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Investigating the Uniqueness and Usefulness of Proactive Personality in
Organizational Research: A Meta-Analytic Review
Abstract

Using meta-analysis (283 effect sizes from 122 studies), we extend prior qualitative and quantitative reviews
of research on proactive personality in a number of meaningful ways. First, we examine the discriminant and
incremental validity of proactive personality using meta-analytic regression analyses. Our results reveal that
more than 50% of variance in proactive personality is unrelated to the Big Five personality traits collectively.
Also, proactive personality accounts for unique variance in overall job performance, task performance, and
organizational citizenship behaviors, even after controlling for the Big Five personality traits and general
mental ability (for overall job performance and task performance). Moreover, we find no subgroup differences
in proactive personality, highlighting its potential use in selection contexts. In conclusion, we discuss
implications of our findings for research and practice.
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Investigating the Uniqueness and Usefulness of
Proactive Personality in Organizational Research: A Meta-Analytic Review
Using meta-analysis (283 effect sizes from 122 studies), we extend prior qualitative and
quantitative reviews of research on proactive personality in a number of meaningful ways. First,
we examine the discriminant and incremental validity of proactive personality using meta-analytic
regression analyses. Our results reveal that more than 50% of variance in proactive personality is
unrelated to the Big Five personality traits collectively. Also, proactive personality accounts for
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unique variance in overall job performance, task performance, and OCBs, even after controlling
for the Big Five personality traits and general mental ability (for overall job performance and task
performance). Moreover, we find no sub-group differences in proactive personality, highlighting
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its potential use in selection contexts. In conclusion, we discuss implications of our findings for
research and practice.
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Investigating the Uniqueness and Usefulness of
Proactive Personality in Organizational Research: A Meta-Analytic Review
Proactive work behaviors are associated with a number of meaningful individual and
organizational outcomes. For example, Hall and Moss (1998) and Thompson (2005) argued that
initiative taking and a self-starting approach to work have become increasingly important for
individual job performance and career success. Parker (1998) and Parker, Williams, and Turner
(2006) further suggested that a self-starting approach to work will ultimately result in innovation
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on the organizational level. Given the widespread use of decentralized organizational structures,
performance of proactive work behaviors has become the source of competitive advantage for
organizations (Crant, 1995; Frese & Fay, 2001; Organ, 1988). These developments led Bandura
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(2002) to conclude that transnational interdependencies and market forces have created a global
demand for a self-starting approach to work.

AF

The increasing importance of a self-starting approach to work has been reflected in
scholarly work on proactive work behaviors. Over the past twenty years, research has examined
the nature, antecedents, and consequences of proactive personality and of proactive work
behaviors (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crant, 1995; Crant, 2000; Crant & Bateman, 2000; Parker,
1998; Thompson, 2005). Drawing upon years of research, Crant (2000) provided a conceptual

T

review of proactive personality and developed an integrative model of the antecedents and

consequences of proactive work behaviors. More recently, two meta-analytic studies provided a
quantitative summary of existing research on the relationships of proactive personality with the

Big Five personality traits, career success, proactive work behaviors, job performance, motivation,
mobility/adaptability, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and individual difference
constructs such as age and job experience (Fuller & Marler, 2009; Thomas, Whitman, &
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Viswesvaran, 2010). Even though these qualitative and quantitative reviews have advanced our
understanding of proactive personality, important questions remain unanswered.
First, the extant literature has yet to address the question to which extent proactive
personality overlaps with the Big Five personality traits collectively. This is an important question
because the degree of independence of proactive personality from the Big Five personality traits
also determines the extent to which the proactive personality construct can theoretically be
understood by locating it within the Big Five framework. This is a common practice for
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personality constructs which have been introduced more recently to the research domain, such as
self-monitoring (Funder, 2001) yet the previous reviews of proactive personality have not
performed this analysis, despite the fact that Ozer and Reise (1994) posited in an Annual Review
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of Psychology chapter that the Big Five are the “latitude and longitude” (p. 361) along which any
new personality construct should be routinely mapped. Therefore, what is needed is an

AF

investigation of the cumulative overlap of the Big Five personality traits with proactive personality
to determine the extent to which the proactive personality does not only have a different label than
the Big Five, but also measures different dispositional terrain than the Big Five.

Second, given the evolution of work and the growing importance of proactive work
behaviors, it becomes pertinent to address the utility of proactive personality as a selection tool.

T

Indeed, while proactive personality scholars have long called for the use of proactive personality
as a selection tool (e.g. Crant, 1995) and numerous studies have examined the relationship between
proactive personality and work outcomes, the questions pertaining to the use of proactive

personality in selection settings remain unanswered. Specifically, very little is known about the
extent to which proactive personality can explain incremental variance in important organizational
outcomes above and beyond the Big Five personality traits and other relevant individual difference
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constructs such as general mental ability. While the Fuller and Marler (2009) meta-analysis does
not investigate the incremental validity of the construct, the Thomas et al. (2010) meta-analysis
only considers the incremental validity of proactive personality over the Big Five personality traits
in predicting overall job performance. This approach has two drawbacks. First, it ignores the status
of general mental ability as the single most important predictor of job performance (Ree, Earles,
Teachout, 1994). Additionally, this analysis also ignores the relationship with other important job
outcomes, such as citizenship behaviors or job satisfaction – criteria which have different
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dispositional antecedents than overall job performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Ilies et al., 2009;
Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002). By first controlling for the Big Five collectively, as well as general
mental ability when applicable, we set up a stringent test to examine the usefulness of proactive

R

personality in organizational research.

Third, selection measures employed by organizations operating in the United States, apart

AF

from demonstrating incremental validity (Morgeson et al., 2007), must also provide equal
employment opportunity to all job seekers, regardless of gender or race (Outtz, 2011). However
this is a potentially important limitation that has heretofore been largely ignored by those
investigating proactive personality in the context of organizational outcomes. Hence, in addressing
this gap in the transition of proactive personality from research to practice, this study also

T

examines the adverse impact potential by quantifying the race and gender-based sub-group
differences that would impact U.S. based employers' ability to use proactive personality in

selection settings. An absence of these differences would provide additional support for the
inclusion of this measure as a selection tool.
Before addressing these three issues in greater detail, we would like to make our

conceptualization of proactive personality explicit. Specifically, our understanding of proactive
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personality as a dispositional construct capturing a self-starting approach to work includes the two
dispositional operationalizations of proactive work behaviors: proactive personality (Bateman &
Crant, 1993) and the survey-based operationalization of personal initiative (Frese et al., 1997). In
contrasting the four constructs proactive personality, personal initiative, role breadth self-efficacy,
and taking charge, Crant (2000) aptly noted that the main differences between the constructs lie in
the method in which data is collected and whether they measure dispositional or situational
antecedents of proactive work behaviors. Contrary to role breadth self-efficacy and taking charge,
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personal initiative and proactive personality qualify as dispositional constructs. Substantively, both
constructs measure dispositional tendencies to adopt a self-starting approach to work, and the
available conceptual and empirical evidence provides strong support for the aggregation of the two

R

constructs.

Proactive Personality and the Big Five Personality Traits – More of the Same?

AF

Recent meta-analytic evidence indicates that proactive personality is conceptually related
to four of the Big Five personality traits, namely Openness to Experience, Extraversion,
Conscientiousness and Neuroticism (Fuller & Marler, 2009; Thomas et al., 2010). Given this
conceptual overlap, we sought to investigate the uniqueness and usefulness of proactive
personality in relation to the Big Five personality traits. The rationale for selecting the Big Five as

T

a standard of comparison is founded on the central status of the Big Five personality traits. Indeed,
the Big Five personality traits represent a comprehensive taxonomy which allows almost all
personality constructs to be mapped on (Funder, 2001).

We accomplish this in two ways. First, we investigate the partial correlations of proactive
personality with each of the Big Five personality traits, controlling for the other four traits (Cohen,
Cohen, West & Aiken, 2003). This allows one to measure the unique relationship of each Big Five

The Uniqueness and Usefulness of Proactive Personality 7
construct with proactive personality. Following the suggestion of Ozer and Reise (1994), such an
investigation would be theoretically meaningful by showing the extent to which proactive
personality can be described by locating it within the Big Five taxonomy.
Second, we investigate the cumulative overlap of the Big Five personality traits with
proactive personality to assess the degree to which proactive personality is different from the Big
Five. In his review of the personality literature, Funder (2001) contended that although almost all
personality constructs can be mapped on the Big Five, it is not possible to reverse engineer this
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process and to express the meaning of these constructs with the help of the Big Five personality
traits. He suggested that although an individual high on self-monitoring would also score high on
extraversion and agreeableness and low on conscientiousness, a reliance on just these three facets

R

would not encapsulate the domain of self-monitoring. This indicates that there may be more to a
personality construct than what the Big Five can explain. According to Ozer and Reise (1994), this

AF

could be attributed to the fact that the Big Five is not a theory and thus cannot “offer insight into
the psychological principles and processes that create a personality” (Ozer & Reise, 1994, p.361).
On the other hand, proactive personality has a strong theoretical underpinning which outlines its
nature, antecedents and consequences (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crant 1995; Crant, 2000; Crant &
Bateman, 2000; Parker, 1998; Thompson, 2005). Furthermore, unlike proactive personality, which

T

is contextualized as a self-starting approach to work, the Big Five is grounded in a non-contextual
and non-contingent framework (Ozer & Reise, 1994). For these reasons, proactive personality is a
higher level personality construct that does not lend itself to be entirely juxtaposed with the Big
Five.
Consequences of Proactive Personality – The Case for Incremental Validity
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In order to qualify as a useful predictor of job performance and job attitudes, proactive
personality has to explain incremental variance above and beyond what can be explained with
commonly used predictors in organizational settings. Previous research has established general
mental ability and conscientiousness as valid predictors of task performance, whereas
conscientiousness and agreeableness have been found to be valid predictors of contextual
performance/OCBs (Motowidlo, 2003). Barrick and colleagues (2001) also go on to show that
extraversion is useful in predicting performance in managerial and police occupations and that it
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may be also be a valid predictor of sales jobs. Of course the utility of the Big 5 is not limited to
predicting job performance. Indeed, these personality dimensions also offer predictive validity in
specific work outcomes and job settings. Specifically, while emotional stability, conscientiousness

R

and agreeableness predict teamwork (Barrick, Mount & Judge, 2001), openness to experience and
extraversion are valid predictors of training proficiency (Barrick et al. 2001, Barrick & Mount,

AF

1991).

The unique contribution of this study lies in the holistic investigation of the incremental
validity of proactive personality over and above these existing predictors. In particular, we tested
the incremental validity of proactive personality as a predictor of job performance, controlling for
the effect of general mental ability and the Big Five personality traits. Further when testing the

T

incremental validity of proactive personality, we differentiated between overall job performance,
as well as important sub-components, namely: task performance, OCB-O, and OCB-I. In a similar
vein, we tested the incremental validity of proactive personality as a predictor of job satisfaction
after controlling for the Big Five personality traits.
Subgroup Differences in Proactive Personality
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Collectively, it seems that there has been a longstanding, reiterated recommendation in the
literature to consider proactivity in personnel selection (Campbell, 2000; Crant, 1995; Erdogan &
Bauer, 2005). Further, as organizations are facing an ever more complex and dynamic business
environment (Taylor & Collins, 2000), organizations are apt to listen. And indeed, based on an
examination of desired qualifications listed in online job postings, Erdogan and Bauer (2005)
indicate that organizations are heeding this call. Demonstrating the incremental validity of
proactive personality over the Big Five personality traits and general mental ability is certainly a
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first step in this direction (Morgeson et al., 2007), but it is not sufficient, at least in light of the
legal requirements and social norms of equal opportunity that organizations operating in the

United States are subject to (Outtz, 2011).
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Further, in addition to external forces advocating equal opportunity, many organizations
are also internally driven to provide equal opportunity because they recognize that a diverse
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workforce can be advantageous in terms of business performance (Ployhart & Holtz, 2008). In
light of these internal and external forces for equality, potential selection measures should not
result in mean score differences that are detrimental to minorities (in terms of race and gender)
because these differences can lead to adverse impact (Pyburn Jr, Ployhart, & Kravitz, 2008). In
fact, it is precisely the adverse impact of current personnel selection methods which have led to a

T

renewed call for selection measures which do not create significant subgroup differences (Ployhart
& Holtz, 2008). To propel the research in this domain, this meta-analysis examines whether

organizations can take advantage of the incremental validity in predicting job performance offered
by proactive personality without undue risk of violating ethical and legal issues pertaining to equal
employment opportunity.
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Therefore, this study examines gender and racial subgroup differences for proactive
personality. While it is possible for subgroup differences to be either beneficial or detrimental to
the minority group, it is important to remember that unfavorable group differences do not need to
be large to have an adverse impact on the selection of minority subgroup members. Even
standardized mean difference (d-statistic) values of 0.20, corresponding to a small effect (Cohen,
1992), can result in adverse impact at the selection ratios typically found in organizational settings
(Sackett & Ellingson, 1997).

D

Subgroup Differences for Gender and Ethnicity
Hindered by lack of a theoretical base focusing specifically on racial differences in

personality characteristics, existing research in this domain lacks integration (Foldes et al., 2008).
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However, there are some findings from other domains relevant to the present discussion that
warrant reviewing. First, race differences in the performance of OCBs have been found.
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Specifically, white employees were more apt to perform OCBs than were non-white employees
(Jones & Schaubroeck, 2004). The authors contend that this is likely due to increased experience
of negative affectivity and disenfranchisement for minority employees, leading them to withdraw
or refrain from behaviors that seem unattainable (Jones & Schaubroeck, 2004).

Second, there is a body of literature that suggests that being female or a racial minority is
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associated with a general perception of lower power when compared to males and majority race
members (Keltner, Gruenfeld & Anderson, 2003). High power has also been shown to be

positively related to reward-focus, behavioral inhibition, and approach tendencies while low power
is associated with a focus on punishment and threats, behavioral constraint, and avoidance
tendencies (Keltner, et al., 2003). Because the behavioral manifestations of proactive personality
generally require challenging the status-quo and overcoming obstacles to enact changes perceived
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as being beneficial to the individual (Bateman & Crant, 1993), those in a position of power may be
more inclined to undertake these behaviors. Thus, while the direct evidence pertaining to proactive
personality and race and gender differences is sparse, when taken together, the indirect evidence
seems to indicate the potential for minority group members to exhibit lower levels of proactive
personality, which may lead to adverse impact in situations where proactive personality is used for
selection.
Further, it is important to note that conceptual issues related to the definition of race
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generally confront researchers investigating subgroup differences (Foldes et al., 2008) and this
study is no different. Due to the fact that race is a broad categorization scheme that does not
directly provide substantive understanding for the existence of individual differences, researchers

R

have cautioned against using race as an explanatory variable in psychological research (Helms,
Jernigan, & Mascher, 2005). While this seems like sage advice, the reader is reminded that this

AF

study only attempts to determine whether differences exist. The authors do not contend that race
itself is responsible for any observed differences; rather, race is merely used to group individuals
according to legally defined groups.

Methods

In order to estimate the degree to which proactive personality overlaps with the Big Five
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personality traits collectively, we regressed proactive personality on all Big Five personality traits.
Next, to test the incremental validity of proactive personality as a predictor of our criteria, we used
meta-analytic regression analysis. Finally, we also used meta-analysis to investigate the existence
of sub-group differences in the levels of proactive personality exhibited by individuals.
In this manuscript the meta-analytic estimates for the true-score correlations are calibrated
from scratch, as opposed to using those in the Fuller and Marler (2009) and the Thomas et al.
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(2010) meta-analysis, for the following reasons. First, both the articles do not provide information
on inclusion criteria and coding choices pertaining to the meta-analysis. In addition, the Thomas
et al. article does not discuss the different operationalizations of proactive personality which have
been included in the analysis. Thus, in this manuscript, by including only proactive personality and
personal initiative, we draw clear boundaries in adopting a dispositional perspective of proactive
personality. Second, the two meta-analyses also provide diverging estimates of some important
relationships, which suggests the possibility of a second-degree sampling error, an important and
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likely threat when population estimates were based on small number of effect sizes (Hunter &
Schmidt, 2004). For example, the Fuller and Marler meta-analysis reports an estimated true score
correlation of -.12 for the relationship between neuroticism and proactive personality, whereas

R

Thomas et al. report an estimated true score correlation of -.31 such that the 95% confidence
intervals for these estimates do not even overlap. Taking these together, we chose to develop this

Meta-Analysis
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current meta-analysis from scratch.

Literature Search. A literature search was conducted to identify published and
unpublished reports that examined the relationship between proactive personality and the Big Five
and performance criteria, respectively. First, we performed electronic searches of the PsychInfo
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(1887-2009) database, using the keywords “proactive work,” “proactive behavior”, “proactive

personality,” “personal initiative,” “taking charge,” and “role breadth self-efficacy”. The electronic
searches resulted in the identification of 378 published and unpublished reports, including

dissertations. Second, we manually searched through the online versions of the conference
programs for the Academy of Management (from 1996-2009) and the Society for Industrial and
Organizational Psychology (from 1998-2009) for potentially relevant but unpublished manuscripts
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and we contacted the authors asking for a copy of the manuscript, as well as other unpublished
studies. Altogether, this resulted in an additional 71 studies. Finally, we performed a manual
search of reference sections of conceptual or empirical review articles of the research domain
(Crant, 2000; Fuller & Marler, 2009; Parker & Collins, 2010) for studies which we had not
identified in any of the other prior steps. This resulted in an additional 19 potentially relevant
studies.
Given the research question in the present article, we examined all the papers and included
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only empirical studies that provided codable information. In particular, we focused on studies that
operationalized proactive personality as a trait and excluded studies which focused on proactive
work behavior constructs which are not dispositional in nature, but rather prompted by situational

R

factors, such as role breadth self-efficacy and taking charge (see below). Overall, 93 studies met
the inclusion criteria and provided data on bivariate relationships of interest, providing 197 effect
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sizes which we could include in the meta-analysis. 26 studies which were part of the 93 studies
also provided data which we could use for our analysis of subgroup differences, and there were an
additional 29 studies (that were not part of the 93 studies) which we could use for our analysis of
subgroup differences. The 55 studies which we used for the subgroup analysis provided 86 effect
sizes. Thus, the total number of studies which we included in our analysis was 122 and the total
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number of effect sizes was 283. Since there were seven manuscripts which contained data for two
independent samples each, the total number of manuscripts included in the meta-analysis is 115.
Of the 115 manuscripts, 83 were journal articles, 15 were dissertations, 14 were conference papers
which had subsequently not yet been published or accepted for publication, and three were
manuscripts which had recently been submitted for publication.
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Coding. For each of the relationships that we estimated, we included a unique effect size
from each independent sample. In our meta-analysis, we included the two dispositional
operationalizations of proactive work behaviors: proactive personality (Bateman & Crant, 1993)
and personal initiative (Frese et al., 1997). We view these two constructs as both conceptually and
empirically related. First, Crant (2000) conceptualized the two constructs as almost identical;
asking the rhetorical question what separates them, other than the respective method of data
collection. The more recent studies on personal initiative, however, have largely relied on
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conventional survey measures, making this distinction by data collection method obsolete. In fact,
the definitions of the two constructs are strikingly similar: Crant (2000) defined proactive people
as individuals who “identify opportunities and act on them, show initiative, take action, and

R

persevere until meaningful change occurs” (p. 439), and Frese and Fay (2001) emphasized that
personal initiative has three aspects, namely a self-starting approach to work, proactivity, and
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persistence in the face of obstacles.

Second, the available though scant empirical evidence strongly supports the notion that the
two constructs overlap to a large extent. Most notably, Frese and Fay (2001) reported a corrected
correlation of .96 between the proactive personality scale and their personal initiative personality
scale, leading them to the conclusion that “both personality measures are essentially identical” (pp.
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157-158). Moreover, we conducted separate meta-analysis for proactive personality and personal
initiative in order to assess whether the resulting estimates of the correlation coefficients would
differ significantly; thereby also testing the assumption that proactive personality and personal
initiative are largely interchangeable constructs (Crant, 2000). We were able to perform this
analysis for task performance. We obtained estimates of ρ = .38 (k = 6, N = 1,071, CI = .18 - .58)
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for personal initiative, and ρ = .30 (k = 11, N = 2416, CI = .14 - .45) for proactive personality. The
differences were not statistically significant as indicated by the overlap in confidence intervals.
Unfortunately, we were not able to further substantiate our finding that proactive
personality and personal initiative are largely overlapping constructs with a meta-analytic estimate
of their relationship. Despite our comprehensive literature search, we were not able to obtain
enough studies that reported intercorrelations for the relationship of proactive personality with
personal initiative. Perhaps not surprisingly given the high level of conceptual overlap, researchers
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studying proactive personality typically assess it using one of the two operationalizations.
Similarly, Thomas et al. (2010) estimated the relationship between proactive personality and
personal initiative with only one study (based on this one study, they estimated the strength of the

R

relationship of these two constructs with r = .76).

We excluded constructs that were actually operationalized using other established variables
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even when they were discussed under the umbrella term of proactive work behaviors (or even
proactivity, suggesting a dispositional orientation of the measure). For example, Methot, LePine,
and Rich (2009) discussed “the role of proactivity in relationships with voluntary turnover”, but
operationalize proactive work behaviors with measures of affiliative discretionary work behaviors
(i.e., OCB-O) and challenging discretionary work behaviors, such as voice.

T

We also excluded measures where it was unclear or doubtful whether the respective

measure captures the essence of the proactive personality construct as described by Bateman and
Crant (1993). In such cases, we chose to exclude the study in order to ensure that we maintain the
integrity of our meta-analyses.
Of the 93 studies which we used to estimate the bivariate relationships, 77 measured
proactive personality, whereas only 16 studies measured personal initiative. Similarly, of the 55
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studies with data for the analysis of subgroup differences, 42 measured proactive personality, and
13 measured personal initiative.
There are a couple of notable points in regard to the coding of job performance. First, we
identified 41 independent samples that assessed proactive personality and some form of job
performance. Following that, we performed subgroup moderator analyses and investigated whether
the strength of relationship between proactive personality and job performance varies as a function
of the way job performance was operationalized. Specifically, we differentiated between task
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performance (k = 17), OCBs (k = 16), and overall job performance (k = 17). The ks do not add up
to 41 because nine studies reported separate correlations for the relationships of proactive
personality with task performance and of proactive personality with OCBs. For the 17 studies that

R

assessed overall job performance, the descriptions of their operationalizations suggest that the
ratings have been influenced by, but not limited to, task and OCBs/contextual performance.

AF

Second, we further differentiated between citizenship behavior targeted at individuals and
citizenship behaviors targeted at the organization for studies that provided data for the relationship
between proactive personality and target-specific OCBs. Our coding choices for target-specific
citizenship behaviors were informed by the coding choices of other recent meta-analysis which
found different dispositional antecedents for OCB-Is and OCB-Os (e.g., Ilies, Fulmer, Spitzmuller,

T

& Johnson, 2009).

All measures for the Big Five personality traits which were included in the meta-analysis
are validated and frequently-used, such as the NEO-PI (Costa & McCrae, 1989, 1992), Goldberg’s
measure for the Big Five (Goldberg 1999; Goldberg et al., 2006), the short version of the IPIP
validated by Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, and Lucas (2006), the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI;
Hogan & Hogan, 1995), or Gosling, Rentfrow, and Swann’s measure for the Big Five (2003).
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Procedures. We used the Schmidt-Hunter psychometric meta-analysis method (Hunter &
Schmidt, 2004) to cumulate the estimates reported in the literature. With the exception of data used
in the sub-group differences analyses, the correlations reported in the primary studies were
corrected for measurement error in both the predictor and the criterion scores using the internal
consistency reliability. The large majority of studies provided the reliabilities of the measured
scores used to compute the reported correlations; in the rare few cases where reliability estimates
were not provided, we used the average value of the estimates that were provided for the specific
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construct. In addition, to obtain a single correlation for each study, we used the composites
formula when possible or averaged the estimates when correlations among dimensions were not
provided (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). Besides providing point estimates for the true score
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correlations, we also examined variability in these estimates by computing 80% credibility
intervals and 95% confidence intervals around the point values.
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Meta-Analytic Regression Analysis

In meta-analytic regression analysis, the model parameters are estimated using true-score
correlations as input (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995). Therefore, we used the meta-analytic true-score
correlations of relationships with proactive personality that were obtained in this study, the truescore correlations among the Big Five personality traits reported by Ones, Viswesvaran, and Reiss

T

(1996), the true-score correlations between the Big Five personality traits and general mental

ability reported by Ackerman and Heggstad (1997), the true-score correlations between the Big

Five personality traits and job performance reported by Hurtz and Donovan (2000), the true-score
correlations between the Big Five personality traits and job satisfaction reported by Judge, Heller,
and Mount (2002), the true-score correlation between general mental ability and overall job
performance reported by Hunter and Hunter (1984), and the true-score correlation between general
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mental ability and task performance reported by Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, and Kirsch (1984). Next,
as the sample sizes of the cells in the correlation matrix can vary, another important decision in
meta-analytic regression analysis is the choice of sample size. We followed Viswesvaran and
Ones’ (1995) recommendation and used the harmonic mean of the matrix sample sizes to compute
the standard errors of the estimated parameters (see also Colquitt, LePine, & Noe, 2000; Ilies &
Judge, 2003). A summary of the meta-analytic estimated true score correlation matrix which
served as the input into our meta-analytic regression analysis can be found in Table 1.

D

Sub-group differences – Meta-analysis
As this analysis is focused on the use of proactive personality as a potential selection

measure, our focus is on the use of these scales by organizations. Therefore, correcting the
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variables for measurement error did not seem appropriate, and a "bare bones" meta-analysis
(Hunter & Schmidt, 2004) was conducted. This method corrects reported relationships only for
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sampling error, in an effort to estimate the magnitude of observed relationships, rather than the
true relationship between underlying constructs. This approach is consistent with previous metaanalytic work focused on examining sub-group differences in similar contexts (e.g. Foldes et al.,
2008; Ones & Viswesvaran, 1998; Roth, Bevier, Bobko, Switzer Iii, & Tyler, 2001). Also, like
Foldes and colleagues (2008), we note that the studies analyzed did not provide the necessary
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information to correct for any range restriction present, and we too take some measure of comfort
that personality data from job applicants has been shown to be only slightly less variable than
normative population values (Ones & Viswesvaran, 2003). All data were analyzed using the
Hunter & Schmidt Meta-Analysis Programs software, V1.1 (Oct 2005).
The results of this meta-analysis are reported in terms of effect sizes (d-values). The effect
size is defined as the difference in means across groups, divided by the pooled standard deviation,
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resulting in a measure of group difference reported in standard deviation units (Cohen, 1988). This
measure has been used in other recent meta-analyses examining group differences (e.g. Foldes et
al., 2008; Roth et al., 2001) in part because the value of the d statistic plays a large role in
determining sub-group hiring rate, for a given selection ratio (Roth et al., 2001).
In the results section, the historically underrepresented group is arbitrarily chosen as the
base case. As such, positive d values indicate that membership in the majority group is associated
with an increase in proactive personality while negative values indicate that on average the
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minority group members are higher on proactive personality.
Results

Bivariate Relationships

R

Table 1 provides the correlations as input for conducting the meta-analytic regression
analyses (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995). The values below the diagonal are true-score correlations
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used to estimate the true score validities. That is, these are values corrected for sampling error as
well as both predictor and criterion scale unreliability (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). In addition, in
order to provide a realistic estimate of the utility of proactive personality as it is used in applied
settings (e.g., selection), we also estimated the operational validities using the values above the
diagonal (Morgeson et al., 2007; Ones, Dilchert, Viswesvaran, & Judge, 2007). Specifically, we
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estimated the operational validities for overall job performance, task performance, OCB-I, OCBO, and job satisfaction. When estimating the operational validities, we followed the procedures

described in Ones and colleagues (Ones et al., 2007) and only corrected for the unreliability in the
criterion but not for the unreliability in the predictor measures. While Hurtz and Donovan (2000)
provided estimates of operational validities between the Big Five traits and various performance
measures, the other prior meta-analytic studies only reported the true-score correlations. Since
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none of those original meta-analyses reported the means of predictor reliability artifact
distributions, we attenuated their true-score correlations by employing the meta-analytically
derived estimates of Big Five scale reliabilities by Viswesvaran and Ones (2000) and GMA scale
reliability by Schmidt, Shaffer, and Oh (2008). Please see notes to Table 1 for more specific
details.
A summary of the estimates of the true score correlations of proactive personality with the
other variables included in our analysis is provided in Table 2. As expected, proactive personality
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was positively related to conscientiousness (ρ = .37), extraversion (ρ = .42), and openness to
experience (ρ = .40), but negatively related to neuroticism (ρ = -.26). The confidence intervals for

these four relationships did not include zero, indicating that the estimated true score correlations
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are significantly different from zero. Table 2 also shows that both agreeableness and general
mental ability were not associated with proactive personality since their respective confidence

AF

intervals included zero.

Table 2 also shows that proactive personality was significantly related to job performance.
We conducted subgroup moderator analyses for job performance and found that proactive
personality has moderate relationships with overall job performance (ρ = .35), task performance (ρ
= .33) and OCBs (ρ = .30). The overlapping confidence intervals suggest that the differences were
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not statistically significant. In addition, we differentiated between target-specific citizenship

behaviors, that is, OCB-Is (directed at coworkers) or OCB-Os (directed at the organization) (cf.
Ilies et al., 2009). Interestingly, the size of the relationships between proactive personality and
OCB-Is (ρ = .36) and OCB-Os (ρ = .31) was similar. The difference was not statistically
significant as indicated by the overlap in confidence intervals. Finally, proactive personality was
also significantly associated with job satisfaction (ρ = .30).
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Our results display patterns of convergence and divergence when compared to the results
of the two existing meta-analysis on proactive personality. For example, for the Big Five
personality traits, our results converge with the results reported for openness to experience,
extraversion, conscientiousness, and agreeableness, but they diverge for neuroticism. Specifically,
the strength of the relationship between proactive personality and neuroticism (ρ = -.26) is stronger
than that reported by Fuller and Marler (ρ = -.12), but weaker than that reported by Thomas et al.
(ρ = -.31). Our estimate of the relationship of proactive personality with overall job performance (ρ

D

= .35) also lies between the results reported by Fuller and Marler (ρ = .38) and Thomas et al. (ρ =

.26), and our estimate for the relationship of proactive personality with task performance (ρ = .33)

is higher than the one reported by Fuller and Marler (ρ = .23), whereas our estimate for the
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relationship of proactive personality with OCBs (ρ = .30) suggests a weaker relationship of
proactive personality with OCBs than the one reported by Fuller and Marler (Thomas and
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colleagues did not estimate these relationships).
Meta-Analytic Regression Analysis Results

Table 3 presents the results for the meta-analytic regression analysis of proactive
personality on the Big Five personality traits. These results indicate the degree to which proactive
personality overlaps with the Big Five and the extent to which it is independent. First, the results
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show that the Big Five personality traits (collectively) accounted for 49.3% of variance in

proactive personality. Thus, more than 50% of variance in proactive personality cannot be

explained by the Big Five personality traits. Second, the results speak to the overlap of proactive
personality with each of the Big Five personality traits after removing the shared variance
attributed to the other four traits. Specifically, the values of the partial correlations indicate the
magnitude and direction of the unique relationship of proactive personality with each of the Big
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Five traits. Owing to partial redundancy, removing the shared variance between covariates can
result in weaker relationships between variables, compared to their respective correlation
coefficients (Cohen et al, 2003). Specifically, there is a slight decrease in the partial correlation
coefficient for the relationship between proactive personality and openness to experience (ρ=.40,
β=.38) and between proactive personality and extraversion (ρ=.42, β=.38), when compared to the
correlation coefficients for these relationships. Moreover, the partial correlation for neuroticism
(ρ=-.26, β=-.07) drops to a point at which there is no practical significance in its relationship with

D
proactive personality any longer.

Conversely, the presence of suppression in the relationship between proactive personality

and agreeableness and conscientiousness results in a partial correlation that is higher than the
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estimated correlation coefficient. This leads to a negative partial correlation for agreeableness
(ρ=.00, β=-.24), while the magnitude of the partial correlation for conscientiousness increases
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compared to the correlation coefficient (ρ=.37, β=.44). According to Cohen et al (2003),
suppression is present when there is a negative relationship between variables. Here, agreeableness
is negatively related to neuroticism (see Table 1, r=-.25) and conscientiousness is negatively
related to both neuroticism (r=-.26) and agreeableness (r=-.06). Thus, controlling for the other four
traits, conscientiousness has a stronger positive effect than might be expected based on the
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estimated correlation coefficient. Conversely, agreeableness has a negative partial correlation with
proactive personality, compared to a non-significant correlation coefficient.

Table 4 presents the results for the meta-analytic regression analysis of overall job

performance on general mental ability, the Big Five personality traits, and proactive personality. In
the first step, we regressed overall job performance on general mental ability and the Big Five
personality traits, which accounted for 35.3% of variance in overall job performance (or 28.6% of
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variance when using operational validities). In the second step, we entered proactive personality as
additional predictor, which significantly accounted for an additional 5.0% of variance in overall
job performance (or 2.6% of variance when using operational validities).
Table 5 presents the results for the meta-analytic regression analysis of task performance
on general mental ability, the Big Five personality traits, and proactive personality. In the first
step, we regressed task performance on general mental ability and the Big Five personality traits,
which accounted for 23.8% of variance in task performance (or 19% of variance when using
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operational validities). In the second step, we entered proactive personality as additional predictor,
which significantly accounted for an additional 5.8% of variance in task performance (or 3.5% of
variance when using operational validities).
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Tables 6 and 7 present the results for the meta-analytic regression analysis of OCB-I and
OCB-O on the Big Five personality traits, and proactive personality. We did not include general
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mental ability in these analyses because general mental ability has not been found to be a valid
predictor of OCBs in past research (Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997; Organ et al., 2006). In
the first step, we regressed OCBs on the Big Five personality traits, which accounted for 7.2% of
variance in OCB-Is and 5.0% of variance in OCB-Os (or 6.2% of variance in OCB-Is and 4.3% of
variance in OCB-Os when using operational validities). In the second step, we added proactive
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personality, which explained an additional 4.8% of variance in OCB-Is and 2.5% of variance in
OCB-Os (or 2.6% of variance for OCB-Is and 1.6% of variance for OCB-Os when using
operational validities).

Finally, Table 8 presents the results for the meta-analytic regression analysis of job
satisfaction on the Big Five personality traits and proactive personality. In the first step, we
regressed job satisfaction on the Big Five personality traits, which accounted for 16.7% of variance
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in job satisfaction (or 14.3% when using operational validities). In the second step, we added
proactive personality, which did not significantly explain any additional variance in job
satisfaction (for both true score and operational validities).
Sub-group differences – Meta-analysis
Table 9 summarizes the results relating to gender differences in proactive personality. For
all studies considered, the d statistic was non-significant, indicating no difference in proactive
personality across genders. Additionally, this finding seemed fairly robust across several potential
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moderators, as demonstrated by the sub-group analyses presented in Table 9.
Dividing the studies by sample nationality also resulted in a non-significant gender

difference in proactive personality. The point estimate using U.S. based samples is nearly zero (-
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0.01), with an 80% credibility interval that is nearly symmetric and less than 0.20 in absolute
value, the level at which adverse impact is likely to occur at the selection ratios typically found in
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organizational settings (Sackett & Ellingson, 1997). These results also seemed to hold for samples
of working adults (which comprised the majority of studies analyzed). This finding helps alleviate
external validity concerns that may arise when student based research findings are used in a
selection context. Further and consistent with the previous discussion about the empirical (and
conceptual) similarity between proactive personality and personal initiative, when considered
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separately, both proactive personality and personal initiative measures resulted in non-significant
gender differences.

We also examined the data to look for gender differences in proactive personality related to
the measure employed. Our results seem to indicate that overall there don't appear to be large
gender differences, regardless of the measure used, but based on the credibility interval, there is
some indication that the original 17-item measure might be the most robust to contextual factors,
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as evidenced by the smaller range of observed d-statistics. Finally, the data was analyzed to look
for evidence of publication bias. The data do not seem to provide evidence of publication bias in
this context, which is comforting.
The results of the analysis pertaining to racial differences in proactive personality are
presented in Table 10. Due to the paucity of research examining proactive personality and race, the
number of studies available to analyze was somewhat more limited than gender-based differences.
The negative d-statistic point estimates seem to indicate that Blacks, Hispanics, and Asians
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may exhibit more proactive personality than Whites. This difference is statistically significant
(p=0.05) for the overall Hispanic-White comparison, indicating that on average, Hispanics seem to
be higher than Whites on proactive personality. Further, this difference exists across the different
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proactive personality subscales considered. While the overall Black-White difference is not
significant, there is some indication that the 10-item proactive personality measure (Seibert et al.,
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1999) tends to produce a larger subgroup difference. The overall Asian-White difference is also
non-significant. The limited number of studies with Asian participants prevented a more finegrained, measure-specific analysis.

Discussion

The present paper makes several important contributions to the literature on proactive
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personality. First, in keeping with Ozer and Reise (1994)’s recommendation, the meta-analytic

regression results demonstrate the extent to which proactive personality can be located with the

Big Five. Moreover, following Funder (2001)’s suggestion, the meta-analytic regression results
reveal the degree to which proactive personality is different from the Big Five. Specifically,
proactive personality taps into additional dispositional domain that is not captured by the Big Five
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personality traits, as more than 50% of variance in proactive personality could not be explained by
the Big Five personality traits.
Second, the present paper also examined the incremental validity of proactive personality
as a predictor of performance outcomes and job attitudes above and beyond the Big Five
personality traits and general mental ability. Our results indicate that proactive personality is a
valid predictor for overall job performance and task performance, even after controlling for the
effects of the Big Five personality traits and general mental ability. Moreover, we found that
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proactive personality also accounted for incremental variance in OCBs after controlling for the Big

Five personality traits. We would also like to highlight that the results held up even when we
considered the operational validities. These are particularly stringent tests and the results speak
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volumes to the usefulness of proactive personality in organizational research.
Implications for Research
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Our research has a number of important implications for future research on proactive work
behaviors. First, the finding that proactive personality has incremental validity in predicting a
number of important job outcomes, including task performance, overall job performance, and
OCBs, reaffirms the value of the construct as a key construct in a changing world of work. The
incremental effect of proactive personality on task performance, overall job performance, and
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OCBs beyond the effects of the Big Five and general mental ability also raises the important

question of which mechanisms transmit the effect of proactive personality on these job outcomes.
Parker, Bindl, and Strauss (2010) theorized that three categories of proactive motivational states
(e.g., ‘can do’ states, ‘reason to’ states, and ‘energized to’ states) explain how the effect of
proactive personality is transmitted on proactive goal processes and job outcomes.
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For the effect of proactive personality on task performance and overall job performance, it
is likely that ‘can do’ states play an important role. ‘Can do’ factors such as self-efficacy have
been identified as one of the motivational mechanisms through which proactive personality exerts
its effect on job performance (Parker et al., 2006), just as self-efficacy beliefs have long been
identified as an important predictor of task performance and overall job performance in a variety
of settings (Judge & Bono, 2001; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998). For the effect of proactive
personality on OCBs, we expect that both ‘can do’ and ‘reason to’ states are important. The
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efficacy with which an individual believes that she can succeed in carrying out a broader set of
work tasks is going to impact the likelihood with which employees are going to engage in
discretionary behaviors, suggesting that ‘can do’ motivational states are necessary to translate
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proactive personality into motivational resources to perform OCBs. Similarly, proactive
personality can elicit an inner desire to make a positive difference in an organization. Such an
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intrinsic motivation will in turn increase the frequency with which OCBs are performed. In
summary, the results of our meta-analytic regression analysis and previous research on the nature
of proactive work behaviors and proactive motivational states suggest that proactive motivational
states are likely to transmit the effect of proactive personality on job outcomes, with ‘can do’ and
‘reason to’ factors playing an important role in this process.
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Second, the results of this study generally support the assertion that there are only few subgroup differences in the levels of proactive personality demonstrated by individuals. Further, when
only studies drawn from U.S. samples were considered, there was essentially no difference in
proactive personality between men and women. In terms of racial differences, no significant
overall Black-White or Asian-White differences emerged, but there was a significant Black-White
difference for those studies which used the 10-item measure of proactive personality (Seibert et al.,
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1999), indicating that Blacks may score higher on proactive personality than Whites when this
measure is used. A similar finding emerged in terms of the Hispanic-White difference. Across the
collective group of studies as well as each subscale-specific group, Hispanics exhibited higher
levels of proactive personality than did Whites. In general, the results provide some initial
evidence that the use of proactive personality and personal initiative measures for selection may
not only be fruitful but also legally and ethically acceptable.
Implications for Practice
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Based on these findings, we believe that the current paper has at least four important

implications for practice. First, the finding that proactive personality has incremental validity
above and beyond the Big Five personality traits and general mental ability for overall job
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performance and task performance suggests that organizations should consider candidates’
proactive personality when making personnel selection decisions. This applies especially to jobs in
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which innovation, creativity and openness to environmental change are important, which are
arguably increasingly more common given the changing nature of work.

Second, the important role of proactivity in organizations also calls for a continuous
development of the proactive potential of an organization. Not only should organizations make an
active effort to recruit employees into an organization, they should actively develop their
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workforce so that employees have the self-efficacy (‘can do’ states), intrinsic motivation (‘reason
to’), and energy (‘energized to’) to perform proactive work behaviors. Indeed, given that proactive
personality is only a distal predictor of relevant job outcomes, it is important that organizations
also target specific proactive motivational states with personnel training and development
initiatives.
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Third, trait activation theory and research on the relationship of personality and job
performance suggest that situational cues facilitate or hinder the expression of personality traits at
work. Specifically, trait activation theory suggests that the strength of the relationship between
personality constructs and job outcomes is contingent upon situational factors that determine to
what extent individuals are going to act upon their dispositional orientations, thereby strengthening
or weakening the association between personality constructs and job outcomes (Tett & Burnett,
2003). Applied to the context of proactivity, this suggests that organizations should provide cues
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which can facilitate the expression of proactivity. For example, it is likely that empowered
employees who enjoy high autonomy in their work are more likely to express their proactive
potential in an organization. Similarly, employees who experience that they are trusted and who
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enjoy positive relationships with peers and supervisors are more likely to develop higher
confidence in their capability of carrying out a broader set of work tasks that go beyond technical
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requirements of a job. In summary, organizations should create conditions which are amenable to
the performance of proactive work behaviors – only then can individuals with a proactive
personality realize their full proactive potential.

Finally, by showing that proactive personality has both incremental validity and is not
differentially manifested across individuals in terms of gender as well as White-Black, and White-
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Asian race comparisons, the usefulness of proactive personality is reiterated and points to its

practical value in the selection process. This opens up the possibility of measuring the impact of
selection based on this trait to subsequent organizational performance related outcomes.
Limitations and Future Research
Despite these positive features, the current research also has several limitations. First, we
do not have any information regarding the degree of range restriction for proactive personality or
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personal initiative and were not able to correct for that in our meta-analyses. Among the metaanalytic values from prior studies that we reproduced in Table 1, only the estimates from Hunter
and Hunter (1984) and Hurtz and Donavan (2000) had been corrected for range restriction in the
original studies. For the sake of consistency, it would ideally be preferable to attenuate those
values such that all the input correlations are based on estimates that did not correct for range
restriction. However, there was no information in the original studies that permit us to do that.
That said, we would like to point out that past research has shown range restriction to be an
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inconsequential statistical artifact for personality variables used in personnel selection (Barrick &

Mount, 1991; Ones et al., 1996). More important, by comparing proactive personality against other
predictor variables that had been corrected for range restriction, one could argue that the results
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obtained in the present study were actually more conservative. Nevertheless, future research may
want to consider the impact of range restriction on the predictive and incremental validity of
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proactive personality.

Second, our meta-analysis does not address the mechanisms through which proactive
personality leads to higher proactive work behaviors, job attitudes, and performance outcomes. We
view this as a promising venue for future research. Specifically, future research should test the
mediating role of general and context-specific proactive work behaviors in the relationship of
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proactive personality with performance outcomes and job attitudes, as proposed by Crant (2000).
Similarly, we encourage future research to test the theoretical model of Parker et al. (2010) which
argues that proactive motivational states translate the effect of proactive personality on proactive
goal generation, goal striving, and ultimately on job outcomes. Clearly, our understanding of the
processes through which proactive personality influences job outcomes is still in its nascent stages.
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Third, both the number of studies with racial subgroup information available and the
number of minority participants within these studies are somewhat modest, and the available data
did not allow for a more fine-grained analysis of Asian-White differences.
Lastly, future research should address the cultural generalizability of the construct. A closer
look at the studies included in our meta-analysis reveals that the overwhelming majority of them
draw on Western samples, predominantly from the Anglo-Saxon and Germanic cultural cluster –
Germany having a very similar orientation towards power distance as countries of the Anglo-
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Saxon cluster and a moderately strong individualistic orientation that is closer to the strong
individualistic orientation of the Anglo-Saxon cluster than to the collectivistic orientation of
Confucian cultures. Thus, the fact that research on proactive personality and personal initiative has
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largely been carried out in Westernized contexts seems to present potential cultural generalizability
threats to the construct.
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Conclusion

Over the past fifteen years, a considerable amount of research has investigated the role of
proactive personality in today’s work. In the present paper, we added to the growing body of
research on proactive personality by using meta-analytic regression analysis, demonstrating the
discriminant validity of proactive personality from the Big Five personality traits as well as its
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incremental validity as predictor of job performance over general mental ability and the Big Five
personality traits. In addition, we also showed an overall absence of sub-group differences in

proactive personality for several racial groups as well as gender, thus reducing the potential for

adverse impact in its use as a selection tool. Although the current research provides an important
step at establishing a cumulative body of knowledge on the uniqueness and usefulness of proactive
personality, clearly much more needs to be done.
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Table 1
Meta-Analytic Correlations among the Study Variables
Variable
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
a
.28
1. Proactive Personality
--.21
.30
.35
.31
.00
.06
.32
.30
.32
.27
b
-.13
2. Neuroticism
-.26
(.82) -.21
-.15
-.13
-.19
-.12
-.14
-.13
-.16
-.26
.18
3. Conscientiousness b
.37
-.26
(.83) .00
-.05
.21
.02
.22
.15
.16
.24
.05
4. Extraversion b
.42
-.19
.00
(.81) .14
.13
.06
.09
.06
.10
.23
b
.01
5. Openness to Experience
.40
-.16
-.06
.17
(.80) .08
.27
.05
-.01
.05
.02
.08
.00
-.25
.27
.17
.11
(.74) .01
.10
.07
.17
.15
6. Agreeableness b
c
-7. General Mental Ability
.08
-.15
.02
.08
.33
.01
(.81) .48
.39
---8. Overall Job Performance d e
.35
-.15
.24
.09
.06
.12
.53
----df
-9. Task Performance
.33
-.14
.16
.07
-.01
.08
.43
----d
-10. OCB-I
.36
-.17
.18
.11
.05
.20
------11. OCB-O d
.31
-.14
.20
.05
.01
.10
-----g
-12. Job Satisfaction
.30
-.29
.26
.25
.02
.17
-----Note. N = 3,461 (the harmonic mean of the meta-analytic sample sizes; Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995). Correlations below the diagonal are true-

T

AF

score correlations. Correlations above the diagonal are operational correlations used for computing operational validities, based on mean observed
intercorrelations among the predictor variables and operational validity estimates (i.e., predictor-criterion correlations corrected for unreliability in
the criterion). If the needed estimates were not available from the original source, mean observed values or operational validity estimates were
corrected appropriately using the reliability estimates listed in the parentheses. Numbers in parentheses are mean predictor reliability based on
prior meta-analytic studies reported by Viswesvaran and Ones (2000) for the Big Five personality traits and by Schmidt, Shaffer, and Oh (2008)
for GMA.
a
All meta-analytic correlations with proactive personality are based on the current study.
b
Meta-analytic intercorrelations for the Big Five were obtained from Ones, Viswesvaran, and Reiss (1996) and subsequently attenuated to derive
the estimates above the diagonal.
c
Meta-analytic correlations between the Big Five and GMA were obtained from Ackerman and Heggstad (1997) and subsequently attenuated to
derive the estimates above the diagonal.
d
Meta-analytic (both true-score below the diagonal and operational validities above the diagonal) correlations between the Big Five and
performance (overall job performance, task performance, and OCBs) were obtained from Hurtz and Donovan (2000).
e
Meta-analytic correlations between GMA and overall performance were obtained from Hunter and Hunter (1984) and subsequently attenuated to
derive the estimates above the diagonal.
f
Meta-analytic correlations between GMA and task performance were obtained from Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, and Kirsch (1984) and subsequently
attenuated to derive the estimates above the diagonal.
g
Meta-analytic correlations between the Big Five and Job Satisfaction were obtained from Judge, Heller, and Mount (2002) and subsequently
attenuated to derive the estimates above the diagonal.
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Table 2
Meta-Analysis Results for Relationships of Proactive Personality with Study Variables
k

N

r



Agreeableness

10

1,626

.00

.00

.10

-.13

.14

-.08

.08

Conscientiousness 19

4,234

.30

.37

.07

.27

.46

.34

.42

Extraversion

14

2,416

.35

.42

.07

.33

.51

.37

.47

Openness to
Experience

12

2,837

.31

.40

.05

.33

.46

.35

.44

Neuroticism

11

1,893

-.21

-.26

.01

-.28

-.24

-.30

-.22

General Mental
Ability (GMA)

9

1,641

.06

.08

.14

-.11

.26

-.03

.18

Job Performance

41

11,627

.26

.32

.14

.13

.50

.27

.36

R

D

Predictor

SD 10% CV 90% CV 5% CL 95%CL

17

3,350

.30

.35

.19

.11

.59

.25

.44

Task Performance

17

3,487

.27

.33

.11

.11

.55

.24

.42

OCBs

16

7,543

.25

.30

.10

.17

.43

.25

.35

OCB – Is

5

1,184

.36

.23

.50

OCB – Os

8

5,887

.31

.21

.40

18

7,075

.24

.36

Job Satisfaction

AF

Overall Job Perf.

.24

.30

.12

.15

.46

Notes: k = number of correlations. N = combined sample size. r = sample size-weighted average
correlation.  = estimated true score correlation. SD = standard deviation of true score correlation.
CV = Credibility value. CL = Confidence limit.

T
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Table 3
Summary of Meta-Analytic Hierarchical Regression Analysis:
Regressing Proactive Personality on the Big Five Personality Traits
Variable

β

SE B

D

-.07*
.38*
.38*
-.24*
.44*

.493*
.01
.01
.01
.01
.01

T

AF

R

Step 1
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness to Experience
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Note. * p < .05.

R2
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Table 4
Summary of Meta-Analytic Hierarchical Regression Analysis:
Regressing Overall Job Performance on Proactive, Big Five Personality Traits, and GMA
True Score Validity

D

Variable

-.01
.06*
-.13*
.06*
.20*
.56*

.01
.01
.01
.01
.01
.01

R2

β

SE B

-.03
.06*
-.09*
.05*
.19*
.49*

.02
.01
.02
.02
.02
.02

.353*

.403*

.02
-.07*
-.26*
.14*
.06*
.60*
.32*

∆R2

.01
.02
.02
.01
.02
.01
.02

R2

∆R2

.286*

.050*

AF

Step 2
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness to Experience
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
GMA
Proactive Personality
Note. * p < .05.

SE B

R

Step 1
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness to Experience
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
GMA

β

Operational Validity

-.02
-.00
-.15*
.08*
.13*
.50*
.20*

.312*
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
.01
.02

.026*

T
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Table 5
Summary of Meta-Analytic Hierarchical Regression Analysis:
Regressing Task Performance on Proactive, Big Five Personality Traits, and GMA
True Score Validity

D

Variable

-.05*
.05*
-.18*
.04*
.12*
.48*

.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

R2

β

SE B

-.06*
.04*
-.13*
.04*
.12*
.41*

.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

.238*

.296*

-.02
-.09*
-.32*
.13*
-.04
.51*
.34*

∆R2

.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

R2

∆R2

.190*

.058*

AF

Step 2
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness to Experience
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
GMA
Proactive Personality
Note. * p < .05.

SE B

R

Step 1
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness to Experience
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
GMA

β

Operational Validity

-.04*
-.04*
-.20*
.07*
.04*
.42*
.23*

.225*
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

.035*

T
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Table 6
Summary of Meta-Analytic Hierarchical Regression Analysis:
Regressing OCB-I on Proactive and Big Five Personality Traits

D

True Score Validity

Variable

-.09*
.07*
.02
.13*
.12*

.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

R2

β

SE B

-.10*
.07*
.02
.12*
.11*

.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

.072*

.120*

-.07*
-.05*
-.10*
.21*
-.01
.31*

∆R2

.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

R2

∆R2

.062*

.048*

AF

Step 2
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness to Experience
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Proactive Personality
Note. * p < .05.

SE B

R

Step 1
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness to Experience
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness

β

Operational Validity

-.08*
.00
-.03
.15*
.05*
.20*

.088*
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

.026*

T
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Table 7
Summary of Meta-Analytic Hierarchical Regression Analysis:
Regressing OCB-O on Proactive and Big Five Personality Traits

D

True Score Validity

Variable

-.08*
.03
-.00
.03
.17*

.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

R2

β

SE B

-.09*
.03
-.00
.03
.16*

.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

.050*

.075*

-.07*
-.06*
-.09*
.08*
.07*
.22*

∆R2

.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

R2

∆R2

.043*

.025*

AF

Step 2
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness to Experience
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Proactive Personality
Note. * p < .05.

SE B

R

Step 1
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness to Experience
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness

β

Operational Validity

-.08*
-.02
-.04*
.05*
.11*
.15*

.059*
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

.016*

T
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Table 8
Summary of Meta-Analytic Hierarchical Regression Analysis:
Regressing Job Satisfaction on Proactive and Big Five Personality Traits

D

True Score Validity

Variable

-.20*
.21*
-.04*
.04*
.20*

.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

R2

β

SE B

-.19*
.19*
-.03
.05*
.19*

.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

.167*

.167*

-.20*
.21*
-.04*
.04*
.20*
.00

∆R2

.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

R2

∆R2

.143*

.000

AF

Step 2
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness to Experience
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Proactive Personality
Note. * p < .05.

SE B

R

Step 1
Neuroticism
Extraversion
Openness to Experience
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness

β

Operational Validity

-.19*
.19*
-.03*
.05*
.18*
.02

.144*
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02
.02

.001

T
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Table 9
Gender differences in proactive personality (Females=0, Males=1).
N
Total
21,461

N
Female
10,493

Sample Nationality
U.S. Samples
Non-U.S. Samples

21
32

7,712
13,749

3,904
6,589

Sample Population
Working Adults
Students

Personal Initiative

19,652
1,809

40

15,793

13

5,668

8
20
12

1,863
7,275
6,655

42
11

16,029
5,432

9,473
1,020

10,179
789

80% CV 80% CV
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-0.12
0.33

39.46
24.20

-0.21
-0.03

0.20
0.35

-0.17
-0.06

0.16
0.38

0.09
0.22

22.55
105.95

-0.10
-0.01

0.28
0.45

-0.14
0.22

0.32
0.22

7,413

8,380

0.08

21.04

-0.12

0.28

-0.17

0.33

3,080

2,588

0.17

57.19

-0.02

0.36

0.06

0.27

913
3,316
3,184

950
3,959
3,471

0.10
0.13
0.02

95.57
17.78
20.23

-0.16
-0.08
-0.15

0.35
0.33
0.19

0.06
-0.16
-0.20

0.13
0.42
0.24

8,049
2,444

7,980
2,988

0.10
0.11

-0.10
-0.17

0.30
0.40

T

Scale
Bateman & Crant (17item)
Seibert, et.al. (10-item)
Ad-Hoc
Publication Status
Published
Unpublished

47
6

95% CI
Upper
Bound
0.30

-0.01
0.16

AF

Construct
Proactive Personality

3,808
7,160

R

D

All Studies

k
53

95% CI
N
% Variance Lower
Male d - statistic Explained
Bound
10,968
0.10
24.12
-0.09

29.63
13.92

-0.10
-0.06

0.30
0.29

Construct determined based on operationalization employed. Scale source: Bateman & Crant, 1993; Seibert, Crant & Kraimer, 1999;
Ad-Hoc scales are shortened versions of the original Bateman and Crant (1993) scale other than the Seibert, Crant & Kraimer (1999)
scale.
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Table 10
Race differences in proactive personality (non-White=0, White=1).

D
k

d - statistic

95% CI
Upper
Bound

80% CV
Lower
Bound

80% CV
Upper
Bound

12

5,257

929

4,328

-0.07

10.91

-0.26

0.12

-0.42

0.28

2
4
4

361
1,206
3,381

152
78
690

209
1,128
2,691

0.02
-0.24
0.05

26.42
26.71
42.87

-0.28
-0.47
-0.08

0.31
-0.02
0.19

-0.30
-0.49
-0.05

0.34
0.00
0.16

13

5,181

493

4,688

-0.33

15.82

-0.52

-0.13

-0.63

-0.03

2
4
4

219
1,189
3,062

10
61
371

209
1,128
2,691

-0.46
-0.53
-0.25

100.00
100.00
7.56

-0.84
-0.76
-0.39

-0.08
-0.30
-0.11

-0.46
-0.53
-0.57

-0.46
-0.53
0.08

8

1,891

86

1,805

-0.09

-0.97

0.79

T

Asian-White
All Studies

N
white

AF

Hispanic-White
All Studies
Bateman & Crant (17item)
Seibert, et.al. (10-item)
Ad-Hoc

N
minority

R

Black-White
All Studies
Bateman & Crant (17item)
Seibert, et.al. (10-item)
Ad-Hoc

N

95% CI
% Variance Lower
Explained
Bound

3.48

-0.34

0.17

Construct determined based on operationalization employed. Scale source: Bateman & Crant, 1993; Seibert, Crant & Kraimer, 1999;
Ad-Hoc scales are shortened versions of the original Bateman and Crant (1993) scale other than the Seibert, Crant & Kraimer (1999)
scale.

