ABSTRACT

BHAVSAR, KARTIK S. The Relationship Between Conscientiousness, Work Attitudes, Job
Performance, and Job Analysis Ratings. (Under the direction of Mark A. Wilson).

Job analysis is the foundation of HR activities. Consequently, it is important to
understand variables that may bias job analysis ratings. This study examines the effect of
work attitudes, conscientiousness, and job performance on job analysis ratings. Using a
sample of 141 employees at a nonprofit organization, the results showed job analysis ratings
were mostly robust. Specifically, core (or task) activity ratings were unrelated to predictors
and citizenship activity ratings were somewhat related to predictors. Implications for HR

practice and directions for future research are discussed.
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Literature Review

Job analysis is the foundation of all human resource activities, including personnel
selection, training, performance appraisal, career development, workforce planning, and
safety (Brannick & Levine, 2002). Job analysis is also necessary to meet legal requirements
for validation of selection procedures (Uniform Guidelines, 1978), and conducting a job
analysis can be a time-consuming process with estimated average annual costs of job
analyses ranging from $150,000 to $4,000,000 per large organization (Levine, Sistrunk,
McNutt, & Gael, 1988). Moreover, it is important to keep up-to-date job analytic information
as job requirements change in order to ensure legal defensibility as well as alignment of HR
practices with actual job requirements. These examples illustrate the importance, necessity,
and cost of job analysis in human resource management. In a typical job analysis, job
incumbents are asked to provide ratings of how important job tasks are and how frequently
job tasks are performed. Results from such job analysis surveys can be used to infer
important responsibilities of the job and the knowledge, skills, and abilities required for
successful job performance. Given the importance of job analysis, surprisingly little is known
about the relationship between job analysis ratings and other central areas of concern in
Industrial and Organizational Psychology such as work attitudes and job performance.

Over the past 30 years, researchers have examined the potential influence of a number
of demographic characteristics on job analysis ratings, including age, gender, and tenure
(e.g., Arvey, Passino, & Lounsbury, 1977; Landy & Vasey, 1991; Schmitt & Cohen, 1989;
Tross & Maurer, 2000). In general, this literature has found inconclusive evidence for effects

of demographic characteristics on job analysis ratings. Reviews of the job analysis literature



(Harvey, 1991; Landy, 1993; Morgeson & Campion, 1997; Morgeson & Campion, 2000;
Sanchez & Levine, 1999) have suggested that substantive variables such as motivation, work
attitudes, and affective biases may be associated with variance in job analysis ratings making
these ratings potentially inaccurate. Such potential inaccuracies could negatively affect the
HR systems that rely on job analysis by leading to faulty conclusions about the nature and
requirements of work. Specifically, biased job analysis ratings have implications for
personnel selection, performance appraisal, and compensation.

Until recently, there were no empirical studies directly examining the association of
work attitudes with job analysis ratings. Conte, Dean, Ringenbach, Moran, and Landy (2005)
examined the relationship between work attitudes — job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, and job involvement — and mean job analysis ratings of importance and
frequency of 77 tasks by 365 travel agents. They found a positive relationship between work
attitudes and job analysis ratings (r = .12 to .23). The present study seeks to both replicate
Conte et al.’s research by examining their model in the context of different jobs, and to
extend their research by 1) including incumbent job performance and personality (i.e.,
conscientiousness) as additional predictors of job analysis ratings, 2) examining the
composite effect of work attitudes on job analysis ratings using both additive and
multiplicative models, 3) extending the job analysis ratings examined to include generalized
work activities in addition to tasks, 4) examining the variance of the job analysis ratings in
addition to their means, and 5) including job tenure as a moderator of the effect of attitudes

on job analysis ratings.



The following section provides detailed descriptions of each of the study’s constructs
of interest. The purpose of the section is to discuss the conceptual framework the present
study employs. It begins with a discussion of the conceptual research model that provides the
foundation for this study. Presented next is a discussion of the study’s conceptualization of
the dependent variable of “job analysis ratings.” The section concludes with a presentation of
important aspects of the independent (personality, composite work attitudes, and job
performance) and moderator variables (job tenure), along with the corresponding hypotheses
and research questions explored by the study.

Research Model

As can be seen in Figure 1, job analysis ratings are a function of both a composite of
work attitudes (job satisfaction, job involvement, and organizational commitment) and job
performance with job tenure serving as a moderator of the relationships. In addition, job
performance partially mediates the relationship between work attitudes and job analysis
ratings. This model makes explicit our view that work attitudes work in concert to affect job
analysis ratings and that the impact of incumbent personality on job analysis ratings is fully
mediated by a composite of their work attitudes. The context of the present study’s research
model is a role theory framework. Role theory provides insight into the processes that affect
the physical and emotional state of an individual in the workplace and subsequent workplace
behavior (Katz & Kahn, 1978). In the strictest sense, roles are positions within a social
framework (Oeser & Harary, 1964); however, the individuals who occupy them also define

them (Callero, Howard, & Piliavin, 1987). According to role theory, individuals’ role



expectations are influenced by both their personal attributes and the context in which they
exist. Thus, role theory suggests that employee workplace behavior is a function of both the
individual and the organization. Harvey (1991) reviewed the job analysis literature and
suggested role theory as a potential explanation for observed differences in job analysis
ratings. Role theory emphasizes that roles and jobs exist in a subjective and dynamic
environment with numerous social influences. Role expectations may begin to become a
component of the role, which can potentially become legitimized (e.g., manifested in a job
analysis) and formally incorporated into the job domain (llgen & Hollenbeck, 1991).
Job Analysis Ratings

Traditionally, job analysts have classified work information into two general
categories: job-oriented and worker-oriented. Job-oriented information includes activities
that workers perform on a job, whereas worker-oriented information includes the worker
attributes required of the worker to perform the job. Harvey and Wilson (2000) classified the
process of gathering the two types of information as “job analysis” and “job specification,”
respectively. The present study focuses only on work information that describes the activities
performed within a given work role (i.e., job analysis). The present study examines job
analysis ratings in the context of three important attributes: specificity, centrality (i.e.,
whether they are task activities of a particular job versus citizenship activities common to
many kinds of work), and rating scale. With regard to specificity, the present study examines
job analysis ratings of both tasks and generalized work activities. Task-level data represent

information that targets the activities that are specific to a particular job (e.g., create a



monthly invoice report). Every job has a unique set of job tasks. In contrast, generalized
work activities refer to activities that are to some degree applicable across a range of jobs and
occupations (e.g., “estimating quantity” or “supervising the work of others”; Cunningham,
Drewes, & Powell, 1995, as cited in Cunningham, 1996). The generalized work activity
approach to job analysis describes a large number of jobs using a common set of descriptors.
By examining both generalized work activities and job tasks, the present study can
investigate job analysis ratings relative to the specificity of the collected data.

With regard to centrality, the present study examines both task activities (i.e.,
activities that compose the technical core of the job) and citizenship activities (i.e., activities
that are generally discretionary and help to maintain organizational functioning and
interpersonal support). A great deal of research has pointed to the importance of
conceptualizing and measuring job performance as a multidimensional phenomenon
(Borman & Brush, 1993; Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1993; Hough & Oswald,
2000; Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit 1997). Perhaps the most commonly accepted
multidimensional performance distinction is that of “task” performance and “contextual,” or
“citizenship,” performance (Arvey & Murphy, 1998; Borman & Penner, 2001). Task
performance, as defined by Borman and Motowidlo (1997), is “the effectiveness with which
job incumbents perform activities that contribute to the organization’s technical core either
directly by implementing a part of its technological process, or indirectly by providing it with
needed materials or services” (p. 99). Task performance generally consists of job-specific

activities, such as core job duties, that are more likely to be affected by cognitive ability and



experience (Borman, Hanson, & Hedge, 1997). In addition, the task performance domain has
been conceptually broken-out into two different components called procedural knowledge
and declarative knowledge (Campbell et al., 1993; Wilson & Grant, 1997). This performance
distinction has been described within the training literature as well (Anderson, 1982).
Declarative knowledge refers to the application of knowledge and skills about the facts of a
job (i.e., “knowing the job”), whereas procedural knowledge consists of knowledge and skills
about performing the job (i.e., “doing the job”; Fisher & Ford, 1998; McCloy, Campbell, &
Cudeck, 1994). The notion of citizenship performance derives from research examining
constructs such as organizational citizenship behavior and prosocial organizational behavior
(Brief & Motowidlo, 1986; Organ, 1997). Borman and Motowidlo (1997) define citizenship
performance as consisting of those activities which “contribute to organizational
effectiveness in ways that shape the organizational, social, and psychological context that
serves as the catalyst for task activities and processes” (p. 100). In other words, citizenship
performance generally comprises non-job-specific activities that benefit the organization by
helping to attain organizational goals, yet are independent of the task at hand (Motowidlo et
al., 1997). Coleman and Borman (2000) describe three categories of citizenship performance:
personal support (benefits other employees), organizational support (benefits organization),
and conscientious initiative (benefits work itself). Furthermore, citizenship performance is
more likely than task performance to be influenced by volition and personality (Borman &
Motowidlo, 1993; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994). Importantly, it has been argued that

organizations consistently require both task and citizenship performance (Kiker &



Motowidlo, 1999) and it has been shown that both performance dimensions exert effects
upon overall ratings of performance (Conway, 1999; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994).
With regard to rating scale, this study examines both importance and frequency
ratings of job activities. In a typical job analysis, job incumbents provide ratings of how
important job tasks are and how frequently job tasks are performed. Sanchez and Fraser
(1992) assessed the overlap of job analysis scales and found that different job analysis scales
provide independent information about tasks. More specifically, they found that ratings of
relative time spent (i.e., the amount of time spent doing a task, relative to all other tasks in
the job), difficulty of learning the task (i.e., the difficulty of learning to do a task correctly,
relative to all other tasks in the job), criticality (i.e., the degree to which incorrect
performance of the task results in negative consequences, relative to all other tasks in the
job), and overall importance (i.e., the overall importance of a task, relative to all other tasks
in the job) provide rather independent and valuable information about tasks. Because
frequency and importance job analysis ratings are not that highly correlated, they may be
differentially related to the composite of work attitudes of interest in this study. Spector and
Jex (1991) argued that job characteristic items should ask about objective facts in order to
reduce the influence of affect, which suggests that, compared to importance ratings,
frequency ratings should be less associated with affective variables such as work attitudes. In
the context of job analysis, Lindell, Clause, Brandt, and Landis (1998) suggested that
compared to time spent or frequency ratings, importance ratings may be more reflective of

value judgments of job incumbents. Similarly, Morgeson and Campion (1997) noted that



frequency job analysis ratings, which simply ask respondents to report how often a task is
performed, are considered to be more objective than importance ratings, which ask
respondents to provide subjective judgments about the importance of particular tasks.

The only previous study to examine the impact of workplace attitudes on job analysis
ratings (Conte et al., 2005) examined the mean rating for all job tasks for each respondent in
the job analysis. Because job analysis findings are often reported as means, this approach
makes sense. However, an examination of incumbent mean ratings ignores the degree of
variability that incumbents may exhibit when making ratings. In addition to examining mean
differences in job analysis ratings, the present study also examines the variance of job
analysis ratings among incumbents. It is quite possible that two employees’ job analysis
ratings result in identical means but the variance of the ratings is much higher for one
employee than the other.

Core Work Attitudes

Job satisfaction, the extent of an individual’s contentment with his or her job, is one
of the attitudinal variables that have been related to job characteristics. Hackman and
Oldham’s (1975, 1976, 1980) Job Characteristics Model (JCM) argues that enriched or
complex jobs are associated with higher levels of work motivation, job performance, and job
satisfaction. According to the JCM, all jobs consist of varying amounts of five core
characteristics (i.e., skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback),
which lead to three critical psychological states (i.e., experienced meaningfulness of the

work, experienced responsibility of the work, and knowledge of the actual results of the



work), which in turn affect work outcomes such as work motivation, job performance, and
job satisfaction. Since their proposal, a great deal of research has examined this model in
general, and the relationship between job characteristics and work attitudes, more
specifically. For example, James and Jones (1980) found that job satisfaction positively
influenced the perceptions of the extent to which jobs consisted of the five core
characteristics, and of all the work attitudes they examined, job satisfaction was most highly
associated with job perceptions. Job satisfaction related to job characteristics consistently and
positively according to the findings of two meta-analyses (Fried & Ferris, 1987; Loher, Noe,
Moeller, & Fitzgerald, 1985). Loher et al. (1985) suggested that job satisfaction might
influence how employees describe their jobs. For example, more satisfied employees may
report their job in a more favorable light than those who are less satisfied.

Previous research has also shown that organizational commitment, defined broadly as
the employee’s psychological attachment to the organization, and job involvement, which
represents the extent to which an individual is personally involved with his or her work role
and work setting, are both positively related to ratings of job characteristics. In their meta-
analyses of antecedents, correlates, and consequences of organizational commitment,
Mathieu and Zajac (1990) found a corrected correlation of .50 between job scope (average of
the job characteristics model components) and organizational commitment. In addition,
results of another meta-analysis (Brown, 1996) support the Hackman and Lawler (1971) and
Hackman and Oldham (1975) position that enriched jobs stimulate job involvement.

Specifically, Brown (1996) found a positive relationship between job characteristics and job
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involvement of .21 (task identity) to .47 (job challenge). In sum, meta-analytic research has
shown that organizational commitment and job involvement relate positively to job
characteristics.

Although it is apparent from previous research that work attitudes relate positively to
job characteristics, research that examines the relations in the context of a typical job analysis
is scarce. Gatewood and Field (2001) noted that Loher et al.’s (1985) suggestion that satisfied
employees may see their jobs as more important than coworkers who are not satisfied with
jobs should be confirmed in a job analysis context. Using an attributional framework to link
work attitudes to job analysis ratings, Morgeson and Campion (1997) proposed that
incumbents who are satisfied with or committed to their job are likely to claim that their job
is important. For example, employees may adopt the view that if they are satisfied with their
job, then the job and the tasks they perform must be important. Consequently, when
employees make job analysis ratings, their job attitudes may well influence those ratings.

In the only empirical study to date, Conte et al. (2005) examined the relationship of
work attitudes with job analysis ratings in a sample of 365 travel agents. Specifically, they
hypothesized that work attitudes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job
involvement) would be positively associated with job analysis ratings. Their results
supported this hypothesis (e.g., relationships found ranged from .12 to .23). They also
hypothesized that work attitudes would have a significantly stronger association with job
analysis ratings of task importance than job analysis ratings of task frequency. This

hypothesis was partially supported. Job satisfaction had a stronger relationship with ratings



11

of task importance than with ratings of task frequency; however, organizational commitment
and job involvement did not have a differential relationship with ratings of task importance
and task frequency. Their third hypothesis was that job analysis ratings of high discretion
tasks will be significantly more associated with employee work attitudes than job analysis
ratings of low discretion tasks. This hypothesis was also only partially supported.
Specifically, job analysis ratings of task frequency for high discretion tasks were significantly
more associated with employee work attitudes than job analysis ratings of task frequency for
low discretion tasks; however, job analysis ratings of task importance did not vary in their
relationship with work attitudes as a function of task discretion. The present study
operationalizes low discretion tasks, which are prescribed, as task activities, and high
discretion tasks, which are non-prescribed, as citizenship activities.

To summarize, research indicates that work attitudes are positively related to job
analysis ratings, they are more positively related to ratings of importance than frequency, and
within ratings of frequency, they are more positively related to ratings of citizenship
activities than with ratings of task activities. Conte et al. (2005) examined two aspects of job
analysis ratings — centrality and rating scale — but did not examine the specificity of the job
analysis ratings. Further, the previous study treated the workplace attitudes it examined as
separate independent variables when in fact these attitudes may work in concert to affect job
analysis ratings. The present study attempts to address limitations in existing research by
replicating and extending Conte et al.’s study on effects of work attitudes on job analysis

ratings. Specifically, this study investigates the effect of work attitudes on three separate
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aspects of job analysis ratings — specificity, centrality, and rating scale. Additionally, the
present study examines additive and multiplicative composites of work attitudes on job
analysis ratings rather than treating each attitude as a separate variable (see Figure 2 for this
study’s research model). Lastly, the present study investigates the relationship of work
attitudes and job analysis ratings means and variances. Therefore, with regard to the
relationship between core work attitudes and job analysis ratings the present study
investigated the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Additive and multiplicative composites of work attitudes (i.e., job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job involvement) will be
positively related to mean job analysis ratings and variances for both
importance and frequency ratings of task activities and generalized
work activities (GWAS), as well as importance and frequency ratings
of citizenship activities and generalized citizenship activities (GCAS).

Hypothesis 1a: Additive and multiplicative composites of work attitudes will be
positively and more strongly related to mean job analysis ratings and
variances for importance than frequency ratings of task activities and
GWAs, as well as positively and more strongly related to mean job
analysis ratings and variance for importance than frequency ratings of
citizenship activities and GCA:s.

Hypothesis 1b: Additive and multiplicative composites of work attitudes will be

positively and more strongly related to mean job analysis ratings and
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variances for frequency ratings of citizenship tasks and GCAs than for

frequency ratings of task activities and GWAs, respectively.
Job Performance

Goal setting is widely accepted as one of the more dominant theories of work

motivation (Miner, 2003) and Locke and Latham’s (2004) integrative model is the most
comprehensive to date. The model begins with an employee’s needs leading to acquired
values and motives (including personality), which then in turn lead to goal choice, and then
to goals and self-efficacy. These in turn lead to performance. Performance is followed by
outcomes (e.g., reward), and outcomes are followed by cognitions about fairness and
emotional appraisals, such as satisfaction, involvement, and commitment, which lead to a
variety of specific intentions for action and a mindset within which the worker develops
strategies for action. The causal relationships delineated by the model have received
considerable empirical support (Locke, 1997; Pinder, 1998). As Judge, Thoreson, Bono, and
Patton’s (2001) review suggests, however, the precise causal relationship between job
performance and job satisfaction is not fully known (i.e., job satisfaction may also cause job
performance). Since Conte et al.’s (2005) study shows that work attitudes relate to job
analysis ratings, and because work attitudes relate to job performance, it is a logical
extension to hypothesize that job performance may also relate to job analysis ratings. To
better understand the relationship between job performance and job analysis ratings, the

present study examines the following research questions.
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Research Question 1a: Are supervisory ratings of core activity performance related to
mean job analysis ratings and variances for both importance and
frequency ratings of task activities and GWAs?

Research Question 1b: Are supervisory ratings of citizenship activity performance
related to mean job analysis ratings and variances for both importance
and frequency ratings of citizenship activities and GCAs?

Conscientiousness

A considerable amount of research has examined the relationship between the Big
Five personality factor of conscientiousness and two dimensions of job performance — task
performance and citizenship performance (e.g., see Borman, Penner, Allen, & Motowidlo,
2001). Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmit (1997) hypothesize that cognitive ability is the
primary predictor of task performance and that personality measures predict citizenship
performance better than task performance. The personality variable that has received the
most research attention in relation to citizenship performance (or OCB) is conscientiousness.
In their meta-analysis of the organizational and dispositional correlates of OCB, Organ and
Ryan (1995) found that, among the personality variables, only conscientiousness correlated
significantly with OCB (i.e., corrected correlation of .22 with altruism component and .30
with generalized compliance component). Additional studies have also found significant
relationships between conscientiousness and citizenship performance. For example, Neuman
and Kickul (1998) found that conscientiousness related to all five types of OCB identified by

Organ (1988; r’s = .20-.41). Miller, Griffin, and Hart (1999) found that conscientiousness
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was a significant predictor of citizenship performance (r = .42), above and beyond any
effects accounted for by neuroticism and extroversion. Still other research shows that
conscientiousness is related to citizenship performance and relationships between
conscientiousness and citizenship performance are generally stronger than relationships
between conscientiousness and task performance (e.g., Hattrup, O'Connell, & Wingate, 1998;
LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; McHenry, Hough, Toquam, Hanson, & Ashworth, 1990;
Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). Despite some null
findings (e.g., Allen, Facteau, & Facteau, 2004; McManus & Kelly, 1999), overall, there
appears to be considerable support for the assertion that conscientiousness is a reliable
predictor of citizenship performance (Borman, 2004).

Research showing that job satisfaction scores are stable over time has led some
researchers to suggest that work attitudes may have dispositional or trait-like influences (e.qg.,
Staw & Ross, 1985). In a 10-year longitudinal study, Steel and Rentsch (1997) found that
measures of job satisfaction and job involvement evidenced stability, providing further
evidence for the notion that work attitudes have a dispositional component. Furthermore,
there is some speculation that this dispositional component is conscientiousness. Specifically,
in their meta-analysis, Organ and Ryan (1995) found that the four organizational variables
they studied (i.e., job satisfaction, leadership style, organizational justice, and organizational
commitment) had a strong and consistent relationship with citizenship performance. Their
finding led them to suggest that the effect of personality on work attitudes such as job

satisfaction may mediate the effect of personality variables on citizenship performanceby. In
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summary, prior research indicates that conscientiousness relates to both core performance
and citizenship performance. Additionally, it seems that work attitudes mediate the
relationship between conscientiousness and performance. What is missing in current
literature, however, is an examination of the effect of conscientiousness in a job analysis
context. Thus, with regard to the relationship between personality, core work attitudes, and
job performance, the present study investigates the following hypothesis and research
question.

Hypothesis 2: The relationship between conscientiousness and supervisory ratings of
core performance and citizenship performance will be mediated by both
additive and multiplicative composites of work attitudes.

Research Question 2: Do additive and multiplicative composites of work attitudes
mediate the relationship between conscientiousness and mean job analysis
ratings and variances for both importance and frequency ratings of task
activities and GWAs, as well as importance and frequency ratings of
citizenship tasks and GCAs?

Job Tenure

Research indicates that personal characteristics of subject matter experts (SMEs; e.g.,
job tenure, organizational tenure, age) may influence job analysis ratings. Prior investigations
regarding the relationship between job tenure and job analysis ratings have produced mixed
results. Some studies have found job tenure-rating differences (Borman, Dorsey, &

Ackerman, 1992; Goldstein, Noonan, & Schneider, 1992; Landy & Vasey, 1991; Richman &
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Quifones, 1996), while others have not (Cornelius & Lyness, 1980; Green & Stutzman,
1986; Mullins & Kimbrough, 1988; Schmitt & Cohen, 1989; Silverman, Wexley, & Johnson,
1984). A recent study by Tross and Maurer (2000) found that job tenure was positively
related to task frequency ratings, although it was positively, yet not significantly, related to
skill importance ratings. The latter result is consistent with Goldstein et al. (1992), who
found that more experienced incumbents provided higher ability importance ratings than did
less experienced incumbents. Additionally, reviews of the job analysis literature have
indicated that more research is needed to examine the impact of job tenure in a job analysis
context (Cornelius, 1988; Gatewood & Field, 2001; Goldstein, Zedeck, & Schneider, 1993;
Harvey, 1991; Landy, 1993). To address this research need, the present study examines the
moderating impact of job tenure on job analysis ratings as follows:

Research Question 3a: Does job tenure moderate the relationship between core
activity supervisory performance ratings and mean job analysis ratings
and variances for both importance and frequency ratings of core
activity and GWAs?

Research Question 3b: Does job tenure moderate the relationship between citizenship
activity supervisory performance ratings and mean job analysis ratings
and variances for both importance and frequency ratings of citizenship
tasks and GCAs?

Research Question 4: Does job tenure moderate the relationship between additive and

multiplicative composites of work attitudes and mean job analysis



18

ratings and variances for both importance and frequency ratings of task
activities and GWAs, as well as importance and frequency ratings of
citizenship activities and GCAs?
Method
Participants
Participants consisted of 141 (121 females, 17 males, 3 unreported) employees at a
nonprofit organization in Eastern North Carolina. The organization’s mission is to help
individuals become self-sufficient. To accomplish its mission, the organization promotes
participation of the entire community. The participants held one of 92 different positions,
ranging from teachers to bus drivers. Average age of respondents was 43 years, with a range
of 22-70. At the time of responding, participants had been with the organization, on average,
for 8.33 years, and in their particular position for 5.89 years. Participants consisted of 116
African Americans, 13 Caucasians, 4 Hispanics, and 3 American Indians. Two participants
classified themselves as multiethnic and three did not provide ethnicity.
Measures
Job tenure was measured by asking employees how long they have been in their
current position (position tenure) and with their organization (organization tenure).
Job Satisfaction. Job satisfaction (see Appendix B) was measured with the 20-item
Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ); coefficient a = .82; Weiss, Dawis, England, &
Lofquist, 1967). Respondents rated their satisfaction with their job on a 7-point scale (1 =

Very Dissatisfied, 7 = Very Satisfied). Developed in 1967 by Weiss et al. the Minnesota
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Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) has become a widely used instrument to evaluate job
satisfaction. The MSQ is designed to measure specific aspects of an employee's satisfaction
with his or her job, and it provides more information on the rewarding aspects of a job than
do more general measures of job satisfaction. The MSQ has been widely used in studies
exploring client vocational needs, in counseling follow-up studies, and in generating
information about the reinforcers in jobs (Vocational Psychology Research, 2002).

Organizational Commitment. Organizational commitment (see Appendix C) was
measured with the 6-item Affective Commitment Scale (ACS; coefficient o = .84; Meyer &
Allen, 1991). Respondents rated their organizational commitment on a 7-point Likert scale (1
= Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree). The ACS measures a component distinct from the
Continuance Commitment Scale (CCS) and the Normative Commitment Scale (NCS; Meyer,
Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). Specifically, it measures an employee’s
emotional attachment to the organization, and comes closest to Porter, Crampton, and
Smith’s (1976) conceptualization of commitment, and the 9-item, short-form version of
Porter et al.’s scale developed by Blau and Boal (1989). The ACS is used in most
contemporary studies on organizational commitment (Cohen, 2003). Citing empirical
research by Blau, Paul, and St. John (1993), Cohen (2003) asserts that the ACS is “superior
to Porter and associates’ OCQ scale” (p. 23).

Job Involvement. Job involvement (see Appendix D) was measured with the 10-item
scale (coefficient o = .85) developed by Kanungo (1982). Respondents rated their job

involvement on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree).
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Kanungo's measure of job involvement has been found to be an independent construct from
career commitment and organizational commitment (Blau, 1988, 1989).

Conscientiousness. Conscientiousness (see Appendix E) was measured with the 10-
item conscientiousness subscale (coefficient a. = .86) of the International Personality Item
Pool (IPIP; Goldberg, 1999). Responses were recorded on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Very
Inaccurate, 5 = Very Accurate). The IPIP Website is intended as an international effort to
develop and continually refine a set of personality inventories, whose items are in the public
domain, and whose scales can be used for both scientific and commercial purposes.

Job Analysis Ratings. There were four types of job analysis ratings — general task
activities, general citizenship activities, core task activities, and specific citizenship activities.
General task activities items were measured using the O*NET Generalized Work Activities
(GWAS) scale (see Appendix F). General citizenship activities consisted of six items based
on Motowidlo and Van Scotter’s (1994) study that are general across different occupations
(see Appendix G). Task activities consisted of tasks that are required for each position in the
study organization (see Appendix H). Specific citizenship activities consisted of items that
are more specific to positions within the study organization than the general citizenship
activities (see Appendix I).

Employees provided frequency and importance ratings for each of the four types of
activities. Instructions for each were as follows:

For each of the following tasks, indicate two things:

1. Frequency — How often does your job require you to perform the task?
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2. Importance — How important is the task for successfully doing your
job?

Response options for frequency rating scale consisted of 1 (Not Performed), 2 (Once Per
Year), 3 (Multiple Times Per Year), 4 (Once Per Month), 5 (Multiple Times Per Month), 6
(Once Per Week), 7 (Multiple Times Per Week), 8 (Once Per Day), 9 (Multiple Times Per
Day), 10 (Once Per Hour), and 11 (Multiple Times Per Hour). Response options for
importance rating scale consisted of 1 (Not Performed), 2 (Negligible), 3 (Somewhat
Important), 4 (Important), 5 (Moderately Important), and 6 (Very Important). These response
scales are very similar to those used in Landy and Vasey (1991), and are consistent with
suggestions by Harvey (1991) regarding the use of response scales that are comparable
across jobs. Frequency and importance scales were created by averaging responses for each
of the tasks.

Job Performance. Job performance was operationalized as supervisory ratings of
employee core performance and citizenship performance. Supervisors rated their
subordinates’ performance on a 5-point Likert scale consisting of 1 (Far Below My
Expectations), 2 (Below My Expectations), 3 (Meets My Expectations), 4 (Above My
Expectations), and 5 (Far Above My Expectations).

Procedure

Study measures were administered as part of data collection for an organizational

intervention. Ninety-two unique surveys (one for each position) were developed using

Quialtrics — a surveying software — and deployed via the Internet. The major differences
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between each were the tasks specific to each position (i.e., core task activities). Furthermore,
in order to control for order effect, half of the questionnaires for each position consisted of
attitudinal items (i.e., job satisfaction, commitment, job involvement, conscientiousness)
followed by job analysis ratings, and for the other half the order was reversed.

Data collection occurred in two phases. In Phase 1, employees received a formal
email from the company management explaining the purpose of the project. They were
instructed to set aside a specific amount of time so that the questionnaire could be completed
in one sitting. A pilot study using five randomly selected employees was conducted to
determine the average amount of time needed to complete the questionnaire. The email also
contained a web-link directing the employees to the online questionnaire. Once they clicked
the link, they were taken to the questionnaire that corresponded to their position. At the
beginning of the survey, participants were presented with a consent form informing them that
their participation was voluntary and their withdrawal at any time would not affect their job
in any way. To encourage participation, the consent form informed them that ten employees
who completed the survey would be randomly selected and rewarded a $20 gift card to a
retail store. When hired, each employee within the organization was assigned a unique 4-
digit ID. At the end of the questionnaire, employees entered this 4-digit ID. Once they
completed the survey, they were thanked for their participation.

In Phase 2 supervisors received an email from company management directing them
to complete the online performance appraisal. Once again, clicking on the link in the email

took take them to the web-survey deployed via Qualtrics. At the beginning of the survey,



23

they were again presented with a consent form informing them that their participation was
voluntary, and that 5 supervisors would be randomly selected to receive a gift card ranging
from $25 to $75, depending on the number of employees they had to rate. These supervisory
ratings of performance were used as the job performance measures.

Results
Overview of Results

Response rate for Phase 1 was 72% (141 respondents out of 196; see Table 1).
Response rate for Phase 2 was 50% (13 supervisors out of 26). The 13 supervisors rated 101
employees — 52% of total employees. The number of employees rated by each supervisor
ranged from 1 to 25. Tests of counterbalancing revealed there were no significant differences
in the variable means due to order effect.

Four separate sets of analyses were conducted for each hypothesis or research
question. Specifically, the four sets were as follows: 1) additive attitudes and mean of
criteria; 2) multiplicative attitudes and mean of criteria; 3) additive attitudes and variance of
criteria; and 4) multiplicative attitudes and variance of criteria (see Figure 2 for the research
model). For each set, path analysis using Mplus was conducted to test for relationship of
predictors and criteria. [The sample size of 141 limited the analysis to path analysis. In order
to conduct structural equation modeling (SEM) the rule of thumb is 5 cases per indicator
variable — in the present study there are 49 indicators just for the work attitudes, which would
require 245 cases.] See Table 2 for an overview of the analyses conducted to test each

hypothesis or answer each research question. For Hypothesis 1 and its subparts and Research
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Questions 1a and 1b, model fit was determined by examination of the various fit indices, and
thereafter, relevant path-coefficients were observed. For Hypothesis 2 and Research Question
2, chi-square differences were examined for two models — one with direct paths and one with
mediated paths. Research Questions 3 and 4 were answered by conducting a test of
moderation of job tenure. Zero-order correlations between the study variables are presented
in Table 3.

Based upon recommendations from the relevant literature, several model fit indices
were used for judging the adequacy of the path models. The first fit index used was the chi-
square (y°) statistic, which serves as a measure of absolute fit. However, the chi-square
statistic is greatly influenced by sample size and number of parameters estimated (Jackson,
2001), and statistically significant chi-square values may not necessarily indicate poor-fitting
models (Medsker, Williams, & Holahan, 1994). Additionally, an overall chi-square/df value
less than 2 can generally suggest that other fit indices should be consulted in order to assess
model fit (Hatcher, 1994). Consistent with the recommendations of MacCallum and Austin
(2000) and others (e.g., Marsh, Balla, & McDonald, 1988), four additional indices were
consulted. These indices were comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), the Tucker-Lewis
index (TLI), also known as the non-normed fit index (NNFI; Bentler & Bonett, 1980), the
standardized root mean square residual (SRMSR; Hu & Bentler, 1998, 1999), and the root
mean square error of approximation estimate with an accompanying 90% confidence interval
(RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993). Values for the CFl and TLI above .90 are considered

indicators of reasonable model fit. Vandenberg and Lance (2000) suggest that SRMSR value
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of less than .08 is indicative of excellent fit, with .10 as an upper limit. Browne and Cudeck
(1993) suggest that RMSEA values less than .05 represent good model fit, and values less
than .08 represent reasonable model fit.

Hypotheses 1, 1a, and 1b

Results partially supported Hypothesis 1, which stated there is a significant positive
relationship between work attitudes and job analysis ratings. Results did not support
Hypothesis 1a, which stated the relationship between work attitudes and importance ratings
would be greater than the relationship between work attitudes and frequency ratings.
Similarly, results did not support Hypothesis 1b, which stated the relationship between work
attitudes and frequency of citizenship activities would be greater than the relationship
between work attitudes and frequency of task activities.

Figures 3-6 provide the full model with significant beta coefficients, while Tables 4-7
present a summary of the fit indices for the four sets of analyses (i.e., additive composites of
work attitudes and mean of job analysis ratings, multiplicative composites of work attitudes
and mean of job analysis ratings, additive composites of work attitudes and variance of job
analysis ratings, and multiplicative composites of work attitudes and variance of job analysis
ratings). For each set of analyses, three models were tested: 1) a baseline model, 2) a model
where importance and frequency were constrained to be equal, and 3) a model where
frequency of task activities and citizenship activities and frequency of GWAs and GCAs,
respectively, were constrained to be equal. With the exception of CFI (greater than .90) none

of the other fit indices suggested good fit for any of the models.
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As seen in Figure 3, additive composite of work attitudes had a significant positive
relationship with all four mean job analysis ratings of citizenship (i.e., importance of
citizenship activities, frequency of citizenship activities, importance of GCAs, and frequency
of GCAs). However, additive composite of work attitudes had a significant positive
relationship with only one of the four mean job analysis ratings of task activities—
importance of GWAs. The path coefficients ranged from .16 to .34. Chi-square difference
was computed between Model 2 and Model 1 and between Model 3 and Model 1 to test for
Hypothesis 1a and Hypothesis 1b, respectively. Neither chi-square difference was significant.
In other words, the unconstrained model was not significantly better than the constrained
model where particular path-coefficients were set to be equal to each other. As Figure 4
shows, multiplicative composite of work attitudes had a significant positive relationship with
all four mean job analysis ratings of citizenship and with importance and frequency of
GWASs, with path coefficients ranging from .15 to .33. Results did not support Hypotheses 1a
and 1b. Figure 5 shows additive composite of work attitudes had a significant positive
relationship with variance of importance of citizenship activities. Hypotheses 1a and 1b
could not be tested because only one path coefficient was significant. Multiplicative
composite of work attitudes had a significant positive relationship with variance of
importance of citizenship activities. Once again, Hypotheses 1a and 1b could not be tested
because only one path coefficient was significant.

Research Questions 1a and 1b
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Results partially supported Research Questions 1a and 1b, which stated core job
performance ratings would have a positive relationship with core job analysis ratings and
citizenship job performance ratings would have a positive relationship with citizenship job
analysis ratings, respectively. As Figure 3 shows, for additive composite of work attitudes,
core job performance ratings did not relate to mean core job analysis ratings, while
citizenship job performance had a significant negative relationship with mean importance of
citizenship activities (-.26) and GCAs (-.37). According to Figure 4, for multiplicative
composite of work attitudes, core job performance had a significant negative relationship
with mean frequency of task activities (-.20), and with mean importance of citizenship
activities (-.26) and GCAs (-.37). As seen in Figures 5 and 6, for both additive and
multiplicative composites of work attitudes, core job performance had a significant positive
relationship with variance of importance of task activities (.38), and citizenship job
performance had a significant positive relationship with variance of frequency of citizenship
activities (.26).

Hypothesis 2

Results did not support Hypothesis 2, which stated that the relationship between
conscientiousness and core job performance and citizenship job performance would be
mediated by work attitudes. Conscientiousness had neither direct nor indirect relationship
with job performance ratings. In a complete mediation, the direct effect is non-significant
while the indirect effect is significant. On the other hand, in a partial mediation, both the

direct and indirect effects are significant. The resulting output also contains a 95%
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confidence interval for the beta coefficient. Tables 8-11 summarize the results of the
mediation tests conducted utilizing bootstrapping. Bootstrapping is the appropriate method
for testing mediation in small data sets (Shrout & Bolger, 2002). Analyses conducted in
Mplus provide standardized beta-coefficients for both direct and indirect paths, along with z-
scores which can be used to compute the statistical significance of the beta-coefficients. As
another confirmation, if the 95% confidence interval contains 0, the beta coefficient is not
significant. As presented in Tables 8-11, none of the paths were significant.
Research Question 2

Results also did not support Research Question 2; that is, work attitudes did not
mediate relationship between conscientiousness and job analysis ratings with the exception
of four paths—additive work attitudes related to mean importance ratings of citizenship
activities (.01) and GCAs (.04; Table 12), and multiplicative work attitudes related to mean
importance ratings of citizenship activities (.01) and GCAs (.03; Table 13). Tables 14 and 15
provide results for additive and multiplicative work attitudes and variance of job analysis

ratings.

Research Questions 3a, 3b, and 4
Research Questions 3a and 3b asked whether job tenure (i.e., position tenure and
organization tenure) moderates the relationship between core job performance and core job

analysis ratings and citizenship job performance and citizenship job analysis ratings,
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respectively. Research Question 4 asked whether job tenure moderates the relationship
between work attitudes and job analysis ratings. Results of moderated path analysis (Tables
16-23) indicated job tenure does not moderate any of the relationships. For each tenure type
(position and organization) four sets of analyses were conducted, and for each set two
separate models were tested. Specifically, Model 1 was a baseline model with job tenure as a
moderator. Model 2 was a fully constrained model where corresponding paths across the high
and low tenure groups were held equal. If job tenure moderates the relationships, the baseline
model should have a significantly better fit than the fully constrained model. However, chi-
square difference tests revealed the two models were not significantly different from each
other.
Discussion

The present study was an attempt to replicate and extend Conte et al.’s (2005) work
which showed work attitudes are related to job analysis ratings. The present study examined
the effect of conscientiousness, work attitudes (job satisfaction, job involvement, and
organizational commitment), and supervisory ratings of job performance on job analysis
ratings. This study examined two types of work attitudes (additive and multiplicative), two
types of job performance ratings (task and citizenship) and eight types of job analysis ratings
(importance and frequency of task activities, generalized work activities (GWAS), citizenship
activities, and generalized citizenship activities (GCAS).

The results partially support the notion that work attitudes and job performance affect

job analysis ratings. It seems employees who have better work attitudes, and consequently
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have a more favorable impression of their job, tend to think citizenship activities are
important and report spending more time doing those activities compared to employees with
less favorable attitudes toward their job. However, they may not actually spend more time
doing citizenship activities. Specifically, supervisory ratings of citizenship performance were
only related to job analysis ratings of importance of citizenship activities, and not frequency
of citizenship activities. Interestingly, however, the relationship was negative. That is, those
employees who received higher citizenship performance ratings actually thought citizenship
activities were less important than those employees who received lower citizenship
performance ratings.

Conte et al. (2005) found work attitudes had a stronger relationship with job analysis
ratings of importance than with job analysis ratings of frequency. Moreover, they found job
analysis ratings of frequency for citizenship activities had stronger relationship with work
attitudes than job analysis ratings of frequency for task activities. This study failed to support
their findings. In this study, there were few significant relationships, and those that did exist,
did not differ significantly as predicted.

Although conscientiousness was clearly related to work attitudes, work attitudes did
not mediate the relationship between conscientiousness and job performance or between
conscientiousness and job analysis ratings (with the exception of importance of citizenship
activities and generalized citizenship activities). The results also clearly show position tenure
and organization tenure do not moderate the relationship between work attitudes and job

analysis ratings and between job performance and job analysis ratings. In order words, the
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effect of work attitudes and job performance on job analysis ratings does not vary as a
function of the length of time an employee has been in current position or with the
organization. This finding is not surprising considering the mixed findings in previous
research.

Additive and multiplicative composites of work attitudes did not produce different
results. Results, however, did differ across mean and variance of job analysis ratings.
Specifically, using mean of job analysis ratings produced more significant relationships than
did using variance of job analysis ratings.

Limitations

The present study has three noteworthy limitations, which may have had an effect on
the results. First, although the overall response rate for Phase 1 was much better than typical
response rate for organizational surveys, it hurt the present study because the total number of
potential employees was relatively low to begin with. The response rate for Phase 2 was even
lower, resulting in very small sample of employees with complete data (i.e., job analysis and
attitudes, as well as performance ratings). The low response rate is partly attributable to a
high turnover rate in the study organization. A second related limitation is the fact that there
were 92 different positions across a total of 196 employees. Conte et al.’s (2005) study was
on employees in the same position. It could be argued that job analysis information across
different positions should not be aggregated as was done in the present study. Third, the
survey was too long for some employees. Although many employees were able to complete

the survey in less than an hour, there were some who took up to two hours or more, with a
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few even quitting and coming back another day to complete it, suggesting fatigue may have
played a role in the responses provided by some of the employees.
Future Directions

Given the foundational nature of job analysis in HR decisions, further research
examining bias in job analysis ratings is warranted. Future research should address the major
limitation of the present study by recruiting participants from an even larger organization.
Future researchers may also want to consider examining the effect of work attitudes on job
analysis ratings provided by employees in the private sector. It is quite possible that private
sector employees differ in their work attitudes. In addition, future researchers should attempt
to recruit employees who are all in the same position within the organization. Finally, in
order to reduce fatigue among participants, researchers may want to consider using shorter

scales than the ones employed in the present study.
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Appendix A: Dissertation Proposal

The Relationship Between Conscientiousness, Work Attitudes, Job Performance,
and Job Analysis Ratings

Job analysis is the foundation of all human resource activities, including personnel
selection, training, performance appraisal, career development, workforce planning, and safety
(Brannick & Levine, 2002). Job analysis is also necessary to meet legal requirements for
validation of selection procedures (Uniform Guidelines, 1978), and conducting a job analysis can
be a time-consuming process with estimated average annual costs of job analyses ranging from
$150,000 to $4,000,000 per large organization (Levine, Sistrunk, McNutt, & Gael, 1988).
Moreover, it is important to keep up-to-date job analytic information as job requirements change
in order to ensure legal defensibility as well as alignment of HR practices with actual job
requirements. These examples illustrate the importance, necessity, and cost of job analysis in
human resource management. Given the importance of job analysis, surprisingly little is known
about the relationship between job analysis ratings and other central areas of concern in

Industrial and Organizational Psychology such as work attitudes and job performance.

Over the past 30 years, researchers have examined the potential influence of a number of
demographic characteristics on job analysis ratings (e.g., Arvey, Passino, & Lounsbury, 1977,
Landy & Vasey, 1991; Schmitt & Cohen, 1989; Tross & Maurer, 2000). In general, this literature
has found inconclusive evidence for effect of demographic characteristics on job analysis ratings.
Reviews of the job analysis literature (Harvey, 1991; Landy, 1993; Moregeson & Campion,

1997; Sanchez & Levine, 1999) have suggested that substantive variables such as motivation,



48

work attitudes, and affective biases may be associated with variance in job analysis ratings
making these ratings potentially inaccurate. Such potential inaccuracies could negatively affect
the HR systems that rely on job analysis by leading to faulty conclusions about the nature and
requirements of work. Until recently, however, there were no empirical studies directly
examining the association of work attitudes with job analysis ratings. Conte, Dean, Ringenbach,
Moran, and Landy (2005) examined the relationship between work attitudes — job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, and job involvement — and mean job analysis ratings of importance
and frequency of 77 tasks by 365 travel agents. They found a positive relationship between work
attitudes and job analysis ratings (r = .12 to .23). The present study seeks to both replicate Conte
et al.’s research by examining their model in the context of different jobs, and to extend their
research by 1) including incumbent job performance and personality (i.e., conscientiousness) as
additional predictors of job analysis ratings, 2) examining the composite effect of work attitudes
on job analysis ratings using both additive and multiplicative models, 3) extending the job
analysis ratings examined to include generalized work behaviors in addition to tasks, 4)
examining the variance of the job analysis ratings in addition to their means, and 5) including job

tenure as a moderator of effect of attitudes on job analysis ratings.

The following section provides detailed descriptions of each of the study’s constructs of
interest. The purpose of the section is to discuss the conceptual framework the present study will
employ. It begins with a discussion of the conceptual research model that will provide the
foundation for this study. Presented next is a discussion of the study’s conceptualization of the

dependent variable of “job analysis ratings”. The section concludes with a presentation of
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important aspects of the independent (personality, composite work attitudes, and job
performance) and moderator variables (job tenure) are presented along with the corresponding

hypotheses and research questions explored by the study.

Research Model

As can be seen in Figure 1, job analysis ratings are a function of both a composite of
work attitudes (job satisfaction, job involvement, and organizational commitment) and job
performance with job tenure serving as a moderator of the relationships. This model makes
explicit our view that work attitudes work in concert to affect job analysis ratings and that the
impact of incumbent personality on job analysis ratings is fully mediated by a composite of their
work attitudes. The context of the present study’s research model is a role theory framework.
Role theory provides insight into the processes that affect the physical and emotional state of an
individual in the workplace and subsequent workplace behavior (Katz & Kahn, 1978). In the
strictest sense, roles are positions within a social framework (Oeser & Harary, 1964); however,
the individuals who occupy them also define them (Callero, Howard, & Piliavin, 1987).
According to role theory, individuals’ role expectations are influenced by both their personal
attributes and the context in which they exist. Thus, role theory suggests that employee
workplace behavior will be a function of both the individual and the organization. Harvey (1991)
reviewed the job analysis literature and suggested role theory as a potential explanation for
observed differences in job analysis ratings. Role theory emphasizes that roles and jobs exist in a

subjective and dynamic environment with numerous social influences. Role expectations may
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begin to become a component of the role, which can potentially become legitimized (e.g.,
manifested in a job analysis) and formally incorporated into the job domain (llgen and
Hollenbeck, 1991). A more detailed version of Figure 1 will be presented after a complete

discussion of job analysis ratings.

Job Analysis Ratings

Traditionally, job analysts have classified work information into two general categories:
job-oriented and worker-oriented. Job-oriented information includes activities that workers
perform on a job, whereas worker-oriented information includes the worker attributes required of
the worker to perform the job. Harvey and Wilson (2000) classified the process of gathering the
two types of information as “job analysis” and “job specification,” respectively. The present
study focuses only on work information that describes the activities performed within a given
work role (i.e., job analysis). The present study examines job analysis ratings in the context of
three important attributes: specificity, centrality (i.e., whether they are core activities of the work
versus citizenship activities common to many kinds of work), and rating scale. With regard to
specificity, the present study will examine job analysis ratings of both tasks and generalized
work activities. Task-level data represent information that targets the activities that are specific
to a particular job (e.g., create a monthly invoice report). Every job would have a unique set of
job tasks. In contrast, generalized work activities refer to activities that are to some degree
applicable across a range of jobs and occupations (e.g., “estimating quantity” or “supervising the

work of others”; Cunningham, Drewes, & Powell, 1995, cited in Cunningham, 1996). In the
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generalized work activity approach to job analysis, large numbers of jobs are described using a
common set of descriptors. By examining both generalized work activities and job tasks, the

present study can investigate job analysis ratings relative to the specificity of the collected data.

With regard to centrality, the present study will examine both core activities (i.e.,
activities that compose the technical core of the job) and citizenship activities (i.e., activities that
are generally expected of all members of the organization to maintain organizational functioning
and interpersonal support). A great deal of recent research has pointed to the importance of
conceptualizing and measuring job performance as a multidimensional phenomenon (Borman &
Brush, 1993; Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, & Sager, 1993; Hough & Oswald, 2000; Motowidlo,
Borman, & Schmit 1997). Perhaps the most commonly accepted multidimensional performance
distinction is that of “task” performance and “contextual,” or “citizenship,” performance (Arvey
& Murphy, 1998; Borman & Penner, 2001). Task performance, as defined by Borman and
Motowidlo (1997), is “the effectiveness with which job incumbents perform activities that
contribute to the organization’s technical core either directly by implementing a part of its
technological process, or indirectly by providing it with needed materials or services” (p. 99).
Task performance generally consists of job-specific activities, such as core job duties, that are
more likely to be affected by cognitive ability and experience (Borman, Hanson, & Hedge,
1997). In addition, the task performance domain has been conceptually broken-out into two
different components called procedural knowledge and declarative knowledge (Campbell et al.,
1993; Wilson & Grant, 1997). This performance distinction has been described within the

training literature as well (Anderson, 1982). Declarative knowledge refers to the application of
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knowledge and skills about the facts of a job (i.e., “knowing the job”), whereas procedural
knowledge consists of knowledge and skills about performing the job (i.e., “doing the job”;
Fisher & Ford, 1998; McCloy, Campbell, & Cudeck, 1994). The notion of citizenship
performance derives from research examining constructs such as organizational citizenship
behavior and prosocial organizational behavior (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986; Organ, 1997).
Borman and Motowidlo (1997) define citizenship performance as consisting of those activities
which “contribute to organizational effectiveness in ways that shape the organizational, social,
and psychological context that serves as the catalyst for task activities and processes” (p. 100). In
other words, citizenship performance generally comprises non-job-specific activities that benefit
the organization by helping to attain organizational goals, yet are independent of the task at hand
(Motowidlo et al., 1997). Coleman and Borman (2000) describe three categories of citizenship
performance: personal support (benefits other employees), organizational support (benefits
organization), and conscientious initiative (benefits work itself). Furthermore, citizenship
performance is more likely than task performance to be influenced by volition and personality
(Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994). Importantly, it has been argued
that organizations consistently require both task and citizenship performance (Kiker &
Motowidlo, 1999) and it has been shown that both performance dimensions exert effects upon
overall ratings of performance (Conway, 1999; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994).

With regard to rating scale, this study will examine both importance and frequency
ratings of job activities. In a typical job analysis, job incumbents provide ratings of how

important job tasks are and how frequently job tasks are performed. Sanchez and Fraser (1992)
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assessed the overlap of different job analysis scales and found that different job analysis scales
provide independent information about tasks. More specifically, they found that ratings of time
spent, difficulty of learning, and importance provide rather independent and valuable information
about tasks. Because frequency and importance job analysis ratings are not that highly
correlated, they may be differentially related to the composite of work attitudes of interest in this
study. Spector and Jex (1991) argued that job characteristic items should ask about objective
facts in order to reduce the influence of affect, which suggests that, compared to importance
ratings, frequency ratings should be less associated with affective variables such as work
attitudes. In the context of job analysis, Lindell, Clause, Brandt, and Landis (1998) suggested
that compared to time spent or frequency ratings, importance ratings may be more reflective of
value judgments of job incumbents. Similarly, Morgeson and Campion (1997) noted that
frequency job analysis ratings, which simply ask respondents to report how often a task is
performed, are considered to be more objective than importance ratings, which ask respondents
to provide subjective judgments about the importance of particular tasks.

The only previous study to examine the impact of workplace attitudes on job analysis
ratings examined the mean rating for all job tasks for each respondent in the job analysis.
Because job analysis findings are often reported as means, this approach makes sense. However,
an examination of incumbent mean ratings ignores the degree of variability that incumbents may
exhibit when making ratings. In addition to examining mean differences in job analysis ratings,

the present study will also examine the variance of job analysis ratings among incumbents. It is
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quite possible that two employees’ job analysis ratings result in identical means but the variance
of the ratings is much higher for one employee than the other.

Core Work Attitudes

Job satisfaction, the extent of an individual’s satisfaction with his or her job, is one of the
attitudinal variables that have been related to job characteristics. Hackman and Oldham’s (1975,
1976, 1980) Job Characteristics Model (JCM) argues that enriched or complex jobs are
associated with higher levels of work motivation, job performance, and job satisfaction.
According to the JCM, all jobs consist of varying amounts of five core characteristics (i.e., skill
variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and feedback), which lead to three critical
psychological states (i.e., experienced meaningfulness of the work, experienced responsibility of
the work, and knowledge of the actual results of the work), which in turn affect work outcomes
such as work motivation, job performance, and job satisfaction. Since their proposal, a great deal
of research has examined this model in general, and the relationship between job characteristics
and work attitudes, more specifically. For example, James and Jones (1980) found that
perceptions of the extent to which jobs consisted of the five core characteristics was positively
influenced by job satisfaction, and of all the work attitudes they examined, job satisfaction was
most highly associated with job perceptions. Job satisfaction was related to job characteristics
consistently and positively according to the findings of two meta-analyses (Fried & Ferris, 1987;
Loher, Noe, Moeller, & Fitzgerald, 1985). Loher et al. (1985) suggested that job satisfaction
might influence how employees describe their jobs. For example, more satisfied employees may

report their job in a more favorable light than those who are less satisfied.
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Previous research has also shown that organizational commitment, defined broadly as the
employee’s psychological attachment to the organization, and job involvement, which represents
the extent to which an individual is personally involved with his or her work role, are both
positively related to ratings of job characteristics. In their meta-analyses of antecedents,
correlates, and consequences of organizational commitment, Mathieu and Zajac (1990) found a
corrected correlation of .50 between job scope (average of the job characteristics model
components) and organizational commitment. In addition, results of another meta-analysis
(Brown, 1996) support the Hackman and Lawler (1971) and Hackman and Oldham (1975)
position that enriched jobs stimulate job involvement. Specifically, Brown (1996) found a
positive relationship between job characteristics and job involvement of .21 (task identity) to .47
(job challenge). In sum, meta-analytic research has shown that organizational commitment and

job involvement relate positively to job characteristics.

Although it is apparent from previous research that work attitudes relate positively to job
characteristics, research that examines the relations in the context of a typical job analysis is
scarce. Gatewood and Field (2001) noted that Loher et al.’s (1985) suggestion that satisfied
employees may see their jobs as more important than coworkers who are not satisfied with jobs
should be confirmed in a job analysis context. Using an attributional framework to link work
attitudes to job analysis ratings, Morgeson and Campion (1997) proposed that incumbents who
are satisfied with or committed to their job are likely to claim that their job is important. For

example, employees may adopt the view that if they are satisfied with their job, then the job and
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the tasks they perform must be important. Consequently, when employees make job analysis

ratings, their job attitudes may well influence those ratings.

In the only empirical study to date, Conte et al. (2005) examined the relationship of work
attitudes with job analysis ratings in a sample of 365 travel agents. Specifically, they
hypothesized that work attitudes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job
involvement) would be positively associated with job analysis ratings. Their results supported
this hypothesis (e.g., relationships found ranged from .12 to .23). They also hypothesized that
work attitudes would have a significantly stronger association with job analysis ratings of task
importance than job analysis ratings of task frequency. This hypothesis was partially supported.
Job satisfaction had a stronger relationship with ratings of task importance than with ratings of
task frequency; however, organizational commitment and job involvement did not have a
differential relationship with ratings of task importance and task frequency. Their third
hypothesis was that job analysis ratings of high discretion tasks will be significantly more
associated with employee work attitudes than job analysis ratings of low discretion tasks. This
hypothesis was also only partially supported. Specifically, job analysis ratings of task frequency
for high discretion tasks were significantly more associated with employee work attitudes than
job analysis ratings of task frequency for low discretion tasks; however, job analysis ratings of
task importance did not vary in their relationship with work attitudes as a function of task
discretion. Present study will operationalize low discretion tasks, which are prescribed, as core

activities, and high discretion tasks, which are non-prescribed, as citizenship activities.
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To summarize, research indicates that work attitudes are positively related to job analysis
ratings, they are more positively related to ratings of importance than frequency, and within
ratings of frequency, they are more positively related to ratings of citizenship activities than with
ratings of core activities. Conte, et al. (2005) examined two aspects of job analysis ratings —
centrality and rating scale — but did not examine the specificity of the job analysis ratings.
Further, the previous study treated the workplace attitudes it examined as separate independent
variables when in fact these attitudes may work in concert to affect job analysis ratings. The
present study will attempt to address limitations in existing research by replicating and extending
Conte et al.’s study on effects of work attitudes on job analysis ratings. Specifically, this study
will investigate the effect of work attitudes on three separate aspects of job analysis ratings —
specificity, centrality, and rating scale. Additionally, the present study will examine additive and
multiplicative composites of work attitudes on job analysis ratings rather than treating each
attitude as a separate variable (see Figure 2 for this study’s research model). Therefore, with
regard to the relationship between core work attitudes and job analysis ratings | will investigate

the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Additive and Multiplicative composites of work attitudes (i.e., job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job involvement) will be
positively related to mean job analysis ratings and variances for both
importance and frequency ratings of core tasks and core generalized work
behaviors, as well as importance and frequency ratings of citizenship tasks

and citizenship generalized work behaviors.
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Hypothesis 1a: Additive and Multiplicative composites of work attitudes will be
positively related to mean job analysis ratings and variances at a higher
level for importance than frequency ratings of core tasks and core
generalized work behaviors, as well as at a higher level for importance
than frequency ratings of citizenship tasks and citizenship generalized

work behaviors.

Hypothesis 1b: Additive and Multiplicative composites of work attitudes will be
positively related to mean job analysis ratings and variances at a higher
level for frequency ratings of citizenship tasks and citizenship generalized
work behaviors than for frequency ratings of core tasks and core

generalized work behaviors.

Job Performance

Goal setting is widely accepted as one of the more dominant theories of work motivation
(Miner, 2003) and Locke and Latham’s (2004) integrative model is the most comprehensive to
date. The model begins with an employee’s needs leading to acquired values and motives
(including personality), which then in turn lead to goal choice, and then to goals and self-
efficacy. These in turn lead to performance. Performance is followed by outcomes (e.g., reward),
and outcomes are followed by emotional appraisals, such as satisfaction, involvement, and
commitment, which lead to a variety of specific actions. The causal relationships delineated by

the model have received considerable empirical support (Locke, 1997; Pinder, 1998). As Judge,



59

Thoreson, Bono, and Patton’s (2001) review suggests, however, the precise causal relationship
between job performance and job satisfaction is not fully known (i.e., job satisfaction may also
cause job performance). Since Conte et al.’s (2005) study shows that work attitudes relate to job
analysis ratings, and because work attitudes relate to job performance, it is a logical extension to
hypothesize that job performance may also be relate to job analysis ratings. To better understand
the relationship between job performance and job analysis ratings, the present study will examine

the following research questions.

Research Question 2a: Are supervisory ratings of core activity performance positively
related to mean job analysis ratings and variances for both importance and

frequency ratings of core tasks and core generalized work behaviors?

Research Question 2b: Are supervisory ratings of citizenship activity performance
positively related to mean job analysis ratings and variances for both
importance and frequency ratings of citizenship tasks and citizenship

generalized work behaviors?

Conscientiousness

A considerable amount of research has examined the relationship between the Big Five
personality factor of conscientiousness and two dimensions of job performance — task
performance and citizenship performance (e.g., see Borman, Penner, Allen, & Motowidlo, 2001).
Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmit (1997) hypothesize that cognitive ability is the primary

predictor of task performance and that personality measures predict citizenship performance
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better than task performance. The personality variable that has received the most research
attention in relation to citizenship performance (or OCB) is conscientiousness. In their meta-
analysis of the organizational and dispositional correlates of OCB, Organ and Ryan (1995) found
that, among the personality variables, only conscientiousness correlated significantly with OCB
(i.e., corrected correlation of .22 with altruism component and .30 with generalized compliance
component). Additional studies have also found significant relationships between
conscientiousness and citizenship performance. For example, Neuman and Kickul (1998) found
that conscientiousness related to all five types of OCB identified by Organ (1988; rs = .20-.41).
Miller, Griffin, and Hart (1999) found that conscientiousness was a significant predictor of
citizenship performance (r = .42), above and beyond any effects accounted for by neuroticism
and extroversion. Still other research shows that conscientiousness is related to citizenship
performance and relationships between conscientiousness and citizenship performance are
generally stronger than relationships between conscientiousness and task performance (e.g.,
Hattrup, O'Connell, & Wingate, 1998; LePine & Van Dyne, 2001; McHenry, Hough, Toquam,
Hanson, & Ashworth, 1990; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996).
Despite some null findings (e.g., Allen, Facteau, & Facteau, 2004; McManus & Kelly, 1999),
overall, there appears to be considerable support for the assertion that conscientiousness is a
reliable predictor of citizenship performance (Borman, 2004).

Research showing that job satisfaction scores are stable over time has led some
researchers to suggest that work attitudes may have dispositional or trait-like influences (e.g.,

Staw and Ross, 1985). In a 10-year longitudinal study, Steel and Rentsch (1997) found that
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measures of job satisfaction and job involvement evidenced stability, providing further evidence
for the notion that work attitudes have a dispositional component. Furthermore, there is some
speculation that this dispositional component is conscientiousness. Specifically, in their meta-
analysis, Organ and Ryan (1995) found that the four organizational variables they studied (i.e.,
job satisfaction, leadership style, organizational justice, and organizational commitment) had
stronger and more consistent relationship with citizenship performance. Their finding led them to
suggest that the effect of personality on work attitudes such as job satisfaction may mediate the
effect of personality variables on citizenship performance by. In summary, prior research
indicates that conscientiousness relates to both core performance and citizenship performance.
Additionally, it seems that work attitudes mediate the relationship between conscientiousness
and performance .What is missing in current literature, however, is an examination of the effect
of conscientiousness in a job analysis context. Thus, with regard to the relationship between
personality, core work attitudes, and job performance, | will investigate the following hypothesis
and research questions.

Hypothesis 3: The relationship between conscientiousness and supervisory ratings
of core activity and citizenship activity job performance will be mediated
by both Additive and Multiplicative composites of work attitudes.

Research Question 4: Do Additive and Multiplicative composites of work
attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction, organizational commitment, job
involvement) mediate the relationship between conscientiousness and

mean job analysis ratings and variances for both importance and frequency
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ratings of core tasks and core generalized work behaviors, as well as
importance and frequency ratings of citizenship tasks and citizenship

generalized work behaviors?

Job Tenure

Research indicates that personal characteristics of subject matter experts (SMEs; e.g., job
tenure, organizational tenure, age) may influence job analysis ratings. Prior investigations
regarding the relationship between job tenure and job analysis ratings have produced mixed
results. Some studies have found job tenure-rating differences (Borman, Dorsey, & Ackerman,
1992; Goldstein, Noonan, & Schneider, 1992; Landy & Vasey, 1991; Richman & Quifiones,
1996), while others have not (Cornelius & Lyness, 1980; Green & Stutzman, 1986; Mullins &
Kimbrough, 1988; Schmitt & Cohen, 1989; Silverman, Wexley, & Johnson, 1984). A recent
study by Tross and Maurer (2000) found that job tenure was positively related to task frequency
ratings, although it was positively, yet not significantly, related to skill importance ratings. The
latter result is consistent with Goldstein et al. (1992), who found that more experienced
incumbents provided higher ability importance ratings than did less experienced incumbents.
Additionally, reviews of the job analysis literature have indicated that more research is needed to
examine the impact of job tenure in a job analysis context (Cornelius, 1988; Gatewood & Field,
2001; Goldstein, Zedeck, & Schneider, 1993; Harvey, 1991; Landy, 1993). To address this
research need, the present study will examine the moderating impact of job tenure on job

analysis ratings as follows:
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Research Question 5a: Does job tenure moderate the relationship between core activity
supervisory performance ratings and mean job analysis ratings and
variances for both importance and frequency ratings of core tasks and core

generalized work behaviors?

Research Question 5b: Does job tenure moderate the relationship between citizenship
activity supervisory performance ratings and mean job analysis ratings and
variances for both importance and frequency ratings of citizenship tasks

and citizenship generalized work behaviors?

Research Question 6: Does job tenure moderate the relationship between Additive and
Multiplicative composites of work attitudes and mean job analysis ratings
and variances for both importance and frequency ratings of core tasks and
core generalized work behaviors, as well as importance and frequency

ratings of citizenship tasks and citizenship generalized work behaviors?
Proposed Methodology

Participants

Participants will consist of approximately 200 employees at a nonprofit organization in
Eastern North Carolina. The participants will hold one of 46 different positions, ranging from

teachers to bus drivers. Demographic variables measured will include position tenure.
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Measures

Job tenure will be measured by asking employees how long they have been in their
current position. Job satisfaction (see Appendix A.1) will be measured with the 20-item
Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (coefficient o = .85; Weiss, Dawis, England, & Lofquist,
1967). Organizational commitment (see Appendix A.2) will be measured with the 9-item, short-
form version (coefficient a = .92; Blau & Boal, 1989) of Porter, Crampon, and Smith’s (1976)
15-item measure. Job involvement (see Appendix A.3) will be measured with the 10-item scale
(coefficient a = .88) developed by Kanungo (1982). Answers to these three scales will be
recorded on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree).
Conscientiousness (see Appendix A.4) will be measured with the 10-item conscientiousness

subscale of the IPIP (Goldberg, 1999).

Job performance will consist of supervisory ratings of the employees. There will be two
components — task performance and citizenship performance. The precise set of items, however,
will be determined based on the results of a job analysis. There will be two types of job analysis
ratings — task performance activities and citizenship performance activities— each of which will
be broken down into items that are generalizable across jobs and items that are specific to certain
jobs. General task performance items will be measured using the O*NET Generalized Work
Activities (GWAS) scale (see Appendix A.5). An important caveat is that only GWAs relating to
the work performed within the organization will be used. General citizenship performance items

will consist of items that are general across different occupations. These will consist of the five
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general citizenship factors (see Appendix A.6) delineated by Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994).
Specific task performance items will consist of tasks that are required for each position. Specific
citizenship performance items will consist of items that are more specific to positions within the

study organization than the general citizenship performance items.

Employees will provide frequency and importance ratings of the general and specific task
performance items, as well as general and specific citizenship performance items. Response
options for the Frequency rating scale will be 0 (never performed), 1 (in the past, but not in the
past 12 months), 2 (once in the past year), 3 (several times in the past year), 4 (monthly), 5
(weekly), and 6 (daily). Response options for the importance rating scale will be 0 (never
performed), 1 (not at all important), 2 (minor importance), 3 (important), 4 (very important), 5
(maximum importance). These response scales are very similar to those used in Landy and
Vasey (1991), and are consistent with suggestions by Harvey (1991) regarding the use of
response scales that are comparable across jobs. Frequency and importance scales will be created

by averaging responses for each of the tasks.

Procedure

Study measures will be administered as part of data collection for an organizational
intervention. Forty-six unique questionnaires (one for each position) will be developed using
Quialtrics — a surveying software — and deployed via the web. The major difference between each
will be the tasks specific to each position. Furthermore, in order to control for order effect, half

of the questionnaires for each position will consist of attitudinal items (i.e., job satisfaction,
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commitment, job involvement, conscientiousness) followed by job analysis ratings, and for the

other half the order will be reversed.

Each employee will receive a formal email from the company management that explains
the purpose of the project. They will also be instructed to set aside a specific amount of time so
that the questionnaire can be completed in one sitting. A mini-pilot study using five randomly
selected employees will be conducted in order to determine the average amount of time needed
to complete the questionnaire. The email will also contain a web-link directing the employee to
the online questionnaire. Once they click the link, they will be taken to the questionnaire that
corresponds to their position. When hired, each employee within the organization was assigned a
unique 4-digit ID. At the beginning of the questionnaire, employees will enter this 4-digit ID.
Once they complete the survey, they will be thanked for their participation. The job analysis
ratings will then be evaluated in order to create a performance appraisal form. Once the
performance appraisal form is created, supervisors will be trained to use the form to rate their
subordinates’ performance. Then performance appraisal forms will be developed and deployed
using Qualtrics. Only the supervisors will receive email from company management directing
them to complete the online performance appraisal. These supervisory ratings of performance

will be used as the job performance measure.

Proposed Analyses

Four separate sets of analyses will be performed, each consisting of path analysis with

manifest variables using Mplus to test for the effect of the predictors on the criteria as follows: 1)
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additive attitudes and mean of criteria; 2) additive attitudes and variance of criteria; 3)
multiplicative attitudes and mean of criteria; and 4) multiplicative attitudes and variance of
criteria. Sample zero-order correlations between the study variables are presented in Table A.1.

Based upon recommendations from the relevant literature, several model fit indices will
be used for judging the adequacy of the path models. The first fit index to be used will be the
chi-square (3°) statistic, which serves as a measure of absolute fit. However, the chi-square
statistic is greatly influenced by sample size and number of parameters estimated (Jackson,
2001), and statistically significant chi-square values may not necessarily indicate poor-fitting
models (Medsker, Williams, Holahan, 1994). Additionally, an overall chi-square/df value less
than 2 can generally suggest that other fit indices should be consulted in order to assess model fit
(Hatcher, 1994). Consistent with the recommendations of MacCallum and Austin (2000) and
others (e.g., Marsh, Balla, & McDonald, 1988), four additional indices will be consulted. These
indices are the non-normed fit index (NNFI; Bentler & Bonett, 1980), comparative fit index
(CFI; Bentler, 1990), the standardized root mean square residual (SRMSR; Hu & Bentler, 1998,
1999), and the root mean square error of approximation estimate with an accompanying 90%
confidence interval (RMSEA,; Browne & Cudeck, 1993). Values for the NNFI and CFI above .90
are considered indicators of reasonable model fit. Vandenberg and Lance (2000) suggest that
SRMSR value of less than .08 is indicative of excellent fit, with .10 as an upper limit. Browne
and Cudeck (1993) suggest that RMSEA values less than .05 represent good model fit, and

values less than .08 represent reasonable model fit. Table A.2 shows model fit statistics for two
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of the models that will be tested using path analysis: 1) additive attitudes and mean of job
analysis ratings, and 2) job tenure as moderator.

Table A.3 indicates the various pieces of information that will be examined to test for
each hypothesis or research question. For Hypothesis 1 and its subparts and Research Questions
2a and 2b, model fit will be determined by examination of the various fit indices, and thereafter,
relevant path-coefficients will be observed. For Hypothesis 3 and Research Question 4, chi-
square difference will be examined for two models — one with direct paths and one with
mediated paths. Research Questions 5 and 6 will be answered by conducting a test of moderation

of job tenure.
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Appendix A.1: Job Satisfaction (Source: Weiss, Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1967)

Using the 5-point scale provided, please indicate how satisfied you are with each of the
following aspects of your job.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

1 = Very dissatisfied
2 = Dissatisfied
3 = Neither dissatisfied nor satisfied
4 = Satisfied
5 = Very satisfied
Being able to keep busy all the time.
The chance to work alone on the job.
The chance to do different things from time to time.
The chance to be “somebody” in the community.
The way my boss handles his/her workers.
The competence of my supervisor in making decisions.
Being able to do things that don’t go against my conscience.
The way my job provides for steady employment.
The chance to do things for other people.
The chance to tell people what to do.
The chance to do something that makes use of my abilities.
The way company policies are put into practice.
My pay and the amount of work | do.
The chances for advancement on this job.
The freedom to use my own judgment.

The chance to try my own methods of doing the job.

The working conditions.



18. The way my co-workers get along with each other.
19. The praise | get for doing a good job.

20. The feeling of accomplishment | get from the job.
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Appendix A.2: Organizational Commitment (Source: Mowaday, Steers, & Porter, 1979)
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Using the 5-point scale provided, please indicate your level of agreement with each of the
following statements.

1 = Strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither disagree nor agree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree

1. lamwilling to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order to help
XYZ be successful.

2. ltalk up XYZ to my friends as a great organization to work for.

3. l'would accept almost any types of job assignment in order to keep working for XYZ.

4. | find that my values and XYZ’s values are very similar.

5. 1 am proud to tell others that | am part of XYZ.

6. XYZreally inspires the very best in me in the way of job performance.

7. 1 am extremely glad that | chose XYZ to work for over others | was considering at the
time | joined.

8. I really care about the fate of XYZ.

9. For me, this is the best of all possible organizations for which to work.



Appendix A.3: Job Involvement (Source: Kanungo, 1982)
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Using the 5-point scale provided, please indicate your level of agreement with each of the
following statements.

8.

9.

1 = Strongly disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neither disagree nor agree
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly agree
The most important things that happen to me involve my present job.
To me, my job is only a small part of who | am.®
| am very much involved personally in my job.
| live, eat and breathe my job.
Most of my interests are centered around my job.
| have very strong ties with my present job which would be very difficult to break.
Usually | feel detached from my job.®
Most of my personal life goals are job-oriented.

| consider my job to be very central to my existence.

10. I like to be absorbed in my job most of the time.
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Appendix A.4: Conscientiousness (Source: Goldberg, 1999)
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Please use the rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you.
Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe
yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as
you are, and roughly your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, your
responses will be kept in absolute confidence. Please read each statement carefully, and then fill
in the bubble that corresponds to the number on the scale.

1 = Very Inaccurate

2 = Moderately Inaccurate

3 = Neither Inaccurate nor Accurate
4 = Moderately Accurate

5 = Very Accurate

1. 1lam always prepared.

2. | pay attention to details.

3. | get chores done right away.

4. | leave my belongings around.”

5. 1 make a mess of things.®

6. | like order.

7. | often forget to put things back in their proper place."
8. | follow a schedule.

9. 1shirk my duties.®

10. I am exacting in my work.



Appendix A.5: Generalized Work Activities (GWAS; source: O*NET)
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10.

11.

12.

13.
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Getting Information - Observing, receiving, and otherwise obtaining information from all
relevant sources.

Identifying Objects, Actions, and Events - Identifying information by categorizing,
estimating, recognizing differences or similarities, and detecting changes in
circumstances or events.

Monitoring Processes, Materials, or Surroundings - Monitoring and reviewing
information from materials, events, or the environment to detect or assess problems.

Inspecting Equipment, Structures, or Materials - Inspecting equipment, structures, or
materials to identify the cause of errors or other problems or defects.

Estimating the Quantifiable Characteristics of Products, Events, or Information -
Estimating sizes, distances, and quantities; or determining time, costs, resources, or
materials needed to perform a work activity.

Judging the Qualities of Objects, Services, or People - Assessing the value, importance,
or quality of things or people.

Evaluating Information to Determine Compliance with Standards - Using relevant
information and individual judgment to determine whether events or processes comply
with laws, regulations, or standards.

Processing Information - Compiling, coding, categorizing, calculating, tabulating,
auditing, or verifying information or data.

Analyzing Data or Information - Identifying the underlying principles, reasons, or facts of
information by breaking down information or data into separate parts.

Making Decisions and Solving Problems - Analyzing information and evaluating results
to choose the best solution and solve problems.

Thinking Creatively - Developing, designing, or creating new applications, ideas,
relationships, systems, or products, including artistic contributions.

Updating and Using Relevant Knowledge - Keeping up-to-date technically and applying
new knowledge to your job.

Developing Objectives and Strategies - Establishing long-range objectives and specifying
the strategies and actions to achieve them.



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,
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Scheduling Work and Activities - Scheduling events, programs, and activities, as well as
the work of others.

Organizing, Planning, and Prioritizing Work - Developing specific goals and plans to
prioritize, organize, and accomplish your work.

Performing General Physical Activities - Performing physical activities that require
considerable use of your arms and legs and moving your whole body, such as climbing,
lifting, balancing, walking, stooping, and handling materials.

Handling and Moving Objects - Using hands and arms in handling, installing,
positioning, and moving materials, and manipulating things.

Controlling Machines and Processes - Using either control mechanisms or direct physical
activity to operate machines or processes (not including computers or vehicles).

Working with Computers - Using computers and computer systems (including hardware
and software) to program, write software, set up functions, enter data, or process
information.

Vehicles, Mechanized Devices, or Equipment - Running, maneuvering, navigating, or
driving vehicles or mechanized equipment, such as forklifts, passenger vehicles, aircratft,
or water craft.

Drafting, Laying Out, and Specifying Technical Devices, Parts, and Equipment -
Providing documentation, detailed instructions, drawings, or specifications to tell others
about how devices, parts, equipment, or structures are to be fabricated, constructed,
assembled, modified, maintained, or used.

Repairing and Maintaining Mechanical Equipment - Servicing, repairing, adjusting, and
testing machines, devices, moving parts, and equipment that operate primarily on the
basis of mechanical (not electronic) principles.

Repairing and Maintaining Electronic Equipment - Servicing, repairing, calibrating,
regulating, fine-tuning, or testing machines, devices, and equipment that operate
primarily on the basis of electrical or electronic (not mechanical) principles.

Documenting/Recording Information - Entering, transcribing, recording, storing, or
maintaining information in written or electronic/magnetic form.



25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.
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Interpreting the Meaning of Information for Others - Translating or explaining what
information means and how it can be used.

Communicating with Supervisors, Peers, or Subordinates - Providing information to
supervisors, coworkers, and subordinates by telephone, in written form, e-mail, or in
person.

Communicating with People Outside the Organization - Communicating with people
outside the organization, representing the organization to customers, the public,
government, and other external sources. This information can be exchanged in person, in
writing, or by telephone or e-mail.

Establishing and Maintaining Interpersonal Relationships - Developing constructive and
cooperative working relationships with others and maintaining them over time.

Assisting and Caring for Others - Providing personal assistance, medical attention,
emotional support, or other personal care to others such as coworkers, customers, or
patients.

Selling or Influencing Others - Convincing others to buy merchandise/goods or to
otherwise change their minds or actions.

Resolving Conflicts and Negotiating with Others - Handling complaints, settling disputes,
and resolving grievances and conflicts, or otherwise negotiating with others.

Performing for or Working Directly with the Public - Performing for people or dealing
directly with the public. This includes serving customers in restaurants and stores, and
receiving clients or guests.

Coordinating the Work and Activities of Others - Getting members of a group to work
together to accomplish tasks.

Developing and Building Teams - Encouraging and building mutual trust, respect, and
cooperation among team members.

Training and Teaching Others - Identifying the educational needs of others, developing
formal educational or training programs or classes, and teaching or instructing others.

Guiding, Directing, and Motivating Subordinates - Providing guidance and direction to
subordinates, including setting performance standards and monitoring performance.



37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
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Coaching and Developing Others - Identifying the developmental needs of others and
coaching, mentoring, or otherwise helping others to improve their knowledge or skills.

Providing Consultation and Advice to Others - Providing guidance and expert advice to
management or other groups on technical, systems-, or process-related topics.

Performing Administrative Activities - Performing day-to-day administrative tasks such
as maintaining information files and processing paperwork.

Staffing Organizational Units - Recruiting, interviewing, selecting, hiring, and promoting
employees in an organization.

Monitoring and Controlling Resources - Monitoring and controlling resources and
overseeing the spending of money.
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Appendix A.6: General Citizenship (Source: Motowidlo & VanScotter, 1994)

. Volunteer to carry out task activities that are not formally part of your job.

Persist with extra enthusiasm when necessary to complete your own task activities
successfully.

Help your coworkers.
Cooperate with others at work.
Follow XYZ’s rules and procedures even when it is personally inconvenient for you.

Endorse, support, and defend XYZ’s objectives.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Appendix A.7: Specific Tasks (Vary by Position)

Volunteer to carry out task activities that are not formally part of your job.
Assist with the recruitment of Head Start / Early Head Start children.
Work with the Family/Community Service staff to set up parent training.
Assist in organizing the In-service and Pre-service programs for each year.

Network with community resources to strengthen and ensure services for Head
Start families.

Identify family needs and work with family to secure services.

Make sure other Head Start employees are aware of resources and how to access
them.

Generate and send out acceptance/waiting list letters to parents.
Place all Head Start applications into PROMIS system.

Develop and input codes for each Head Start Center.

Assist with computer reports from PROMIS.

Monitor children records that are entered into PROMIS.

Assist the Family/Community Service staff with their assignments.

Assist Coordinator in conducting staff meetings with Family/Community Service
staff.

Assist with providing PROMIS training for Staff.

Provide weekly reports on progress, outcome and potential problems for
PROMIS.

Provide Staff Training on Extended Day Program.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

Serve as a liaison with County DSS Programs to secure subsidy funding for
families.

Monitor staffing needs for Extended Day.
Schedule Extended Day Services as needed.
Coordinate reports for Extended Day activities.

Collaborate with Director of Early Childhood Educations and Transition Services
for selection of staff.

Analyze budget needs for Extended Day.

Perform other duties as assigned.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Appendix A.8: Specific Citizenship (Source: Motowidlo & VanScotter, 1994)

Comply with instructions even when supervisors are not present.
Cooperate with others at XYZ.

Persist in overcoming obstacles to complete a task.
Volunteer for additional work.

Follow proper procedures and avoid unauthorized shortcuts.
Look for a challenging assignment.

Offer to help others accomplish their work.

Pay close attention to important details.

Defend your supervisor's decisions.

Support and encourage a coworker with a problem.

Take the initiative to solve a work problem.

Exercise personal discipline and self-control at work.

Tackle a difficult work assignment enthusiastically.

Volunteer to do more than the job requires to help others or to contribute to XYZ’s overall

effectiveness.
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Figure A.1
Conceptual model consisting of predictors, moderator, and criteria.
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Figure A.2

Research model consisting of predictors, moderator, and criteria.
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Table A.1

Zero-Order Correlations Between Work Attitudes, Conscientiousness, Job Performance, and Job Analysis Ratings

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Job Satisfaction (1) 3.35 .63 (.85)

ggnimiztﬁi;:ta(la 373 56 333 (83)

Job Involvement (3) 3.93 .52 .105** 226**  (.82)

Conscientiousness (4) 3.87 .61 176** .149** A403**  (.86)

Task Performance (5) 3.82 .52 .327** .331** .225%* .237** (.82)

Citizenship Performance (6) 3.25 43 .017 .158** .079* .071 .028 (.68)

GWASs (7) 3.08 37 A75%% 036 041 .000 190%*  268**  (.48)

g?t?zeerﬁl,hlp performance (8) 2.76 55 011 A14%%  331%%  270%* 058 244%%  206%*  (76)

%’sﬁi‘;grformance o) 3.07 38 .604%  230%% 007  187** 057 035 A75%% 032 (66)

Specific 341 50 056 103%%  Ba2xx 100%*  118%*  126** 003 316%* 040 (.70)

Citizenship Performance (10)

Note. Coefficient alphas are in parentheses.

*p < .05. **p < .01.

Listwise N = 180.
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Table A.2

Model Fit Statistics

RMSEA
X2 df CFI TLI SRMSR RMSEA 90% ClI
Model 1: Additive, Mean 150 30 17 .68 .07 .06 [.10 - .14]
Model 2: Job Tenure as
moderator 123 29 .79 .63 .06 .08 [.12 - .15]

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; NNFI = non-normed fit index; SRMSR = standardized root mean square
residual; Tucker-Lewis index (also known as the non-normed fit index); RMSEA = root mean square error of

approximation.
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Table A.3

Test for each hypothesis and research question

Hypothesis/RQ Test

H1 Significance of path coefficients from attitudes to JA ratings

Hla Comparison of importance and frequency path coefficients

Hib Comparison of citizenship and task JA ratings

RQ2a Significance of path coefficients from core performance to core JA ratings

RQ2b Significance of path coefficients from citizenship performance to citizenship JA ratings
H3 Mediation test

RQ4 Mediation test

RQ5a Moderation test

RQ5b Moderation test

RQ6 Moderation test




Appendix B: Job Satisfaction (Source: Weiss, Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1967)

Please use the scale provided to indicate your level of satisfaction with each aspect of your
job.

1 = Very Dissatisfied
2 = Dissatisfied
3 = Somewhat Dissatisfied

4 = Neutral
5 = Somewhat Satisfied
6 = Satisfied

7 = Very Satisfied

“On my present job, this is how I feel about...”

=

Being able to keep busy all the time.

2. The chance to work alone on the job.

3. The chance to do different things from time to time.

4. The chance to be “somebody” in the community.

5. The way my boss handles his/her workers.

6. The competence of my supervisor in making decisions.

7. Being able to do things that don’t go against my conscience.
8. The way my job provides for steady employment.

9. The chance to do things for other people.

10. The chance to tell people what to do.

11. The chance to do something that makes use of my abilities.
12. The way company policies are put into practice.

13. My pay and the amount of work | do.

14. The chances for advancement on this job.
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15. The freedom to use my own judgment.

16. The chance to try my own methods of doing the job.

17. The working conditions.
18. The way my co-workers get along with each other.
19. The praise | get for doing a good job.

20. The feeling of accomplishment | get from the job.
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Appendix C: Organizational Commitment (Source: Meyer & Allen, 1991)

Listed below is a series of statements that represent feelings that individuals might have
about the company or organization for which they work. With respect to your own feelings
about XYZ, please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each
statement by using the scale below.

1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Somewhat Disagree
4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
5 = Somewhat Agree
6 = Agree
7 = Strongly Agree
1. 1would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with XYZ.
2. |really feel as if XYZ's problems are my own.
3. 1do not feel a strong sense of "belonging"” to XYZ.R
4. | do not feel "emotionally attached" to XYZ.R
5. 1do not feel like "part of the family" at XYZ.®
6. XYZ has a great deal of personal meaning for me.
Note: To maintain study organization’s confidentiality, its name has been replaced with

“XYZ.”
R = Reverse-scored
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Appendix D: Job Involvement (Source: Kanungo, 1982)

Please use the scale provided to indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each
statement below.

8.

9.

1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Somewhat Disagree
4 = Neither Agree nor Disagree
5 = Somewhat Agree
6 = Agree
7 = Strongly Agree
The most important things that happen to me involve my present job.
To me, my job is only a small part of who | am.®
I am very much involved personally in my job.
| live, eat and breathe my job.
Most of my interests are centered around my job.
| have very strong ties with my present job which would be very difficult to break.
Usually | feel detached from my job.®

Most of my personal life goals are job-oriented.

| consider my job to be very central to my existence.

10. I like to be absorbed in my job most of the time.

Note: R = Reverse-scored
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Appendix E: Conscientiousness (Source: Goldberg, 1999)

Please use the rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you.
Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe
yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as
you are, and roughly your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner,
your responses will be kept in absolute confidence. Please read each statement carefully, and
then fill in the bubble that corresponds to the number on the scale.

1 = Very Inaccurate

2 = Moderately Inaccurate

3 = Neither Inaccurate nor Accurate

4 = Moderately Accurate

5 = Very Accurate
1. | am always prepared.
2. | pay attention to details.
3. 1 get chores done right away.
4. | leave my belongings around.®
5. 1 make a mess of things.®
6. | like order.
7. | often forget to put things back in their proper place.®
8. | follow a schedule.
9. 1 shirk my duties.?

10. I am exacting in my work.

Note: R = Reverse-scored
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
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Appendix F: Generalized Work Activities (GWAs; source: O*NET)

Getting Information - Observing, receiving, and otherwise obtaining information from all
relevant sources.

Identifying Objects, Actions, and Events - Identifying information by categorizing,
estimating, recognizing differences or similarities, and detecting changes in
circumstances or events.

Monitoring Processes, Materials, or Surroundings - Monitoring and reviewing
information from materials, events, or the environment to detect or assess problems.

Inspecting Equipment, Structures, or Materials - Inspecting equipment, structures, or
materials to identify the cause of errors or other problems or defects.

Estimating the Quantifiable Characteristics of Products, Events, or Information -
Estimating sizes, distances, and quantities; or determining time, costs, resources, or
materials needed to perform a work activity.

Judging the Qualities of Objects, Services, or People - Assessing the value, importance,
or quality of things or people.

Evaluating Information to Determine Compliance with Standards - Using relevant
information and individual judgment to determine whether events or processes comply
with laws, regulations, or standards.

Processing Information - Compiling, coding, categorizing, calculating, tabulating,
auditing, or verifying information or data.

Analyzing Data or Information - Identifying the underlying principles, reasons, or facts of
information by breaking down information or data into separate parts.

Making Decisions and Solving Problems - Analyzing information and evaluating results
to choose the best solution and solve problems.

Thinking Creatively - Developing, designing, or creating new applications, ideas,
relationships, systems, or products, including artistic contributions.

Updating and Using Relevant Knowledge - Keeping up-to-date technically and applying
new knowledge to your job.

Developing Objectives and Strategies - Establishing long-range objectives and specifying
the strategies and actions to achieve them.

Scheduling Work and Activities - Scheduling events, programs, and activities, as well as
the work of others.

Organizing, Planning, and Prioritizing Work - Developing specific goals and plans to
prioritize, organize, and accomplish your work.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.
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Performing General Physical Activities - Performing physical activities that require
considerable use of your arms and legs and moving your whole body, such as climbing,
lifting, balancing, walking, stooping, and handling materials.

Handling and Moving Objects - Using hands and arms in handling, installing,
positioning, and moving materials, and manipulating things.

Controlling Machines and Processes - Using either control mechanisms or direct physical
activity to operate machines or processes (not including computers or vehicles).

Working with Computers - Using computers and computer systems (including hardware
and software) to program, write software, set up functions, enter data, or process
information.

Vehicles, Mechanized Devices, or Equipment - Running, maneuvering, navigating, or
driving vehicles or mechanized equipment, such as forklifts, passenger vehicles, aircraft,
or water craft.

Drafting, Laying Out, and Specifying Technical Devices, Parts, and Equipment -
Providing documentation, detailed instructions, drawings, or specifications to tell others
about how devices, parts, equipment, or structures are to be fabricated, constructed,
assembled, modified, maintained, or used.

Repairing and Maintaining Mechanical Equipment - Servicing, repairing, adjusting, and
testing machines, devices, moving parts, and equipment that operate primarily on the
basis of mechanical (not electronic) principles.

Repairing and Maintaining Electronic Equipment - Servicing, repairing, calibrating,
regulating, fine-tuning, or testing machines, devices, and equipment that operate
primarily on the basis of electrical or electronic (not mechanical) principles.

Documenting/Recording Information - Entering, transcribing, recording, storing, or
maintaining information in written or electronic/magnetic form.

Interpreting the Meaning of Information for Others - Translating or explaining what
information means and how it can be used.

Communicating with Supervisors, Peers, or Subordinates - Providing information to
supervisors, coworkers, and subordinates by telephone, in written form, e-mail, or in
person.

Communicating with People Outside the Organization - Communicating with people
outside the organization, representing the organization to customers, the public,
government, and other external sources. This information can be exchanged in person, in
writing, or by telephone or e-mail.

Establishing and Maintaining Interpersonal Relationships - Developing constructive and
cooperative working relationships with others and maintaining them over time.
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
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Assisting and Caring for Others - Providing personal assistance, medical attention,
emotional support, or other personal care to others such as coworkers, customers, or
patients.

Selling or Influencing Others - Convincing others to buy merchandise/goods or to
otherwise change their minds or actions.

Resolving Conflicts and Negotiating with Others - Handling complaints, settling disputes,
and resolving grievances and conflicts, or otherwise negotiating with others.

Performing for or Working Directly with the Public - Performing for people or dealing
directly with the public. This includes serving customers in restaurants and stores, and
receiving clients or guests.

Coordinating the Work and Activities of Others - Getting members of a group to work
together to accomplish tasks.

Developing and Building Teams - Encouraging and building mutual trust, respect, and
cooperation among team members.

Training and Teaching Others - Identifying the educational needs of others, developing
formal educational or training programs or classes, and teaching or instructing others.

Guiding, Directing, and Motivating Subordinates - Providing guidance and direction to
subordinates, including setting performance standards and monitoring performance.

Coaching and Developing Others - Identifying the developmental needs of others and
coaching, mentoring, or otherwise helping others to improve their knowledge or skills.

Providing Consultation and Advice to Others - Providing guidance and expert advice to
management or other groups on technical, systems-, or process-related topics.

Performing Administrative Activities - Performing day-to-day administrative tasks such
as maintaining information files and processing paperwork.

Staffing Organizational Units - Recruiting, interviewing, selecting, hiring, and promoting
employees in an organization.

Monitoring and Controlling Resources - Monitoring and controlling resources and
overseeing the spending of money.
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Appendix G: Generalized Citizenship Activities (Source: Motowidlo & VanScotter, 1994)

1. Volunteer to carry out task activities that are not formally part of your job.

2. Persist with extra enthusiasm when necessary to complete your own task activities
successfully.

3. Help your coworkers.

4. Cooperate with others at work.

5. Follow XYZ’s rules and procedures even when it is personally inconvenient for you.
6. Endorse, support, and defend XYZ’s objectives.

Note: To maintain study organization’s confidentiality, its name has been replaced with
“XYZ.”
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11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
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Appendix H: Task Activities (Vary for Each Position)

Volunteer to carry out task activities that are not formally part of your job.
Assist with the recruitment of Head Start/Early Head Start children.

Work with the Family/Community Service staff to set up parent training.
Assist in organizing the In-service and Pre-service programs for each year.

Network with community resources to strengthen and ensure services for Head Start
families.

Identify family needs and work with family to secure services.

Make sure other Head Start employees are aware of resources and how to access them.
Generate and send out acceptance/waiting list letters to parents.

Place all Head Start applications into PROMIS system.

Develop and input codes for each Head Start Center.

Assist with computer reports from PROMIS.

Monitor children records that are entered into PROMIS.

Assist the Family/Community Service staff with their assignments.

Assist Coordinator in conducting staff meetings with Family/Community Service staff.
Assist with providing PROMIS training for Staff.

Provide weekly reports on progress, outcome and potential problems for PROMIS.
Provide Staff Training on Extended Day Program.

Serve as a liaison with County DSS Programs to secure subsidy funding for families.
Monitor staffing needs for Extended Day.

Schedule Extended Day Services as needed.

Coordinate reports for Extended Day activities.
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22. Collaborate with Director of Early Childhood Educations and Transition Services for
selection of staff.

23. Analyze budget needs for Extended Day.

24. Perform other duties as assigned.



10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

Note: To maintain study organization’s confidentiality, its name has been replaced with

Appendix I: Citizenship Activities (Source: Motowidlo & VanScotter, 1994)

Comply with instructions even when supervisors are not present.
Cooperate with others at XYZ.

Persist in overcoming obstacles to complete a task.
Volunteer for additional work.

Follow proper procedures and avoid unauthorized shortcuts.
Look for a challenging assignment.

Offer to help others accomplish their work.

Pay close attention to important details.

Defend your supervisor's decisions.

Support and encourage a coworker with a problem.

Take the initiative to solve a work problem.

Exercise personal discipline and self-control at work.

Tackle a difficult work assignment enthusiastically.

Volunteer to do more than the job requires to help others or to contribute to XYZ’s

overall effectiveness.

“XYZ.”
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Figure 1. Conceptual model consisting of predictors, moderator, and criteria
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Figure 2. Research model consisting of predictors, moderator, and criteria
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Figure 3. Measurement model consisting of predictors and criteria (Additive, Mean)

Conscientiousness

28**

.06

Task
Performance

*p<.05
**p<.01

Composite of
Work Attitudes

.04

09

A1

16>
13
34**

16*

24

22%*

Citizenship
Performance

-17

-19

.01

.00

Job Analysis Rating

Importance of
Task Activities

Frequency of
Task Activities

Importance of
GWAs

Frequency of
GWAs

Importance of
Citizenship Activities

-.26*

Frequency of
/o Citizenship Activities

Importance of

-37%

GCAs

Frequency of

-.04

GCAs

105



Job Analysis Rating 106

Figure 4. Measurement model consisting of predictors and criteria (Multiplicative, Mean)
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Figure 5. Measurement model consisting of predictors and criteria (Additive, Variance)
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Figure 6. Measurement model consisting of predictors and criteria (Multiplicative, Variance)
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Table 1

Response Rate by Position for Phase 1

Position Potential Actual Response Rate

Respondents Respondents (%)
22 11 11 100
6 2 2 100
14 2 2 100
26 2 2 100
47 2 2 100
48 2 2 100
52 2 2 100
62 2 2 100
1 1 1 100
4 1 1 100
5 1 1 100
7 1 1 100
8 1 1 100
9 1 1 100
10 1 1 100
12 1 1 100
13 1 1 100
15 1 1 100
16 1 1 100
18 1 1 100
19 1 1 100
23 1 1 100
27 1 1 100
28 1 1 100
31 1 1 100
32 1 1 100
34 1 1 100
35 1 1 100
36 1 1 100
37 1 1 100
38 1 1 100
41 1 1 100
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Table 1 (Continued)

Response Rate by Position for Phase 1

Position Potential Actual Response Rate

Respondents Respondents (%)
43 1 1 100
46 1 1 100
50 1 1 100
51 1 1 100
54 1 1 100
58 1 1 100
59 1 1 100
60 1 1 100
61 1 1 100
63 1 1 100
65 1 1 100
67 1 1 100
69 1 1 100
70 1 1 100
71 1 1 100
73 1 1 100
74 1 1 100
7 1 1 100
78 1 1 100
79 1 1 100
80 1 1 100
81 1 1 100
82 1 1 100
83 1 1 100
84 1 1 100
85 1 1 100
86 1 1 100
87 1 1 100
89 1 1 100
91 1 1 100
92 1 1 100
17 5 4 80
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Table 1 (Continued)

Response Rate by Position for Phase 1

Position Potential Actual Response Rate
Respondents Respondents (%)
30 25 19 76
25 6 4 67
39 6 4 67
40 3 2 67
42 3 2 67
44 3 2 67
11 8 5 63
72 17 10 59
2 2 1 50
3 2 1 50
24 2 1 50
33 2 1 50
55 2 1 50
66 5 2 40
29 12 2 17
20 1 0 0
21 1 0 0
45 1 0 0
49 1 0 0
53 1 0 0
56 1 0 0
57 1 0 0
64 1 0 0
68 1 0 0
75 1 0 0
76 1 0 0
88 1 0 0
90 1 0 0

Total 196 141

~
N




Table 2

Job Analysis Rating

Test for Each Hypothesis and Research Question

Hypothesis/RQ Test

H1 Significance of path coefficients from attitudes to JA ratings

Hla Comparison of importance and frequency path coefficients

Hib Comparison of citizenship and task JA ratings

RQla Significance of path coefficients from core performance to core JA ratings

RQ1b Significance of path coefficients from citizenship performance to citizenship JA ratings
H2 Mediation test

RQ2 Mediation test

RQ3a Moderation test

RQ3b Moderation test

RQ4

Moderation test
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Table 3

Zero-Order Correlations Between Work Attitudes, Conscientiousness, Job Performance, and Job Analysis Ratings

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Conscientiousness (1) 4.32 0.55
Work Attitudes — Additive (2) 14.93 2.25 .28
Work Attitudes — Multiplicative (3) 126.11 5852 .29 .98**
Task Performance (4) 3.09 0.27 -.03 .03 .05
Citizenship Performance (5) 3.12 033 -12 -.03 -.02 .50*
Position Tenure (6) 5.89 458  -.02 .09 A1 -.04 -.04
Organization Tenure (7) 8.33 562 -.04 .07 .09 -.03 -.09 .69**
Task Activities — Imp, Mean (8) 4.77 0.76 13 .08 .10 -13 -.07 13 17
Task Activities — Freq, Mean (9) 5.76 161 13 .10 12 =17 -21 .08 .03 .36**
Cit Activities — Imp, Mean (10) 4.62 068 .24 .33* .32* -33 -.18 .01 .07 .25 .06 .
Cit Activities — Freq, Mean (11) 6.82 171 12 .16 .18 -15 -.05 -.03 .01 -12 21 39**
GWA — Imp, Mean (12) 3.48 0.95 .06 .16 17 -.02 15 .05 .07 21 -11 31 27

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01.
Listwise N = 141.
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Table 3 (Continued)

Zero-Order Correlations Between Work Attitudes, Conscientiousness, Job Performance, and Job Analysis Ratings

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
GWA - Freq, Mean (13) 4.62 1.60 .05 12 15 -.04 .03 .01 -.02 12 19 .18 A9** 76**
GCA — Imp, Mean (14) 4.73 0.78 22 .22 .23 -24 -.25 .08 A1 .39** 04 70** a7 .26
GCA — Freq, Mean (15) 7.10 1.77 .24 21 .23 -.18 -.06 -.03 -.03 -.01 .26 .28 70** .20
CTA — Imp, Variance (16) 0.99 1.30 .01 .00 -.01 .26 A1 -17 -17 -52**  .35* .03 -.02 -.08
CTA — Freq, Variance (17) 5.43 3.66 .02 .04 .04 .02 -.06 -13 -11 -.23 12 .09 .24 -.09
Cit Activities — Imp, Variance (18) 0.81 0.87 -13 -17 -.15 .25 .08 -.02 -.07 .23 -.06 -.23 -.30 .03
Cit Activities — Freq, Variance (19) 5.54 3.75 -12 -11 -.10 .25 .25 13 12 .16 .01 -.01 -.10 14
GWA - Imp, Variance (20) 2.77 1.53 .16 .10 .09 14 .09 -.01 .03 A41** .23 31 -.05 -15
GWA — Freq, Variance (21) 8.54 4.30 12 .09 .10 .07 -.06 .02 .03 .25 40** .20 .33* -.03
GCA — Imp, Variance (22) 0.49 0.92 -13 -11 -12 .01 A1 -.08 -.07 .01 -.09 -.05 -12 .04
GCA - Freq, Variance (23) 4.49 3.68 -.03 -.06 -.06 .20 14 11 14 .05 -.03 .05 -.02 13
Gender (24) 1.88 0.33 -.03 .01 .01 -.16 -.09 14 .24 12 A1 .07 -.04 -.08
Age (25) 4325 1150 .03 .07 .06 -.03 -.18 A6** 5g** .07 -15 13 -.04 .00
Job Satisfaction (26) 5.70 .80 19 .64** 59** .29 .16 .04 -.01 .00 .06 14 .10 -.01
Job Involvement (27) 4.29 1.15 A7 .80** .82** -.08 -.06 .02 15 .06 .19 .23 .16 .18
Affective Commitment (28) 4.93 1.01 27 .82** 19** .09 .04 13 .06 A1 -.05 37 .10 15

Note. Coefficient alphas are in parentheses.

*p <.05. **p < .0L.
Listwise N = 141.
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Table 3 (Continued)

Zero-Order Correlations Between Work Attitudes, Conscientiousness, Job Performance, and Job Analysis Ratings

M SD 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
GWA - Freq, Mean (13) 4.62 1.60
GCA — Imp, Mean (14) 473 0.78 14
GCA - Freqg, Mean (15) 7.10 1.77 A6** .25
CTA — Imp, Variance (16) 0.99 130 -11 -17 -.08
CTA — Freq, Variance (17) 543 3.66 14 -.14 .19 B51**
Cit Activities — Imp, Variance (18) 0.81 087 -.05 .07 -.09 .01 -14
Cit Activities — Freq, Variance (19)  5.54 3.75 A1 .09 -.02 .09 -.02 b4
GWA — Imp, Variance (20) 277 153 -17 .33* .04 .09 .04 .33* .23
GWA — Freq, Variance (21) 8.54 4.30 .26 14 A40** .02 .25 14 .22 .65**
GCA - Imp, Variance (22) 0.49 092 -11 -25 -25 21 .03 .29 .26 .10 -.03
GCA - Freq, Variance (23) 4.49 368 .14 -.05 -.07 19 .08 .24 49 14 .16 .51
Gender (24) 1.88 033 -04 .07 -.04 -.02 12 -22 -.02 -.04 .04 -17 .00
Age (25) 4325 1150 -10 .18 -.07 -.10 -12 -.03 .06 .03 -.05 -.06 13 .01
Job Satisfaction (26) 5.70 .80 .02 .03 .06 .05 .06 -12 -.02 .02 .04 -.05 -.02 -.06
Job Involvement (27) 4.29 115 .15 .16 .24 -.10 .03 -14 -13 .02 .06 -.09 -.06 .03
Affective Commitment (28) 4.93 1.01 .09 .30 .15 .07 .02 -12 -.09 21 12 -.09 -.06 .05

Note. Coefficient alphas are in parentheses.
*p <.05. **p < .01.
Listwise N = 141.
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Table 3 (Continued)

Job Analysis Rating

Zero-Order Correlations Between Work Attitudes, Conscientiousness, Job Performance, and Job Analysis Ratings

M SD 25 30 32 33
Age (25) 4325 1150
Job Satisfaction (30) 5.70 .80 .06 (.82)
Job Involvement (32) 4.29 115  -.03 .23 (.85)
Affective Commitment (33) 4.93 1.01 .15 37* A6** (.86)

Note. Coefficient alphas are in parentheses.
*p <.05. **p < .01.
Listwise N = 141.
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Table 4

Model Fit Statistics: Full Model (Additive, Mean)

RMSEA
G df  CFI TLI  SRMSR RMSEA
90% Cl
Model 1: Baseline 50.48 19 .94 .80 A1 A1 [.07 - .14]
Model 2: Equality of 53.06 23 95 85 10 11 [.06 - .13]
Frequency and Importance
Model 3: Equality of Task o) 5o 94 82 11 10 [07 - .14]

and Citizenship Frequency

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index (also known as non-normed fit index); SRMSR =
standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.
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Table 5

Model Fit Statistics: Full Model (Multiplicative, Mean)

RMSEA
G df  CFI TLI  SRMSR RMSEA
90% Cl
Model 1: Baseline 49.78 19 .94 .81 .10 A1 [.07 - .14]
Model 2: Equality of 5276 23 95 85 11 10 [.06 - .13]
Frequency and Importance
Model 3: Equality of Task o) o) 95 83 10 10 [07 - .14]

and Citizenship Frequency

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index (also known as non-normed fit index); SRMSR =
standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.
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Table 6

Model Fit Statistics: Full Model (Additive, Variance)

RMSEA
X2 Df  CFI TLI  SRMSR RMSEA
90% Cl
Model 1: Baseline 46.32 19 .92 71 .10 .10 [.06 - .14]
Model 2: Equality of 4789 23 92 78 10 09 [.05 - .12]
Frequency and Importance
Model 3: Equality of Task = 0 ) 92 74 10 10 [.06 - .13]

and Citizenship Frequency

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index (also known as non-normed fit index); SRMSR =
standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.



Job Analysis Rating 120

Table 7

Model Fit Statistics: Full Model (Multiplicative, Variance)

RMSEA
X Df  CFI TLI  SRMSR RMSEA
90% Cl
Model 1: Baseline 46.39 19 .92 71 .10 .10 [.06 - .14]
Model 2: Equality of 4819 23 .92 78 10 09 [.05 - .12]
Frequency and Importance
Model 3: Equality of Task )0 05 o) g5 73 10 10 [.06 - .13]

and Citizenship Frequency

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index (also known as non-normed fit index); SRMSR =
standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.
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Table 8

Work Attitudes Mediating Relationship Between Conscientiousness and Job Performance
(Additive, Mean)

B S.E. p-value 95% CI
Direct Effect -.05 .06 n.s [-0.16 - 0.01]
Task Performance
Indirect Effect .02 .05 n.s [-0.04 - 0.07]
Direct Effect -13 .07 n.s. [-0.23 - 0.02]

Citizenship Performance
Indirect Effect .02 .04 n.s. [-0.02 - 0.08]
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Table 9

Work Attitudes Mediating Relationship Between Conscientiousness and Job Performance
(Multiplicative, Mean)

B S.E. p-value 95% CI
Direct Effect -.05 .07 n.s [-0.18 - 0.09]
Task Performance
Indirect Effect .03 .06 n.s [-0.04 - 0.07]
Direct Effect -13 .07 n.s. [-0.24 - 0.02]

Citizenship Performance
Indirect Effect .02 .04 n.s. [-0.03 - 0.08]
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Table 10

Work Attitudes Mediating Relationship Between Conscientiousness and Job Performance
(Additive, Variance)

B S.E. p-value 95% CI
Direct Effect -01 .06 n.s [-0.14 - 0.10]
Task Performance
Indirect Effect .02 .04 n.s [-0.03 - 0.06]
Direct Effect -.08 .06 n.s. [-0.19 - 0.06]

Citizenship Performance
Indirect Effect -.02 .05 n.s. [-0.07 - 0.04]
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Table 11

Work Attitudes Mediating Relationship Between Conscientiousness and Job Performance
(Multiplicative, Variance)

B S.E. p-value 95% CI
Direct Effect -01 .06 n.s [-0.14 - 0.10]
Task Performance
Indirect Effect .02 .05 n.s [-0.03 - 0.06]
Direct Effect -.09 .06 n.s. [-0.20 - 0.06]

Citizenship Performance
Indirect Effect -.01 .05 n.s. [-0.07 - 0.05]
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Table 12

Work Attitudes Mediating Relationship Between Conscientiousness and Job Analysis

Ratings (Additive, Mean)

B S.E p-value 95% CI
Importance Direct Effect 11 .03 n.s [-0.09 - 0.42]
Importance Indirect Effect .02 .03 n.s [-0.05 - 0.11]
Task Activities
Frequency Direct Effect A1 .24 n.s. [-0.19 - 0.76]
Frequency Indirect Effect .02 .03 n.s. [-0.08 - 0.24]
Importance Direct Effect 14 10 n.s. [-0.05 - 0.35]
Importance Indirect Effect .08 .03 .01 [0.04 - 0.21]
Citizenship Activities
Frequency Direct Effect .09 31 n.s. [-0.33 - 0.86]
Frequency Indirect Effect .04 .03 n.s. [-0.02 - 0.36]
Importance Direct Effect .01 .18 n.s. [-0.32 - 0.37]
Generalized Work Importance Indirect Effect .04 .03 n.s. [-0.02 - 0.20]
Activities Frequency Direct Effect .02 28 ns. [-0.50 - 0.60]
Frequency Indirect Effect .03 .03 n.s. [-0.06 - 0.31]
Importance Direct Effect 12 a2 n.s. [-0.03 - 0.41]
Generalized Citizenship Importance Indirect Effect .06 .03 .04 [0.01-0.18]
Activities Frequency Direct Effect .19 28 01 [0.00 - 1.12]
Frequency Indirect Effect .04 .03 n.s. [-0.01 - 0.39]




Table 13
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Work Attitudes Mediating Relationship Between Conscientiousness and Job Analysis
Ratings (Multiplicative, Mean)

B S.E. p-value 95% Cl
Importance Direct Effect .10 A2 n.s [-0.10 - 0.41]
Importance Indirect Effect .02 .03 n.s [-0.04 - 0.13]
Task Activities
Frequency Direct Effect 10 .24 n.s. [-0.21 - 0.74]
Frequency Indirect Effect .03 .03 n.s. [-0.05 - 0.29]
Importance Direct Effect 14 10 n.s. [-0.05 - 0.36]
Importance Indirect Effect .08 .03 .01 [0.04 - 0.20]
Citizenship Activities
Frequency Direct Effect .08 31 n.s. [-0.34 - 0.87]
Frequency Indirect Effect .04 .03 n.s. [-0.02 - 0.39]
Importance Direct Effect .00 .18 n.s. [-0.35 - 0.33]
Generalized Work Importance Indirect Effect .05 .04 n.s. [-0.02 - 0.23]
Activities Frequency Direct Effect .01 .28 n.s. [-0.55 - 0.56]
Frequency Indirect Effect .04 .03 n.s. [-0.05 - 0.35]
Importance Direct Effect 12 a2 n.s. [-0.03 - 0.41]
Generalized Citizenship Importance Indirect Effect .06 .03 .03 [0.01-0.19]
Activities Frequency Direct Effect .18 28 02 [0.02 - 1.11]
Frequency Indirect Effect .05 .03 n.s. [-0.01 - 0.42]




Table 14
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Work Attitudes Mediating Relationship Between Conscientiousness and Job Analysis
Ratings (Additive, Variance)

B S.E. p-value 95% Cl
Importance Direct Effect .01 19 n.s [-0.34 - 0.40]
Importance Indirect Effect  -.00 .03 n.s [-0.15 - 0.14]
Task Activities
Frequency Direct Effect .01 45 n.s. [-0.84 - 1.02]
Frequency Indirect Effect .01 .03 n.s. [-0.29 - 0.41]
Importance Direct Effect -.09 A7 n.s. [-0.41-0.22]
Importance Indirect Effect  -.04 .03 n.s. [-0.20 - 0.01]
Citizenship Activities
Frequency Direct Effect -.09 .61 n.s. [-1.84 - 0.61]
Frequency Indirect Effect  -.03 .03 n.s. [-0.69 - 0.18]
Importance Direct Effect 15 .28 n.s. [-0.11 - 1.01]
Generalized Work Importance Indirect Effect .02 .03 n.s. [-0.08 - 0.23]
Activities Frequency Direct Effect 10 a7 n.s. [-0.69 - 2.30]
Frequency Indirect Effect .02 .03 n.s. [-0.23 - 0.61]
Importance Direct Effect -.10 18 n.s. [-0.52 - 0.14]
Generalized Citizenship Importance Indirect Effect  -.02 .03 n.s. [-0.16 - 0.04]
Activities Frequency Direct Effect .00 .62 n.s. [-1.26 - 1.16]
Frequency Indirect Effect  -.02 .03 n.s. [-0.59 - 0.23]




Table 15
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Work Attitudes Mediating Relationship Between Conscientiousness and Job Analysis
Ratings (Multiplicative, Variance)

B S.E. p-value 95% Cl
Importance Direct Effect .01 19 n.s [-0.35 - 0.41]
Importance Indirect Effect  -.01 .03 n.s [-0.17 - 0.13]
Task Activities
Frequency Direct Effect .01 A7 n.s. [-0.85 - 0.99]
Frequency Indirect Effect .01 .03 n.s. [-0.33 - 0.46]
Importance Direct Effect -.09 A7 n.s. [-0.42 - 0.22]
Importance Indirect Effect  -.04 .03 n.s. [-0.20 - 0.01]
Citizenship Activities
Frequency Direct Effect -.09 .61 n.s. [-1.82 - 0.63]
Frequency Indirect Effect  -.03 .03 n.s. [-0.68 - 0.20]
Importance Direct Effect 15 .28 n.s. [-0.13 - 1.01]
Generalized Work Importance Indirect Effect .01 .03 n.s. [-0.10 - 0.21]
Activities Frequency Direct Effect 10 .78 n.s. [-0.74 - 2.28]
Frequency Indirect Effect .02 .03 n.s. [-0.24 - 0.66]
Importance Direct Effect -.01 18 n.s. [-0.52 - 0.16]
Generalized Citizenship Importance Indirect Effect  -.02 .03 n.s. [-0.17 - 0.32]
Activities Frequency Direct Effect .00 .62 n.s. [-1.25-1.17]
Frequency Indirect Effect  -.02 .03 n.s. [-0.62 - 0.22]




Job Analysis Rating 129

Table 16

Model Fit Statistics: Position Tenure (Additive, Mean)

RMSEA
G df  CFI TLI  SRMSR RMSEA
90% Cl
Model 1: Baseline 83.76 38 .92 74 15 13 [.09 - .17]
Model 2: Full
odel 2: Fully 10585 54 92 79 17 12 [.08 - .15]

Constrained

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index (also known as non-normed fit index); SRMSR =
standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.
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Table 17

Model Fit Statistics: Position Tenure (Multiplicative, Mean)

RMSEA
X2 df CFlI TLI SRMSR RMSEA
90% ClI
Model 1: Baseline 83.04 38 .93 74 13 13 [.09 - .17]
Model 2: Fully n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Constrained*

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index (also known as non-normed fit index); SRMSR =
standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation. *Fully constrained
model did not converge.
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Table 18

Model Fit Statistics: Position Tenure (Additive, Variance)

RMSEA
G df  CFI TLI  SRMSR RMSEA
90% Cl
Model 1: Baseline 78.11 38 .89 .62 A1 A2 [.08 - .16]
Model 2: Fully 10253 54 87 68 11 11 [.08 - .15]

Constrained

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index (also known as non-normed fit index); SRMSR =
standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.
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Table 19

Model Fit Statistics: Position Tenure (Multiplicative, Variance)

RMSEA
G df  CFI TLI  SRMSR RMSEA
90% Cl
Model 1: Baseline 78.74 38 .89 .62 A0 A2 [.08 - .16]
Model 2: Fully 10280 54 87 68 11 11 [.08 - .15]

Constrained

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index (also known as non-normed fit index); SRMSR =
standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.
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Table 20

Model Fit Statistics: Organizational Tenure (Additive, Mean)

RMSEA
G df  CFI TLI  SRMSR RMSEA
90% Cl
Model 1: Baseline 74.93 38 .94 .78 A2 A2 [.08 - .16]
Model 2: Fully 9367 54 93 83 15 10 [07 - .14]

Constrained

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index (also known as non-normed fit index); SRMSR =
standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.
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Table 21

Model Fit Statistics: Organizational Tenure (Multiplicative, Mean)

RMSEA
G df  CFI TLI  SRMSR RMSEA
90% Cl
Model 1: Baseline 75.25 38 .94 .78 A2 A2 [.08 - .16]
Model 2: Fully 9421 54 93 83 14 10 [07 - .14]

Constrained

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index (also known as non-normed fit index); SRMSR =
standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.
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Table 22

Model Fit Statistics: Organizational Tenure (Additive, Variance)

RMSEA
G df  CFI TLI  SRMSR RMSEA
90% Cl
Model 1: Baseline 92.96 38 .86 .52 14 14 [.11-.18]
Model 2: Fully 11442 54 85 63 15 13 [.09 - .16]

Constrained

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index (also known as non-normed fit index); SRMSR =
standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.
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Table 23

Model Fit Statistics: Organizational Tenure (Multiplicative, Variance)

RMSEA
G df CFl TLI SRMSR RMSEA
90% Cl
Model 1: Baseline 9347 38 .86 52 13 14 [11- 18]
Model 2: Fully
Constrained 11374 54 85 63 15 12 .09 - .16]

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index (also known as non-normed fit index); SRMSR =
standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation.



