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In today’s borderless world characterized by acute competition, with change being the only constant,
organizations need to work on building a workforce which can not only survive but also thrive in such a
volatile environment. Proactive individuals actively create environmental change, while less proactive
people take a more reactive approach toward their jobs. The present paper provides evidence for the
significance of proactive personality (PAP) in the backdrop of an organizational change setting. We
hypothesized a conceptual model and tested the effect of PAP on important job outcomes and found that it
had a robust relationship with job performance and job satisfaction after controlling for affective
commitment to change and intent to remain with the organization. Further, we tested the mechanism by
which PAP was related to intent to remain and found that affective commitment to change and job
satisfaction completely mediated the relationship between PAP/intent to remain with the organization.

INTRODUCTION

Overview of Proactive Personality and Organizational Change

Organizational change has traditionally been viewed at the organizational level, which involves
specific actions taken by the organization to transform internal structure or other characteristics/policies,
apparently in response to environmental conditions and the need to survive and progress in a dynamic
scenario (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Johnson, 1996). There is, however, a burgeoning interest in how
change surges down through the organization, ultimately to be experienced at the individual level (Judge,
Thoresen, Pucik, & Welbourne, 1999). This implies that it is important to understand that a change at the
organizational level (such as a restructuring) will often result in having considerably different
repercussions at different levels of work groups and for individuals within these groups (Mohrman,
Mohrman, & Ledford, 1990). Perception during change is important; therefore, one must be aware not
only that implications vary at different levels but also that the same organizational change can be viewed
quite differently at each of these levels. Top management may view it as a positive and required step
towards the overall health and progress of the organization while lower level managers and employees
may concern themselves with negative views ranging from threat to their job to minor disruptions of their
day-to-day activities (Strebel, 1996).

Several researchers have called for a more person-focused approach to the study of organizational
change (e.g., Aktouf, 1992; Bray, 1994), especially since we are witnessing immense changes in the
world of work with jobs in the 21% century requiring greater initiative, courtesy of global competition
(Cascio, 1995; Frese & Fay, 2001; Howard, 1995). Recent years have therefore seen an escalating interest
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in studying the complexity of changes in the workplace, their causes, consequences, and strategies for
change (for reviews, see Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Porras & Robertson, 1992). This is where the
proactive stance plays an important role: as work becomes more dynamic and changeable, proactive
personality and initiative become even more critical determinants of organizational success (Frese, Fay,
Hilburger, Leng, & Tag, 1997). “Organizations increasingly expect employees to fix things that they see
as wrong, act on the information they have, and react to unusual circumstances by demonstrating
proactive behaviors,” say Erdogan and Bauer, (2005, p. 859). The words of Crant (2000) are apt:

Proactive people identify opportunities and act on them, show initiative, take action, and
persevere until meaningful change occurs. In contrast, people who are not proactive exhibit the
opposite patterns: they fail to identify, let alone seize, opportunities to change things. Less proactive
individuals are passive and reactive, preferring to adapt to circumstances rather than change them. (p.
439)

Proactive personality (PAP) is the degree to which individuals have an active role orientation. Rather
than accepting their roles passively, proactive persons challenge the status quo and initiate change
(Bateman & Crant, 1993). Thus, employees with proactive personalities use initiative, persevere, and
attempt to shape their environment (Bateman & Crant, 1993) and tend to have a positive impact on job-
related outcomes especially in changeable and more dynamic work environments.

Bateman and Crant (1993) defined the construct proactive personality “as a dispositional construct
that identifies differences among people in the extent to which they take action to influence their
environment” (p. 103). They further developed the Proactive Personality Scale (PPS) to measure this
construct and provided evidence for the scale’s convergent, discriminant, and predictive validity with
results from three studies. Since then, a number of studies have consistently demonstrated the validity of
the proactive personality construct, as assessed by the PPS (e.g., Becherer & Maurer, 1999; Bateman &
Crant , 1999, Crant, 1995, 1996; Crant & Bateman, 2000; Kirkman & Rosen, 1999; Parker & Sprigg,
1999). Although proactive personality has been studied in various fields, surprisingly there is little
research which has considered its role in the field of organizational change. The present research aims at
filling this gap in the literature by empirically testing the role of proactive personality in an organizational
change setting.

The purpose of the present study was two-fold. First, the study empirically examined a conceptual
model of PAP which included extrinsic (job performance) and intrinsic (job satisfaction) job outcome.
Secondly, given the importance of affective commitment to change in the field of organizational change
the study tested the mechanism by which it affected the relationship between PAP and job outcomes.
Specifically, it was hypothesized that in a change setting (1) PAP will increase extrinsic job outcomes
such as job performance and intent to remain with the organization and intrinsic job-related outcomes
such as job satisfaction; (2) affective commitment to change will mediate the relationship between PAP
and job-related outcomes.

Model Development and Hypotheses

The German Action Theory (e.g. Hacker, Skell, & Straub, 1968) which is based on the ideology that
work is action-oriented is substantiated by the premise that: “the human is seen as an active rather than a
passive being who changes the world through work actions...” (Frese & Zapf, 1994; p. 86). People are
not always passive recipients of environmental constraints on their behavior; rather, they can intentionally
and directly change their current circumstances (e.g., Buss, 1987; Diener, Larsen, & Emmons, 1984). In
dynamic circumstances which tend to be less well-defined, it is reasonable to assume that individuals
might mold their work characteristics to fit their individual abilities or personalities. People with a
proactive personality are relatively unconstrained by situational forces (Bateman & Crant, 1993).
Readiness and determination to pursue a course of action are characteristic of proactive people which are
also central to models of self-development (Antonacopoulou, 2000).

The words of Bateman and Crant (1999) capture the essence of proactive personality. Proaction
involves creating change, not merely anticipating it. It does not just involve the important attributes
of flexibility and adaptability toward an uncertain future. To be proactive is to take the initiative in
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improving business. At the other extreme, behavior that is not proactive includes sitting back, letting
others make things happen, and passively hoping that externally imposed change “works out okay.”
(p. 63)

These attributes of proactive personality along with the characteristics of organizational change led to
the development of the conceptual model that was tested in the present study. That model specifically
examined the effect of proactive employees on job outcomes in a change setting. (See Figure 1)

FIGURE 1
CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF PROACTIVE PERSONALITY IN A CHANGE SETTING
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Proactive Personality (PAP) and Job-related Outcomes in a Change Setting

The range of job-related outcomes usually considered in work design research has been criticized as
being too limited. However, traditional outcomes such as job satisfaction (intrinsic) and job performance
(extrinsic) will certainly remain central to the agenda; hence these two outcomes were chosen in this
present study. Given that the main purpose of this research was to understand the role played by PAP in a
change setting, one more job-related outcome variable was included in the study. That variable, intent to
remain with the organization, was included because of its vital importance in organizational change
studies.

PAP has been related to extrinsic job-related outcomes such as job performance (Crant, 1995;
Thompson, 2005), extrinsic career success, or actual advancements in salary and position (Seibert, Crant,
& Kraimer, 1999; Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001). In an attempt to examine the criterion validity of the
Proactive Personality Scale, Crant (1995) found that proactive personality explained 8% of the variance in
objective measures of job performance in the case of real estate agents. Additionally proactive personality
has been associated with other objective measures such as salary and promotions (Seibert, Crant, &
Kraimer, 1999). Proactive personality was also found to be significantly related to subjective evaluations
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of performance by direct supervisors in diverse backgrounds (Thompson, 2005) as they tend to set high
standards, and harness all available resources into achieving those standards (Crant, 1996).

Although past research has found PAP to be related to these extrinsic job-related outcomes, its effect
on these outcomes has rarely been empirically tested in a change setting. Hence, in the present study it
was hypothesized that in a change setting PAP will have a positive impact on job performance.
Additionally, it was anticipated that proactive individuals will intend to remain with the organization
post-reorganization.

PAP has also been related to intrinsic career success, i.e. job and career satisfaction. Intrinsic success
is also important because of its relation to life satisfaction (Lounsbury, Park, Sundstrom, Williamson, &
Pemberton, 2004) and turnover intentions (Igbaria, 1991). Two measures of well-being—job satisfaction
and turnover intentions—are examined in the present study. In the present study job satisfaction was
defined as an individual's global feeling about his or her job (Spector, 1997). Instead of measuring
turnover intentions a more positive variable was chosen i.e. intent to remain with the organization. The
above discussion lead to the first hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1: In a change setting PAP will relate significantly and positively to (a) job performance
(b) job satisfaction (c) affective commitment to change and (d) intent to remain with the organization.

PAP and Affective Commitment to Change

Commitment, in a broad sense, can be defined as “a force [mind set] that binds an individual to a
course of action of relevance to one or more targets” (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). Conner and Patterson
(1982) noted that “the most prevalent factor contributing to failed change projects is a lack of
commitment by the people” (p. 18). Thus commitment to organizational change is unquestionably one of
the most imperative factors involved in employees' support for change projects (Armenakis, Harris, &
Feild, 1999; Coetsee, 1999; Conner & Patterson, 1982; Klein & Sorra, 1996). Conner (1992) aptly
described commitment to change as “the glue that provides the vital bond between people and change
goals” (p. 147). Meyer and Allen (1991) argued that this force, or mind-set, can take different forms:
desire (affective commitment), perceived cost (continuance commitment), or obligation (normative
commitment). In the present study the affective form of commitment to change (desire to provide support
for the change based on a belief in its inherent benefits) was used.

Bateman and Crant (1993) argued that proactive individuals actively create environmental change,
while less proactive people take a more reactive approach toward their jobs. Thus, proactive personality
refers to the general disposition to make active attempts to effect changes in one's environment and is
crucial in modern organizations characterized by fast changes and reduced supervision. Proactive people
identify opportunities and act on them, show initiative, take action, and persevere until meaningful change
occurs (Crant, 1996). Given the definition of PAP and the importance of commitment to change, it was
predicted that commitment to change will mediate the relationship between PAP and certain important job
outcomes.

Hypothesis 2: Affective commitment to change will mediate the relationship between (a) PAP/Job
performance and (b) PAP/Intent to remain with the organization.

PAP and Job Satisfaction

Dispositional characteristics incline people to a certain level of satisfaction (see Bowling, Beehr,
Wagner, & Libkuman, 2005). In fact, two important studies found that genetic factors, which apparently
affect disposition, may account for as much as 30% of the variance in job satisfaction (Arvey, Bouchard,
Segal, & Abraham, 1989; Arvey, McCall, Bouchard, Taubman, & Cavanaugh, 1994). Dispositions may
have a direct effect on job satisfaction or may influence the way in which employees perceive their jobs,
which, consequently affects job satisfaction (Bowling et al., 2005). Proactive personality will probably
affect job satisfaction as “proactive individuals will be more satisfied with their jobs because they will
remove obstacles preventing satisfaction” (Erdogan & Bauer, 2005, p. 861)

Research linking job performance with satisfaction and other attitudes has been studied since at least
1939, with the Hawthorne studies (Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939). Organ (1988) found that the
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relationship between job performance and job satisfaction follows the social exchange theory; employees’
performance is giving back to the organization from which they get their satisfaction. Thus it seems to be
a common assumption that employees who are happy with their job should also be more productive at
work (Spector, 1997) and therefore should be less inclined to leave the organization.

Hence, it was anticipated that job satisfaction will mediate the relationship i.e. it will shed some light
into the mechanism by which PAP is related to job outcomes.

Hypothesis 3: Job satisfaction will mediate the relationship between (a) PAP/affective commitment to
change (b) PAP/job performance and (c) PAP/Intent to remain with the organization.

METHOD

Research Setting and Participants

Data for this study were collected from a non-profit organization located in the southeastern United
States, having approximately 900 employees working in offices spread statewide. This organization was
chosen because it had recently experienced a major restructuring.

Data were collected via a self-report online survey. The survey administration process began by
sending an email to all the employees with the consent of management, inviting them to participate in the
survey. The email clearly stated that participation in the survey was voluntary and that the survey
responses would be completely anonymous and that no member of the management would have access to
the data. One day prior to sending the email the on-line survey was posted on the company’s intranet—
thereby preventing the chance of a non-employee filling out the survey. At the organization’s request
several open-ended questions not included in this study were added with the sole aim of getting
constructive feedback from its employees with respect to the restructuring.

After three weeks a reminder email was sent to the employees. The on-line survey resulted in 275
usable questionnaires, which gave a response rate of 31.3%. Almost half of the respondents (42.6%) used
in this analyses were over 50 years old, and 60.6 % of the respondents were women. More than half
(63.5%) were caucasian while 26.6% were African Americans. Table 2 provides a demographic profile of
the respondents.

Measures
Proactive Personality

PAP was measured by using the shortened version of Bateman and Crant's (1993) 17-item Proactive
Personality Scale (PPS) created by Seibert, Crant, and Kraimer, (1999). The shortened version consists of
ten items. These items were selected as they had the highest average factor loadings across the three
studies reported by Bateman and Crant (1993). These three studies presented evidence for the scale’s
reliability (Cronbach’s alpha across three samples ranged from .87 to .89, and the test-retest reliability
coefficient was .72 over a three month period). The studies also provided convergent, discriminant, and
criterion validity. Seibert et al. (1999) mentioned that the deletion of seven items did not result in a major
effect on the reliability of the scale (17-item o = .88; 10-item o = .86). These items were summed to arrive
at a proactive personality score. Responses were indicated on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1
("strongly disagree") to 7 ("strongly agree"), with items such as "I excel at identifying opportunities" and
"No matter what the odds, if I believe in something I will make it happen." (See Appendix B for all the
items). Internal consistency (coefficient alpha) obtained in the current study was .89, in line with that
reported by Bateman and Crant (1993).

Job Performance

Job performance was measured by using two self-report measures completed by the employees. The
first self-report measure included 7 items which was a subset of the 20-item scale prepared by Williams
and Anderson (1991). The Williams and Anderson (1991) scale was originally validated on 127
employees working in varied organizations. Factor analysis resulted in three distinct behavior factors—
job performance being one of them. Example questions include “fulfills responsibilities specified in the
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job description” and “meets formal performance requirements of the job.” Items were summed to yield a
total performance score for each employee. Reliability of the scale was within the acceptable range, i.e.
higher than .70 (Cronbach’s alpha = .77).

The second self-report scale consisted of two single items. The first item was coined by Ferris, Witt,
and Hochwarter (2001) and measured the overall job performance of the employee aimed at serving as a
self-appraisal. It read as follows: “Please circle the number besides the adjective which best describes
your job performance in your opinion:

1 (weak or bottom 10%), 2 (fair or next 20%), 3 (good or next 40%), 4 (very good or next 20%), or 5
(best or top 10%).” Since a single-item measure cannot yield estimates of internal consistency reliability,
nor can a single-item measure be used in structural equation models one more similar item was used
which also measured the overall job performance. The item was based on a 6-point Likert scale in which
employees rated themselves and were asked the following: “Please circle the number besides the adjective
which best describes your job performance in your opinion: 1 = Unacceptable, 2 = Very poor, 3 = Poor, 4
= Good, 5 = Very Good, 6 = Outstanding.”

The likelihood that any particular cognition will be retrieved as an input to some decision or behavior
decreases with an increase in the amount of time since its most recent activation (Wyer & Srull, 1986)
and the amount of material in the same content domain encountered during that temporary period (Keller,
1987). This suggests that intervening items between two similar items will increase the likelihood of the
respondent to either compute a new response or engage in an effortful search of long-term memory.
Hence in the survey instrument the two overall job performance items were separated by several items as
well as open ended questions. Reliability of this scale was within acceptable range (Cronbach’s alpha =
.78).

Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction was measured by using four sub-scales of the Job Satisfaction Survey (JSS; Spector,
1997). JSS measures “outcome” satisfaction facets such as pay, benefits, promotions, supervision, work
itself, co-workers, and working conditions (Spector, 1997). Four sub-scales of the JSS (benefits, rewards,
co-workers and work itself) were used in this study with each subscale consisting of four items.
Respondents indicated the extent of their agreement with each item on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 =
strongly agree, 7 = strongly disagree). Cronbach’s alpha measured for the four sub-scales were benefit
satisfaction (oo = .79), reward satisfaction (o = .84), co-worker satisfaction (o = .72) and work itself
satisfaction (o =.83).

Intent to Remain

Employee’s intent to remain with the organization was measured using a scale from Robinson (1996).
This four-item scale asked employees to respond to three Likert-type questions about how long the
employee intends to remain with the employer, the extent to which he/she would prefer to work for a
different employer, the extent to which he/she has thought about changing companies, and one binary
question (“If you had your way, would you be working for this employer three years from now?”’). This
scale had a modest reliability with Cronbach’s alpha measuring .68.

Affective Commitment to Change

This variable was measured using a sub-scale of the scale developed by Herscovitch and Meyer
(2002) to measure commitment to change. The scale consisted of 22 items of which seven items assessed
affective commitment (e.g., “I believe in the value of this change”) which was used in this study.
Responses were made using a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree). This scale exhibited strong reliability with Cronbach’s alpha measuring .95.

Data Analyses

Data for this study were collected anonymously. Anonymity provided benefits by potentially reducing
the method bias (see Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Data were analyzed using
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Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) implemented in AMOS (Arbuckle, 2006a; 2006b). First the model
fit was tested using several confirmatory factor analyses and comparing the goodness of fit indices. SEM
was used to validate the conceptual model and to test the hypotheses relating to direct effects (Hypotheses
la-c) and the mediating effects (Hypotheses 2a & b, 3a-c).

TABLE 1
DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS

Variable N %o
Gender
Males 104 37.8
Females 171 62.2
Race
Caucasian 177 64.4
African American 75 27.3
Hispanic 1 4
Native American 2 i
Asian 1 4
Other 4 1.5
Age
20 — 29 years 13 4.7
30 — 39 years 38 13.8
40 — 49 years 100 36.4
> 50 years 118 42.9
Tenure (Organization)
<1 year
1 —5 years 11 4
6 — 10 years 47 17.1
11-20 years 53 19.3
> 20 years 88 32
72 26.2
Tenure (Job position)
<1 year
1 —5 years 20 7.3
6 — 10 years 125 45.5
11-20 years 49 17.8
> 20 years 53 19.3
20 7.3
Note: N =275
Tests for Model Fit

The first step in the data analysis process involved running several confirmatory factor analyses and
observing the fit of the data by checking whether all the goodness-of-fit indices met the respective
criteria.

The goodness of fit of the models was evaluated by using absolute and relative indices. The absolute
goodness-of-fit indices which were calculated are (cf. Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) (a) the chi-square
goodness-of-fit statistic and (b) the root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA). Although the
chi-square likelihood ratio is considered the most fundamental measure of absolute model fit, it is
sensitive to sample size and thus, with larger sample sizes (more than 200), can result in significant values
even when small differences exist between the model and the data (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Hair,
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Anderson, Tattham, & Black, 1998). The ratio of chi-square to degrees of freedom (y*/df) has been
suggested as an alternative, with values of 2.0 or less indicative of acceptable fit (Kline, 2005). The
RMSEA is a measure of model discrepancy and takes into account the error of approximation in the
population (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The relative goodness-of-fit indices which were computed are (cf.
Marsh, Balla, & Hau, 1996) (a) the normed fit index (NFT) (b) the comparative fit index (CFI), and (c) the
incremental fit index (IFI). The CFI is a measure of fit derived from the comparison of the hypothesized
model to the independence model and adjusts for sample size. CFI values of 0.90 or greater are indicative
of acceptable models (Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Hypothesis Testing: Direct and Mediating Effects

Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a flexible multivariate analytic technique that allows
researchers to test global hypotheses about competing theories as well as simultaneous testing multiple
specific hypotheses such as those usually tested with ANOVA and regression. Two important strengths of
SEM are that the effects of measurement error are disattenuated and it tests indirect and total effects in
addition to simple direct effects. These strengths represent important advances over traditional general
linear model approaches and have important implications in testing hypotheses involving mediation.
Hence the data was analyzed by using SEM methods, implemented in AMOS 7 (Arbuckle, 2006a;
2006b). Maximum-likelihood estimation method was used, and for the input for each analysis the
covariance matrix of the items was used.

Direct Effects
Hypotheses 1a-c, related to the direct effects of proactive personality on job-related outcomes, were
tested by examining the significance of the path coefficients between the variables.

Mediation Effects

This study included only two latent variables—job performance and job satisfaction. Job performance
had two indicators while job satisfaction was measured by four indicators. According to Baron and Kenny
(1986) and Judd and Kenny (1981), when a mediational model involves latent constructs, SEM provides
the basic data analyses strategy. Thus to analyze the mediational hypotheses 2a-b and 3a-c, related to the
mediational role of affective commitment to change and job satisfaction respectively, the analyses were
conducted using SEM in accordance to the procedure mentioned by Hoyle and Smith (1994). They
suggested comparing the predictor to outcome path in models with and without the mediator. If the
predictor to outcome path is zero with the mediator in the model, there is evidence of complete mediation,
while if this path declines but remains significant or clearly non-zero, then the model purports partial
mediation. However, it must be noted that in the model with the mediator variable, the mediator must
have significant relationships with both the predictor and the outcome variable (Barron & Kenny, 1986).

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

After the data were collected, the first step was to evaluate the data according to the guidelines
suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2001, pp. 56-110) as data cleaning is very important in multiple
regression (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001, p. 139). An examination of the data revealed that the data met the
assumptions of normality, and there was no evidence of unacceptable levels of kurtosis or skewness or
variables with substantial outliers.

Table 2 displays means, standard deviations and correlations among all the variables. Correlations
among the independent and mediator variables had a median value of .07 and a maximum value of .47,
with a maximum variance-inflation factor less than 2; hence, multicollinearity was not a severe problem
(Neter, Wasserman, & Kutner, 1983).
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TABLE 2
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND INTER-CORRELATIONS

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
JS1 5.52 1.12 -

JS2 482 12  21** -

JS3 439 1.34 44%* A5**

JS4 5.93 91  38** 32%*  AQ** .

Job 5 87  67FF  66*%*  B3*F*  66** -

Satisfaction

JP1 637 .57 .14* .06 .07 23%%  16** -

JP2 01 95 .05 .05 .06 26*%*%  13*%  37*%* .

Job 3.18 .65 .1 .07 .08 JO**F 1 7RF 0 J2¥x RTEF L
Performance

Proactive 548 81 -.02 .08 .08 22%% 0 14% 0 30%*  32%%  FTEF
Personality

Mean Intent 5.39 1.25 34%* 5%  32%*%  50%* A43%* Dqkx  DQ¥*k 5%k 3k L

to remain

Affective 5.01 1.4  17*%*% 27*%%  37%%  31**x  46** (7 .09 .08 A8FE 1 T7E*
commitment

to change

Note. N =275
p<.05."p<.0l.

As seen from Table 2 PAP was significantly correlated with all the variables (job satisfaction r = .14;
job performance r = .37; intent to remain r = .13; and affective commitment to change r = .18;). Given the
proposed mediational framework, affective commitment was significantly correlated with intent to remain
(r=.17). However it was not significantly correlated with job performance.

Also, in keeping with the mediation hypotheses, job satisfaction was significantly correlated with
affective commitment to change (r = .46), job performance (r = .17) and intent to remain with the
organization (r = .43)

Tests for Measurement Invariance

The test for measurement invariance involved conducting separate confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) (implemented in AMOS 7; Arbuckle, 2006a; 2006b) to assess the psychometric properties of the
constructs and to establish a baseline model. The overall fit of the measurement model was assessed
following the guideline suggested by Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and Black (1998, pp. 610-612). Prior to
performing the analysis, all negatively worded items in the scales of all the variables were reverse scored.
For all the scales in this study the loading of one indicator was set for each factor to a fixed value of 1.0.

Model Fit

The goodness of fit indices for the baseline model were very close to a poor fit. The chi-square test
was statistically significant, ¥ (20, N = 275) = 62.88, p < .001, the chi-square degrees of freedom ratio
was barely favorable (x* / df = 3.14). The other fit indices also gave evidence of a poor fit (RMSEA =
.09; CFI = .90). On the basis of the modification indices, the fit of the model could be slightly improved
by allowing three pairs of errors to correlate from the job satisfaction scale: the error terms of the manifest
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variables co-worker satisfaction, work itself, and benefit satisfaction was correlated with reward
satisfaction. MacCallum and Tucker (1991) noted that when using indicators related to an employee’s
work environment, it is not unreasonable to expect some same-source correlated measurement error.

TABLE 3

BASELINE MODEL COMPARISON SUMMARY
Model o df  p-value  y/df RMSEA CFI TLI NFI
Model 1 62.88 20  .000 3.14 .09 90 82 87
Model 2 29.11 17  .033 1.70 .05 97 94 94

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

The baseline model with the correlated error terms exhibited a good fit. Although the chi-square test
was statistically significant, x> (17, N =275)=29.11, p < .05, the chi-square degrees of freedom ratio was
favorable (x> / df = 1.71). RMSEA improved considerably with a value of .05 and the CFI = .97. The
other fit indices gave further evidence of a good fit (NFI = .94; & TLI = .94). Refer to Table 6 for the
goodness of fit statistics for the baseline model with and without the correlated error terms.

Convergent Validity

Convergent validity represents how well the items load on their respective constructs, thereby giving
evidence for the construct validity. It is evaluated by examining the statistical significance as expressed
by the t-value associated with each loading (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Table 7 provides the
standardized loadings and t-values. The result indicate all items loaded reliably on their predicted factors
with item to factor loadings ranging from .26 to .95, and #-values ranging from 3.80 to 30.21 (p < .001),
thus, providing support for convergent validity for the constructs.

Hypothesis Testing

SEM, using AMOS 7 (Arbuckle, 2006a; 2006b) was employed to test the study hypotheses. The tests
of overall model fit, shown in Table 3, indicated a very good fit. Although the chi-square test was
statistically significant, y* (17, N = 275) = 29.11, p < .05, the chi-square degrees of freedom ratio was
favorable (y* / df = 1.71). RMSEA improved considerably with a value of .05 and the CFI= .97. The
other fit indices gave further evidence of a good fit (NFI = .94; TLI = .94).

Hypotheses 1a to 1c. The first set of hypotheses, 1a to lc, related to the direct effects of proactive
personality on job performance, job satisfaction, and intent to remain with the organization respectively.
As expected proactive personality had a positive and significant effect on job performance (f = .46 p <
.001) and job satisfaction (f = .22 p < .01). Although there was no significant relationship between
proactive personality and intent to remain with the organization in the hypothesized model (f = -.07, ns),
the result of a simple regression showed that proactive personality had a significant and positive effect on
intent to remain (f = .20 p <.05) thereby giving partial support to hypothesis 1c.

Hypotheses 2a & b and 3a-c. These hypotheses were the mediational hypotheses. To analyze these
mediational hypotheses the analyses were conducted in accordance with the procedure mentioned by
Hoyle and Smith (1994). They suggested to compare the predictor—outcome path in models with and
without the mediator. If the predictor—outcome path is zero with the mediator in the model, there is
evidence of complete mediation, while if this path declines but remains significant or clearly non-zero,
then the model purports partial mediation. However, it must be noted that in the model with the mediator
variable, the mediator must have significant relationships with both the predictor and the outcome
variable (Barron & Kenny, 1986). Finally the Sobel’s test (Preacher & Leonardelli, 2001) was calculated.
Formula for the test was drawn from MacKinnon, Warsi, and Dwyer (1995).
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FIGURE 2
BASELINE MODEL WITH CORRELATED ERROR TERMS AND STANDARDIZED

ESTIMATES
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Note: ACC = Affective commitment to change; IR = Intent to remain; JSBS = Job Satisfaction Benefit Satisfaction;

JSCS = Job Satisfaction Co-worker Satisfaction; JSRS = Job Satisfaction Reward Satisfaction; JSW = Job
Satisfaction Work Itself; PAP = Proactive personality;

Hypothesis 2a which referred to the mediator variable affective commitment to change, with job
performance as the outcome variable (PAP being the predictor variable) was not supported as there was
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no significant relationship between affective commitment to change and job performance—a requirement
for proving the mediational model (Barron & Kenny, 1986).

Hypothesis 2b predicted the mediating effect of affective commitment to change in the relationship
between PAP/intent to remain. Figures 3a and 3b respectively show the model without and with the
mediator variable—affective commitment to change.

FIGURE 3A
MODEL WITHOUT MEDIATING VARIABLE—AFFECTIVE COMMITMENT TO CHANGE
IN THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PAP/INTENT TO REMAIN WITH THE
ORGANIZATION

.02

PAP 13 R

Note: IR = Intent to remain; PAP = Proactive personality.
FIGURE 3B

MODEL WITH MEDIATING VARIABLE—AFFECTIVE COMMITMENT TO CHANGE IN
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PAP/INTENT TO REMAIN WITH THE ORGANIZATION

.03

ACC

PAP i > IR

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

As seen in Figure 4a (without the mediator variable), proactive personality was significantly and
positively related to intent to remain in the organization (f = .13, p <.05) while it was insignificant in the
model with the mediator variable (8 = .10, ns). This suggests that affective commitment to change
completely mediates the relationship between proactive personality/intent to remain with the organization.

Hypothesis 3a referred to the mediator variable job satisfaction with affective commitment to change
as the outcome variable. Figures 4a and 4b respectively show the model without and with the mediator
variable—job satisfaction.

As seen in Figure 5a (without the mediator variable), proactive personality was significantly and
positively related to affective commitment to change (# = .18, p < .01) while it was insignificant in the
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model with the mediator variable job satisfaction (f = .11, mns). This suggests that job satisfaction
completely mediates the relationship between proactive personality and affective commitment to change.

FIGURE 4A

MODEL WITHOUT MEDIATING VARIABLE—JOB SATISFACTION IN THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PAP/ AFFECTIVE COMMITMENT TO CHANGE
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Note: ACC = Affective commitment to change; PAP = Proactive personality.

FIGURE 4B
MODEL WITH MEDIATING VARIABLE—JOB SATISFACTION IN THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN PAP/ AFFECTIVE COMMITMENT TO CHANGE
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Note: ACC = Affective commitment to change; JSBS = Job Satisfaction Benefit Satisfaction; JSCS = Job

Satisfaction Co-worker Satisfaction; JSRS = Job Satisfaction Reward Satisfaction; JSW = Job Satisfaction Work
Itself; PAP = Proactive personality.
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Hypothesis 3b referred to the mediator variable job satisfaction with job performance as the outcome
variable. Proactive personality was significantly and positively related to job performance without (5 =
.52, p <.001) and with (8 = .45, p <.001) the mediator variable job satisfaction. This suggests that job
satisfaction does not mediate the relationship between proactive personality and job performance.

Hypothesis 3c referred to the mediator variable job satisfaction with intent to remain with the
organization as the outcome variable. Figures 5a and 5b respectively show the model without and with
the mediator variable—job satisfaction.

FIGURE 5A
MODEL WITHOUT MEDIATING VARIABLE—JOB SATISFACTION IN THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PAP/INTENT TO REMAIN WITH THE ORGANIZATION
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Note: IR = Intent to remain; PAP = Proactive personality.

FIGURE 5B
MODEL WITH MEDIATING VARIABLE—JOB SATISFACTION IN THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN PAP/INTENT TO REMAIN WITH THE ORGANIZATION
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Note: IR = Intent to remain; JSBS = Job Satisfaction Benefit Satisfaction; JSCS = Job Satisfaction Co-worker
Satisfaction; JSRS = Job Satisfaction Reward Satisfaction; JSW = Job Satisfaction Work Itself; PAP = Proactive
personality.

As seen in Figure 5a (without the mediator variable), proactive personality was significantly and
positively related to intent to remain with the organization (f = .13, p <.05) while it was insignificant in
the model with the mediator variable job satisfaction (f = -.18, ns). This suggests that job satisfaction
completely mediates the relationship between proactive personality and intent to remain with the
organization. A summary of all the study hypotheses can be found in Table 4

TABLE 4
SUMMARY OF STUDY HYPOTHESIS

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

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

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

positively with intent to remain with the organization. Supported
Hypothesis 2a: Affective commitment to organizational change will
mediate the relationship between PAP and job performance. Not Supported

Hypothesis 2b: Affective commitment to organizational change will

mediate the relationship between PAP and intent to remain with the Supported
organization.

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

and affective commitment to the organization. Supported
Hypothesis 3b: Job satisfaction will mediate the relationship between PAP

and job performance. Not Supported
Hypothesis 3c: Job satisfaction will mediate the relationship between PAP

and intent to remain with the organization. Supported

DISCUSSION

The present study examined the effect of PAP on job related outcomes in a change setting. The study
contributes to both proactive personality and change literature in several ways. First, the study was an
initial attempt to empirically test the conceptual model of PAP in a change setting. Second, the potential
mediating role of affective commitment to change and job satisfaction was empirically tested.

As predicted in the conceptual model, PAP exhibited a robust relationship with job performance, and
job satisfaction. The study found that PAP has a positive and robust relationship with job performance
even after controlling for affective commitment to change, job satisfaction and intent to remain with the
organization. Together with affective commitment to change and job satisfaction, PAP accounted for
37.3% of the variance in job performance.

Research has shown that dispositions influence the way in which employees perceive their jobs,
which consequently affects their job satisfaction (Bowling, Beehr, Wagner, & Libkuman, 2005). The
results in this study supported this reasoning as it was found that PAP has a positive and significant
relationship with job satisfaction and accounted for 4.7% of the variance. Additionally, the model
revealed that in a change setting proactive personality and job satisfaction accounted for 20.2% of the
variance in affective commitment to change.

Although a simple regression revealed that PAP had a significant and positive relationship with intent
to remain with the organization, it is important to note that contrary to the prediction made in this study,
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PAP was not related with intent to remain. After controlling for affective commitment to change, job
performance, and job satisfaction, PAP did not predict intent to remain with the organization. This may be
due to the fact that this model was tested in a change setting. As rightly pointed out by Allen, Weeks, and
Moffitt (2005), numerous factors affect the turnover decision such as “...risk (e.g., uncertainty about
alternative opportunities), financial costs (e.g., unvested pensions), transaction costs (e.g., moving), and
psychological costs (e.g. loss of valued work relationships).” (p. 980). In a change setting, additional
factors such as uncertainty, fear of the unknown, and job insecurity impact the turnover decision.

This result adds further importance to the fact that indeed there is a need to gain insight on the
mechanism by which PAP relates to the job outcomes. More investigation is necessary regarding “how,”
“why” (mediating effect), PAP leads to positive outcomes (Crant, 2000; Erdogan & Bauer, 2005). In this
study, no support was found for the direct relationship in the conceptual model between PAP and intent to
remain, but support was found for an indirect relationship i.e. for the mediational role of affective
commitment to change.

Additionally, in line with past research this study found that in an organization characterized by
change, job satisfaction was positively and significantly related with intent to remain even after
controlling for proactive personality, affective commitment to change, and job performance. Also, the
results showed that of the four proposed predictors in the model of intent to remain, only job satisfaction
had a significant relationship, thereby, giving further evidence for the robustness of the relationship. In
light of this result, it is especially imperative for managers to realize how valuable it is to have satisfied
employees as such employees would intend to remain with organization even in a change environment.

The study also found that affective commitment to change completely mediated the relationship
between PAP/intent to remain. This finding explained why PAP is related with intent to remain. Thus, it
can be suggested that affective commitment to change represents an individual difference variable that
can explain why proactive employees intend to remain with the organization. This result is particularly
important as there was a complete mediation thereby suggesting that in the absence of affective
commitment, PAP may not be related with intent to remain.

This study also found support for the mediating effect of job satisfaction. It completely mediated the
relationship between PAP/affective commitment to change thereby explaining why PAP is related with
affective commitment to change. As it was a complete mediational model it suggested that proactive
employees who are not satisfied with their job may not exhibit affective commitment to change.
Additionally, the study found that job satisfaction completely mediated the relationship between
PAP/intent to remain with the organization. This suggested that not only will dissatisfied proactive
employees exhibit no affective commitment, but they also may not have intentions to remain in the
organization.

Results relating to job satisfaction were valuable from a practical point of view. PAP employees are
initiators and are open to change as compared to the non-proactive employees. Hence, they will not only
be an asset for the organization but their support for change will be essential for the organization. In light
of these results managers must concentrate on whether their employees are satisfied with their jobs
especially before implementing a change or they risk not only losing the commitment of these employees
to change but also may end up losing this valuable set of employees.

Practical Implications

The results of this study provide evidence for the importance of proactive employees in a change
setting. As demonstrated in support of the main hypotheses, PAP clearly exhibits a robust relationship
with important job-related outcomes such as job performance, job satisfaction, affective commitment to
change and intent to remain with the organization. These results have verified the fact that proactive
individuals are indeed an asset to the company.

The above findings have several practical implications especially from an applied perspective. This
type of research is important as it gives more insight on how organizations can recognize and leverage
those employees exhibiting proactive personality. For instance, even in the backdrop of an organizational
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change, proactive employees will tend to be satisfied and perform well on their respective jobs. However,
those predisposed to be less proactive may need more organizational support and encouragement.

The findings in this study suggest that although proactive personality has a robust relationship with
job performance and job satisfaction, it is not very strongly related with intent to remain with the
organization. There is hardly any doubt in the fact that proactive people are an asset to the company.
However, it is up to the company to make sure that they do not lose such an asset. If proactive employees
are satisfied with their job they would still want to remain with the company. Satisfied employees would
also be more affectively committed to the organizational change which consequently will make them
remain in the company.

Thus it is of vital importance that employers should make sure that their proactive employees are
satisfied with their job and are assured that they will progress in their career within the organization.

LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

One limitation of this study is the potential for common method variance since the data were
collected from a single source. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003) mentioned that one of
the most common variables assumed to cause common method variance is the tendency for participants to
respond in a socially desirable manner (see Paulhus, 1984; 1988). Podsakoff et al. argue that when
anonymity is assured, respondents may have less evaluation apprehension and therefore are less likely to
edit their responses to be more socially desirable. In the present study the responses were completely
anonymous, thereby, protecting the respondent’s identity. Although this does not completely eradicate the
problem of common method bias, it does alleviate it.

Anonymity was a particularly important aspect in the present study as organizational change is often
characterized by high levels of distrust and uncertainty. This may lead to biased responses if participants
believe their identity could be revealed to management. Because the present study is related to
organizational change, issues of distrust and uncertainty were concerns in designing the study. Green and
Feild (1976) pointed out that even with assurances of complete confidentiality, participants may perceive
a personal threat due to their responses to the survey questions. Thus if participants believe that their
identity could be revealed to management they may respond in a desirable fashion which would
consequently result in a loss of internal validity (Campbell & Stanley, 1966).

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, and Podsakoff (2003) suggested using “Temporal, proximal,
psychological, or methodological separation of measurement” (p. 887) as one of the techniques for
controlling common method biases. As mentioned earlier the survey instrument for the present study had
several close- and open-ended questions not used in this study. These questions were interspersed among
the items used for the study which served as intervening items thereby aiming at achieving some proximal
or methodological separation. Also, Wyer and Srull (1986) theorized that in making a judgment,
respondents first search their working memory—the capacity of which is limited and hence if respondents
find a sufficient basis for making the judgment, the search terminates. With respect to intervening items,
Feldman and Lynch (1988) pointed out that they “... make it less likely that one's answer to Question i
will be in working memory when Question i + n is encountered. Thus, subjects must either compute a
new response or engage in effortful search of long-term memory (Feldman & Lynch, 1988, p. 427).

Data for this study were collected via self-report measures to assess both the predictors and outcome
variables thereby raising concerns about common method variance (Spector, 2006).

Further, the measure of intent to remain with the organization had disappointingly low reliability (o
=.68) in this study, suggesting that an alternative measure should be used in future research. Finally, the
data were collected for a non-profit organization and hence generalizability to for-profit and other
organizations may be an issue.
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FUTURE RESEARCH

Following are some ideas for future research. There is considerable agreement in the organizational
change literature that people are concerned with the amount of impact change will have on themselves,
their job, and their work colleagues (e.g., Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Lau & Woodman, 1995; Weber &
Manning, 2001). When discussing the impact of change in the workplace, authors have drawn a
fundamental distinction between incremental or first-order change and transformational or second-order
change (e.g., Bartunek & Moch, 1987; Levy, 1986). As seen from the results PAP has a robust
relationship with job outcomes. Proactive personality is indeed a blessing for both transformational and
incremental changes. Although the present paper concentrates on transformational change it would be
interesting to replicate this study in an organizational setting characterized by incremental change. Also,
authors in the field of organizational change have argued that individuals are concerned with the timing of
change in the workplace, and whether change occurs very frequently or infrequently (Glick, Huber,
Miller, Doty, & Sutcliffe, 1990; Monge, 1995). Future study can observe a proactive employee’s reaction
to both frequent and infrequent changes as Glick et al. argued that changes which occur infrequently will
help employees to identify a clear beginning and end point of change. On the contrary, when changes are
frequent, organizational members will find the change highly unpredictable.

The present paper shed light into the mechanism by which PAP affects intent to remain, and it is also
evident from the literature on turnover that intentions are one of best predictors of turnover behavior
(Armitage & Conner, 2001). However, research has found that intentions do not always result in turnover
behavior (Allen, Weeks, & Moffitt, 2005). Hence it would be interesting to replicate this study using
turnover behavior as the outcome variable. The effect of organizational change is better captured by
longitudinal data. It would be interesting to observe if the present results would differ in a longitudinal
study.

This study could also be replicated by comparing data across cultures, for example U. S. and Japan as
Japanese employees exhibit higher work centrality and give greater importance to job security and
stability than do employees in the U.S. (England & Misumi 1986; Lundberg & Peterson 1994).

Further it would be interesting to observe how the results of this study vary across demographic
variables, especially age. Age plays an important role as seen in the organizational change literature with
older workers being more resistant to job changes since they are worried that they may have to start
afresh. This is especially so if there is no significant value for their job experience of past working skills
(Campbell & Cellini, 1981; Hansson, DeKoekkoek, Neece & Patterson, 1997). Another important
demographic variable is workforce diversity as careers have changed with increased workforce diversity
(England & Farkas 1986; England, Reid, & Kilbourne 1996; Johnston & Packer 1987); this variable
(workforce diversity) should be considered in future research on PAP and change.

Finally, a natural extension of this study would be to expand the model and include other dispositions
and determine whether they add incremental variance beyond those included in the present study. Future
studies could also include intrinsic factors in the model such as motivation and self-efficacy.

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS

Proactive behavior is becoming a topic of ever-increasing interest to researchers and managers. Crant
(2000) aptly states the importance of PAP which can be rightly applied to organizational change: “As
work becomes more dynamic and decentralized, proactive behavior and initiative become even more
critical determinants of organizational success” (p. 435). Unfortunately most organizational changes have
a common storyline “First there were losses, then there was a plan of change, and then there was an
implementation, which led to unexpected results” (Czarniawska & Joerges, 1996, 20). The present study
was designed to give organizational change a “happy ending,” although in a small but important way.
This study provides an initial attempt to delineate the process/mechanism through which proactive
personality affects certain job—related outcomes in the backdrop of a change setting. The “bottom line” is
to prevent organizations from losing one of their most important assets—its proactive employees.
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