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ABSTRACT
Although there are employees with a propensity to be proactive (i.e., proactive
personality), it does not mean that they will behave proactively regardless of the work
situation. Contextual factors at work can both facilitate or deter employees from acting
proactively, and this study explores whether psychological safety is one of these
contextual factors. Full-time employees in Canada completed an online questionnaire
assessing both individual and organizational factors related to proactivity in the
workplace. It was found that psychological safety did affect the relationship between
proactive personality and proactive behaviour. When the level of psychological safety
decreases, inherently proactive employees exhibited highest levels of proactive
behaviour. On the other hand, when psychological safety increases, the role of proactive
personality diminished such that proactive behaviour increased even among employees
who were not dispositionally predisposed to being proactive. Proactive behaviour was
also found to be positively related to job satisfaction and affective commitment toward
the organization. Overall, the study findings suggest that organizations that desire
employees to behave proactively can do so by cultivating a psychologically safe work

environment for employees.
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The Role of Psychological Safety in Predicting Proactive Behaviour
CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Up until the 20" century, organizations hired employees to perform tasks that

were mandated by their job description and any deviation from their strict role was not
encouraged (Crant, 2000). However, in today’s workplaces, organizations are more
complex with increasingly demanding job responsibilities that expect employees to take
initiative at work rather than follow strict guidelines (Thomas, Whitman, & Viswesvaran,
2010). Organizations now promote employees to engage in proactive behaviour, which is
defined as the anticipatory action that employees take to bring about change within
oneself and/or to the environment (Bindl & Parker, 2010). Proactive behaviour has been
shown to be a competitive advantage for organizations (Yu & Davis, 2016) and
influences positive organizational outcomes such as higher job performance among
employees, more career success for employees, and greater organizational productivity
(Belschak, Den Hartog, & Fay, 2010; Seibert, Crant, & Kraimer, 2001; Wang et al.,
2017). Up until now, the proactive behaviour literature has mainly focused on identifying
single factors that influence proactivity, to the exclusion of interactions amongst different
factors. As such, this study explored the interaction between individual and contextual

factors that influence proactive behaviour at work.

Proactive behaviour is a particular form of motivated behaviour at work which
aims at improving current and/or future situation (Bindl & Parker, 2010). To be proactive
means to engage in behaviour that focuses on changing some aspects of the job, oneself,

and/or the situation (Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006). For example, new employees
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who are proactive will ask more questions and seek feedback from their managers to gain
more clarity of the job tasks to positively influence their own socialization to the
organization (Kim, Cable, & Kim, 2005). Several constructs similar to, if not the same, as
proactive behaviour have been identified in the extant literature such as taking charge
(Morrison & Phelps, 1999), personal initiative (Hong et al., 2016), voice behaviour
(Bjerkelo, Einarsen, & Matthiesen, 2010), feedback-seeking (Huang, 2012), and

innovation (Scott & Bruce, 1994).

Proactive behaviours are influenced by both dispositional factors of individuals
and the contextual factors they find themselves in (Bindl & Parker, 2010). Of the studies
that explore dispositional factors in the research literature, the most widely assumed
antecedent to proactive behaviour is proactive personality, defined as the relatively stable
behavioral tendency to effect environmental change despite situational constraints
(Bateman & Crant, 1993). Even from the early proactive personality literature, it was
assumed that employees who possessed proactive personality traits would necessarily
exhibit proactive behaviour no matter the situation. This widely held assumption might
be the reason why many studies actually do not conceptually or empirically distinguish
between proactive personality and proactive behaviour, and instead, treat them to be
interchangeable constructs (Tornau & Frese, 2013). In fact, research has found that
proactive personality is only a distal predictor of proactive behaviour (Fuller & Marler,
2009). But given the paucity of research that explicitly distinguishes proactive personality
from behaviour, it cannot be assumed that proactive personality will necessarily lead to

proactive behaviour nor can it be assumed that they be treated as interchangeable
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constructs. Thus, one of the goals of the current study is to empirically establish whether

proactive personality and proactive behaviour are indeed distinct constructs.

Proactive behaviour is also influenced by the contextual factors such as the work
environment (Erkutlu, 2012) and situational job factors (Grant & Ashford, 2008).
Another focus of the current study is to incorporate psychological safety as a contextual
factor that affects the strength of the relationship between proactive personality and
proactive behaviour. Psychological safety is characterized as the shared belief that within
a team or an organization, employees will not be exposed to interpersonal or social
threats to their self, status, career development, or other negative consequences
(Edmondson, 1999). Psychological safety is theorized to promote proactive behaviour
among employees by reducing their perception of risk involved in exhibiting proactive
behaviours (Bindl & Parker, 2010). By its nature, proactive behaviour involves a person
choosing to take action in the absence of explicit instructions or directions. Therefore, the
risk of making a mistake or engaging in unwanted behaviour is higher than if a person
was told explicitly what to do by a person in power. In addition to psychological safety,
other organizational antecedents of proactive behaviour include ambiguity in job tasks,
the complexity involved in the job, and the level of freedom that employees have in their
jobs (Grant & Ashford, 2008). Given that both dispositional and contextual factors have
been implicated in influencing proactive behaviour, the current study explores whether
dispositional and contextual factors interact—specifically proactive personality and
psychological safety—to predict when proactive behaviour will occur. The current study
also explores individual and organizational outcomes that come about as a result of

proactive behaviour. Past research has shown that job satisfaction (Prabhu, 2018),
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affective commitment to the organization (Li et al., 2019), withdrawal behaviours
(Pingel, Fay, & Urbach, 2019), and intentions to quit (Sun & Wang, 2017) are some of
the consequences of proactive behaviour, although they have not been looked in relation
to the interactions among multiple antecedent factors or in the context of psychological

safety.

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Proactive Behaviour at Work

The precise definition for proactive behaviour has been a contentious issue in the
literature. However, in recent times, a common consensus has emerged that includes
“anticipation” and “taking control” as important elements of the definition (Parker &
Collins, 2010). Proactive behaviour is defined as the “self-directed and future-focused
action in an organization, in which individual aims to bring about change to the oneself
and/or the situation” (Bindl & Parker, 2010, p.3). Proactive employees foresee the
upcoming problems due to their vigilant behaviour and they change the upcoming,
potentially negative situation by acting upon it beforehand without any direction or force
from other parties (Wu & Parker, 2017). Proactivity occurs both within and outside of the
job role. For instance, employees take initiative to complete a work task (in-role
behaviour) and at the same time engage in helping a co-worker when not explicitly
mandated to do so (extra-role behaviour; Parker et al., 2006). As alluded to previously,
the extant proactivity literature broadly classifies two broad categories of factors that
influence proactive behaviour: individual differences and contextual factors (Crant,

2000). Individual differences capture the individual’s stable disposition—such as
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proactive personality and personal initiative— toward exhibiting proactive, self-starting
behaviours (Thomas et al., 2010). Contextual factors capture elements of the situation
that individuals find themselves in, such as job design, leadership, and climate that
increase or decrease the likelihood of employees exhibiting proactive behaviour (Bindl &

Parker, 2010).

Dispositional factors. Dispositional factors are stable individual differences that
increase a person’s potential to engage in proactive behaviour (Parker et al., 2010).
Proactive personality has been extensively researched and is characterized by an
individual who is unconstrained by external forces and effects environmental change by
taking initiative (Bateman & Crant, 1993). Research shows many positive benefits of
proactive behaviours. It leads to more positive rating in job performance by supervisors
(Grant et al., 2009), increased sales (Pitt, Ewing, & Berthon, 2002), a higher hierarchical
position (Blickle, Witzki, & Scheider, 2009), and increased chances of being mentored by

a superior (Singh, Ragins, & Tharenou, 2009).

Contextual factors. Organizational culture, leadership, management support, and
organizational norms are some of the factors that have been explored in relation to
proactive behaviour (Erkutlu, 2012; Newman et al., 2017; Wu & Parker, 2017).
Contextual factors can be thought of as organizational supports that create a conducive
work environment that helps facilitate employee proactive behaviour. Situational job
factors such as accountability, ambiguity, and autonomy which are also found to be
related to proactive behaviour (Grant & Ashford, 2008). Integrating these two broad
categories (stable dispositions and contextual factors) characterizes a person-situation

interaction in the proactivity process.
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Proactivity Process — Integrative Models of Proactive Behaviour

Proactivity can be thought of as a process involving three stages: anticipating,
planning, and striving to have an impact on the job (Grant & Ashford, 2008).
Anticipation is the initiation of the proactive behaviour process where employees think in
advance about the ways to deal with future outcomes. In this phase, the employees
imagine the possible future event or a situation and evaluates the costs and benefits of
pursuing possible alternatives (Karniol & Ross, 1996). Planning is when employees
develop plans for how they will implement their ideas and prepare in advance for a task
(Frese & Fay, 2001). Planning plays a critical role in proactive behaviour process as it
helps in transforming ideas into behaviours. Finally, action directed towards future
impact represents concrete behaviour carried out by the employee with the expectation of
both short-term and long-term outcomes (Grant, 2007). The cognitive appraisal of
different work factors occurs during these stages where employees look for social cues to
identify the extent to which the environment is conducive and positive for exhibiting
proactive behaviour (Bindl & Parker, 2010). Contextual and situational job factors play
an important role in facilitating the cognitive processes that encourages employee

proactive behaviour in addition to dispositional factors.

Integrative model of antecedents and consequences of proactive behaviour
(Crant, 2000). Crant (2000) proposed an integrative model of proactive behaviour that
incorporates both the antecedents and consequences of proactive behaviour. Individual
differences (e.g., proactive personality) and job-specific factors (e.g., job involvement)
are grouped together to form a broad category of dispositional antecedents while

organizational (e.g., culture) and job factors (e.g., autonomy) are grouped together to
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form a broad category of contextual antecedents to proactive behaviour. These two
groups of antecedents interact with each other and influence the extent to which proactive
behaviour is exhibited by employees. In this integrative model, proactive behaviours are
classified as general actions (e.g., identifying opportunities) and context-specific
behaviours (e.g., feedback-seeking) as shown in figure 1. Outcomes include the
consequences of proactive behaviour—job performance, career success, and job attitudes
(Crant, 2000). This integrative model theorizes that the underlying proactivity process
entails that employees with proactive dispositions consider the contextual factors when
making a decision to behave in a proactive way. This model does not elucidate the
underlying processes that explain the interaction between dispositional and contextual
factors. Figure 1 outlines the integrative model of proactive behaviour proposed by Crant

(2000).

Figure 1

Integrative Model of Antecedents and Consequences of Proactive Behaviour (Crant,

2000)

Dispositional Factors
Individual factors
(e.g., Proactive Personality)

Job-specific factors

Contextual Factors
Organizational factors
(e.g., Culture)
Job factors
(e.g., Autonomy)

(e.g., Identifying opportunities)
Context-specific
(e.g., Feedback-seeking)

- Proactive Behaviour Outcomes
(e.g., Job involvement) General actions For example,

Job Performance,
Career Success,
Job attitudes.




PSYCHOLOGICAL SAFETY AND PROACTIVE BEHAVIOUR 8

Model of individual-level proactive behaviour (Bindl & Parker, 2010). Bindl &

Parker (2010) characterized the proactivity process with their model of individual-level

proactive behaviour which integrated the antecedents, outcomes, and the underlying

processes of proactive behaviour. Individual-level differences such as personality,

knowledge, and abilities were classified as predictors of proactive behaviour along with

situational differences such as job design, leadership, and climate perceptions. These two

sets of predictors influence proactivity through cognitive and affect related processes.

This model also explains proactive behaviour outcomes under individual, team, and

organizational levels which is dependent on situational moderators (e.g., appropriateness

of the behaviour). This model incorporated the underlying cognitive and affect related

mechanisms responsible for individuals exhibiting proactive behaviour (Bindl & Parker,

2010) which is an extension from the Crant (2000) model. Figure 2 outlines the

individual-level proactive behaviour model.

Figure 2

Model of Individual-level Proactive Behaviour (Bindl & Parker, 2010)

Individual Differences

Demographics

Knowledge and Abilities |—»|

Personality

Individual Outcomes
Job Performance

Cognitive-motivational Processes
Perceived Capability

Goals and Aspirations

Affect-related Processes

Situational Differences

Job Design
Leadership
Climate

Positive vs. Negative (Self)
|| Positive vs. Negative (Others)

Career Progression
Well-Being
Proactive Behavior p—*{ dentfication
= Proactive Work Behavior Team Outcomes
* Proactive Person/Environment- »| Team Effectiveness
Fit Behavior Team Performance
® Proactive Strategic Behavior
* Proactive Career Behavior »| Organizational Outcomes

Performance of Organization

Appropriateness of Proactive Behavior
Situational Judgment
Employee Affect and Values
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The proactivity process models highlight that employees have both individual
differences and contextual factors which are antecedents to proactive behaviour. The
integrative models of proactive behaviour informs the current study to incorporate
important contextual factors which play a major role in the proactivity process and the
underlying cognitive-motivational processes which explain how employees engage in

evaluating contextual factors to assess whether it’s worth exhibiting proactive behaviour.

The Current Study

The goals of the current study are two-fold:

1) To empirically assess whether proactive personality and proactive behaviour
should be treated as separate constructs.

2) To expand upon previous models of proactive behaviour by incorporating
psychological safety as an important contextual factor that encourages

proactive employees to take initiative at work.

The current study uses the individual-level model (Bindl & Parker, 2010) to
incorporate proactive personality (dispositional), psychological safety (contextual), and
their interaction (decision-making process) to explore the underlying processes that
explain proactive behaviour and its outcomes. Despite the number of studies that support
the role of contextual factors in influencing proactive behaviour, there is a dearth of
research that clearly distinguishes proactive personality from proactive behaviour. The
first purpose of this study is to empirically distinguish between proactive personality and
proactive behaviour. After establishing their distinction, the current study aims to explore

the association between these two constructs.
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Hypothesis 1(a): Proactive personality and proactive behaviour are distinct

constructs.

Hypothesis 1(b): There is a positive relationship between proactive personality

and proactive behaviour.

The Role of Psychological Safety in Predicting Proactive Behaviour

Psychological safety. Psychological safety was first introduced as a team-level
construct to understand learning and voice behaviour in teams that focused on improving
group performance. Edmondson (1999) identified that high performing medical teams in
hospitals made more mistakes than low-performing teams. Upon further inquiry, it was
found that high-performing teams reported more errors as compared to the low-
performing teams, due to the presence of a “psychologically safe” team climate which
was characterized by being able to report and discuss mistakes more openly than teams
without psychological safety. Psychological safety is defined as the belief that the team is
safe for interpersonal risk-taking (Edmondson, 1999). For example, if a junior member of
a team makes a mistake, the individual will not be reprimanded for trying as the
psychologically safe team encourages risk-taking behaviour and candor (Reynold &
Lewis, 2018). Extant literature in this area has established psychological safety’s
relationship with outcomes such as innovation (Baer & Frese, 2003), leadership (Li et al.,
2016), and employee voice behaviour (Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009). More broadly
research has shown that employees in teams with high psychological safety asked more
questions, shared opinions about a problem, challenged existing norms, and exhibited

learning behaviours without the fear of sanctions. Psychological safety also incorporates
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elements of self-expression, authenticity, the ability to show, and express oneself without

the fear of negative consequences (Kahn, 1990).

The concept of psychological safety was introduced at the team level and few
studies have conceptualized its role at an organizational level and whether it could
influence firm performance, organizational learning behaviours, and innovation (Baer &
Frese, 2003; Carmeli, 2007; Anderrson, Moen, & Brett, 2020). Of the few studies that do
consider psychological safety at the organizational level, they have generally adapted
from Edmondson’s (1999) team-level measure, by replacing the term “team” with
“organization”. These studies suggest that individual perceptions of psychological safety
can be aggregated to the organizational level. However, it has also been identified that
shared perception of psychological safety among all the employees within a large
organization is influenced by shared experiences of leadership and team norms (Newman,
Donohue & Eva, 2017). Organizational level conceptualization of psychological safety is
still at its early stages in the literature and the current study attempts to add empirical
support by identifying the role of employee’s shared perception of organizational level

psychological safety on proactive behaviour.

Trait activation theory. In support of the notion that dispositional and contextual
factors interact to predict behaviour, trait activation theory (Tett & Burnett 2003)
proposes that the link between personality and work behaviour is situation specific and
the link is more prominent in the presence of certain contextual and environmental
conditions, because employees enjoy working in an environment that supports or
encourages the expression of their inherent personality traits. For example, an employee

high in the personality trait of openness to experience (i.e., those who enjoy trying new
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things) are more likely to flourish in organizations that continuously offer new training
opportunities to their employees or periodically changes the tasks and responsibilities of
their employees. The current study incorporates this framework of a trait-context
interaction by exploring the trait-relevant situational cues that activate inherent proactive

personality traits.

Psychological safety as a trait-relevant situational cue. In this study,
psychological safety is expected to act as a trait-relevant situational cue which plays a
role in facilitating the cognitive decision-making underlying the proactive behaviour
process. From the extant literature, it is known that that the way employees perceive their
work environment is likely to influence their proactive behaviour (Thomas et al., 2010).
Psychological safety, which is perceived as a conducive work environment for proactive
behaviour, could act as a trait-relevant situational cue to exhibit proactive behaviour.
Research suggests that employees evaluate the social costs and risks before engaging in
proactive behaviour (Crant, 2000). When employees think about whether or not to engage
in proactive behaviour (anticipation stage of the proactivity process; Grant & Ashford,
2008), the presence of psychological safety helps in reducing the costs involved in taking
initiative by providing a safe environment for interpersonal risk-taking and tolerating
mistakes (Frazier et al., 2017). Along with this, psychological safety also helps in
improving the feeling of authenticity at work as the gap between employee’s true self and
work self is lessened due to increased transparency that encourages self-expression (van

den Bosch & Taris, 2014).

To establish the role of psychological safety in predicting proactive behaviour, it

is important to account for covariates during the analyses. Age, tenure, and education
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level are used as covariates in all the analyses. Research has shown that employees who
are older demonstrate less proactive behaviour (Kanfer, Wanberg, & Kantrowitz, 2001)
and employees with higher educational levels show positive relationship with proactivity
(Frese & Fay, 2001). Tenure is also expected to influence the levels of proactive
behaviour as employees working in the same organization for a longer period of time
experience increased freedom in the job that influences initiative-taking behaviour
(Thomas et al., 2010). Therefore, these three variables are included as covariates to

account for their effects on proactive behaviour.

The current study tests the role of psychological safety in predicting proactive
behaviour over and above personality and situational job factors. It is also expected that
psychological safety encourages employees with inherent proactive personality traits to
engage more in proactive behaviour as the situation is conducive for taking risks without
the fear of negative consequences. The current study hypothesizes that psychological
safety will moderate the relationship between proactive personality and proactive
behaviour. When employees are psychologically safe, they perceive less of a risk of
engaging in proactive behaviour because the organization is thought to have a high
tolerance for mistakes. Therefore, it is expected that psychological safety will influence
the relationship between proactive personality and proactive behaviour such that when
psychological safety increases, the positive relationship between proactive personality

and proactive behaviour increases.

Hypothesis 2a. Psychological safety predicts proactive behaviour over and above

personality and situational job factors.
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proactive personality and proactive behaviour.

Hypothesis 2b: Psychological safety moderates the relationship between

14

Figure 3 shows the expected slopes between the two conditions of psychological safety.

Figure 3

Hypothesized relationship between proactive personality and proactive behaviour

moderated by psychological safety
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Interaction between Psychological Safety and Situational Job Factors

Proactive behaviour is also influenced by situational job factors that are

antecedents to proactivity. Past research has identified several situational job

characteristics that influence employee proactiveness, such as ambiguity in the job, the

level of complexity, and the level of freedom in the job (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Chung-

Yan & Butler, 2011). Although these studies do not explicitly consider job-type, these

situational job factors are probably most relevant where ambiguity, complexity, and
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autonomy are inherent to the industry, such as those characterized by rapid and
continuous innovation (Schneider et al., 2017; Jung, 2014). When employees find
themselves in a work environment that they feel is psychologically safe—to take risks—
the extent to which they engage in proactive behaviour is dependent on the situational job
factors. In the current study, the interaction between psychological safety and situational

job factors are explored.

Job ambiguity. The level of ambiguity present in a job could be an antecedent to
proactive behaviour. Job ambiguity is understood as the absence of clarity and certainty
on work objectives, roles and rewards (Johns, 2006). Employees working under
uncertainty experience ambiguity in different facets of their job such as the ambiguity
surrounding the methods to use in a job, the criteria used for performance evaluation, and
the scheduling part of the job (Breaugh & Colihan, 1994). Performance criteria ambiguity
concerns the lack of clarity in the performance standards used to evaluate employees and
it leads to uncertainty about what needs to be done to be rewarded. Work method
ambiguity characterizes a person’s lack of clarity regarding their work processes, making
it difficult for them to decide how to complete a task. Another form of ambiguity is
scheduling ambiguity, characterized by a person’s lack of clarity regarding the
sequencing or scheduling of their work activities or how to prioritize what work needs to

be carried out (Breaugh & Colihan, 1994).

Ambiguous situations have been found to result in employees seeking clarity by
engaging in proactive behaviours (Griffin et al., 2007). For example, when employees
experience ambiguity in how performance is evaluated, they seek more feedback and ask

questions to their managers to gain more clarity about performance indicators. The
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current study aims to understand the role of job ambiguity in influencing proactive
behaviour within the context of psychological safety. It is expected that job ambiguity
further strengthens the relationship between proactive personality and proactive
behaviour as employees have more opportunity to learn and make sense of the ambiguous

situation within a psychologically safe workplace environment.

Job complexity. The level of complexity involved in a job could also be an
antecedent to proactive behaviour. Job complexity refers to the jobs that require complex
skills to deal with the information processing demands of the job (Hunter et al., 1990).
Complex jobs require employees to make a number of decisions when performing a task
that is characterized by unknown or uncertain alternatives. It contains aspects of
difficulty, high frequency of novel problems, and lack of structure which require
employees to take personal initiatives in order to deal with such complexity (Ederer et al.,
2015). Job complexity could be an antecedent to proactive behaviour due to the
prevalence of unanticipated challenges in a complex job that encourages proactivity.
Extant literature has identified that job complexity is related to demands-abilities fit
(Chung-Yan & Butler, 2011), intrinsic motivation (Joo & Lim, 2009) and proactive
creativity (Sung, Antefelt, & Choi, 2017). The current research aims to understand the
role of job complexity in influencing the proactive personality and proactive behaviour
relationship within the context of psychological safety. It is predicted that the relationship
between proactive personality and proactive behaviour in the presence of psychological
safety is further strengthened by job complexity. Psychological safety interacts with job
complexity as it helps in creating an environment that helps tackle unanticipated

challenges without the fear of negative consequences.
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Job autonomy. Although organizations do not have much control over the
ambiguity and complexity in a job, there are certain job factors that can be used to
increase the level of proactivity within an organization. Job autonomy is one such factor
which influences proactive behaviour exhibited by employees. Job autonomy is defined
as the degree of freedom an employee has to determine how work needs to be
accomplished (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Autonomy plays an important role in
proactive behaviour, as the level of discretion in the choice of behaviours used to
accomplish work goals increases the likelihood of proactive behaviour (Fuller, Hester, &
Cox, 2010). In contrast, jobs with a low level of autonomy are more likely to constrain
individual’s proactive behaviour through detailed work rules and structures. Extant
literature has identified the role of job autonomy in explaining proactivity including
innovative behaviour (Giebels et al., 2016), and transformational leadership (Den Hartog
& Belschak, 2012). Job autonomy has also been found to moderate the relationship
between proactive personality and job performance (Fuller et al., 2010) and work

engagement (Shin & Jeung, 2019).

In the current research, the goal is to understand the role of job autonomy in
influencing the proactive personality and proactive behaviour relationship within the
context of psychological safety. It is predicted that when individuals with proactive
personality exhibit higher levels of proactive behaviour in the presence of psychological
safety, the relationship is further strengthened by the presence of job autonomy.
Autonomy gives discretion to the employees to engage in proactive behaviour within a
psychologically safe environment which encourages them to exercise their freedom

without the fear of negative consequences.
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Job complexity, job ambiguity and job autonomy are relevant situational job
factors that are of importance to proactive behaviour as they help in understanding the
current business environment which is characterized by constant change and volatility.
The current study investigates the three-way interaction! between each of the situational
job factors (i.e., ambiguity, complexity, autonomy), psychological safety, and proactive
personality. Figure 4 shows the expected interaction between psychological safety, job
ambiguity, complexity and job autonomy on proactive behaviour, such that under
conditions of high job ambiguity, high complexity, and high levels of autonomy, the
relationship between proactive personality and proactive behaviour would be stronger as
psychological safety increases. The interactions will be analyzed with three separate

three-way interaction analyses.

Hypothesis 3a: There is a three-way interaction between proactive personality,

psychological safety, and job ambiguity.

Hypothesis 3b: There is a three-way interaction between proactive personality,

psychological safety, and job complexity.

Hypothesis 3c: There is a three-way interaction between proactive personality,

psychological safety, and job autonomy.

It is expected that the relationship between proactive personality, and proactive
behaviour will become stronger as psychological safety and situational job factors (i.e.,

ambiguity, complexity, autonomy) increase.

IThe analysis would more accurately be described as a “moderated-moderation”, but for the ease of discourse,
it will be referred to as a three-way interaction from heron out.
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Figure 4

Three-way interaction between psychological safety and situational job factors.
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Individual and Organizational Outcomes of Proactive Behaviour

Another focus of the current study is to explore the consequences of proactive
behaviour by examining both its positive and negative outcomes. When an organization
values proactive behaviour and recognizes it more formally, it leads to many positive

individual and organizational outcomes.

Job satisfaction. The level of satisfaction that employees experience in a job is
considered to be an important individual work outcome as it directly impacts well-being
and productivity (Bindl & Parker, 2010). Job satisfaction is defined as the positive
emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job experiences (Judge et al., 2000).
Extant literature has identified that the relationship between proactivity and job
satisfaction is bi-directional which means that satisfied employees can engage in
proactive behaviour while it could also be possible for proactive employees to experience

job satisfaction. There are studies that show positive relationship between proactivity and
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Model 3 — Affective Commitment

Model 4 — Withdrawal Behaviour
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Standardized path coefficients for all the models were calculated from the
correlational matrix of the study variables (proactive personality, psychological safety,
PPxPS, proactive behaviour, the outcome variable) using a maximum likelihood criterion
for estimation. The model fit was assessed using the guidelines proposed by Hooper and
colleagues (2008) which specifies recommended cut-offs that indicate a good fit. Model
Chi-square p >.05, CFI > .90, TLI > .95, RMSEA < .08, and SRMR < .08 were used to
assess the model fit in the current research. The fit indices for the four models are

reported in Table 8.

Table 8

Summary of fit indices for the models examined

Model x°/df (p value)  CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA
1 (Job Satisfaction) .079 990 951 .023 .070
2 (Turnover Intentions) .028 983 917 .027 .091
3 (Affective commitment) .641 1.000 1.015 .008 .000
4 (Withdrawal Behaviour) 768 *1.000 1.037 .009 .000

Job satisfaction. As can be seen in Figure 9, all of the path coefficients for model
1 were significant at the p <.01 level except the interaction term which was significant at
p <.05. Proactive behaviour positively influenced job satisfaction. It was also found that
job satisfaction was directly influenced by psychological safety. All the fit indices fully
supported model 1 indicating that the current data confirmed the hypothesis that proactive
behaviour is positively related to job satisfaction within the context of psychological

safety.
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Turnover intentions. All of the path coefficients were significant at the p <.01
level except the interaction term (p <.05). Proactive behaviour negatively influenced
turnover intentions. It was also found that turnover intention was directly and negatively
influenced by psychological safety. However, Chi-square index was significant which
indicated discrepancy between the sample and the fitted model (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
Other fit indices such as TLI, RMSEA, SRMR were outside the cut-off which also
indicated poor fit. Thus, the hypothesis that proactive behaviour negatively influenced

turnover intentions within the context of psychological safety was not supported.

Affective commitment. As shown in Figure 9, all of the path coefficients were
significant at the p <.01 level except the interaction term (p <.05). Proactive behaviour
positively influenced affective commitment. It was also found that affective commitment
was directly and positively influenced by psychological safety. With a comparative fit
index (CFI) value of 1, the data confirmed the model. All other fit indices fully supported
the hypothesis that proactive behaviour positively influences affective commitment to the

organization.

Withdrawal behaviour. Contrary to expectations, the path coefficient for
proactive behaviour and withdrawal behaviour was not significant indicating no
relationship between the two variables. All other path coefficients were significant at p
<.05. In this model, proactive behaviour was not negatively related to withdrawal
behaviour as hypothesized. Although the model had fit indices within the acceptable cut-
off, the data did not support the hypothesized relationship between proactive behaviour

and withdrawal behaviour.
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Overall, model 1 and model 3 provide robust support for the hypothesis that
proactive personality, psychological safety, and their interaction on proactive behaviour

is positively related to job satisfaction and affective commitment.

Modification indices. Model 2 and 4 had path coefficients and fit indices that
suggested inadequate fit for the path models. Model modification indices were reviewed
to explore this lack of fit. Modification indices suggests remedies to any discrepancies
between the proposed and estimated model. Modification index (MI) larger than a y?
critical value of 3.84 is considered to be the MI cut-off value to examine whether the
modification would be theoretically plausible to be included (Whittaker, 2012). In Model
2, the path with highest MI (5.60) was between proactive personality and turnover
intentions and standardized expected parameter change was found to be .175. However,
model 2 was not adjusted according to the modification index as it did not help in adding
support to the negative relationship between proactive behaviour and turnover intentions.
In Model 4, all the modification indices were below the cut-off value which meant that
inclusion or exclusion paths did not significantly improve the model. The four path
models were interpreted without any modification and it was found that job satisfaction
and affective commitment were positive organizational outcomes of proactive behaviour

within the current sample.
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CHAPTER 1V

DISCUSSION

The current study had two objectives: a) to empirically distinguish and assess the
association between proactive personality and proactive behaviour; b) to investigate the

role of psychological safety in influencing proactive behaviour.

Relationship between Proactive Personality and Proactive Behaviour

One of the main goals of this study was to provide a definitive test of whether
proactive personality and proactive behaviour are separate constructs, as up till now, most
prior research conflated the measurement of the two constructs or did not explicitly
distinguish between the constructs (Thomas et al., 2010). The results from this study
supports the notion that proactive personality and proactive behaviour are indeed separate
constructs with each having a differential influence on organizational outcomes. Thus,
the results from research that do not distinguish proactive personality from proactive
behaviour are, at best, ambiguous if not uninterpretable. The moderate relationship found
between proactive personality and proactive behaviour (= .51, p <.05) also indicates
that having a dispositional tendency toward proactivity does not, in itself, guarantee that a
person will behave proactively. Results of this study demonstrates the critical role that
employees’ feelings of psychological safety at work can play in either facilitating or

impeding proactive behaviour among employees.
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The Role of Psychological Safety in Predicting Proactive Behaviour

The study found that psychological safety on its own predicted proactive
behaviour over and above personality, and other situational job factors (i.e., ambiguity,
complexity, autonomy). The importance that psychological safety seems to have in
facilitating proactive behaviour would suggest that employers who would like to
encourage their employees to take more initiative at work—or at least not impede
initiative—can directly influence such behaviours by designing a workplace environment
that promotes psychological safety among employees. Because in a psychologically safe
workplace, employees can express opinions, ideas, concerns, and take risks without the
fear of negative consequences. Organizations with such a work environment create a
platform for employees to take initiative, innovate, and express oneself which has

positive benefits for both the organization and the employees.

It was also found that when psychological safety decreases, employees who are
inherently proactive take more initiative. This suggests that when organizations have a
work environment that does not encourage employees to take risks or speak up with
ideas, it triggers the inherently proactive employees to take more initiative as they see the
less safe environment as having more opportunities to tackle problems proactively. This
finding implies that lack of psychological safety acts as the trait-relevant situational cue
for employees who are inherently proactive. This means that the trait (proactive
personality) gets activated when the situation (lack of safety) is felt by employees in
organizations. This finding is consistent with the existing literature which has identified
that proactive individuals are inclined to change their circumstances intentionally by

taking action and persevering until they bring about meaningful change (Crant, 1995).
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For example, if an inherently proactive employee in a software company works on a new
programming language, the psychologically unsafe environment is likely to encourage
the employee to spend more time at home learning the details of the new language to deal

with the challenges at work.

On the other hand, when psychological safety increases, proactive personality
traits did not significantly influence proactive behaviour. This means that when
organizations create psychologically safe work environment that encourages employees
to express their ideas, concerns, and opinions, even employees who are not naturally
proactive are more likely to take initiative. Given that the increase in psychological safety
impacts employees who are not inherently proactive, this has significant implications for
organizations to impact proactive behaviour only through a conducive work environment

without a meaningful contribution from personality traits.

This study suggests that when organizations have a psychologically unsafe
workplace (i.e., employees are not encouraged to express themselves), only employees
who are inherently proactive thrive in such situations. However, when organizations have
a psychologically safe workplace (i.e., employees are allowed a platform to express

themselves), it influences employees, regardless of personality, to take initiative at work.

Interaction between Situational Job Factors and Psychological Safety

The findings suggest that proactive employees take more initiative as ambiguity
in the job increases and psychological safety decreases. This means that when proactive

employees encounter less clarity in their job tasks, and they work in an environment that
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is not conducive for expressing concerns (low psychological safety), that leads to more

initiative-taking behaviour.

Contrary to expectations, it was also found that proactive employees take more
initiative as autonomy and psychological safety decreases. Although, this finding is
inconsistent with the existing literature that has shown conditions of high freedom in the
job increasing the levels of proactive behaviour (Parker et al., 2006). Research has also
identified in past that the influence of freedom in the job on proactive behaviour depends
on employee’s beliefs about their skills and abilities to act proactively (Grant & Ashford,
2008). It is likely that when employees feel less safe at work, employees might negatively
evaluate their ability and belief to take initiative as the work environment does not
tolerate mistakes or provides a supportive environment to take initiative (Erez & Judge,
2001). The findings regarding situational factors suggest that proactive employees take
initiative under less than ideal conditions (low safety, low autonomy, high ambiguity) as
compared to favorable situations. This finding substantiates the proactive personality
literature in indicating that proactive individuals are naturally oriented towards

identifying opportunities for improvement in the work environment (Jiang, 2017).

Although it was predicted that job complexity would interact with psychological
safety and proactive personality, the data did not support this hypothesis. It is possible
that the self-report measure of job complexity used in this study might not have tapped
the construct in the intended manner. The hypothesis was based upon the objective
complexity of the job, whereas the measure used in this study was a subjective
assessment of job complexity. As such, more capable participants might consider the

same job as less complex compared to less capable participants. This would have had an
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attenuating effect on the anticipated relationships between complexity and other
variables. If a more objective measure of complexity were used such as using the
occupational classification system, it is possible that the anticipated interaction would be

found.

Consequences of Proactive Behaviour

The study also found that when employees take initiative at work, they are more
likely to experience satisfaction in their jobs and exhibit commitment toward the
organization. Proactive employees, by nature, are prepared to deal with any upcoming
negative situation, and this likely leads to positive experience at work resulting in
satisfaction with their jobs and commitment to their organization. The benefits of having
a satisfied and a committed workforce includes higher employee motivation, increased
job performance, and improved mental health of the employees (Judge et al., 2001).
Traditional methods of improving satisfaction and commitment involves implementing
competitive incentive schemes and employee wellness programs. Most of these
approaches are ineffective and focus on externally influencing satisfaction and
commitment. The findings suggest that organizations can improve these two important
factors by developing a psychologically safe workplace that promotes proactivity and its

positive outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction and affective commitment).

As mentioned before, contrary to expectations, turnover intentions was not a
significant outcome of proactive behaviour within the current sample. The poor model fit
could be attributed to other missing variables that could explain turnover intentions

(Schumacker & Lomax, 2012). It was also found that the levels of physical and



PSYCHOLOGICAL SAFETY AND PROACTIVE BEHAVIOUR 62

psychological distancing from the job was not a significant outcome of proactive
behaviour within the current sample. This suggests that the current data did not support
the relationship between proactive behaviour and employee withdrawal from work.
Recent literature identified that when employees are externally motivated (i.e., to get
other’s approval or receive incentives) to behave proactively, it increases the chances for
employees to withdraw from themselves from work (Pingel et al., 2019). In the current
research, it was found that inherent personality traits and organizational environment that
encourages employees to express themselves did not act as intrinsic motivators as
intended. This implies that employee withdrawal could be a multi-faceted construct that
is potentially explained by other important variables such as personality traits,
impulsivity, self-efficacy, and work ethic (Zimmerman et al., 2016) more than the ones

included in the current model.

Theoretical Implications

The empirical distinction between proactive personality and proactive behaviour
is a key theoretical contribution of the current study. This distinction has two main
implications for the proactive behaviour literature. Firstly, the evidence that proactive
personality does not automatically translate into proactive behaviour, helps in steering the
theories of proactive behaviour to move beyond a trait-based understanding of
proactivity. Proactivity models should incorporate contextual factors that are more
proximal to proactive behaviour than personality. For example, factors influencing
employee’s underlying motivational processes that leads to proactive behaviour is more
useful as organization have the ability to impact those contextual factors. Secondly, the

distinction also significantly contributes to the proactivity measurement literature, as it
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helps in establishing the effectiveness of the proactive personality and behaviour scales

that measure these two constructs without any conceptual overlap.

The current study also significantly contributes to the literature by identifying the
unique role of psychological safety at the organizational level in predicting proactive
behaviour over and above personality and other situational antecedents. Proactive
behaviour as an outcome of psychological safety is a unique contribution to the safety
literature that up till now, has only focused on reactive work outcomes (e.g., job
performance). This finding has also supported the role of broader company level
constructs impacting individual proactive behaviour. Extending from this finding, more
organizational level models of psychological safety should be tested to understand its
impact on employee work behaviour. This macro focus could help in isolating the aspects
of the work behaviour that is influenced by a safe work environment. This approach
would help in impacting a large number of employees which is more beneficial for
improved productivity of the workforce instead of individual-level models that are too

specific to be broadly implemented in organizations.

Revisiting trait-activation theory. The findings of psychological safety’s
influence on proactive behaviour has theoretical implications for the trait-activation
theory. According to this theory, employees exhibit personality-specific behaviours when
there is a presence of a trait-relevant situational cue (Tett & Burnett, 2003). In the current
study, it was found that when psychological safety decreases, it acts as a trait-relevant
situational cue for proactive personality to exhibit proactive behaviour. This supports the
idea of person-situation interaction proposed in the trait-activation theory. Proactive

personality getting activated in situations of low psychological safety further



PSYCHOLOGICAL SAFETY AND PROACTIVE BEHAVIOUR 64

substantiates the current thinking about the indirect relationship between personality and

behaviour at work.

In addition to the finding about trait-activation, the current study also found that
when psychological safety increases, proactive behaviour increases without a significant
contribution from personality. This implies that when organizations have an environment
that encourages employees to act authentically, express opinions, and concerns
(situation), this situation alone could help promote proactive behaviour regardless of
individual differences. Thus, it is possible that under certain situations (e.g., high
psychological safety), employees can exhibit work behaviour without the person-situation
interaction. This has important practical implications as it helps in encouraging proactive

behaviour by designing safe workplace environments.

Practical Implications

Informed hiring practices. The current findings have implication for recruitment
and selection processes in organizations. When organizations engage in the process of
identifying potential talents for the company, proactivity could be considered as a
criterion for selection as it has been shown to positively influence work outcomes. Before
implementing any processes that improve employee proactive behaviour, organizations
should carefully consider whether proactivity is required for a particular job as it is not
always relevant or productive across all jobs (Parker et al., 2019). Proactive behaviour is
more relevant in knowledge industries which are based on intensive use of technology or
human capital (e.g., software jobs) as these sectors deal with complex projects that

involve rapid innovation and collaboration among employees. After deciding whether it
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is appropriate for the company to encourage proactive behaviour, organizations have two

options for optimizing their hiring practices.

On one hand, companies can hire individuals for a job based on proactive
personality, as the findings show that inherently proactive employees are more likely to
exhibit proactive behaviour across different situations. This holds true even when the
psychological safety decreases, as they consider it as an opportunity to take initiative.
This option involves the company to carefully decide the method used to measure
proactive personality. Personality testing using questionnaires is potentially susceptible to
the social desirability bias (Pedregon et al., 2012), which means that candidates are likely
to falsely over report their levels of proactivity which is undesirable for the company. If
organizations decide to use proactive personality as a criterion for the job, it is beneficial
to consider a structured interview method with questions isolating proactive traits of the

individual using behavioral interview questions.

On the other hand, the findings also revealed that when psychological safety
increases, employees exhibit proactive behaviour regardless of individual differences.
This means that when organizations decide that proactive behaviour is an important
component of every individual’s job in the company, it is beneficial to hire candidates
regardless of proactive personality traits. Companies can then encourage all the
employees to exhibit proactive behaviour through a psychologically safe work
environment as it has shown to impact levels of proactivity regardless of individual
differences. When organizations decide to encourage proactivity through psychological
safety, they also inadvertently influence employee’s satisfaction with the jobs and

commitment levels to the organization. Given the findings about outcomes of proactive
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behaviour, it can be inferred that encouraging psychological safety, thereby promoting
proactivity, would have direct benefits for individuals and organizations. From an
individual health perspective, employees enjoy more job satisfaction that improves their
job experience. While employers would also benefit from having a more committed

workforce as it allows them to improve productivity and retain employees.

Designing proactive workplaces. The findings about situational job factors has
implications for redesigning job aspects and the work environment to promote
proactivity. It is known that when there is lack of clarity in the job, it increases the
likelihood of proactive behaviour among employees (Grant & Ashford, 2008). This
comes at the cost of employees exerting large amounts of energy while exhibiting
proactivity (Pingel et al., 2019) to navigate ambiguity at work. Organizations can to some
extent buffer the energy depletion caused by proactivity through the introduction of a
psychologically safe work environment. The findings suggest that the employee’s feeling
of psychological safety interacts with the levels of ambiguity in the job to predict
proactive behaviour. Therefore, when organizations encourage employees to express
ideas, opinions, and concerns, they are more likely to have a positive experience while

exhibiting proactivity under unclear work situations.

The current findings indicate that the level of freedom in a job interacts with
psychological safety to influence levels of proactivity at work. This means that
organizations are better off designing jobs with certain level of autonomy (i.e., giving the
employee freedom to decide how to do their jobs) in addition to the work environment

that does not sanction risk-taking behaviour. This combination is more likely to
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positively influence employees to take initiative which has an impact on both individual

and organizational outcomes.

Building psychologically safe workplaces. The practical implications of the
current study stress the importance of psychological safety in influencing the level of
proactive behaviour and its positive outcomes such as job satisfaction and commitment
for the organization. Therefore, it is important to discuss the steps involved in developing
a psychologically safe workplace. Edmondson (2019) highlighted three types of on-going
activities that leaders in an organization should engage in to create a psychologically safe
workplace environment (Nickisch, 2019). The first step involves organizational leaders
effectively communicating to the employees about the need for their input and
collaboration concerning the job or the project. This sets the stage for the employees to
understand the importance of their opinions and voice in the organization. The second
step involves leaders to invite participation by explicitly giving opportunities for
employees to express their opinions and actively listening to them. This step helps in
creating moments of psychological safety where employees experience their ideas and
expression being recognized. The final step involves leaders responding productively by
acting on the ideas, self-expressions, opinions, and contribution from the employees
(Nickisch, 2019). Through these on-going activities, organizations can build a workplace
environment that gives employees the ability to express oneself without the fear of
negative consequences. Taken together, psychological safety can help employees feel
safe and valued in an organization which improves employee well-being, while proactive
behaviour as a result of the conducive environment helps the organization improve

productivity which creates a win-win situation for both the employer and the employee.
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Limitations and Future Directions

The design of the current study was cross-sectional in nature as all the variables
were measured at a specific point in time and thus, the study cannot definitively
demonstrate causality between dispositional/contextual variables and proactive
behaviour. It has long been known that the limitations of using a cross-sectional design
has been overstated. More recently, the value of using cross-sectional design in certain
types of studies have gained more support. For example, it has been found that when a
study tries to explore an underlying process (e.g., evaluating a work environment before
taking initiative) that has already occurred, it is appropriate to use a cross-sectional
design (Spector, 2019). The main goal of the current study was to explore the
psychological safety’s role in influencing the underlying processes that determine
proactive behaviour which warrants the use of cross-sectional design. Although cross-
sectional design was suitable and used in the current study, a longitudinal study design is
more robust in identifying change in proactivity over time as result of psychological
safety. Future research should consider examining psychological safety and proactive
behaviour through a time-lagged design that measures these variables periodically with
appropriate intervals. It is recommended that three or more repeated measurements of the
constructs to capture and test the dynamics of the variables (Vancouver, Tamanini, &

Yoder, 2010)

Common method bias is another limitation of the study as the constructs were
measured using the questionnaire method from a single source (i.e., employees).
Harman’s single factor test was conducted to evaluate common method bias and it was

found that all the measured items together explained only 20.46 % of the variance.
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Variance below 50% indicates that measurement method does not have an effect on the
explained variance of the constructs. Although using this test does not statistically control
for method effects and only provides information regarding its absence or presence (P.
Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, N. Podsakoff, 2003), common method bias is only likely to
inflate bivariate correlations and not interactions (Evans, 1985). Future research should
consider using a multi-source data collection method where personality and situational
job factors are measured using self-reports from employees while proactive behaviour
can be measured from the employee’s manager. The supervisor-subordinate dyadic data
collection method can help in reducing social desirability and increase the credibility of
the data. However, it is also important to note that when supervisors are asked to respond
to questions about employee’s proactive behaviour, it might lead to biased responses as
the supervisor’s perception of proactive behaviour is dependent on their work methods
and some might not recognize proactivity as desirable. For instance, extraverted leaders
are not receptive to proactive employees (Grant, Gino, & Hofmann, 2011). It would be
beneficial to measure proactive behaviour of employees from co-workers/colleagues in

addition to the manager to obtain a more holistic measure of the construct.

The use of self-report questionnaires is also a limitation as individuals are more
likely to be biased when judging their own behaviour which raises questions about
external validity (Goffin & Gellatly, 2001). However, it has been identified that problems
associated with self-report measures are overstated (Chan, 2009). In the context of
current research, it has also been found that self-report measures of proactivity were
positively correlated with external measures of proactivity (Griffin et al., 2007).

However, future research should consider using structured interview methods to assess
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the subjective experience of psychological safety and proactive behaviour to improve the

measurement of the constructs.

The role of company-specific policies is another potential limitation for the
current study. Some companies have formal policies and reward system surrounding
proactive behaviour that could influence the extent to which employees are proactive and
that was not accounted for in the current study. Future research should consider including
company-specific factors such as organizational practices surrounding performance
appraisal, formal recognition of proactive behaviour through rewards and company
policies that might hinder or foster proactive behaviour. The findings are expected to be
more robust after accounting for the company-specific policy or practices that could

influence proactive behaviour.

The data for this study concerned 312 employees working full-time across
Canada. The generalizability of the findings is limited until the study is extended to a
broader spectrum of employees within organizations from different geographical
locations. For instance, the findings about psychological safety cannot be generalized to
organizations in other countries without appropriately assessing the cultural context.
Future research should test models of psychological safety that incorporates national
cultures. For example, Korean airlines were known for their fatal crashes in 1990’s which
was later attributed to the hierarchical national culture which reprimanded speaking up to
senior pilots (Gladwell, 2011). Future studies can focus on identifying psychological
safety’s role in positive organizational outcomes such as employee empowerment and
mental well-being within different cultural contexts to support its relevance across

cultures.
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In addition to generalizability, self-selection bias is another concern as the
current study recruited employees online using advertisement on different platforms. It
has been identified that web surveys are susceptible to population under-representation as
it is completely left to individuals to select themselves for the survey (Bethlehem, 2010).
In the current study, as the main variable of interest was proactive behaviour, self-
selection could have a potential impact on the data as proactive employees are likely to
fill out surveys than non-proactive employees. However, upon inspecting the variance
explained and the skewness of the data, it was evident that the employees in the current
sample are not disproportionately proactive which suggest lack of self-selection bias
influencing the credibility of the results. Future research should consider recruiting
employees using a random sampling method from a single organization after accounting
for company-specific factors to conclusively identify the role of psychological safety in

influencing proactive behaviour.

Conclusion

This is one of the first studies to empirically assess (a) the distinction between
proactive personality and proactive behaviour, and (b) establish the significant role
played by psychological safety in predicting proactive behaviour at work. This study
found that proactive behaviour is influenced by both individual differences and job
factors in the organization. It was also found that under certain conducive environmental
conditions (psychological safety), organizations can expect employees to behave
proactively without inherent proactive personality traits. This study expands on the
previous literature by assessing the role of situational job factors and their interaction

with psychological safety to predict proactive behaviour. This study also found that the
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level of ambiguity and the level of freedom in the job interacts with psychological safety
to influence proactive behaviour. Satisfaction with the job and emotional attachment to

the organization were also found to be two positive outcomes of proactive behaviour.

Overall, when employees feel psychologically safe, they are more likely to
contribute proactively in their organizations regardless of personality. Given the
discretion that organizations have when designing and influencing the work environment,
it is incumbent upon managers to consider the value of developing the features of their
workplace that would make employees feel psychologically safe and take risk without the
fear of negative consequences. As contemporary organizations in industries of rapid
innovation and change face uncertainty, it is inefficient for such companies to dictate
every aspect of the job task for employees. Therefore, organizations are better off
attending to proactivity by developing selection processes, redesigning work, and
building psychological safety to promote employee well-being and organizational

productivity.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: JOB AMBIGUITY SCALE

Please answer the following statements using the scale below

1 = Disagree strongly, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Disagree slightly, 4 = Neutral, 5 = Agree

slightly, 6 = Agree, 7 = Agree strongly

Work Method Ambiguity

1) I am certain how to go about getting my job done (the methods to use).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral Agree | Agree | Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly

2) I know what is the best way (approach) to go about getting my work done.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Agree Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
3) I know how to get my work done (what procedures to use).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Agree Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
Scheduling Ambiguity

4) I know when I should be doing a particular aspect (part) of my job.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Agree Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly

5) I am certain about the sequencing of my work activities (when to do what).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral Agree | Agree Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly

6) My job is such that I know when I should be doing a given work activity.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Agree | Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly

Performance Criteria Ambiguity

7) I know what my supervisor considers satisfactory work performance.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Agree Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly

8) It is clear to me what is considered acceptable performance by my supervisor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral Agree | Agree Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly

9) I know what level of performance is considered acceptable by my supervisor.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disagree | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral Agree | Agree Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly
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APPENDIX B: JOB COMPLEXITY SCALE

Please answer the following statements using the scale below
1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree

1) The job requires that I only do one task or activity at a time (reverse scored).

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree

2) The tasks on the job are simple and uncomplicated (reverse scored).

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree

3) The job comprises relatively uncomplicated tasks (reverse scored).

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree

4) The job involves performing relatively simple tasks (reverse scored).

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree
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APPENDIX C: JOB AUTONOMY SCALE

Please answer the following statements using the scale below
1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree

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

| 1 Strongly Disagree | 2 Disagree | 3 Neither | 4 Agree | 5 Strongly agree |

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

| 1 Strongly Disagree | 2 Disagree | 3 Neither | 4 Agree | 5 Strongly agree |

3) The job allows me to plan how I do my work.

| 1 Strongly Disagree | 2 Disagree | 3 Neither | 4 Agree | 5 Strongly agree |

4) The job gives me a chance to use my personal initiative or judgement in carrying out
work.

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

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

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

6) The job provides me with significant autonomy in making decisions.

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

7) The job allows me to make decisions about what methods I use to complete my work.

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

8) The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how I do
work.

| 1 Strongly Disagree | 2 Disagree | 3 Neither | 4 Agree | 5 Strongly agree |

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

| 1 Strongly Disagree | 2 Disagree | 3 Neither | 4 Agree | 5 Strongly agree |
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APPENDIX D: PROACTIVE PERSONALITY SCALE

Please respond to the following statements on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 7 (strongly agree).

1) I am constantly on the lookout for new ways to improve my life.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly | Disagree | Slightly | Neutral | Slightly | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

2) Wherever I have been, I have been a powerful force for constructive change.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly | Disagree | Slightly | Neutral | Slightly | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly | Disagree | Slightly | Neutral | Slightly | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
4) If I see something I don't like, I fix it.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly | Disagree | Slightly | Neutral | Slightly | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

5) No matter what the odds, if I believe in something, I will make it happen.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly | Disagree | Slightly | Neutral | Slightly | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly | Disagree | Slightly | Neutral | Slightly | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
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7) I excel at identifying opportunities.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly | Disagree | Slightly | Neutral | Slightly | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
8) I am always looking for better ways to do thing.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly | Disagree | Slightly | Neutral | Slightly | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

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

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly | Disagree | Slightly | Neutral | Slightly | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
10) I can spot a good opportunity long before others can.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly | Disagree | Slightly | Neutral | Slightly | Agree | Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
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APPENDIX E: PROACTIVE BEHAIVOUR SCALE

Please answer the following statements using the scale below
1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree

At work, you personally take the initiative to
Organizational

1) suggest ideas for solutions for company problems

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree

2) acquire new knowledge that will help the company

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree

3) optimize the organization of work to further organizational goals

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree

Interpersonal

4) share knowledge with your colleagues.

| 1 Strongly Disagree | 2 Disagree | 3 Neither | 4 Agree | 5 Strongly agree

5) take over colleagues’ tasks when needed even though you are not obliged to

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree

6) help orient new colleagues

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree

7) help colleagues with developing or implementing new ideas.

| 1 Strongly Disagree | 2 Disagree | 3 Neither | 4 Agree | 5 Strongly agree

Personal

8) find new approaches to execute your tasks so that you can be more successful.

| 1 Strongly Disagree | 2 Disagree | 3 Neither | 4 Agree | 5 Strongly agree

9) acquire new knowledge that will help your career
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‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree

10) realize your personal goals at work

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree

11) take on tasks that will further your career

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree
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APPENDIX F: PSYCHOLOGICAL SAFETY
Please answer the following statements using the scale below
1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree

1) If you make a mistake in this organization, it is often held against you

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

2) Members of this organization are able to bring up problems and tough issues.

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

3) People in this organization sometimes reject others for being different

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

4) It is safe to take a risk in this organization

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

5) It is difficult to ask other members of this organization for help

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

6) No one in this organization would deliberately act in a way that undermines my efforts

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

7) Working with members of this organization, my unique skills and talents are valued
and utilized.

| 1 Strongly Disagree | 2 Disagree | 3 Neither | 4 Agree | 5 Strongly agree |
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APPENDIX G: JOB SATISFACTION & TURNOVER INTENTION SCALE

Please answer the following statements using the scale below
1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree

1) Overall, how satisfied are you with your job

| 1 Very Dissatisfied | 2 Dissatisfied | 3 Neutral | 4 Satisfied | 5 Very Satisfied |

Please answer the following statements using the scale below

1 = Never, 2 = Extremely Rarely, 3 = Rarely, 4 = Occasionally, 5 = Often, 6 = Extremely
Often

1) How often have you seriously considered quitting your current job?

‘ 1 Never ‘ 2 Extremely Rarely | 3 Rarely | 4 Occasionally | 5 Often | 6 Extremely Often
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APPENDIX H: AFFECTIVE COMMITMENT

Please answer the following statements using the scale below
1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree

1) I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization

| 1 Strongly Disagree | 2 Disagree | 3 Neither | 4 Agree | 5 Strongly agree |

2) I enjoy discussing my organization with people outside it

| 1 Strongly Disagree | 2 Disagree | 3 Neither | 4 Agree | 5 Strongly agree |

3) I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own

| 1 Strongly Disagree | 2 Disagree | 3 Neither | 4 Agree | 5 Strongly agree |

4) I think that I could easily become as attached to another organization as [ am to this
one (reverse scored).

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

5) I do not feel like 'part of the family' at my organization (reverse scored).

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

6) I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to this organization (reverse scored).

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

7) This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘

8) I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization (reverse scored).

‘ 1 Strongly Disagree ‘ 2 Disagree ‘ 3 Neither ‘ 4 Agree ‘ 5 Strongly agree ‘
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APPENDIX I: WITHDRAWAL BEHAVIOUR

Thinking about your current job, answer the following statements on a scale of 1 = Never

to 7 = Very Often

1) Thought of being absent

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Never | Very Rarely | Rarely | Occasionally Sometimes | Often | Very Often
2) Chatted with co-workers about non-work topics

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Never | Very Rarely | Rarely | Occasionally Sometimes | Often | Very Often
3) Left the work situation for unnecessary reasons

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Never | Very Rarely | Rarely | Occasionally Sometimes | Often | Very Often
4) Daydreamed

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Never Very Rarely | Rarely | Occasionally Sometimes | Often | Very Often
5) Spent work time on personal matters

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Never Very Rarely | Rarely | Occasionally Sometimes | Often | Very Often
6) Put less efforts into the job than should have

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Never Very Rarely | Rarely | Occasionally Sometimes | Often | Very Often
7) Thought of leaving your current job

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never Very Rarely | Rarely | Occasionally Sometimes | Often | Very Often
8) Let others do your work

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never Very Rarely | Rarely | Occasionally Sometimes | Often | Very Often
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9) Left work early without permission

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never Very Rarely Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Often Very Often

10) Taken longer lunch or rest break than allowed

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never Very Rarely Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Often | Very Often

11) Taken supplies or equipment without permission

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never Very Rarely Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Often | Very Often

12) Fallen asleep at work

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never | Very Rarely Rarely Occasionally Sometimes | Often | Very Often

13) Reported others for breaking rules or policies

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never Very Rarely | Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Often Very Often

14) Filed formal complaints

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never Very Rarely Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Often | Very Often

15) Argued with co-workers

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never Very Rarely Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Often Very Often

16) Disobeyed supervisor’s instructions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never Very Rarely Rarely Occasionally Sometimes Often Very Often

17) Spread rumors or gossip about co-workers

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never | Very Rarely | Rarely | Occasionally | Sometimes | Often | Very Often
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APPENDIX J: DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS

1) What is your gender?
o Identify as Male
Identify as Female
Transgender
Non-binary
Two-Spirited
A gender not listed above (please specify)

O O O O O

2) What is your age? (in years)

3) Please indicate your ethnicity (i.e. peoples’ ethnicity describes their feeling of
belonging and attachment to a distinct group of a larger population that shares
their ancestry, colour, language or religion):

White (e.g., North American, English, Italian, Portuguese, Russian, etc.)
Indigenous (e.g., First Nations [status or non-status], Métis, Inuit)

South Asian (e.g., Indian, Pakistani, Sri Lankan, etc.)

Southeast Asian (e.g., Vietnamese, Cambodian, Laotian, Thai, Filipino,
Malaysian, etc.)

West Asian (e.g., Iranian, Afghan, Lebanese, Iraqi, Arab, Syrian, etc.)
East Asian (e.g., Chinese, Japanese, Korean, etc.)

Black (e.g., North American, African, Caribbean)

Latin American (e.g., Central American, South American)

Prefer not to answer

O O O O

O O O O O

4) How many years have you worked with your current organization?

5) What is your job title/designation?

6) What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? If currently
enrolled, highest degree received.

Some High school

High School Graduate
Community College Graduate
Some University

University Graduate

Master's Degree

Ph.D.

Other (Please Specify)

O O O O O O O O

7) Do you work in a unionized work environment?
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Please read the descriptions of following occupational categories or Skill types. Classify
your current job according to one of the following Skills types. Make your rating on the

scale that follows the table below.

Skill Occupation Description
Type
0 Management This skill type category contains legislators, senior
Occupations management occupations and middle and other

management occupations. These occupations span all
skill type categories. (If your job falls into this
category, indicate what other skill type category your
job falls into).

1 Business, Finance, | Occupations that are concerned with providing
and Administration | financial and business services, administrative and

Occupations. regulatory services and clerical supervision and
support services.

2 Natural and Applied | Professional and technical occupations in the
Sciences and Related | sciences, including physical and life sciences,

Occupations engineering, architecture and information technology.
3 Health Occupations | Occupations concerned with providing health care
services directly to patients and occupations that
provide support to professional and technical health
care staff.

4 Occupations in Social | Occupations that are concerned with law, teaching,
Sciences, Education, | counselling, conducting social science research,
Government Service | developing government policy, and administering

and Religion government and other programs.

5 Occupations in Art, | Professional and technical occupations related to art
Culture, Recreation | and culture, including the performing arts, film and

and Sport video, broadcasting, journalism, writing, creative
design, libraries and museums. It also includes
occupations in recreation and sport.

6 Sales and Service Sales occupations, personal and protective service

Occupation occupations and occupations related to the hospitality
and tourism industries.

7 Trades, Transport and | Construction and mechanical trades, trades
Equipment Operators | supervisors and contractors and operators of

and Related transportation and heavy equipment.
Occupations

8 Occupations Unique | Supervisory and equipment operation occupations in

to Primary Industry | the natural resource-based sectors of mining, oil and
gas production, forestry and logging, agriculture,
horticulture and fishing.

9 Occupations Unique | This category contains supervisory and production




PSYCHOLOGICAL SAFETY AND PROACTIVE BEHAVIOUR 107

to Processing, occupations in manufacturing, processing and
Manufacturing and | utilities.
Utilities
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
What Skill Type

would your job be
classified as? If your
job is classified as
'0' (Management
Occupations), then
select both '0" and
the other Skill Type
number that your
job would be
classified as

Skill Level

Please read the descriptions of following Skill Levels. Skill Level refers to the type

and/or amount of training or education typically required to work in an occupation.

Classify your current job according to one of the following Skill Levels. Make your
rating on the scale that follows the table below.

Skill | Education/Training Description
Level
A Occupations e University degree at bachelor’s, master’s or
usually require doctorate level.
university
education
B Occupations e Two to three years of post-secondary education at
usually require a community college, institute of technology or
college education CEGEP.
or apprenticeship OR
training. e Two to five years of apprenticeship training.
OR

e Three to four years of secondary school and more

than two years of on-the-job training, specialized
training courses or specific work experience.

e Occupations with supervisory responsibilities and
occupations with significant health and safety

responsibilities, such as firefighters, police
officers and registered nursing assistants are all
assigned the skill level B
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C Occupations e One to four years of secondary school education.
usually require OR
secondary school e Up to two years of on-the-job training, specialized
and/or occupation- training courses or specific work experience.
specific training.
D | On-the-job training e Short work demonstration or on-the-job training
is usually provided OR
for occupations. e No formal educational requirements.
A B C D
What Skill Level

would your job
require (select
the appropriate

letter)?
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APPENDIX K: CONSENT FORM
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH
Title of Study: Proactive Behaviour at Work
You are asked to participate in a research study conducted by Mr. Siddardh Thirumangai
Alwar and Dr. Greg Chung-Yan, from the Department of Psychology at the University of

Windsor as part of Mr. Alwar’s Master’s thesis requirement.

If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel to contact Siddardh
Alwar (thirumal @uwindsor.ca) at 519-253-3000 ext. 4704

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is to understand how a conducive work environment can
influence initiative-taking behaviour over and above personality factors. The study
involves questionnaires that measure personality, work climate, job ambiguity,
complexity, and work outcomes. This study aims to identify how certain organizational
factors influence an employee’s decision to engage in proactive behaviour at work. The
current study also tests the outcomes of proactive behaviour and attempts to identify its
benefits for both the individual and the organization.

PROCEDURES

If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a
questionnaire. The questionnaire will include questions about your employment status,
work behaviour, personality, organizational climate, satisfaction and work attitudes. Each
section will have different scales. This questionnaire takes approximately 15-20 mins to
complete. You may complete the questionnaire at your convenience and press the submit
button.

POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS

Some people may experience mild discomfort when asked about their work

climate. Completing the survey in a public setting might lead to someone looking at your
answers. It is recommended that you take the survey in a private setting and not at your
place of employment.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY
The findings from this study may aid in developing interventions to help create a positive
workplace climate which will improve overall employee well-being.

COMPENSATION FOR PARTICIPATION

In appreciation of your time and efforts in completing this questionnaire, you will be
provided with the option to enter a draw for a chance to win $50 amazon gift card.
However, you must have completed 80% of the questions in the questionnaire. Details on
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how to win the gift card is attached to the last page of this survey. The draws will be
made after the completion of the study.

CONFIDENTIALITY

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified
with you will remain confidential. Identifying information that will be used for
compensation will be separated from the data collected. The researcher will not have
access to any identifying information provided by the participants. Questionnaires will be
stored in a secure location accessible only to the researchers directly involved in the
study. If a report of this study is sent to a scientific journal, all information will be
presented in a way that protects your confidentiality.

PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL

You can choose to participate in this study. If you volunteer to be in this study, you may
withdraw at any time by clicking the withdraw button at the end of each page or by
simply closing the browser. You may also refuse to answer any questions you do not
want to answer and still remain in the study. If you choose to withdraw, the data collected
up until that point will be retained. The investigator may withdraw you from the study
making you ineligible for compensation if circumstances arise which warrant doing so,
like in instances of large survey incompleteness, failing to answer the validity check
questions correctly, instances of lack of meaningful response such as not reading the
survey questions carefully or filling in random responses, and instances of speeding
through the study. If you withdraw from the study before submitting the survey, you will
not be eligible for compensation. However, if you skip questions but still submit the
survey, there is an 80% completion rate that is required for compensation.

FEEDBACK OF THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY TO THE PARTICIPANTS

If you are interested in the results of this study, you may e-mail the researcher (Siddardh
Alwar, thirumal @uwindsor.ca). A summary of the study results will also be made
available to participants by posting them on the University of Windsor’s Research Ethics
Board (REB) website.

Web address: https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/research-result-summaries/
Date when results are available: September 2020

SUBSEQUENT USE OF DATA
These data may be used in subsequent studies, in publications and in presentations.

RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS
You may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without
penalty. If you have questions regarding your rights as a research participant,

contact: Research Ethics Coordinator, University of Windsor, Windsor, Ontario, N9B
3P4; Telephone: 519-253-3000, ext. 3948; e-mail: ethics@uwindsor.ca
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SIGNATURE OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT/LEGAL REPRESENTATIVE

I understand the information provided for the study ‘Proactive Behaviour at Work’ as
described herein. My questions have been answered to my satisfaction, and I agree to
participate in this study.

Please click the PDF below to download a copy of this Consent Form. We recommend
that you print this for your records.
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APPENDIX L: DEBRIEF/INFOMRATION PAGE

Thank you for taking part in this study on proactive behaviour at work. This study
is an investigation of how psychological safety - the feeling or belief that it's okay to
express oneself at work without the fear of negative consequences — influences initiative-
taking behaviour at work. More specifically, psychological safety's role in creating a
conducive work environment that helps in promoting initiative-taking behaviour is being
tested in the current study. Organizational outcomes like commitment, job satisfaction,
withdrawal behaviour, and turnover intentions were also assessed to establish the need
for a psychologically safe work environment. The results of this study can inform
organizations about the benefit of creating and maintaining a positive work climate which
will lead to better outcomes for the individual and the organization.

If you’re interested in accessing more information on employee well-being and mental
health at the workplace, please take a look at the resources below.

Canadian Centre for Occupational Health and Safety
https://www.ccohs.ca/topics/wellness

Canadian Government Resources for Mental Health at the Workplace
https://www.canada.ca/en/government/publicservice/wellness-inclusion-diversity-public-
service/health-wellness-public-servants/mental-health-workplace/resources-employees-
mental-health-workplace.html

If you are interested in the results of this study, you may e-mail the researcher
(thirumal @uwindsor.ca). A summary of the study results will also be made available to
participants by posting them on the University of Windsor’s Research Ethics Board
(REB) website.

Web address: https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/research-result-summaries/

Date when results are available: September 2020
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APPENDIX M: CORRELATION BETWEEN REGRESSION VARIABLES

Correlation between the regression variables

PB PP JA1 JA2 JA3 JAT1 JAT2 JAT3 JC PS
PB .89
PP S5x* .90
JA1 - 15%% - 11* .89
JA2 -23%Ek L 19%k T4k .86
JA3 S20%Ek L3k 44 A8x* 94
JATI1 38xE A8 - 14 3%k 7R 86
JAT2 A5%* 21%* -20%% 0 L20%% 0 -36% 72%% 88
JAT3 A43E 22%% S25%Ek 0 L26%k L 34%x ek g7 89
JC .09 -.10* .02 .00 .03 -.01 -.00 -.03 87
PS 32k .05 S 18 TR 44%x 3Rk 50%*k 48%*F .04 .82

Note. PB — Proactive behaviour, PP — Proactive personality, JA1 — Work methods
ambiguity, JA2 — Scheduling ambiguity, JA3 — Performance ambiguity. JAT1 — Work
scheduling autonomy, JAT2 — Decision making autonomy, JAT3 — Work methods

autonomy, JC — Job complexity, PS — Psychological safety. *p <.05 ** p <.01
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APPENDIX N: JOB AMBIGUITY MODERATED MODERATION MODEL

Summary of Moderated Moderation Analysis

R? F p

Model summary 462 21.349 <.001
Model b se t p CI (Lower) CI (Upper)
Intercept 5428  .162 33.408 <.001 5.108 5.747
Age .0001 .004 .024 980 -.008 .008
Tenure -.0006  .006 -.093 926 -.012 011
College education 056 102 553 .580 -.145 258
School education -.239 .108 -2.215 027 -452 -.026
Onthejob training -.367 116 -314 .001 -.597 -.137
Proactive personality 503 162 33.408 <.001 5.108 5.747
Psychological safety 303 .053 10.320 <.001 407 .598
PP*PS -.128 .060 -2.131 .033 -.246 -.009
Job ambiguity -.168 058 -2.877 .004 -.283 -.053
PP*JA -.005 065 -.088 929 -.133 122
PS*JA -.078 .053 -1.472 142 -.183 .026
PP*PS*JA -.146 .069 -2.095 037 -.283 -.008
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Conditional effects of proactive personality at values of psychological safety and job
ambiguity

Job Psychological b se t p 95% CI  95% CI
Ambiguity  Safety (Lower)  (Upper)
Low Low 507 .089 5.701 <.001 332 .683
Moderate Low .589 .059 9.946 <.001 473 706
High Low 661 073 9.052 <.001 527 .805
Low Moderate 508 .065 7.754 <.001 379 .636
Moderate Moderate 497 .049 10.068 <.001 399 594
High Moderate 487 .080 6.046 <.001 328 .646
Low High 508 .088 5.714 <.001 333 .683
Moderate High 404 071 5.692 <.001 264 .543
High High 313 121 2.586 .010 074 551
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APPENDIX O: JOB COMPLEXITY MODERATED MODERATION MODEL

Summary of Moderated Moderation Analysis

R? F p

Model summary 460  21.199 <.001

Model b se t p CI (Lower) CI (Upper)
Intercept 5337  .162 33.903 <.001 5.018 5.657
Age .0008  .004 187 851 -.007 .009
Tenure -.001 .006 .168 .866 -.010 012
College education 144 102 1.409 159 -.057 346
School education -.110 112 -.982 326 -.332 110
Onthejob training -.273 121 -2.256 .024 =511 -.034
Proactive personality 566 .046 12.322 <.001 476 .657
Psychological safety 339 051 6.628 <.001 238 440
PP*PS -.095 .059 -1.591 112 -213 .022
Job complexity 097 041 2.383 017 017 178
PP*JC -.056 041 -1.359 175 -.137 021
PS*JC -115 .049 -2.338 .020 -212 -.018

PP*PS*JC .029 .050 575 565 -.070 128
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APPENDIX P: JOB AUTONOMY MODERATED MODERATION MODEL

Summary of Moderated Moderation Analysis

R? F p
Model summary 492 24.062 <.001
Model b se t p CI (Lower) CI (Upper)
Intercept 5379 155 34.519 <.001 5.072 5.686
Age -.0006  .004 -.144 .885 -.008 .007
Tenure .001 .005 290 771 -.009 .013
College education 123 .099 1.237 216 -.072 319
School education -.155 .105 -1.468 143 -.362 -.052
Onthejob training -.186 115 -1.617 .106 -414 .040
Proactive personality 446 .049 34.519 <.001 5.072 5.686
Psychological safety 197 .049 9.027 <.001 .349 544
PP*PS -.137 .065 -2.100 036 -.266 -.008
Job autonomy 258 .055 4.628 <.001 148 369
PP*JAT 026 058 457 647 -.088 142
PS*JAT .002 .045 .062 950 -.086 .091

PP*PS*JAT 150 051 2.930 .003 .049 252
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Conditional effects of proactive personality at values of psychological safety and job
autononty

Job Psychological b se t p 95% CI  95% CI
Autonomy  Safety (Lower)  (Upper)
Low Low 597 .060 9.992 <.001 479 716
Moderate Low 531 065 8.093 <.001 402 .660
High Low 473 .095 4.966 <.001 285 .661
Low Moderate 414 .073 5.601 <.001 268 .559
Moderate Moderate 444 .049 9.091 <.001 347 541
High Moderate 470 .066 7.100 <.001 340 .600
Low High 230 117 1.968 .049 .0001 460
Moderate High 357 .069 5.107 <.001 219 494
High High 467 076 6.145 <.001 317 616
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APPENDIX Q: R SYNTAX

TITLE: Path analysis;

DATA: File is /Users/siddardht/Desktop/MA Thesis/Path Analysis/Path Analysis
Data.csv;

VARIABLE:

NAMES ARE PP _TotalMean PS_TotalMean PB_TotalMean JS TotalMean (outcome
variable);

MODEL:
"PB TotalMeanC ~ PP_TotalMeanC + PS_TotalMeanC + PPcXPSc
JS TotalMeanC ~ PS_TotalMeanC + PB_TotalMeanC
PP TotalMeanC ~~ PP_TotalMeanC
PS TotalMeanC ~~ PS TotalMeanC
PPcXPSc ~~ PPcXPSc
PP TotalMeanC ~~ PS TotalMeanC + PPcXPSc
PS TotalMeanC ~~ PPcXPSc
PB TotalMeanC ~~ PB_TotalMeanC
JS TotalMeanC ~~JS TotalMeanC
MODEL FIT:
model.fit <- sem(model.fit, estimator = "ML", data = Path analysis.csv)
MODEL SUMMARY:

summary(model.fit, fit. measures = TRUE, modindices = TRUE)
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