interaction term entered in stepi2. Int
context, the effect siz&R? represents the unique variance in the outcome variable
accounted for by the interaction term. Because there is little rassaaitable
regarding the Big Five and its facets as moderators of the relationsivgebet
autonomy and such as outcomes as job satisfaction and person-job fit, it was difficult
to predict an expected effect size for the moderation term. | ch&iRead .03 as the
effect size because Barrick and Mount (1993) foun&aof .03 in a similar study for
conscientiousness as a moderator of the autonomy/job performance relationship.
According to the power analysis, 256 data points are necessary to defécifa03
with a power of .80, which was the goal of the current study.
Design Overview

Data for the study were collected at two time points with 2-5 weeks &etwe
Time 1 (T1) and Time 2 (T2) in order to minimize spurious effects due to common
method variance (CMV). This strategy was recommended by Podsakof (2003) as a
good method for controlling CMV. Data collected at T1 included self-report nesasur

of constructs that are theoretically antecedent (e.g., autonomy, conscientiousness
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facets) to the self-report outcome measures collected at T2 (e.g.,igbécsan,
person-job fit). T1 and T2 data were then matched based on the participant’s answers
to three identifying questions (e.g., “what are the first two letterswf father’s first
name ?”). Because | was not sure how well the codes would work to match the data, |
also collected the outcome variables (job satisfaction, PJ Fit) at T1. Téeréhus
two data sets: one in which the antecedent and outcome variables were cdildeed a
same timeN=256), and a subset which contained outcome variables separated in time
(N=181). The second data set was preferred because it separated the antecedent and
outcome variables in time, thus reducing the potential for inflation due to CMV.
However, it was underpowered according to the initial power analysis. orped an
additional power analysis using G*Power 3 (Faul et al., 2007) on the smaller dhatche
data set to determine the power provided by the existing 181 participants to achieve
significance given the projected?’ of .03. The software indicated that the smaller
matched data set provided statistical power of .64. The first data set cdnkene
identical number of records suggested by the power analysis, thus retaificigrauf
statistical power, but did not provide safeguards against CMV.

This situation presented something of a conundrum, especially because upper
management at the firm where the study was conducted had asked that the data
collection be closed. | reasoned that the problem of the potential impact of CMV was
greater than running analyses with insufficient power, and thus decided to make the
smaller matched data s&181) my primary source. However, because | had access

to data that met the goal for statistical power, | performed supplemeatgdeson



Conscientiousness as a Moderator 74
the larger dataset. This means that any non-significant outcome coultedeotes
data set that had been determiagutiori to have sufficient power. The possibility
that a lack of power led to non-significant results could thus be explored, although
CMV would still remain a possible problem in the larger data set. The smaléeset
was thus used for all analyses, which are discussed in the main portion of Chapter 7.
In the case of non-significant findings, | re-ran the analyses on the latgezetian
case a lack of power led to an inability to detect effects. These analyskscassed
in the supplemental area of the Chapter 7.

Figure 6 illustrates the study design and lists the variables that waseired
at each time point. The specific measures to be used for each variable usedisc
the measures section in this chapter.

Participants

Participants were recruited from a national wholesale distribution company
with headquarters in Portland, OR. The firm functions as a co-operative with 300
independently owned locations throughout the United States. The sample of
participants was comprised of employees at the corporate headquartéfs and
independently owned stores and groups.

The matched data set was comprised of 181 participants, with an average age
of 44.9 SD= 11.6). The participant population was 74% male and 90.1% Caucasian,
3.9% Latino, 1.7% African American, .6% Asian, and .6 % American Indian. An
additional 2.8% of participants chose “Other” or provided multiple responses. For

education, 21.5% had finished high school, 54.1% of participants had some college or
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an AA degree, 20.4 % held BA degrees, and 3.9% held graduate degrees.

In terms of their jobs, 32.6% of participants indicated that they had a
supervisory role, and 23.5% indicated that their position was at or above “Manager”
level. Approximately 40% indicated that they were salaried workers, with the
remaining earning hourly wages. The median salary was $55,000Myed59,663;

SD= 20,756) and the average wage was $16.74/I8ir(2.92). Participants had
been working in their current jobs for an average of 6.9 y&is(6.51), and had
been working for the company for an average of 9.1 y&iis(7.2).

Procedure

Participants were recruited via email from within the organization anel we
offered the chance to win $50 as an incentive. The email described the study and
contained a link to the first online survey (i.e., T1). An email reminder was sent
approximately one week later. Between two and five weeks after the reminder
participants were sent a second email with a link to the second survey (i.e., T2) and a
reminder was also sent approximately one week later. The difference iméag ti
between the first and second survey was due to the holiday season. All participants
who submitted both surveys were invited to provide their name and email address to
be entered into the random drawing for $50. A winner was selected and paid on
2/15/2012.

The data for T1 and T2 were then matched using three questions described
above, with some loss of data due to mismatches on these questions. There were seven

cases in which the codes were very close but differed by one digit on one question



Conscientiousness as a Moderator 76
(“How many siblings do you have?”). Because this question may have caused som
confusion as to whether or not to include oneself, | allowed those cases into the data
set. | spot checked several analyses and found only trivial differencésdnsefe
and no differences in significance when these records were not included. | thus
decided to include these cases in order to maximize sample size.
Measures
A full list of the items used in each of the measures discussed below are
included in Appendix A, and mockups of the two surveys, are included in Appendix
B. Alpha statistics for all measures were above .8 ,except for deldvevatich had
an alpha statistic of .76. Specific alpha statistics for each scalstadedn the
diagonal in Table 4.
Facets of conscientiousnesghe six facets of conscientiousness were assessed
using the International Personality Item Pool (IPIP; Goldberg et al., 2006k vehi
based on the FFM. The facet scale in the original measure contains fiweehosi
worded items and five negatively worded items for each of the six facessidtal of
60 items. Due to space constraints imposed by the organization, | limitéehtiseto
those that are positively worded. The measure used for this study thus contained 31
positively worded items. The facets were measured as follows: Competeteresy i
orderliness, 5 items; dutifulness, 5 items; achievement striving, 7 items; self
discipline, 5 items; deliberation, 3 items.
Work autonomy.Autonomy at work was assessed using the WDQ (Morgeson

& Humphrey, 2006), which provides three sub-scales of three items each, for a total of



Conscientiousness as a Moderator 77
nine items.Work scheduling autononmgfers to the discretion an employee has over
their work planning. An example is “The job allows to plan how | do my work.”
Decision-making autononrgfers to the latitude an employee has to make decisions.
An example is “The job allows me to make a lot of decisions on my oWurk
methods autononmgfers to the discretion an employee has in choosing their work
methods. An example is “The job allows me to decide on my own how to go about
doing my work.

Job satisfaction Job satisfaction was measured globally using five items
suggested by Judge et al. (2001). An example is “I feel fairly satisfiednyith
present job.”

Person-autonomy fit and PJ fit perceptiorfa] fit was assessed using three
items from Cable and DeRue (2002). A sample item is “The job that | currently hold
gives me just about everything that | want from a job.” Person-autonomy fit was
assessed with three items created for the proposed study based on the Cable and
DeRue items. These items were altered by limiting the focus to agpéatsjob
related to autonomy only. An example is “There is a good fit between how much
freedom | have at work and how much freedom | want from a job.”

Earnings Participants were asked to provide information about their
compensation. Some participants in the sample were paid according toyessstzanl
schedule, while others were paid hourly wages. Those that were salariedkeere a
to provide their yearly salary in an open response. Those that were paid an hourly

wage were asked to provide their hourly wage in an open response. | calculated an
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earnings variable in order to create a single scale covering both wagedaand
the case of salaried workers, earnings is defined as their gagaly. In the case of
workers who earn wages, earnings is defined as wage multiplied by 40 (agtanda
work week) and then again by 48 (the standard number of weeks worked per year).

Variables for supplemental analysealthough there were no formal
hypotheses regarding these variables, | collected data on leader mrahiaege
(LMX) and proactive personality to enable supplemental analyses. | edlieata on
these variables because they provided alternative conceptualizations of atuaddivi
difference variable (i.e., proactive personality rather than consmisniss) and an
environmental variable (i.e., LMX rather than autonomy) that were potentedaited
to job satisfaction and PJ Fit. LMX was assessed using 12 items from Liden and
Maslyn (1998; e.g., “I like my supervisor very much as a person.”) Proactive
personality was measured with 10 items from Seibert, Crant and Krdif89; (e.qg.,

“I am constantly on the lookout for new ways to improve my life.”)
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Chapter 7: Results

Intercorrelations and alpha reliability statistics among all studghlas are
presented in Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations for all study variables are
presented in Table 5.
Correlations among Study Variables

An initial examination of the correlation table (Table 4) showed several
interesting associations, some of which bear directly on the hypotheses.edalgen
the data appeared to behave in ways that would be expected gieprios
assumptions regarding the measures used and proposed relationships. Only a few
demographic variables were associated with the outcomes: salariedrstatii8,p <
.01) and hours worked per week=(.18,p < .05) were correlated with job
satisfaction, and years at current jol=(.15,p <.05) and hours worked per week=(
.15,p < .05) were correlated with PJ Fit. These variables were thus investigated a
potential control variables for later analyses. Decision autonomy, scheduling
autonomy, work methods autonomy, and autonomy itself were also associated with
salaried statug = .28,p < .01 tor = .32,p < .01), earnings' (= .24,p < .01 tor = .32,
p <.01), and hours worked per week=(.16,p < .05 tor = .25,p <.01). This makes
sense because jobs which pay in salary, have higher compensation, and more hours
worked per week often feature higher levels of on-the-job autonomy.

The six facets of conscientiousness were correlated with one another with
values ranging from=.49,p < .01 tor =.70,p < .01, and the six facets were

associated with the higher-order conscientiousness variable, with valgegriiom
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r=.76,p < .01 tor = .90,p <.01. These high intercorrelations between facets and
with the higher-order conscientiousness variable are in line with its hogtierAacet
factor structure. The three sub scales of autonomy were also assodiateaol
other with values ranging from=.61,p < .01 tor = .79,p < .01 and the three
subscales were associated with global autonomy with values ranging fd®7,p <
.01 tor =.92,p < .01. These values also appeared to be indicative of a higher order
factor structure. | thus performed a confirmatory factor analgt#\] to confirm a
higher order factor structure, the results of which are discussed belovly, koa
satisfaction and PJ Fit were highly correlated=(.75,p < .01). Although this is
expected given that they both measure job attitudes with similar content, the high
correlation prompted me to perform a CFA on these variables as well to ctmdirm
they were separate constructs. | discuss the results of this CFA below.as wel

Regarding conscientiousness, Judge et al. (2002) provided meta-analytic
evidence of a relationship between conscientiousness and job satisfaptron2s,
but did not examine the relationship at the facet level. The current study found a
similar relationship between conscientiousness and job satisfactta23,p < .01).
At the facet level, most of the associations were also significant: comedtencl5,
p < .05), dutifulnessr(= .22,p < .01), achievement striving< .21,p < .01),
discipline ¢ = .21,p < .01) and deliberatiom € .23,p < .01). The exception was
order ¢ = .11,p > .05) which was not significantly related to job satisfaction. These
correlations are consistent with Judge and colleague’s suggestion thdigfactsen

is likely partially dispositional in nature, and is associated with consciengss.
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These associations are examined more fully in the tests of hypotheses belo
CFA of Autonomy

As described above, the WDQ (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006) measures
autonomy using three constructs: work scheduling autonomy, work methods
autonomy, and decision autonomy. However, many studies (e.g. Hackman & Oldham,
1975; Janz, Colquitt, & Noe, 1997; Karasek , 1990) have viewed autonomy as a single
global construct, which includes autonomy of scheduling, work methods and
decisions, but does not break these aspects of autonomy into distinct constructs.
Morgeson and Humphrey performed several rounds of confirmatory factor analysis to
derive the factor structure of the WDQ. A close examination of the fiststatin
their study shows that models in which autonomy was split and models in which
autonomy was treated as a unitary construct did not differ substantiallye&cm
other in terms of overall fit. In fact, the model in which autonomy was treated as a
unitary construct had better fit according to RMSEA, CFI, and SRMR fisstati
although the split model showed a small reduction in chi-square, which may have
indicated better fit. Which of these models fit better is thus equivocal, and depends on
how you choose to interpret the fit statistics. Moreover, in the Morgeson and
Humphrey study, the three types of autonomy were intercorrelated at about .78, whic
suggests that even if they can be viewed as different constructs, they aye highl
related.
In order to figure out how best to proceed, | performed a confirmatory factor

analysis (CFA) using the nine autonomy items collected for this studt iested
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the one-factor model which views the nine items as indicators of a single autonomy
factor. The chi-square test was significaff27, N = 251) = 311.Qp < .001,
indicating a poor fit to the data. However, the chi-square statistic is proldesain
index of model fit because it is sensitive to sample size (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1989).
Other model fit statistics were thus used to evaluate the fit of the model tdahe da
Hu and Bentler (1999) suggest that comparative fit index (CFI) values above .95 and
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) values of .06 or less are indicative
of good model fit. Moreover, Kline (1998) suggested thgldf ratio of less than two
or three is indicative of good model fit. Tifédf ratio was 11.52, the CFl value was
.85 and RMSEA was .21. These model fit statistics suggest that the one-factor model
fits the data poorly.

| next tested a hierarchical factor model in which the three factors &f wor
scheduling autonomy, work methods autonomy, and decision autonomy were nested
within a higher-order autonomy factor. The chi-square test was oncesagaficant,
v¥(24, N = 251)= 37.77,p < .05. Howeven?/df ratio was 1.57, the CFl value was .99
and RMSEA was .05. All model fit statistics suggest that the hierarchataf fa
structure shows good fit to the data. The standardized factor loadingsiukthne t
endogenous factors on the higher-order factor were reasonably balanced (isghedul
autonomy: .65; decision autonomy: .57; work methods autonomy: .70). Moreover, the
intercorrelations (see Table 4) among the three factors and the highreglohdz
factor range from .61 to .92, indicating a strong relationship among the three sub-

factors. Using the higher-order autonomy variable, rather than itsstiibeeales
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independently is thus warranted for the current study.
CFA of Satisfaction and PJ Fit

PJ Fit and job satisfaction were correlated at .75, which makes sense because
they both measures of job attitudes and, as outcomes, were both collected aethe sam
time. With a correlation this high, it was necessary to ascertain whetlkérdhd job
satisfaction should be treated as separate variables. | had asspredthat PJ Fit
and job satisfaction would be separate variables, and in order to test this, | pgdiorme
CFA using the five items for satisfaction and the three items for PJnRite ffirst
model, PJ Fit and job satisfaction were assumed to be separate corretated lat
variables, with their respective items serving as indicators. Thejohretest was
significant,x%(19, N = 180)= 58.80,p < .001. The CFI value was .95 indicating good
fit to the data, but the RMSEA was .10, higher than the value of .06 recommended by
Hu and Bentler (1999). Additionally, th&df ratio of 3.09 approaches the cutoff of
three suggested by Kline (1998). At least some indicators thus suggest that-the t
factor correlated model provides reasonably good fit to the data.

| next tested a single factor model, which assumed that all items intécate
single latent variable. The chi-square test was signifiga@0), N = 180)= 84.60,p
<.001. The CFl value was .92 and the RMSEA was .13, both of which do not meet
Hu and Bentler’s (1999) criteria for surmising good model fit. Furthermueg?/df
ratio of 3.09 for the two factor model is lower than the 4.23 for the single factor
model, which indicates that the two factor model fits the data better than thectore f

model. Based on this evidence, | concluded that it was appropriate to treat job



Conscientiousness as a Moderator 84

satisfaction and PJ Fit as separate variables.
CFA on PA Fit and PJ Fit

Because | adapted the PA fit scale from the PJ Fit scale developetllby Ca
and Derue (2002), | wanted to confirm that PA fit and PJ fit formed separatesfactor
In order to test this assumption, | performed a CFA on the PA fit and PJ éis stak
model tested consisted of two correlated latent factors—one for PA fit and orle for P
fit—with each containing their three items as indicators. The model showed good fit
to the data according to Hu and Bentler’s (1998) criteria. The CFI valu®©%asd
the RMSEA was .998. Moreover, the chi-square statistic was not significant, @despite
sample size of 18¢%(13, N = 180)= 10.2,p >.001. These statistics confirm that the
PA fit and PJ fit scales are measuring different constructs, despiteelatively high
correlation of .71 (see Table 4).
Nested Data Structure

Because | did not have a sufficient number of groups to perform HLM
analysis, | investigated other ways to control for the nested structure ofahe dledt
calculated the ICC (.08) using location as the grouping variable, which suytieste
there may be dependence in the data. However, the intercepts-only model indicated
that the variance in intercepts was not significavialgd Z= 1.35,p = .13), which
suggests that there was not a significant difference in group means on the outcome
variables.

| next entered the 15 dummy coded location variables into a regression

equation predicting job satisfaction and another predicting PJ fit. These i@ugess
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showed that the location variables accounted for significant variance in jslacadin
(R= .39, Adjusted R .07,F(14, 165)= 1.91,p < .05) and PJ fitR = .41, Adjusted
R’= .10,F(14, 165)= 2.14,p < .05). For the sake of parsimony, | also examined
whether a single predictor—corporate vs. store membership—could be used instead of
the 15 dummy codes. This predictor did not account for significant variance in job
satisfaction R = .12, Adjusted?®’= .01,F(1,178)= 2.73,p > .05) but the result for PJ
Fit was significantR = .18, Adjusted?’= .04,F(1,178) = 6.55,p < .05). In spite of
the significant effects of the more parsimonious variable for PJ Fit, which would have
saved 14 degrees of freedom, | elected to use the 15 dummy codes because they
accounted for more variance in the outcome than the single predictor.

All hypothesis tests were thus conducted using the 15 dummy coded location
variables as controls.
Identification of Additional Control Variables

In order to identify variables that would potentially be useful as additional
controls in the regression analyses to follow, | examined the correlationdablé f
study variables (Table 4). In order to be considered for use as a control, a
demographic variable had to show a significant correlation with and be thedyetical
related to the outcome of interest. For job satisfaction, only hours worked perwee
=.18,p < .01) and whether or not the participant was a salaried employe&q,p <
.01) were significantly related to the outcome. Interestingly, earningsiat
significantly associated with job satisfaction. For PJ Fit, only hoursesigsler week

(r =.15,p<.01) and years at current jab=.15,p < .01) were significant. These
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relationships make sense when one considers that those who feel they fit with their
jobs are more likely to work longer hours and stay at their jobs for longer periods of
time. Hours per week and salaried status were thus used as control variables for
regressions involving job satisfaction. Hours per week and years at curremrgb w
used as control variables for regressions involving PJ Fit.

| also examined whether differences in time between the first and second
survey were predictive of any outcomes of interest. To do this, | created the
“Timelapse” variable (which represented the length of time between s)itvey
subtracting the date and time of the end of the first survey from the beginning of the
second survey. | then examined the correlations between this variable and the
variables used for my hypotheses (both predictors and outcomes). The length of time
between surveys was not significantly correlated with any variable msled i
hypotheses. Therefore, | did not use this variable as a control in the regrdssdsms.
investigated gender, yearly earnings, supervisor status, and managersahsta
potential controls. None of them yielded changes in significance for thehlegest
All results are thus reported in the document with the 17 control variables identified
above.
Research Questions 1 and 2 and Hypotheses 1 through 4

In order to test the hypotheses and research questions, | performed moderated
multiple regression analysis. For each regression, the predictor vandiileea
moderator variable were centered prior to analysis to reduce the potential for

multicollinearity. An interaction term was then created by multiplyingptieelictor
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and the moderator variable. The 15 dummy coded location variables were entered in
Step 1, followed by the controls in Step 2, followed by three predictors of interest in
Step 3, to test their relationship with the outcome variable.

Regressions on job satisfactioRor the sake of parsimony | will discuss all
RQs and Hs related to job satisfaction first, and discuss those related tc&tbRd.
RQ 1 asked whether conscientiousness would moderate the relationship between
autonomy and job satisfaction, but did not predict a specific direction for the
moderated effect. Hla-c predicted that a) order, b) dutifulness, and c) deliberat
would moderate the relationship between autonomy and job satisfaction and that the
effect of the moderation would be negative. H3 a — c predicted that a) achievement
striving, b) competence, and c) self-discipline would moderate the relationship
between autonomy and satisfaction and that effect of the moderation would be
positive. Results of these analyses, includghépr the final equationAR? for each
regression step, arfidandt values for individual effects, are presented in Tables 6-12.
As the tables indicate, for each of the seven regressions tested, the vaxplaesed
significant variance in job satisfaction ranging from 33% to 36%. When camgrol
for salaried status and job tenure as well as location, the main effect of aytomom
job satisfaction was significant and substantial in all regressions,testieeffect
sizes ranging fromR? = .10, = .38,p < .001 toAR? = .13, = .43,p < .001,
depending on which personality variable was included in the regression. The main
effect of conscientiousness was also significARE € .03,3 = .19,p < .01), as were

the main effects of duty\(& = .04, = .21,p < .01), achievemenaR = .02, = .15,
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p < .05), discipline 4R? = .03, = .18,p < .05), and deliberatiom\® = .04,p = .21,p
<.01). The main effects of ordexR¢ = .01, = .12,p >.05) and competence on job
satisfaction were not significans = .01, = .11,p > .05).

However, as Tables 6-12 indicate, none of the interaction terms was
significant. The answer to RQ 1 is thus negative and Hla-c and H3a-c were not
supported. That is, neither conscientiousness nor any of its facets interidlcted w
autonomy to affect job satisfaction.

Regressions on PJ fiRQ 2 asked whether conscientiousness would moderate
the relationship between autonomy and PJ Fit, but did not predict a specific direction
for the moderated effect. H2a-c predicted that a) order, b) dutifulness, and c)
deliberation would moderate the relationship between autonomy and PJ Fit and that
the effect of the moderation would be negative. H4 a-c predicted that a) achievement
striving, b) competence, and c) self-discipline would moderate the relationship
between autonomy and PJ Fit and that effect of the moderation would be positive.
Results of these analyses, includRfgfor the final equatiorAR? for each regression
step, ang andt values for individual effects, are presented in Tables 13-19. As the
tables indicate, for each of the seven regressions tested, the variablesedxpla
significant variance in PJ Fit ranging from 35% to 36%. When controbhingears
at current job and hours worked per week as well as location, the main effect of
autonomy on PJ Fit was once again significant and substantial in all regreéssteds
with effect sizes ranging fromR? = .10, = .38,p < .001 toAR? = .13, = .44 p<

.001. However, as Tables 13-19 indicate, neither conscientiousness nor any of its
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facets had a significant main effect on PJ Fit. Moreover, none of the interachon t
was significant. The answer to RQ 2 is thus negative and H2a-c and H4afwtvere
supported. In other words, neither conscientiousness nor any of its facetsdedtera
with autonomy in its relationship to PJ fit.
Hypotheses 5 through 8

Hs 5 and 7 predicted that person-autonomy fit (PA Fit) would act as a mediator
between the personality — autonomy interactions and job satisfaction, whilend 86 a
predicted that PA fit would mediate the same relationship on PJ Fit. The hypathesiz
relationships are termed mediated moderation (Muller et al., 2005) becaudecdhe ef
of the moderation on the outcome is believed to be mediated by an additional variable
(in this case, PA Fit). In order for an effect to be mediated, there must Hecirice
begin with. Because none of the autonomy-personality interactions tested aveve w
significant, PA Fit cannot be a mediator. Hs 5-8 are thus not supported.
Supplemental Analysis

Analysis of larger data set (Time 1 onl\As discussed in the limitations
section below, there was the potential that the study had insufficient powerdb dete
some relationships, based on the power analysis conducted before beginning the study.
The analyses conducted above were performed using a matched ddta $8i] that
separated the predictors (i.e., autonomy, conscientiousness and its facets, control
variables) from the outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction, PJ Fit) in time. Howbeer
outcome variables were also collected at T1, which resulted in a largertddtase

256) with which to test the core hypotheses. Obviously, in the larger T1 only data set,
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the predictors were not separated in time, which might also have a tendengtéo infl
observed associations due to CMV. Even with the larger data set providing more
statistical power and the possibility of inflated associations betwe&bhes, none of
the interaction terms was significant. It is thus unlikely that the non-signtfresults
are due to insufficient power.

Tests of hypotheses within non-managerial sub-grBepause different job
types could be expected to have different levels of both autonomy and job satisfaction,
it was suggested that | perform the hypothesis tests within specific jobs pp¢sh t
Participants were asked to select among nine job categories to ddseinilpeht
These categories were: Executive, Manager, Branch Manager, Salagk&hatside
Sales, Inside Sales, Warehouse Worker, Office Worker, and Other. The d¢drges
these categories (counter sales) only contained 51 participants, maksngf te
moderation in the job categories impractical due to insufficient power. However
used an intercepts only model with job satisfaction as the dependant variable and job
category as the grouping variable to calculate the ICC. The ICC (.03ampsear
zero, which indicates only minor differences in job satisfaction across jefocess.

| next examined the data collected on managerial status. There were 42
managers and 139 individual contributors in the data set. | reasoned that managers
would have more autonomy than non-managers and thus examined managerial status
as a moderator of the relationship between autonomy and job satisfaction, and
autonomy and PJ Fit. While the effect of autonomy on satisfaction was substantial

and consistent with my previous findings, neither the effect of managetias sior
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the effect of the interaction was significant for satisfaction. The sattezrpaf results
was produced with PJ Fit as the outcome: the main effect of autonomy was significa
but neither managerial status nor the interaction was significant. | themred
whether the hypothesized interactions were present in the subset of 139 non-
managerial jobs. | used this group because it had the largest sample sizep and al
because | expected that non-managerial jobs would have a lower average level of
autonomy and a greater level of consistency within this group than throughout the
sample as a whole. As expected, the data showed that non-managerial jobs had a
mean autonomy of 3.8&D=.78) while managerial jobs had a mean autonomy of
4.116D=.63), and the difference was significaR{1,179)=5.66,p < .05) Moreover,
autonomy in non-managerial jobs had a slightly greater standard deviatigite lofs
these differences within the groups, the pattern of results for hypothesisitbsts
the group of non-managerial jobs was consistent with those found for the sample as a
whole. | limited the tests to the interaction between conscientiousness and autonomy
because the facets are so highly correlated with one-another and the resuttsdma
So consistent across the facets thus far. The interactions were not sigfofieatiter
PJ fit or job satisfaction.
Exploratory Analyses

The following analyses were conducted to more fully explore the relationships
among variables collected for this study. It should be noted that these relagonshi
were not hypothesizedl priori and should thus be interpreted with care.

LMX and proactive personality as potential moderatdrexamined both
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LMX and proactive personality as potential moderators of the effect of autonomy on
satisfaction and PJ Fit. As in the other regressions, | used the dummy coded region
indicators as controls. The pattern of effects was similar to those found for the
regressions conducted for the tests of hypotheses in that there were sonigectain e
but no interaction was significant.

When LMX was tested as a moderator of autonomy on satisfaction, the
regression explained 38% of variance in satisfaction. The main effect of aytonom
(AR? = .07,3 = .33,p < .001) and LMX AR? = .07, = .31,p < .001) were both
significant. However, the interaction was not significai®(= .00,p = .-01,p > .05).
When LMX was tested as a moderator of autonomy on PJ fit, the regression ekplaine
42% of variance in PJ fit. The main effect of autonon®(= .04, = .26,p < .01)
and LMX (AR? = .09,p = .35,p < .001) were both significant. However, the
interaction was not significanAR? = .00, = .04,p > .05).

When proactive personality was tested as a moderator of autonomy on
satisfaction, the regression explained 42% of variance in satisfaction. Trheffaat
of autonomy AR = .04, = .26,p < .01) and proactive personalityf¢ = .09,p =
.35,p < .001) were both significant. However, the interaction was not signifis&ht (
=.00,B = .-08,p > .05). When proactive personality was tested as a moderator of
autonomy on PJ fit, the regression explained 33% of variance in PJ fit. The main
effect of autonomyAR? = .13,p = .4Q p< .001) was significant. However, neither
the effect of proactive personalitg®? = .00,p = .02,p < .05) nor the interaction were

significant AR? = .00,p = .03,p > .05).
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PA Fit as a mediator of autonomy on job satisfactiéts 5a-c and 7a-c
predicted that PA Fit would mediate the moderated effect of autonomy and
conscientiousness on job satisfaction. Because there was no evidence of this
moderation on job satisfaction, it is impossible for PA Fit to function as a mediator,
and these hypotheses were thus not supported. However, as discussed above, there
were strong main effects of autonomy on job satisfaction, and thus | examined
whether PA Fit would mediate the relationship between the main effect of autonomy
and job satisfaction. In order to test this relationship, | performed a tesdaditron
using the INDIRECT macro for SPSS (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The macro
calculated a total indirect effect on job satisfaction of .30, with a 95% confidence
interval of .14 to .45 using bootstrapped standard errors. The indirect effect is
significant because the confidence interval does not cross zero. Moreover, the
significant direct effect of autonomy on job satisfactipr(.36,t = 6.35,p < .001)
when calculated without PA Fit in the model was reduced and became non-significa
(B = .06,t = .65,p > .05) when PA Fit was entered into the equation. The effect of
autonomy on job satisfaction was thus fully mediated by PA Fit. This result ssiggest
that the way an individual experiences the perceived fit between the levebobd@uyt
they have at work and the level they desire is more important than the amount of
autonomy present in their work environment.

PJ Fit as a mediator between autonomy and job satisfac#@ndiscussed
above and as Tables 13-19 indicate, the relationships between the facets of

conscientiousness and PJ Fit were not significant. | had thought that, at a minimum,
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conscientiousness and its facets would be related to perceptions of job fit decause
reasoned that individuals with different levels of conscientiousness would find
different types of work satisfying. However, the data do not appear to support this
assumption. The finding that conscientiousness was largely unrelated to PJ fit was
especially surprising because PJ Fit was so highly correlated with jstastdin ( =
.75,p <.001), and as the results of the analysis of hypotheses showed, the facets of
conscientiousness showed a strong and consistent pattern of associations with job
satisfaction, but did not show associations with PJ Fit. Because PA Fit waab/alre
shown to be a mediator of autonomy on job satisfaction, | reasoned that PJ Fit may a
as a mediator as well. However, because PJ Fit was largely unrelated to
conscientiousness, | reasoned that PJ Fit might be operating as a mediator of
environmental variables such as autonomy, but not dispositional variables, such as
conscientiousness.

In order to more fully examine this relationship, | performed a test of
mediation using the INDIRECT macro for SPSS (Preacher & Hayes, 2008).
Autonomy was entered as the predictor, PJ Fit the mediator, and job satisfaction the
outcome. | also included conscientiousness as a covariate. Because RDbEIhga
treated as an antecedent of job satisfaction, | used the data for PJ Faslatilected
at T1 and the data for job satisfaction that was collected at T2. The maciateal@a
total indirect effect of .26, with a 95% confidence interval of .17 to .37 using
bootstrapped standard errors. This indicates a significant effect because th

confidence interval does not cross zero. Furthermore, the significant disstta#ff
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autonomy on job satisfactiofi € .35,t = 6.35,p < .001) dropped to non-significance
(B =.09,t = 1.45,p > .05) when PJ Fit was viewed as a mediator, indicating that PJ Fit
fully mediates the effect of autonomy on job satisfaction. The effect of
conscientiousness on job satisfaction was also signififantl7,t = 2.23,p < .001).
These results support the notion that PJ Fit mediates the effect of autonomy on
satisfaction, and that conscientiousness explains additional variance iasctatisf
over and above this relationship.

Stepwise Regression on Satisfactiocollected data regarding LMX and
proactive personality as part of the data set used in the study conducted for this
dissertation, although | did not make formal hypotheses regarding them. However,
given the strong relationship between conscientiousness (an individual variable) and
job satisfaction and the even stronger relationship between autonomy (an
environmental variable) and job satisfaction, and given the fact that consuse@ss
and autonomy were not significantly correlated with each other, | exanhiesel t
additional individual and environmental variables to explore their relationship with job
satisfaction. |included yearly earnings as a control variable beagiiss correlated
with autonomy and b) because it could be argued that more complex jobs are both
higher in autonomy and also pay more, thus leading to more satisfaction. | also
included PA Fit because it appeared to mediate the effect of autonomy on job
satisfaction. In order to explore these relationships, | performed s¢efatasistical)
regression, using conscientiousness, autonomy, PA Fit, proactive personality, LMX,

and earnings. In the final model, three predictors—PA Fit, LMX, and
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conscientiousness—collectively accounted for 35% of observed variance in job
satisfaction. Moreover, each predictor explained significant incremeniahgar
when added to the model. PA Fit alone explained 26% of vari&ice.26,F(1,
157)=55.05,p < .001). LMX explained an additional 6% of variance when added to
the model AR? = .06,F(1, 156)= 12.96,p < .001), and conscientiousness explained
3% of varianceAR? = .03,F(1, 155)= 6.86,p < .01), over and above these other two
variables when added to the model. Autonomy itself was not part of the model.
Proactive personality, while related to satisfaction alone, was not sagrilii related
to satisfaction when controlling for conscientiousness. Considering the numerous
possible variables related to job satisfaction, it is interesting that sudbstantial
proportion of variance can be explained by only three variables: one individual
(conscientiousness), and two that refer to the experience of fit betweeditheual

and the environment (PA Fit and LMX).
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Chapter 8: Discussion

The study conducted for this dissertation examined three core propositions
regarding a person’s interaction with his or her work environment. First, |
investigated whether conscientiousness and its facets would interactitetioy in
its association with job satisfaction and PJ Fit. Second, | examined whether the
interactions would have differential effects on the outcomes. In the case of
competence, orderliness, and achievement striving, the effect of the moderation on the
outcomes was predicted to be positive. That is, the overall positive effect of autonomy
on job satisfaction and PJ Fit would be increased when autonomy interacted with these
facets. In the case of order, discipline, and deliberation, the effect of theatrmuer
on the outcome was predicted to be negative. That is, while the overall effect of
autonomy on job satisfaction and PJ Fit was predicted to be positive, it was predicted
that the relationship between autonomy and the outcomes would be reversed when
autonomy interacted with order, discipline and deliberation. Third, | investigated
whether these moderated effects would then be mediated by PA Fit.

Unfortunately, the data did not support these predictions, although I did
discover several interesting findings regarding job satisfaction, autoaondy
personality by performing supplemental and exploratory analyses. Firfdimegsch
research question and hypothesis, as well as implications of the results of the
supplementary and exploratory analysis are discussed more fully belghcalions
for research and practice, study limitations, and directions for futurechsaa then

discussed.
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Findings Regarding Job Satisfaction

RQ 1 asked whether conscientiousness would interact with autonomy in its
association with job satisfaction. Hla-c and H3a-c predicted that the d&cets
conscientiousness would interact with autonomy in their effects on job satisfacti
and specified the direction for these interactions. While none of these hgsoites
supported, there were strong main effects for both autonomy and conscientiousness
and its facets on job satisfaction.

These results, which provide evidence of strong main effects but no
interactions, echo previous research on the relationship between both autonomy and
job satisfaction and conscientiousness and job satisfaction. Regarding autonomy, for
example, Loher et al. (1985) performed a meta-analysis that found that autonomy and
job satisfaction were related@t= .46 (corrected). As indicated in Table 4, my study
found an uncorrected zero order correlation between autonomy and job satisfaction of
r = .43, which is quite strong, and is also consistent with Loher et al's finding.
Moreover, this effect remained strong even when other factors related to job
satisfaction were included in the equation. For example, the regression equation used
to answer RQ1 which included the 15 location variables, hours worked per week,
salaried status, autonomy, conscientiousness and the autonomy x conscientiousness
interaction, still produced a strong effect of autonomy on satisfactiRn=.11,p =
42,p<.001). This finding is in keeping with a long line of research showing that
autonomy is one of the most critically important antecedents to job sabsféety.,

Hackman & Oldham, 1975; Vough & Parker, 2008).
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Judge and colleagues (2002) explained the relationship between
conscientiousness and job satisfaction as at least partially dispositiontluadd
meta-analytic correlation between the tweaf .28. The results of this study
provide additional support for their explanation. In addition to the significant zero-
order correlations between the conscientiousness facets and job satigtes Table
4), conscientiousness and most of its facets explained significant vangobe i
satisfaction even when controlling for location, hours worked per week, salary status
autonomy, and the autonomy x conscientiousness interactions. As the results indicate,
these significant effect sizes ranged fraRf = .02, =.15,p < .05 for achievement
to AR? = .04, p = .20,p < .01 for dutifulness. Moreover, evidence from an
exploratory step-wise regression procedure showed that conscientiousness, as an
individual difference variable, explained a significant portion of variance (8%) i
satisfaction. This effect occurred even in the presence of two variable$#-&dd
LMX—which refer to the interaction between the person and the environment, and
which also collectively captured significant variance (32%) in job satisfa

Taken together, these findings suggest that job satisfaction can be explained b
both dispositional elements, such as conscientiousness, and environmental elements,
such as autonomy. It also suggests that even though autonomy is a strong
environmental predictor of job satisfaction, the subjective experience olitbabany
in the form of PA Fit is an even stronger predictor and fully mediates the effect of
autonomy on satisfaction. More generally, elements that measure individuals’

interaction with their environment, such as their attitudes regarding how well the
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autonomy fits their desires (i.e. PA Fit) and how well they get along withlibss
(i.e. LMX) appear to be better predictors of job satisfaction than the envircaiment
elements alone. However, the current study finds no evidence that conscientiousness
and autonomy directly interact with each other in relation to job satisfaceraps
the critical factor is whether a person receives the amount of autonomy that he or she
desires, rather than whether their level of conscientiousness is assaaiatbow
much autonomy they desire.
Findings Regarding PJ Fit

RQ2 asked whether conscientiousness would interact with autonomy in its
association with PJ Fit. H2a-c and H4a-c predicted that the facets of
conscientiousness would interact with autonomy in their effects on PJ Fit, and
specified the direction for these interactions. As with job satisfaction, nonesef the
hypotheses was supported. As Table 7 indicates, there was a strong maof effect
autonomy on PJ Fit with effect sizes ranging frai® = .12, = .41,p < .001 toAR?
=.09,B = .36 ,p <.001, depending on which facet of personality was included in the
regression. However, unlike job satisfaction, the relationships between ttseoface
conscientiousness and PJ Fit were not significant.

These results suggest that the amount of autonomy provided by the job is an
important part of workers’ cognitive evaluations of PJ Fit. That is, workers who
perceived more autonomy also agreed that their jobs fit them better. However,
conscientiousness and its facets were largely unrelated to the experiBddeiinf

which does not support the notion that conscientiousness affects individual's
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cognitions regarding fit with their job when controlling for autonomy. | had thought
that, at a minimum, conscientiousness and its facets would be related to perceptions of
job fit because | reasoned that individuals with different levels of consmisness
would find different types of work satisfying. However, the data do not appear to
support this assumption.

A potential explanation for the strong association between autonomy and PJ Fit
but a relative lack of association between conscientiousness and PJfered by
the exploratory analysis testing PJ Fit as a possible mediator of tbecéféaitonomy
on job satisfaction. As mentioned above, conscientiousness has been shown by past
research and the current study to have a relatively stable relationship to job
satisfaction, and this relationship is assumed to be dispositional in nature (Jadge et
2002). The current study also provides evidence that job satisfaction andreJ Fit a
very highly correlated at .75, but also appear to be separate factors. | maghatspe
that the variance in job satisfaction that is not shared by PJ Fit is explained by
conscientiousness and other unmeasured individual difference constructs. If this is
true, PJ Fit would be operating as a mediator for the portion of job satisfactios that i
influenced by environmental variables, but not for the portion that is influenced by
dispositional variables. PJ Fit would thus function as a more proximal antecedent of
job satisfaction, which would explain both its high correlation with job satisfaction
and its relative lack of association with conscientiousness. These reshés of t
exploratory analysis conducted above support the notion that PJ Fit mediatéscthe e

of autonomy on satisfaction, and that conscientiousness explains additional variance i
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satisfaction over and above this relationship. However, it should be noted that these
relationships were not hypothesized and should thus be interpreted with care.
Research Implications

The notion that individual differences moderate the effect of work design
elements on outcomes has all but been thrown out by well respected researchers in
work design (Morgeson & Campion, 2003; Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). Prior to
conducting this study, | thought that this conclusion was premature because individual
differences were part of the original job characteristics model (Hacl&rOldham,

1975) and several studies have suggested that individual differences moderate the
effect of at least some work design elements on outcomes (e.g., Bavickiit,

1993; Loher et al., 1985). The study performed for this dissertation found no evidence
of an interaction between conscientiousness or its facets and autonomy.

The lack of support for conscientiousness as a moderator of autonomy appears
to echo Morgeson and Campion’s (2003) assertion that increased autonomy at work
has an overall beneficial effect across individuals. However, it may stibidbearly
to throw the proverbial baby out with the bathwater. That is, the role of individual
differences as a moderator of the effects of job characteristicwvegderther study.

There remain several additional variables that can and should be examined & potent
moderators of work design elements on attitudinal outcomes such as job satisfacti
and PJ fit. For example, Grant, Fried, and Juillerat (2010) recommend a program of
research into the interaction between individual differences and elements of work

design that includes all of the Big Five factors. The study conducted for this
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dissertation provided a step in that direction by examining conscientiousness and its
facets as potential moderators of autonomy. However, the interactions between other
Big Five moderators and other work design elements can and should be studied. Other
than the study conducted for this dissertation, there is only one published study that
examines the interaction between work design and job satisfaction. In that stud
deJong et al. (2001) provided evidence that openness to experience moderated the
effect of skill variety (a job characteristic) on job satisfaction. Fumbes, Grant
(2008) described an experiment in which conscientiousness was shown to moderate
the relationship between task significance (a task-based job chistatand
performance, such that the effect of task significance on performancéovages for
employees with lower conscientiousness. There is thus still reason to bledieBey
Five personality constructs may interact with work design charaateyisten though
my study did not provide evidence of the interaction between conscientiousness and
autonomy on job satisfaction or PJ Fit.

Hough and Furnham (2003) also cite sixteen personality variables that are not
contained within the Big Five taxonomy, which include variables such as rugged
individualism, aggression and hostility, social adroitness and social insigiigsey,
villainy, orthodoxy, egotism, snobbery, aesthetic sensitivity, and positive andveegat
valence, which could also be considered as possible moderators of work design
elements on a host of outcomes. In short, it may be that conscientiousness does not
moderate the effect of autonomy on job satisfaction and PJ fit; however, thisomay

be true of all job characteristics and all individual differences.
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My study also examined personality as a moderator at the facet level and
predicted differential effects for facets within the conscientiousness faThere is
reasonably strong agreement among personality psychologists regagalirtdity of
the Big Five global factors (Digman, 1990), and the I-O literature containg ma
studies that show the association of the Big Five with a host of important outcomes.
However, research into the 30 facets that underlie the Big Five remains sbants T
unfortunate because the best constellation of predictors for a giveroaritegly be a
selected group of narrow facets from several higher order factorg, ttedheall of the
facets from one of the Big Five. Although research into the facets of tHaRidnas
been gaining steam, there are few studies that directly test all #te ¢d@ single Big
Five construct.

In the current study, | predicted that there would be differential efiecks)
Fit and job satisfaction by facet. This would have suggested that there was
heterogeneityvithin the Big Five constructs, and would have provided reason to
support the use of facets as predictors, rather than their global cousins. Howeve
although there were differences in effect size by facet, the overaimpafteffects
was consistent. For example, all of the facets of conscientiousnessfexcept
competence and orderliness were significantly related to job satsfabut none of
the facets was significantly related to PJ Fit. And when there weeeattffes in
significance— as with competence and orderliness—it was difficult tondieie
whether this finding was due to a lack of a relationship or to measurement error.

It is also possible that a different configuration of facets acroRBighEive
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would have produced evidence of interactions between personality and autonomy. For
example, Inceoglu and Warr (2011) note that the facets of Conscientiousness can be
classified according to the level of activity implied by their item aatedustered
around achievement orientation (active) and dependability (passive). In the current
study, the strongest interaction effects between autonomy and conscientiaumsness
both job satisfaction were for achievement striving and deliberation. Whike thes
effects were not statistically significant, they were in the hypatbdslirection and
hadAR? values at or near .01. Moreover, these effects are consistent with the
active/passive classification of facets suggested by Inceoglu and Warr.

In hindsight, it seems unlikely that there would exist sufficient heteragenei
among the facets to produce disordinal effects from each other at thie¥&te This
is because they are facets of a higher level construct, and are, byateffaitly
strongly intercorrelated with one another. Strong differences in thairoredhip to
other constructs would thus be unlikely, especially with relatively broasteats
such as PJ Fit and job satisfaction. It should be noted that this homogeneity among
facets may have been exacerbated by my practical choice to use onlyitikkelpos
worded items (also discussed in the limitations section below) from thestades.
Due to practical concerns regarding survey length, | eliminated 29 vedgatiorded
items from the original 60 item conscientiousness scale. This choice may have
decreased the differences between facets, and increased the correlaiogshem.
Furthermore, several researchers (e.g. Hough & Furnham, 2003; Paunonen et

al., 1999) have suggested that the facets are best used as predictors wlienidme cr
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is on a similar level of specificity. By this logic, differences in fdeegel associations
with more narrow criteria than job satisfaction or PJ fit might have feesr if more
narrow criteria were selected. The new measure of PA fit, adaptedrireriséing
measure of PJ fit originally developed by Cable and DeRue (1998), gestures in this
direction. The PA fit measure used in my study had excellent internal congistenc
reliability (o =.93) and was shown via CFA to be distinct from the PJ fit measure from
which it was adapted. Moreover, PA fit was shown to fully mediate the main effect of
autonomy on satisfaction.

These results suggest that researchers may find it fruitful to examinedibw
individual characteristics fit individual work design elements. In the curtedy,s
measured how well individuals felt they fit with a single work design element
(autonomy), and found that the fit measure was a key predictor of job sadisfact
Based on the notion that narrow predictors are best suited to predicting nateo, cri
it would make sense to develop additional measures of how well an individual fits
with relevant work design elements. For example, additional scales couldctesicre
to measures fit with work design elements such as skill variety, job conyplexit
information processing, and social support, to name a few.

A few other implications for research stem from the findings regarding
mediation. Specifically, in the current study, both PA fit and PJ fit fully atedithe
relationship between autonomy and job satisfaction. Although these mediated
relationships were not directly hypothesized as part of this dissertatiofit, Wats f

hypothesized to be a mediator of the autonomy by conscientiousness interaction and
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job satisfaction. It was also suggested theoretically that PJ fibmayproximal
antecedent to job satisfaction. Given the strong effect of autonomy on johctersf
it seemed prudent to investigate whether PA fit and PJ fit would mediate this
relationship. In both cases, it appears that the individual experience of fit—whethe
with the relatively narrow aspect of autonomy or with the more broad job in genera
is very important to the overall satisfaction with one’s job. | would like to conclude
that the subjective experience of fit, whether with autonomy or the job in general, is
part of a causal chain wherein the amount of autonomy causes a perceptioreof great
PA fit or PJ fit, which in turn cause a greater amount of satisfaction. Hovieger
study design does not allow for such a conclusion. It is possible, for example, that both
PA Fit and PJ Fit capture similar attitudes to job satisfaction, and what ikeks |
causal mediation is just autonomy capturing the shared variance in both attitudes
measures. Future research should clearly examine the mediating poteutal 8J
fit and PA fit.

Practical Implications

The results of this study provide two key practical implications, both
pertaining to job satisfaction, for the practice of work design and other workplace
interventions. First, | had predicted that conscientiousness would interact with
autonomy in its relationship to job satisfaction. If the data had supported these
predictions, | would have suggested that jobs could be tuned to suit the individual.
For example, | reasoned that some individuals may prefer higher level®onbeuyt,

while others might prefer lower levels, and that certain aspects of the yaihas the
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amount of autonomy—could be changed to suit each individual worker. However, my
study did not provide evidence that this type of interaction exists. Instead, both
autonomy and conscientiousness were significantly related to job satisfaati
autonomy having a much stronger effect than conscientiousness. Although it is
possible that other personality variables interact with autonomy in a swailato
that hypothesized in this dissertation, the consistent and substantial mamaffec
autonomy and conscientiousness cannot be denied.

As the results of my study show, organizations interested in providing an
environment that is associated with high levels of satisfaction can do sagythesi
tools of selection and work design. First, organizations can use personality
instruments to help them select workers that are highly conscientious. Because
conscientiousness is associated with job satisfaction, and is believed to be
dispositional in nature, selecting workers with higher conscientiousness aday lan
overall higher level of satisfaction across the organization. However, study,
autonomy explained 11% of variance in satisfaction, while conscientiousness only
explained 3% when controlling for each other. These results suggest that
organizations would be better off focusing on creating work environments that feature
high levels of autonomy if job satisfaction is the goal.

Examples of these environments range from the simple to the complex:
flexible scheduling, job sharing and the option to work from home offer higher levels
of autonomy and can be implemented without great changes to organizational culture

Other, more complex interventions include the Results Only Workplace Environment
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(ROWE; Kelly, Ammons, Chermack & Moen, 2010), a workplace culture that
allocates total autonomy to workers. The ROWE completely eliminates toanda
meetings and monitored vacation time, and sets no limitations on the location from
which an employee works. Employees can perform any and all aspects ofaitkeir w
wherever and whenever they want, as long as they meet their work objectives.

The second core implication for practice is suggested by a supplemental
analysis | performed to investigate the best predictors of satsfactihe notion that
jobs can be viewed as set of linked tasks performed independently of the larger
organizational context has permeated much of the work characteristics andgob des
literature (e.g., Hackman & Oldham, 1971). This makes some sense as jolbigsliesig
primarily concerned with defining tasks and activities performed on the job.
However, satisfaction with the job can be impacted not only by job tasks, but also by
the person’s interactions with his or her manager and coworkers, the work styles of
one’s supervisor and the norms of the larger organization.

Satisfaction may also be impacted by more instrumental and exteraatisew
(e.g., pay, opportunities for promotion). | found that autonomy, LMX, and
conscientiousness collectively accounted for 35% of the variance in job setigfac
which is a very strong effect. Moreover, neither yearly earnings, noresbsatus,
nor whether or not the employee was a manager was significantgdraldh job
satisfaction when entered into the same regression as autonomy, LMX and
conscientiousness. These results suggest that these instrumental rewardgaych a

and promotions are less important to job satisfaction than having autonomy at work
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and a good relationship with one’s boss. In fact, the data suggest that pay and
promotion opportunities are largely irrelevant to job satisfaction, at letss at
particular organization and with this set of jobs. Organizations interestedjobthe
satisfaction of their workers may thus be advised to focus their efforts on waigk de
elements such as autonomy, instead of instrumental rewards.

In keeping with the call from Weiss and Rupp (2010) for a more person-
centered approach to research in I-O psychology, this study focused ongtdrsati
as an end in itself. However, prior research has shown strong links using meta-
analytic methods between satisfaction and outcomes beneficial to the organizati
such as motivation, citizenship behaviors, intentions to leave the organization,
absenteeism, turnover, lateness, and both objective and subjective perforntanae cri
(Kinicki et al., 2002). It would thus appear that individual job satisfaction is not only
important to workers, but is also important to the “collective agenda” of the
organization. As such, interventions that are thought to create high levels of job
satisfaction (through enriched autonomy or better supervisor/supervidemnsltor
example) are likely to be important not only to workers, but also to the “collective
agenda” of the organization.
Potential Limitations

The proposed study does have some limitations that should be noted. First,
although data were collected at two time points in order to minimize the effect of
CMV, the study was not designed to detect change in the outcome variables. Thus,

although there was some evidence of the mediating effect of PJ Fit and RAvV&#
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impossible to make causal inferences. In addition, the study design does not
completely eliminate the possibility that CMV will lead to spurious datiens
between study variables because the all data were collected usirgpeglsurveys.
However, | took steps to control CMV by keeping the data collection anonymous and
by separating data collection into two time points, both of which are suggested by
Podsakof et al. (2003) as useful strategies for reducing its impact.

Second, although patrticipants held a wide range of jobs, hailed from various
locations throughout the United States, and worked at a number of independently
owned locations, each location is part of a larger co-operative with aseirefl
work processes and values. It is thus possible that some form of self-selection
occurred—perhaps workers at this particular organization or in this particdustry
are more satisfied with autonomy than pay, for example. The average numbesof yea
on the job and the average number of years with the company were also quite high at
6.3 and 9.7, respectively, which could have resulted in a restriction of range, as people
with low job satisfaction or PJ fit leave the organization. Range restricti@najn
leads to smaller effect sizes, however, and the main effects of autonomy ofJ Fit
autonomy and the facets of conscientiousness on satisfaction were quite large,
suggesting that range restriction was unlikely a problem.

Third, the matched data set had 181 cases, 75 fewer than the 256 cases
recommended by the power analyses and it was not possible to collect motdltata a
organization that took part in the study. It is possible that this could have led to

insufficient power to detect the interaction effects. However, as expldioee,ahis
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is likely not the case. | tested the core analyses using a larger dait 256 cases
for which all data was collected at T1. No interaction was significant inrter ldata
set, and the effect sizes had only trivial differences. Moreover, the |laftpdtsize
obtained in the tests of hypotheses was for the effect of the achievement x gutonom
interaction on job satisfaction, and it was triviaRf = .006, = .09,p > .05). While it
would be possible to collect enough data to find significance with these sfeaell ef
sizes, the magnitude of the interaction effects do not appear to be practically
significant in either data set. Moreover, based on the large effect of aytongob
satisfaction and PJ fit, it makes more practical sense for organizatierestatl in
worker satisfaction to provide highly autonomous work environments rather than
focusing on individual personality-based interactions with the work environment.

Fourth, as indicated above, | made a practical decision to limit the facet scal
to their 31 positively worded items, rather than the 60 original items, which include
the negatively worded items. This decision may have led to increased homogeneity
among facets, and may have masked potential differences in facet levehstligts
that would have been apparent if the entire facet scale were used, which may have
been a factor in the lack of significant findings for the interaction sffect

Perhaps most importantly, the study was limited to examining the interaction
of a single Big Five variable and its facets with a single work design vadalde
handful of attitudinal outcomes. While | had a theoretical basis for hypothesizing
these interactions, the data did not appear to support my hypotheses. However, there

are a host of potential individual differences and work design variables tteahote
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included in this study, and some suggestions for future research into these other
variables are discussed in the following suggestions for future research.
Suggestions for Future Research

The goal of this dissertation was to contribute to the literature by examini
one of the Big Five factors and its facets as moderators of the effect of veagk da
attitudinal outcomes, as had been suggested by Grant and colleagues (2010). In order
to accomplish this task, | selected a single Big Five factor (contgmisness) and
examined each of its facets as a potential moderator of the effect ofeavgorgl
characteristic (autonomy) on job satisfaction and PJ Fit. My study did not provide
evidence of these interactions, although it still seems likely that asleae
individual differences interact with the environmental characteristidseofvork
place.

If this is the case, the question regarding which individual differences and
which work characteristics—be they specific aspects of the job, aspects of the
supervisor-supervisee relationship, or aspects of the organization—intdraetah
other remains. As discussed in the preceding section, one issue with my study may
have been the narrow focus on a single Big Five factor and a single work design
element. Future researchers interested in the moderating potential afuadlivi
differences on work environments may do well to start with an exploratory thtatdly
uses broad multi-dimensional measures of work design along with multi-donahsi
measures of individual differences, so that potential moderators can be identified.

Moreover, this type of exploratory study should be conducted on a large sample of
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participants holding a wide range of jobs at diverse organizations. Becaesendiff
jobs contain different levels of work design characteristics such as autoaodg,
larger array of personality scores, it should be easier to detect iimesaatnong these
variables. Furthermore, because jobs are nested within the cultural aldspects
of an organization, a wide variety of organizations would further increase thaaari

Future researchers may also wish to examine the interaction between other
specific individual differences and other specific work design elements, ofiany
which can be measured using the WDQ (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006). The
individual differences include other Big Five personality factors, suchtes/ersion
and openness to experience. For example, extraversion may interact withdahe soci
characteristics measured by the WDQ, such as social support and interdepende
Personality variables need not be limited to Big Five constructs, either. Foplexa
adaptability may interact with autonomy, but may also interact with workmlesi
elements such as task variety, specialization, and job complexity. Finallyduradi
differences may include variables outside the personality domain. Itlis hie
example, that cognitive ability or general mental ability would interadt wiark
design elements such task variety, job complexity, information processing and
problem solving.

Another direction for future research involves examining the personality and
environmental interactions at different phases of tenure with an organization®r one’
career in general. The current study approached the interaction qusstigra cross-

section of employees, with an average organizational tenure of 9.1 years. Althoug



Conscientiousness as a Moderator 115
the standard deviation was quite lar§®E 7.2) relative to the mean, the long
average tenure implies that at least some restriction of range in the outnagnkave
occurred because highly dissatisfied workers or those who feel they do notfit thei
jobs likely self-selected out. Future researchers interested in arciimeist
approach to work design may do well to focus on new workers in the organization
who have not yet self-selected out of their jobs and likely have not yet had the
opportunity for substantial job crafting.

The current study also focused exclusively on outcomes that are mostly of
importance to the individual: person-job fit and job satisfaction. The study found that
on-the-job autonomy was strongly related to job satisfaction and PJ Fit. Furthermore,
these effects persisted even when controlling for variables such asdsatatus,
managerial status, and yearly earnings. Because these lattblegaaige indicative of
pay and promotion, which tend also to be associated with higher levels of autonomy,
the findings suggest that the effect of autonomy on job satisfaction may bkicausa
nature, but cannot definitively suggest cause. Future research should seek to
determine whether increased autonomy and other work design interventions cause
increased satisfaction by performing field experiments or quasiiengras using
organizational interventions. Furthermore, future research should investigate the
behavioral outcomes that are believed to be related to job satisfaction, such as
turnover, performance, and organizational citizenship behaviors. Ideally, these
behavioral differences should then be linked to ROI by using objective measures. This

research stream would also allow for more confident conclusions regarding the



Conscientiousness as a Moderator 116

mediating roles of such variables as PJ Fit and PA Fit on these objective aitcome

More research is also needed that simultaneously focuses on outcomes that are
important to the organization, such as performance, turnover, and tenure, and to the
individual, such as job satisfaction and motivation. Morgeson and Campion (2003)
note that many researchers have uncovered a tension in work design interventions,
such as those designed to increase autonomy, in which increasing satisfaction through
work design appears to come at a cost of decreasing efficiency, and suggbest possi
reasons for this problem. However, a few studies (e.g. Edwards et al., 2000;
Morgeson & Campion, 2002) suggest that this is not the case as long as work is
redesigned with both satisfactiand performance in mind. Future studies should
further investigate these relationships with the goal of uncovering intesueritiat
work on both sets of variables, or with the goal of illuminating the optimum point
where both satisfaction and performance are maximized. This could be achenhplis
by including measures of performance, be they objective (e.g. saleswmerbay,
profitability) or subjective (e.g. supervisor ratings), along with attitudimsdsures.

Additionally, while there are a number of studies that have shown that
motivational interventions increase satisfaction, they have largely bednated on
entry level and manufacturing jobs (Morgeson & Campion, 2003), for which
traditional work design frameworks seem to be best-suited. The original Job
Characteristics framework (Hackman & Oldham, 1971) viewed work primesiby
linked set of tasks performed by independent workers. This view makes sense when

considering industrial jobs, in which workers often perform a repetitive sasksd
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using a limited skill set. However, as Oldham and Hackman (2010) noted, the nature
of work and our understanding of the phenomena has changed. Knowledge workers
must often perform complex tasks using a variety of divergent skill setsanchiew
skills and techniques on the fly. They also noted that work today is characterized by
higher levels of flexibility, social interaction, inconsistency and changéeuré
research should examine work design and its outcomes from this perspective, using
multi-dimensional frameworks such as the WDQ.

Conclusion

My reasons for conducting the study contained in this dissertation stemmed
from an intuitive belief that different people will respond to and prefer differerk wor
environments depending on their unique set of abilities, proclivities and personality
characteristics. In order to examine this belief in a reasonably pareusomay, |
selected an oft-studied element of work design (autonomy) and hypothesizéd that i
would interact with a single personality characteristic and its undgdgcets
(conscientiousness) to affect worker’s job attitudes in the form of their jobastiba
and their cognitions regarding their person-job fit. | reasoned thaincktats of
conscientiousness such as order, dutifulness and deliberation would lead to less
satisfaction with autonomy because they implied more desire for structured
environments. On the contrary, | thought, facets of satisfaction such as asneve
striving, competence and self-disciplined would lead to greater satsfadth
autonomy because they implied a higher level of self-motivation and drive. However,

my study did not uncover evidence of any such interactions in the case of these two
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isolated variables. Instead, autonomy was very highly related to job satisfacti
suggesting that in general workers find high levels of autonomy to be satisfiying a
lead to a sense of fit with their jobs. | also found that conscientiousness ed t@la
job satisfaction, but not PJ Fit, suggesting that workers with higher levels of
conscientiousness may be dispositionally inclined to find work more satisfying

In spite of the lack of support for my hypotheses, | do not believe that the
interactionist approach to studying work should be abandoned. The original Five
Factor Model of personality was derived using 4500 English adjectivesdabaes
personality and cannot even begin to account for the full set of differences irgpbiliti
desires, styles, proclivities, and tendencies among people. Similarlgivamyjob is
made up of much more than the tasks that can be described by the factors of work
design used to measure them. In addition to the set of tasks it demands, a job is a
complex social phenomenon that differs in relation to other jobs in terms of its social
characteristics, its supervisor-subordinate relationship, its sociahcyy@nd the
values of the organization within which it exists, just to name a few. The lack of
support for my hypotheses regarding the interactions may have been bedabe | s
chose the wrong personality trait and/or the wrong work characteristic. vdnwte
may also be that the interaction of such complex phenomena resists reduction to such

a small set of descriptors and mechanisms.



Table 1.Factors and Facets of Costa and McCrae (1992) Five Factor Model of

Personality
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Label

Definition

Conscientiousness

C1: Competence
C2: Order
C3: Dutifulness

C4: Achievement Striving
C5: Self Discipline

C6: Deliberation
Extraversion

E1l: Warmth

E2: Gregariousness
E3: Assertiveness

E4: Activity

E5: Excitement seeking
E6: Positive Emotions
Opennessto Experience

O1: Fantasy
0O2: Aesthetics
O3: Feelings
O4: Actions
O5: Ideas

06: Values

Agreeableness

Al: Trust

A2: Straightforwardness
A3: Altruism

A4: Compliance

A5: Modesty

A6: Tender mindedness

Degree of organization, persistence, control and
motivation in goal-directed behavior

Belief in one’s own self-efficacy
Personal organization
Emphasis placed on importance of fulfilling moral
obligations
Need for personal achievement and sedseation
Capacity to begin tasks and follow through to
completion despite boredom or distractions
Tendency to think things through before acting or
speaking
Quantity and intensity of energy directed outwards
into the social world
Interest in and friendliness toward others
Preference for the company of others
Social ascendancy and forcefulness of expression
Pace of living
Need for environmental stimulation
Tendency to experience positive emotions
The active seeking and appreciation of experiences
for their own sake
Receptivity to the inner world of imagination
Appreciation of art and beauty
Openness to inner feelings and emotions
Openness to new experiences on a practical level
Intellectual curiosity
Readiness to re-examine own values and those of
authority figures
The kinds of interactions an individual prefers, from
compassion to tough mindedness
Belief in the sincerity and good intentions of others
Frankness in expression
Active concern for the welfare of others

Tendency to avoid and quickly resolve interpatson
conflict
Tendency to down play one’s own achievements and be
humble
Attitude of sympathy toward others
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Table 1.Factors and Facets of Costa and McCrae (1992) Five Factor Model of
Personality (continued)

Label Definition

Neuroticism Individuals who are prone to psychological distress

N1: Anxiety Level of free floating anxiety

N2: Angry Hostility Tendency to experience anger and related states such as
frustration and bitterness

N3: Depression Tendency to experience feelings of guilt, sadness,
despondency, and loneliness

N4: Self-Consciousness Shyness or social anxiety

N5: Impulsiveness Tendency to act on cravings and urges rather than
reigning them in and delaying gratification

N6: Vulnerability General susceptibility to stress

Note Adapted from “Who Am I? Well, It Depends: How Frame-of-Reference Iegos
Context In Non-Contextualized Personality Inventories,” by E. A. McCune. Unpatlis
Dissertation.
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Table 2. Hypotheses Regarding Personality as a Moderator of the Relationship
between Autonomy and Job Satisfaction

Hypothesis Moderator Outcome Direction
RQ1 Conscientiousness (C) Job Satisfaction unspadi¥Q
RQ2 C Person Job (PJ) Fit unspecified RQ
la orderliness Job Satisfaction Negative
1b dutifulness Job Satisfaction Negative
lc deliberation Job Satisfaction Negative
2a orderliness PJ Fit Negative

2b dutifulness PJ Fit Negative

2c deliberation PJ Fit Negative

3a achievement striving Job Satisfaction Positive
3b competence Job Satisfaction Positive
3c self-discipline Job Satisfaction Positive

4a achievement striving PJ Fit Positive

4b competence PJ Fit Positive

4c self-discipline PJ Fit Positive
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Table 3. Hypotheses Regarding PJ Fit as a Mediator of the Autonomy onBlxs

Interaction

Hypothesis Moderator Mediator Outcome

5 Conscientiousness (C) Person-Autonomy (PA) fit b Satisfaction

6 C PA fit Person Job (PJ) Fit
7a orderliness PA fit Job Satisfaction
7b dutifulness PA fit Job Satisfaction
7c deliberation PA fit Job Satisfaction
7d achievement striving PA fit Job Satisfaction
7e competence PA fit Job Satisfaction
7f self-discipline PA fit Job Satisfaction
8a orderliness PA fit PJ Fit

8b dutifulness PA fit PJ Fit

8c deliberation PA fit PJ Fit

8d achievement striving PA fit PJ Fit

8e competence PA fit PJ Fit

8f self-discipline PA fit PJ Fit




Table 4. Intercorrelations and Alpha Reliability Statistics for Study Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. PJ Fit (.89)

2. Job Satisfaction 75 (.84)

3. Gender .07 .02 -

4. Age .03 06  -15 -

5. Education -13 -02 -1 .01 -

6. Years at Firm 14 .01 .04 40 -.08 -

7. Years at CurrentJob 15 -.03 .01 44 -19 69" -

8. Supervisor 14 12 .10 15 .05 31 .03 -

9. Manager .07 12 .05 14 11 34 .03 71 -

10. Salaried 12 A9 .09 25 23 19 .02 47 63 -

11. Earnings 12 12 .03 24 28 24 03 A7 57 69 -

12. Hours Per Week A5 .18 A9 12 .07 02  -14 31 39" 500 .49 -

13. Competence .03 15 -200 .02 04  -04 -09 23" 16 A7 12 .05  (0.84)

Note N = 181.Values in parenthesis are Alpha statisior Gender, Male = 1, Female = 0. For superyviées = 1, No = 0. For Salaried, 1 =
Yes, 0 =No. p<.05. *p<.01.
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Table 4. Intercorrelations and Alpha Reliability Statistics for Study Variables (cod)inue

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 13
14. Order .00 11 -17  -04 -05 -09 -02 14 .01 00 -07 -12 49"
15. Duty .09 22" -10 .07 04 -09 -13 15 .09 15 .08 .06 62"
16. Achievement A1 217 -14 .05 01 -04 -09 28 17 18 14 200 7
17. Discipline A7 217 -4 13  -08 -06 -01 09 -04 -07 -03 .01 58"
18. Deliberation A1 23" -10 .08 06 -05 -06 .10 .01 07 -01 -01 55
19. Conscientiousness .10 23 -18 06 -00 -07 -.08 217 .09 A1 .05 .05 82"
20. Decision Autonomy .40 417 11 .00 .06 16 .06 260 210 28 3 23 .08
21. Scheduling Autonomy .44" 39" .06 13 .01 16 16 11 11 29" 25 25 07
22. Methods Autonomy  .32° 35" .06 06 -01 18 11 14 15 280 247 16 .04
23. Autonomy 43" 437 09 .07 .03 19 12 90 a8 327 317 247 07
24. Person Autonomy Fit .71 51" .09  -.02 .00 13 .04 s 12 18 260 .16 A1
25. Proactive Personality .03 16 .06  -.01 04 -06 -11 14 23 25 15 16 347
26. LMX 42" 407 -07 .04 .09 01  -05 A1 14 20 .15 .09 15

Note N = 181.Values in parenthesis are Alpha statisor Gender, Male = 1, Female = 0. For superyviées = 1, No = 0. For Salaried, 1 =
Yes, 0 =No. p<.05. *p < .01.
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Table 4. Intercorrelations and Alpha Reliability Statistics for Study Variables (conjinued

Variable 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
14. Order (0.87)

15. Duty 58" (0.80)

16. Achievement 58" 68" (0.88)

17. Discipline 597 527 700 (0.87)

18. Deliberation 54" 577 59" .65  (0.76)

ok ok G ok Hxx

19. Conscientiousness .78 .80 .90 .83 .76 (0.95)
20. Decision Autonomy  -.06 .04 .08 .02 .09 .05 (0.92)

*x

21. Scheduling Autonomy -.07 .04 .06 .08 .03 .04 .61 (0.85)

k. Kk

22. Methods Autonomy  -.05 .02 .06 .04 .07 .03 .79 .70 (0.92)

23. Autonomy -.07 .03 .08 .06 .07 .05 89" .87 927 (0.94)

24. Person Autonomy Fit .00 .09 13 A1 14 12 7e8.727 73 797 (0.93)
25. Proactive Personality 23 24 37" 277 277 3 05 -01 .01 .02 .03
26. LMX .06 A1 08 -01 .04 .09 29 300 26 37 3¢

Note N = 181.Values in parenthesis are Alpha statistor Gender, Male = 1, Female = 0. For superyiées = 1, No = 0. For Salaried, 1 =

Yes, 0 =No. p<.05. *p<.01.
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Table 5. Means and Standard Deviations for All Study Variables

Variable M SD
Gender 0.74 0.44
Age 44.86 11.63
Years at Firm 9.13 7.27
Tenure 6.94 6.52
Supervisor 0.33 0.47
Salaried 0.41 0.49
Yearly Earnings 44,038 19,732
Hours Worked per Week 44.39 7.35
Competence 4.36 0.53
Order 4.19 0.70
Dutifulness 4.49 0.56
Achievement 431 0.53
Discipline 3.97 0.65
Deliberation 3.98 0.64
Conscientiousness 4.24 0.48
Decision Autonomy 3.94 0.85
Schedule Autonomy 3.80 0.88
Work Methods Autonomy 3.88 0.81
Autonomy 3.87 0.76
PA Fit 3.63 0.93
T1PJFit 3.66 0.85
T2 PJ Fit 3.74 0.76
T2 Satisfaction 3.93 0.64
Proactive Personality 3.79 0.55
LMX 3.75 0.92

Note N = 181. For gender, Male = 1, Female = 0. Fpesusor, Yes =1, No = 0. For salaried, 1 =
Yes, 0 =No. T =Time.
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Table 6. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables tds&dswer
RQ1 Regarding the Interaction between Conscientiousness and Autonomy on Job
Satisfaction.

Variable AR F for AR? B t
Step 1: Location .16* 2.00
Oregon -.23 -1.93
California -27* -2.59
lllinois -.04 -.52
lowa -.22 -1.49
Michigan -.23 -1.23
Missouri -.09 -.83
Nebraska -.22 -1.67
New Jersey -11 -.84
North Dakota -.25 -2.27
Ohio -.43* -2.50
South Dakota -.06 -.67
Texas -.15 -1.42
Washington -.15 -1.03
Nevada Corporate -.14 -1.25
Oregon Corporate -.49* -2.28
Step 2: Controls .02 2.26
Years at Current Job -.06 -.88
Salary Status .03 .36
Step 3: Predictors I e 13.45
Autonomy (A) L 2%xx A3rx 535
Conscientiousness (C)  .03** .18** 2.67
CXA .00 -.01 -.10

Note.N = 181.0Outcome is job satisfactiof¥ for final equation = .35. Betas are for the fingliation.
AR statistic for individual variables in step 3 inglie the magnitude of the change fmifRhe single
variable was added to the regression equatioreifiitial step.

*p < .05*% **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 7. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables tds&dswer
Hla Regarding the Interaction between Orderliness and Autonomy on Job
Satisfaction.

Variable AR?  Ffor AR? B t
Step 1: Location .16* 2.00
Oregon -.23 -1.83
California -.26* -2.44
lllinois -.04 -51
lowa =21 -1.41
Michigan -21 -1.11
Missouri -.09 -.82
Nebraska -.23 -1.70
New Jersey -.09 -72
North Dakota -.24* -2.15
Ohio -.44* -2.47
South Dakota -.05 -.53
Texas -.14 -1.28
Washington -.16 -1.03
Nevada Corporate -.13 -1.12
Oregon Corporate -AT7* -2.14
Step 2: Controls .02 2.26
Years at Current Job -.07 -1.01
Salary Status .03 44
Step 3: Predictors 5 11.61
Autonomy (A) L3 A5*** 5.50
Order(O) .01 A2 1.61
O XA .00 -.04 -47

Note.N = 181. Outcome is job satisfactid®f.for final equation = .33. Betas are for the fingliation.
AR statistic for individual variables in step 3 indie the magnitude of the change mifRhe single
variable was added to the regression equatioreifiitial step.

*n < .05* *p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 8. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables tds&dswer
Hlb Regarding the Interaction between Dutifulness and Autonomy on Job
Satisfaction.

Variable AR?  Ffor AR? B t
Step 1: Location .16* 2.00
Oregon -.24% -2.03
California -.28** -2.64
lllinois -.06 -.67
lowa -.22 -1.51
Michigan -.26 -1.41
Missouri -.09 -.80
Nebraska -.24 -1.87
New Jersey -11 -.86
North Dakota -.27* -2.40
Ohio -.46** -2.67
South Dakota -.06 =72
Texas -.15 -1.42
Washington -.16 -1.05
Nevada Corporate -.14 -1.27
Oregon Corporate -.51*% -2.38
Step 2: Controls .02 2.26
Years at Current Job -.04 -.66
Salary Status .01 .18
Step 3: Predictors .1 8%+ 14.41
Autonomy (A) L4 A3 5.81
Duty (D) .04** 20%* 2.94
DXA .00 .02 .35

Note.N = 181. Outcome is job satisfactid®f.for final equation = .34. Betas are for the fingliation.
AR statistic for individual variables in step 3 indie the magnitude of the change mifRhe single
variable was added to the regression equatioreifiitial step.

*n < .05* *p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 9. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables tds&dswer
Hlc Regarding the Interaction between Deliberation and Autonomy on Job
Satisfaction.

Variable AR?  Ffor AR B t
Step 1: Location .16* 2.00
Oregon -.22 -1.84
California -.28** -2.74
lllinois -.04 -.54
lowa -.24 -1.62
Michigan -21 -1.15
Missouri -.09 -.79
Nebraska -21 -1.61
New Jersey -.09 -74
North Dakota -.25% -2.29
Ohio -.42* -2.46
South Dakota -.05 -.60
Texas -.14 -1.37
Washington -12 -.82
Nevada Corporate -.13 -1.22
Oregon Corporate -.48* -2.26
Step 2: Controls .02 2.26
Years at Current Job -.06 -.97
Salary Status .03 .39
Step 3: Predictors .1 8%+ 14.48
Autonomy (A) L4 A4 5.87
Deliberation (D) .04 20 2.97
DXA .01 -.09 -1.24

Note.N = 181. Outcome is job satisfactid®f.for final equation = .36. Betas are for the fingliation.
AR? statistic for individual variables in step 3 iodie the magnitude of the change frifRhe single
variable was added to the regression equatioreifiitial step.

*n < .05* *p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 10. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variablestogauswer
H3a Regarding the Interaction between Achievement and Autonomy on Job
Satisfaction.

Variable AR?  Ffor AR? B t
Step 1: Location .16* 2.00
Oregon -.23 -1.91
California -27* -2.60
lllinois -.05 -.55
lowa =21 -1.41
Michigan -.23 -1.24
Missouri -.10 -.92
Nebraska -.22 -1.63
New Jersey -.10 -.82
North Dakota -.27* -2.39
Ohio -.44* -2.53
South Dakota -.07 -.87
Texas -.15 -1.42
Washington -17 -1.15
Nevada Corporate -.15 -1.37
Oregon Corporate -.51*% -2.33
Step 2: Controls .02 2.26
Years at Current Job -.06 -.83
Salary Status .02 31
Step 3: Predictors 167+ 13.01
Autonomy (A) 10*** 39%** 4.97
Achievement (Ach) .02* .15* 2.11
Ach X A .01 .09 1.20

Note.N = 181. Outcome is job satisfactid®f.for final equation = .34. Betas are for the fingliation.
AR? statistic for individual variables in step 3 iodie the magnitude of the change frifRhe single
variable was added to the regression equatioreifiitial step.

*n < .05* *p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 11. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variablestogauswer
H3b Regarding the Interaction between Competence and Autonomy on Job
Satisfaction.

Variable AR?  Ffor AR? B t
Step 1: Location .16* 2.00
Oregon -.26%* -2.07
California -27& -2.50
lllinois -.05 -.54
lowa -.24 -1.58
Michigan -.25 -1.30
Missouri -11 -.94
Nebraska -.23 -1.75
New Jersey -12 -91
North Dakota -.27* -2.36
Ohio - AT -2.68
South Dakota -.07 =77
Texas -.14 -1.32
Washington -.18 -1.21
Nevada Corporate -.15 -1.35
Oregon Corporate -.52*% -2.38
Step 2: Controls .02 2.26
Years at Current Job -.06 -.93
Salary Status .03 .37
Step 3: Predictors 5 11.39
Autonomy (A) 2% A2 5.35
Competence (C) .01 .10 1.44
CXA .00 -.01 -.18

Note.N = 181. Outcome is job satisfactid®f.for final equation = .33. Betas are for the fingliation.
AR? statistic for individual variables in step 3 iodie the magnitude of the change frifRhe single
variable was added to the regression equatioreifiitial step.

*n < .05* *p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 12. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variablestogauswer
H3c Regarding the Interaction between Discipline and Autonomy on Job Satisfaction.

Variable AR?  Ffor AR B t
Step 1: Location .16* 2.00
Oregon -.22 -1.84
California -.29%* -2.71
lllinois -.03 -.39
lowa -.22 -1.49
Michigan -.23 -1.21
Missouri =11 -1.03
Nebraska -.23 -1.74
New Jersey -11 -91
North Dakota -.25* -2.26
Ohio -.44* -2.55
South Dakota -.06 -.67
Texas -.15 -1.40
Washington -17 -1.15
Nevada Corporate -.15 -1.32
Oregon Corporate -.49* -2.28
Step 2: Controls .02 2.26
Years at Current Job -.07 -1.06
Salary Status .06 .82
Step 3: Predictors W ko 13.39
Autonomy (A) I el N Rl 5.17
Discipline (D) .03** .18** 2.63
DXA .00 .00 -.03

Note.N = 181. Outcome is job satisfactid®.for final equation = .35. Betas are for the fingliation.
AR? statistic for individual variables in step 3 iodie the magnitude of the change frifRhe single
variable was added to the regression equatioreifiiial step.

*p < .05* **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 13. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variablestogauswer
RQ2 Regarding the Interaction between Conscientiousness and Autonomy on PJ Fit.

Variable AR Ffor AR i t
Step 1: Location .20%* 2.60
Oregon -.29* -2.44
California -.21* -2.06
lllinois -.06 =77
lowa -.20 -1.31
Michigan =21 -1.12
Missouri -.05 -42
Nebraska -12 -.88
New Jersey -.04 -.35
North Dakota -22 -1.97
Ohio - 42* -2.41
South Dakota -.09 -1.11
Texas -.16 -1.54
Washington -.18 -1.23
Nevada Corporate -.14 -1.27
Oregon Corporate -.52* -2.39
Step 2: Controls .02 2.45
Years at Current Job A1 1.60
Salary Status -.03 -.48
Step 3: Predictors L4 11.02
Autonomy (A) L 2%kx A2FR* 5.35
Conscientiousness (C) .01 .09 1.36
CXA .00 -.04 -.56

Note.N = 181. Outcome is person job fit (PJ fiff.for final equation = .36. Betas are for the final
equationAR? statistic for individual variables in step 3 iodie the magnitude of the change fifR
the single variable was added to the regressioatequin the final step.

*p < .05* **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 14. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variablestogauswer
H2a Regarding the Interaction between Orderliness and Autonomy on PJ Fit.

Variable AR Ffor AR B t
Step 1: Location .20%* 2.60
Oregon -.29* -2.43
California -.21* -1.99
lllinois -.07 -.80
lowa -.20 -1.32
Michigan -.20 -1.08
Missouri -.05 -.46
Nebraska -13 -.98
New Jersey -.04 -.29
North Dakota -.23* -2.05
Ohio -43 -2.47
South Dakota -.10 -1.22
Texas -.15 -1.43
Washington -.19 -1.27
Nevada Corporate -.14 -1.25
Oregon Corporate -.51* -2.36
Step 2: Controls .02 2.45
Years at Current Job A1 1.58
Salary Status -.04 -.53
Step 3: Predictors I Sl 10.73
Autonomy (A) I Sl A 5.54
Order (O) .00 .02 .30
OXA .01 -.09 -1.13

Note.N = 181. Outcome is person job fit (PJ fiff.for final equation = .35. Betas are for the final
equationAR? statistic for individual variables in step 3 iodie the magnitude of the change fifR
the single variable was added to the regressioatequin the final step.

*p < .05* **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 15. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variablestogauswer
H2b Regarding the Interaction between Dutifulness and Autonomy on PJ Fit.

Variable AR Ffor AR i t
Step 1: Location .20%* 2.60
Oregon -.30* -2.45
California -.21* -2.06
lllinois -.07 -.87
lowa -.20 -1.32
Michigan -.22 -1.20
Missouri -.04 -.37
Nebraska -13 -.97
New Jersey -.05 -.37
North Dakota -.22* -2.02
Ohio -.43* -2.51
South Dakota -.09 -1.13
Texas -.16 -1.56
Washington -.18 -1.23
Nevada Corporate -.14 -1.27
Oregon Corporate -.53* -2.45
Step 2: Controls .02 2.45
Years at Current Job A2 1.72
Salary Status -.04 -.52
Step 3: Predictors L4 11.25
Autonomy (A) I Sl A2FR* 5.65
Duty (D) .01 A1 1.60
DXA .00 -.03 -42

Note.N = 181. Outcome is person job fit (PJ fiff.for final equation = .36. Betas are for the final
equationAR? statistic for individual variables in step 3 iodie the magnitude of the change fifR
the single variable was added to the regressioatequin the final step.

*p < .05* **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 16. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variablestogauswer
H2c Regarding the Interaction between Deliberation and Autonomy on PJ Fit.

Variable AR Ffor AR i t
Step 1: Location .20%* 2.60
Oregon -.29* -2.41
California -.22% -2.15
lllinois -.06 -.78
lowa -.20 -1.35
Michigan -.20 -1.07
Missouri -.04 -.39
Nebraska -11 -.83
New Jersey -.03 -.27
North Dakota -.22* -2.01
Ohio -41* -2.39
South Dakota -.09 -1.12
Texas -.16 -1.49
Washington -17 -1.11
Nevada Corporate -.14 -1.25
Oregon Corporate -.51* -2.39
Step 2: Controls .02 2.45
Years at Current Job .10 1.53
Salary Status -.03 -42
Step 3: Predictors L4 11.47
Autonomy (A) I Sl R Sl 5.71
Deliberation (D) .01 .09 1.33
DXA .01 -.09 -1.28

Note.N = 181. Outcome is person job fit (PJ fiff.for final equation = .36. Betas are for the final
equationAR? statistic for individual variables in step 3 iodie the magnitude of the change fifR
the single variable was added to the regressioatequin the final step.

*p < .05* **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 17. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variablestogeauswer
H4a Regarding the Interaction between Achievement and Autonomy on PJ Fit.

Variable AR Ffor AR i t
Step 1: Location .20%* 2.60
Oregon -.29* -2.44
California -.22% -2.13
lllinois -.07 -.84
lowa -.18 -1.24
Michigan -.22 -1.18
Missouri -.06 -51
Nebraska -11 -.81
New Jersey -.05 -.37
North Dakota -.23* -2.07
Ohio - 42* -2.45
South Dakota -11 -1.27
Texas -.17 -1.63
Washington -.20 -1.38
Nevada Corporate -.16 -1.43
Oregon Corporate -.54* -2.49
Step 2: Controls .02 2.45
Years at Current Job A1 1.65
Salary Status -.03 -.48
Step 3: Predictors L4 11.39
Autonomy (A) 10%x* .38+ 4.88
Achievement (Ach) .01 .09 1.31
Ach X A .00 .08 1.04

Note.N = 181. Outcome is person job fit (PJ fiff.for final equation = .36. Betas are for the final
equationAR? statistic for individual variables in step 3 iodie the magnitude of the change fifR
the single variable was added to the regressioatequin the final step.

*p < .05* **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 18. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variablestogauswer
H4b Regarding the Interaction between Competence and Autonomy on PJ Fit.

Variable AR Ffor AR i t
Step 1: Location .20%* 2.60
Oregon -.31* -2.52
California -.21* -2.06
lllinois -.07 -.80
lowa -.20 -1.36
Michigan -.22 -1.18
Missouri -.06 -51
Nebraska -12 -.92
New Jersey -.05 -.40
North Dakota -.23* -2.02
Ohio -.44* -2.53
South Dakota -.10 -1.14
Texas -.16 -1.52
Washington -.20 -1.37
Nevada Corporate -.15 -1.36
Oregon Corporate -.54* -2.48
Step 2: Controls .02 2.45
Years at Current Job .10 1.54
Salary Status -.03 -44
Step 3: Predictors I Sl 10.43
Autonomy (A) L 2%kx N Rl 5.30
Competence (C) .00 .05 .69
CXA .00 -.02 -.30

Note.N = 181. Outcome is person job fit (PJ fiff.for final equation = .35. Betas are for the final
equationAR? statistic for individual variables in step 3 iodie the magnitude of the change fifR
the single variable was added to the regressioatequin the final step.

*p < .05* **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 19. Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variablestogeauswer
H4c Regarding the Interaction between Discipline and Autonomy on PJ Fit.

Variable AR Ffor AR i t
Step 1: Location .20%* 2.60
Oregon -.29* -2.38
California -.22% -2.16
lllinois -.06 -.69
lowa -.19 -1.31
Michigan =21 -1.13
Missouri -.06 -.54
Nebraska -12 -.88
New Jersey -.05 -.40
North Dakota -.22* -1.98
Ohio - 42* -2.42
South Dakota -.09 -1.12
Texas -.16 -1.57
Washington -.20 -1.33
Nevada Corporate -.15 -1.34
Oregon Corporate -.52* -2.40
Step 2: Controls .02 2.45
Years at Current Job .10 151
Salary Status -.01 -.19
Step 3: Predictors L4 11.63
Autonomy (A) (I Rl N Rl 5.21
Discipline (D) .01 12 1.77
DXA .00 -.03 -.39

Note.N = 181. Outcome is person job fit (PJ fiff.for final equation = .35. Betas are for the final
equationAR? statistic for individual variables in step 3 iodie the magnitude of the change fifR
the single variable was added to the regressioatequin the final step.

*p < .05* **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Figure 1. Different Ways of Conceptualizing PE Fit
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Figure 2. Conceptual model of relationships hypothesized in this dissertation
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Figure 3. Personality as a Moderator of the Relationship between Autonomy and the
Outcomes of Job Satisfaction and PJ Fit.

Per sonality

Conscientiousness (RQ)

e Competence (+)

e Order (-)

e Dutifulness (-)

e Achievement Striving (+)

e Self Discipline (+)

e Deliberation (-)

Job Satisfaction

Autonomy

PJ Fit

Note The “+” symbol indicates a positive moderatiofeef. The “-“ symbol indicates a negative
moderation effect. “RQ” indicates a research daash which the direction of moderation is not
specified.
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Figure 4. Example of Disordinal Interaction Based on Hypothesis 1a that Order Will
Moderate the Relationship between Autonomy and Job Satisfaction.

Low Order

Job Satisfaction

High Order

v

Autonomy
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Figure 5. Person-Autonomy Fit as a Mediator of the Autonomy x Personality
Interaction
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Figure 6. Study Design and Variables Collected at Each Time Point

Study Design

Tl | «— 2-5weeks— | T2

Variables Collected at Time 1 Variables Collected at
Time?2
e Conscientiousness facets (31
items) e Job satisfaction (5 items
e Work autonomy (9 items) e Person-job fit perceptions
e Person-autonomy fit perceptions (3 items)
(3 items) e LMX (12 items)
e Controls and participant e Proactive Personality (10
information items)
e Basic demographics
e Region Total: 30 items
e Job level

e Salary category

e Job satisfaction (5 items)

e Person-job fit perceptions (3
items)

Total: 51 items + demographics

Note.Variables in italics were used for exploratory and supplemental analggesd
the scope of the dissertation.
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Appendix A: Items Used in the Dissertation
The following items were collected for the current study:
Conscientiousness Facets

Competence
e Complete tasks successfully.
e Excel in what | do.
e Handle tasks smoothly.
e Am sure of my ground.
Come up with good solutions.
Know how to get things done.

Orderliness
e Like order.
e Like to tidy up.
e Want everything to be "just right.”
e Love order and regularity.

Do things according to a plan.
Dutifulness
Try to follow the rules.
Keep my promises.
Pay my bills on time.
Tell the truth.
e Listen to my conscience.
Achievement Striving
e (o straight for the goal.
Work hard.
Turn plans into actions.
Plunge into tasks with all my heart.
Do more than what's expected of me.
Set high standards for myself and others.
e Demand quality
Self-Discipline
e Get chores done right away.
e Am always prepared.
Start tasks right away.
e Get to work at once.
e Carry out my plans
Deliberation
e Like order.
e Like to tidy up.
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e Want everything to be "just right."
e Love order and regularity.
e Do things according to a plan.

Work Autonomy

Work Scheduling Autonomy

The job allows me to make my own decisions about how
to schedule my work.

The job allows me to decide on the order in which things
are done on the job.

Decision Making Autonomy
e The job gives me a chance to use my personal initiative or juttigine
carrying out the work.
e The job allows me to make a lot of decisions on my own.
e The job provides me with a lot of freedom to make decisions.

Work Methods Autonomy

e The job allows me to make decisions about what methods | use to complete my
work.

e The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freadom i
how | do the work.

e The job allows me to decide on my own how to go about doing my work.

Job Satisfaction

| feel fairly satisfied with my present job.
Most days | am enthusiastic about my work.
Each day at work seems like it will never end.
| find real enjoyment in my work.

| consider my job to be rather unpleasant.

Person-Job Fit
e There is a good fit between what my job offers me and whatlbaking for
in a job.

e The things that | look for in a job are fulfilled very well by my present job.
e The job that | have now gives me just about everything that | want from a job.

Person-Autonomy Fit
e There is a good fit between how much freedom | have at work and ligiv m
freedom | want in my job.
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e The amount of independence | look for in a job is fulfilled very welinby
present job.
e The job that I have now gives me just about all the freedom | want in my job.
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Appendix B: Survey Mockups

T1 Survey Mockup

The following series of questions asks about ybaughts and feelings regarding yourself and your
job. Please answer as honestly as possibler iMdividual responses are completely anonymous and
will not be shared with anyone at Johnstone Supplythe end of each page click the ">>" button on
the lower right hand corner of the page to moveodihe next page.

There are phrases below describing people's baisaftease use the rating scale below to indicate
how accurately each statement describes YOU bkicfioon the appropriate bubble. When you make
your answer, think about how you generally are, N@W you would like to be or how you think
others see you. Please remember that your ansullebe kept confidential.

Very Moderately Neither Moderately Very
Inaccurate Inaccurate Inaccurate Accurate Accurate

nor
Accurate

Complete tasks o o o o o
successfully.

Excel in what | do. o o o o @)
Handle tasks o o o o o
smoothly.

Am sure of my o o o o o
ground.

Comg up with good o o o o o
solutions.

Know how to get o o o o o
things done.

Like order. o o o o @)
Like to tidy up. o o o o o
l\'/_Vant _ever"ything to be o o o o o
just right.

Love order and o o o o o
regularity.

Do things according o o o o o
to a plan.

Try to follow the o o o o o
rules.

Keep my promises. O O @] O O
Pay my bills on time. O O @] O O
Tell the truth. o o o o @)
Listen. to my o o o o o
conscience.
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Very Moderately Neither Moderately Very

Inaccurate Inaccurate Inaccurate Accurate Accurate
nor Accurate

Go straight for the o o o o o
goal.

Work hard. o o o @) Q
Tur_n plans into o o o o o
actions.

Plunge into tasks with o o o o o
all my heart.

Do more than what's o o o o o
expected of me.

Set high standards for o o o o o
myself and others.

Demand quality. O @] O O @]
Get chores done righ o o o o o
away.

Am always prepared. O @] O O @]
Start tasks right o o o o o
away.

Get to work at once. o o o ©) Q
Carry out my plans. O @] O O @]
Avoid mistakes. O O] O O O]
C_hoose my words o o o o o
with care.

Stick to my chosen o o o o o
path.

The next set of questions asks about how muchdreagu have at work. Please select the appropriate
response to show how much you agree or disagréeeaith of the statements about the amount and
type of freedom you have at YOUR job. Please renertitat your answers will be kept confidential.

Strongly | Disagree Neither Agree | Strongly

Disagree Agree nor Agree
Disagree

WORK SCHEDULING
FREEDOM

The job allows me to make
my own decisions about how
schedule my work.

The job allows me to decide an
the order in which things are @] O O] O] @]
done on the job.
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The job allows me to plan how
| do my work. @] O @] O] O]

DECISION MAKING
FREEDOM

The job gives me a chance to
use my personal initiative or
judgment in carrying out the
work.

The job allows me to make a
lot of decisions on my own.

The job provides me with a lof
of freedom to make decisions Q @) Q Q Q

FREEDOM OVER WORK
METHODS

The job allows me to make o o o o o
decisions about what methods
| use to complete my work.

The job gives me considerable
opportunity for independence
and freedom in how | do the
work.

v

The job allows me to decide @
my own how to go about doing O O o o o
my work.

=

The next set of questions asks about how well jtowith the amount of freedom you have at work.
For each statement, please indicate your levefjiafeanent or disagreement by selecting the apptepria
response.

Strongly | Disagree | Neither Agree| Agree | Strongly

Disagree nor Disagree Agree

There is a good fit between
how much freedom | have at
work and how much freedom
| want in my job.

The amount of independenc
I look for in a job is fulfilled o o O o o
very well by my present job.

The job that | have now
gives me just about all the O O O O] o
freedom | want in my job.

D
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The next set of statements asks how about howfisdtia general you are with your job. For each
statement, please rate your level of agreemenisagreement by selecting the appropriate response.
Remember that your responses are confidential.

Strongly | Disagree | Neither Agree| Agree | Strongly

Disagree nor Disagree Agree
| feel fairly satisfied with my o o o o o
present job.
Most days | am enthusiastic o o o o o
about my work.
Egch day at work seems like jt o o o o o
will never end.
| find real enjoyment in my o o o o o
work.
| consider my job to be rather o o o o o
unpleasant.

The next set of questions asks about how well jtowith your job in general. For each statement,
please indicate your level of agreement or disages® by selecting the appropriate response.

Strongly | Disagree | Neither Agree
Disagree nor Disagree

Agree | Strongly
Agree

There is a good fit between
what my job offers me and o o o o o
what | am looking for in a job

The things that | look for in a
job are fulfilled very well by O @] O] O O]
my present job.

The job that | have now gives
me just about everything that
want from a job.

o
@)
@)
@)
@)

The next set of questions pertains to demograpiidcrnation about you and your job. Please keep in
mind that your individual responses are completelyfidential and will not be shared with anyone at
Johnstone Supply.

ABOUT YOU

What is your gender?
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O Male
O Female

What is your age? (Please enter a two digit nujmbe

Click the text box to enter your age

What is your race? (Check all that apply.)

Caucasian or White

African American or Black

Asian

Hispanic or Latino/a

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
American Indian or Alaskan native
Other

Ooo00D0Do

What is the highest level of education you have mleted?

Some high school

High school diploma or GED

Some college or associate’s degree
Bachelor's degree

Graduate degree

0000

ABOUT YOUR JOB

How many years have you worked at Johnstone Supply@Please enter a one or two digit number. If
you have worked at Johnstone less than one yemselenter 0)

Click the text box to enter the number of years

How many years have you worked in your currenttpms? (Please enter a one or two digit number. If
you have worked in your current position less thaa year, please enter 0)

Click the text box to enter the number of years

Do you currently supervise or manage other empkfyee

O Yes
O No
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What category BEST describes your job?

Executive: e.g. Owner/Officer/President/Vice-Presid
Manager (non-store): e.g. Manager/Director
Store / Branch Manager

Sales Manager

Outside Sales

Counter Salesperson

Warehouse/Driver

Office Worker

Other (Please enter your job title in the box b&lo

(ONONONONONONONONGC)

Which best describes your pay structure?

O Hourly
O Salary

What is your wage per hour? (Please enter yourdyhaage as a number only. For example if your
wage is $9.25 / Hour, you would enter 9.25.)

Click the text box to enter your hourly wage

What is your yearly salary? (Please enter yearly salary as a number)

Click the text box to enter yearly salary

How many hours do you currently work per week (earage)? (Please enter your hours per week as
a two digit number)

Click the text box to enter number of hours

In which state do you currently work? Please selacoption from the crop down menu.

The following information is needed only to matakuy survey with the survey you will take in a few
weeks. It will not be used for any other purpose.
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Please enter:

o A The first two letters of your mother’s maidemma (For example, if your mother’s
maiden name is SMITH, enter SM.)

e B. The first two letters of your father’s first namm(For example, if your father’s first
name is JOHN, enter JO.)

e C. The number of brothers and sisters that you hawetwo digit number. (For example,
if you have two brothers and one sister, enteilf&u do not have any siblings, enter
00.)You do not have to remember this code.

We will ask the same three questions during thé siawvey and will match the data based on your
answers.
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T2 Survey Mockup

The following series of questions asks about ybaughts and feelings regarding your job. Please
answer as honestly as possible. Your individesponses are completely anonymous and will not be
shared with anyone at Johnstone Supply. At theogéedch page click the ">>" button on the lower
right hand corner of the page to move on to the page.

This set of statements asks about how well yowitt your job in general. For each statement, gdea
indicate your level of agreement or disagreemergdigcting the appropriate response. Remember that
your responses are confidential.

Strongly Disagree | Neither Agree| Agree | Strongly
Disagree nor Disagree Agree

There is a good fit between
what my job offers me and o o o o) o)
what | am looking for in a
job.

The things that I look for in
a job are fulfilled very well @] O O O] @]
by my present job.

The job that | have now
gives me just about
everything that | want from
a job.

The next set of statements asks how about howfiedtia general you are with your job. For each
statement, please rate your level of agreemenisagreement by selecting the appropriate response.
Remember that your responses are confidential.

Strongly Disagree | Neither Agree| Agree | Strongly

Disagree nor Disagree Agree
| feel fairly satisfied with my o o o o o
present job.
Most days | am enthusiastic o o o o o
about my work.
Each day at work seems like o o o o o
it will never end.
| find real enjoyment in my o o o o o
work.
| consider my job to be o o o o o
rather unpleasant.
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There are phrases below describing people's baisaftease use the rating scale below to indicate
how accurately each statement describes YOU bkictioon the appropriate bubble. When you make
your answer, think about how you generally are, N@W you would like to be or how you think
others see you. Please remember that your ansulebe kept confidential.

Very Moderately Neither Moderately | Very

Inaccurate Inaccurate Inaccurate Accurate | Accurate
nor Accurate

| am constantly on the
lookout for new ways o o o Q o
to improve my life.

Wherever | have been,
| have been a
powerful force for
constructive change.

Nothing is more
exciting than seeing
my ideas turn into
reality.

If | see something |
don't like, I fix it.

No matter what the
odds, if | believe in
something | will make
it happen.

I love being a
champion for my
ideas, even against
others' opposition.

| excel at identifying
opportunities.

| am always looking
for better ways to do @] O O O @]
things.

If | believe in an idea,
no obstacle will
prevent me from
making it happen.

| can spot a good
opportunity long o O] o o o
before others can.
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Please use the rating scale below to indicate lmwrately each statement describes the relationship
between YOU AND YOUR manager or supervisor by éfigkon the appropriate bubble. Please
remember that your answers will be kept confidéntia

Very Moderately Neither Moderately | Very

Inaccurate | Inaccurate | Inaccurate nor, Accurate | Accurate
Accurate

| usually know where |
stand with my o O] o o o
supervisor.

| usually know how
satisfied my supervisor @] O O] O] O]
is with me.

My supervisor uses
his/her power to help o o o o o
me solve problems at
work.

| justify my
supervisor’s decisions

to others when he/she Q Q Q Q Q
is not present to do so

My supervisor
recognizes my @] O O] O] O]
potential.

| can count on my
supervisor to “bail me

out” even at his or her o o o o o
expense when | really

need it.

My supervisor

understands my O] O O] o o

problems and needs.

| have an effective
working relationship @] O O] O] O]
with my supervisor.

| can count on my

supervisor to be o o o Q Q
trustworthy.

Usually I can trust my o o o o o
supervisor.

| feel that my

supervisor can be O] O O] O] O]
trusted.

| trust my supervisor. O] O] O] o o

The following information is needed only to matauy survey with the survey you will take in a few
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weeks. It will not be used for any other purpose.

Please enter:

e A The first two letters of your mother’s maidemma (For example, if your mother’s
maiden name is SMITH, enter SM.)

e B. The first two letters of your father’s first nam(For example, if your father’s first
name is JOHN, enter JO.)

e C. The number of brothers and sisters that you hawetwo digit number. (For example,
if you have two brothers and one sister, entelfQ&u do not have any siblings, enter
00.)You do not have to remember this code.
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