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Abstract

This study utilized trait activation theory (TAT), social information processing theory, and
the strong/weak situation hypothesis to examine the group-level effects of cohesiveness on
relationships between proactive personality and voice/helping behavior. Two studies were
conducted to test the research hypotheses. Study 1 used a multi-temporal point survey.
Samples were drawn from questionnaires completed by 187 employees from 18 working
groups. Study 2 used dyadic questionnaires, which were completed by 319 administrative
school staff members and 48 of their supervisors from 29 high schools. Results of
hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) showed a moderating effect of group-level cohesiveness
in both studies. Specifically, results indicated that a higher degree of task/interpersonal
cohesiveness was positively associated with weaker relationships between proactive
personality and voice/helping behavior. Based on the research findings, implications and
suggestions for theories and practical implementations are discussed.

[ Keywords ] proactive personality, task cohesiveness, interpersonal cohesiveness, voice
behavior, helping behavior
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BB S P ERIR Y s - iR B E EEhRE IRy & L DUAIE 42 BRas 5 B
FFfEMIEIHT (Frese and Fay, 2001; Frese, Garst, and Fay, 2007; Grant and Ashford, 2008) °
[FIF - AR A ELDLE T ELIE R i - e EEEGEMmEEEET
B & T B FE)1T /Ry (Proactive Behavior) FY{E{E (Erdogan and Bauer, 2005; Zhang,
Wang, and Shi, 2012) -

5B BT Ry H A — (R §5 A 32 2 T8 AR (Proactive Personality; PP) (e.g.,
Parker, Williams, and Turner, 2006) - =8 A& &5 (E#E T BhEET T 3) DS FE ARG BBk
8 - BAEFEERERENER - NE2RERE - NS R T A RE - Mg
RZ5E (Crant, 2000) ° Bateman and Crant (1993) fEH L8 AFSHIBE SR » 250 R
HEIC S EmELNFST (e.g., Crant and Bateman, 2000; Fuller and Marler, 2009; Li, Harris,
Boswell, and Xie, 2011; Thompson, 2005; BR{EESR ~ BV ELEFHEE - 2012) -

EEN S B T TETRERBEZENMRNS - BEKR - SLUEEHAE
W1T BB E=E (e.g., Seibert, Crant, and Kraimer, 1999; Zhang et al., 2012) » & T {EFf&
% (Job Performance) (Crant, 1995; Thompson, 2005) + B #1EL £l 3& f7 (Parker et al.,
2006) ~ I {E i = (Job Satisfaction) (Erdogan and Bauer, 2005) ~ H JiE 5 Ifj (Career
Success) (Seibert et al., 1999; Van Scotter, Motowidlo, and Cross, 2000) ° ¥} A/ 4N T Ry
FLBITIPEST - tHE) (e.g., Li, Liang, and Crant, 2010; Seibert, Kraimer, and Crant,
2001; FHHTER ~ BEEHELWIEEE » 2009) B —(EEHENAIHEBAT S - B TAHEEH R
HTEAENEAEIMTE (Katz, 1964) ; HAEIMTREHM « @ ASCEBEREAE

522 (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Fetter, 1991; Podsakoff, Ahearne, and MacKenzie,
1997; Podsakoff and MacKenzie, 1997; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, and Bachrach,
2000) » M LLAEIMT BB 1T/ (Mundane Behavior) (Van Dyne and LePine,
1998) » A GIE LIFERE iR Blat & - BN EB A SHRRFt R Z 2R A ash
1Tk - AT DL M T R O B ER 1T R BB IH -

FE R RS B T R [ fE B A R - BRI - LIRS B (R 8 TR T R
HEBABERR R - T LOF B RN A# Al e S5 E Z Fr B 1B ERFE (e.g., Lievens,
Chasteen, Day, and Christiansen, 2006) * A Emt&FHIEIY) - M LEREEG A ERE
TARIESEAT A A A HE S - fId] - EEELE - RS E e — TS
B THEMmNE - (B2 8 TEEPkEEAIMERr - rleeg g EEE LHEEE
MEMEH E N2 NG BIEZ{T Fy (cf. Frese and Fay, 2001; Morrison and Phelps,
1999; Parker et al., 2006) * i& BX Campbell (2000) Fi7 % " f5 i & B 15 3 (Initiative
Paradox) ; HJIE ° Li et al. (2010) DLz Zhang et al. (2012) BYWFEAS SR AEMEfEH > T
FERIR A FRBAE TS ABYE LT B M EEREA T - FEHARET
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SEREHTRREL A E BRIRAR SR » RERIREMR LB T R RIREEE - A GEE I 1Y R B A A%
P20 T Ry o B BRI TIFEREASIHEREA R - #iF B A T8 A B TYTT
FoRE AR -

HHEREAEN S - Hand Ay R EERRERL L - MERAEN TR %
g B R A B - B SEEERR AR Lan I BAE (Colquitt and Zapata-Phelan, 2007) ; 2%
HiE kg Ee AR ErE B DLERAHEFE G (Boundary Condition) (Colquitt and Zapata-
Phelan, 2007) - LB AFSHBAMIFEAIHERE - th S TR G a8 e Pl -8 AM&HY
W9E2e LB TS A s 2 S A WY T E RS R AR T Ry - A AW g
HnfE AR e BEL BRI B (Situation Relevance) HYgEmlt F15#ES (Lievens et al., 2006) °

B N M FELE LA B S R 8 A S & R AT R B - FEelib e (B s BR R v
{bEGZ L E B AT A EIMTIRIIBATR - (A2 EEEERTTHIZZ R - AR5l LLEE
BIME R GG - EITEEESEE (Empirical Test) » DA T FE B ARSI ICE TAE
RIEHIERRR ARG - W0 R AR BRI EIE G amal - BRI R M ERAE
REREIEAE AR TIERF - " TERFRERR , EREEZE TIHET It g EE
(Hackman, 1992) ; [f] " SREIFEERRERIURERE ~ (578~ TR R HHRERR A ETT » B3
FRIA S EAS R B BEREBEE T (Group Cohesiveness) HIlE B S A G
&1 (Hogg, 1993) - & @kt I )8 L8 AR B A 0 /M T s BRTR I 2 52 - 15 DUt
— P75 B RiAE BB G DA R B B B S R R B o

Bl » REREYEAREREE R

— ~ BB NS B A @AM T R

FEA fH kT Rt 5T 1T Ry 90 s = KJH (Parker and Collins, 2010) » 735
TAE{T R (Proactive Work Behavior) » EEIHIE 1T/ (Proactive Strategic Behavior) DA
F@hE AR #E A1 T 5 (Proactive Person-Environment Fit Behavior) © FE) T{E{T %+
AR TR T G ERE - MmO N ED - EERISTT R AR R R AL 5RN
(R AR RIS EET - DL AN BRI it © B (E A\ B BR E Bl 1T Ry AE 7L £ Bh R i
eIt e AE DAA E TR EOK - FEEfT e —TEE AR (EH (High-leverage) HIRER: -
RESIEHERH AR YA RE - DT8R B EE TAETT A B TAETIFRBEFRER (Ashford
and Black, 1996; Morrison, 1993a, 1993b; Thompson, 2005) * 15 GE# fEEE JJ (Aspinwall
and Taylor, 1997) » U ¥EFRERAY T {FEREE (Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001) ©

EE) AR R R B T B YRTAZ — (Parker et al., 2006) * ST CEZE A
%5 (Fuller, Hester, and Cox, 2010; Kammeyer-Mueller and Wanberg, 2003; Seibert et al.,
2001; Thompson, 2005) ° Bateman and Crant (1993) # FE) \ASEFE R " Eis BH EH#
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FEZE - oSS MR EE I ER o K - EBAMSE BA EHHITE)
HiaRrd - NGB 2 BRI T SZ R ER - S & SREEBIRITT Ry - S
il EBKH, - T3 R B EE AR E UM | Rk (Seibert et al., 1999) -
e S R R AR - R R OB - BUR RS EREEAIBARIE (Crant,
2000; Fuller and Marler, 2009; Seibert et al., 2001) °

FE) A SRR E Bt - EE AaRNTT RO LIEERL (Crant, 1995; Pitt,
Ewing, and Berthon, 2002; Seibert et al., 2001; Thompson, 2005; Zhang et al., 2012) »
IMT R B aRA %S R17 R (Organization Citizenship Behavior; OCB) ( H#T R » 2009 )
KIS (Voice) (Seibert et al., 2001) AN - {E&EAIRFFE ] FH H B AFSFHRATT Rt
72 BLIAENTT R E (e.g., Seibert et al., 1999; Zhang et al., 2012)  FaMT %
kY B R B AR - BT A B E B A A IR 8 (MacKenzie et al.,
1991; Podsakoff et al., 1997; Podsakoff and MacKenzie, 1997; Podsakoff et al., 2000) > &
M EFREFE LA & TR MHARAIEE (Grant, Parker, and Collins, 2009) * A 14T 5
A AGHE 1T Ry (Contextual Behaviors) (Borman and Motowidlo, 1993; LePine and Van
Dyne, 2001) » NHEERFIARRERINZITR - HE RN — R TIFRE A g2 -

T YMT R 5 Van Dyne, Cummings, and McLean Parks (1995) 348 - & (€ R
(Promotive) » ZE1EM (Prohibitive) ~ FFIRY (Affiliative) DA BEERA (Challenging) © £
AU R EBT R ZE R A R I ARV BTG MR R T R 5 AN B B A B A
Z ERIBATRELE VR » PRERAIAYTT F Fll s S A1 2 B G R R 38 A8 - BB s ) H & 48
FAFERIFR (Van Dyne and LePine, 1998) o ##&& DAL PUREFAAY » f7748 HH DU R Y A £
IMT Ry - 3 BE - (1) (€ HERKERTT B (Challenging Promotive Behavior) » FI2[1# = (Voice);
(2) EEFAITT Ry (Affiliative Promotive Behavior) * BlI411B) A1T Ry (Helping) 5 (3) Z51E#k
E{1T %y (Challenging Prohibitive Behavior) » #|2[145% (Whistle-blowing) ; (4) Z5 1F#RAl
7T °By (Affiliative Prohibitive Behavior) » 415 S HIH% 1SS (Stewardship)

AR A B PR A B MT R — S - DU E BB AL A /M T R —8
NAT Ry » TE R B IEE TR am - AR E I Ry (RAERITT Ry - NMEBAFEHM (Van
Dyne et al., 1995) » ;2% 1T 5 (Mundane Behavior) (Van Dyne and LePine, 1998) - H %}
FHA%k E A EA BNt - 59— ° Van Dyne and LePine (1998) 784y @ &5 BB AT R
WA EHMCEFIRE - B WBREETE - Higa B A w7k SRR M - FHR
Ky > Z5 IR A CIMT R R PRF £ - A BEHAR RS R EHED - L e R it
U977 Ry (Dramatic Behavior) » FIAIRTH - GIERH SRR TR -

ST Rk s B A A ARG - S TORRIRR LR SE AR Bl rik 2t
HEHE A LEE - LePine and Van Dyne (2001) j8 E E #5—Ff B 28 410 BA piost e E)
HyEE MR » SRE SR N AR - (e e AR R B S B0 - IR (AR 19
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fLEF © Seibert et al. (2001) FIIFFECEEE TEI S ENE S E EHZZE - MBI AT RH]
sRERARA A - BRI A BT g e F A S E T R - DRI IR B 7 B HE 7 B R0
EE A BERIGE - B AT Ry B T HFEMEE B EB sk & i vk TEFERARYRTRE - Blants
B = AEESES . 2T EHEER  AYHEMSS RTT R Z— (Van Dyne and
LePine, 1998) - H#T K (2009) W7ethag 3 L8 A& EHE A RITREF ERTE -
Al - 7R UM ERER -

BR— P EWAREE TE T AEA KA -

BRA=  THAREBAIT S ELIEG {E -

=~ THBTE B NS E B A M T R N5

Bindl and Parker (2011) 5 @ 2B L@ T HAYRTA EEARHEREZE (Fla0 @ A
F& o~ NOIREET ~ REJIERANGE ) BfEI25E (fIA0 « HE - TiFexst el ddH#k R e tH A
&) » B ATREEILF(E - WATREEALZAIERN - TIEEREZEEFETE T R
HHIRASEARSR (e.g., Lievens et al., 2006) * #HA&F] T{ERIEAYEF M S8 2t g [ RV EE
% HREEE P E e REEE EL T R LA 722 (Kidwell, Mossholder, and Bennett, 1997) °
B TAEBRE N EETRAURZE - DUNE =83 5 A R ERET - #EDIHEER AT Fe 155
ER{F AR -

(—) " EHm

{EE B S ELE SR RABST - FFEE(L MR (Trait Activation Theory; TAT) &% i #%
FH 2 i R N A B B2 555 IR 32 A1 (A 364 17 o B AR 47 &5 52 2 (Kamdar and Van Dyne, 2007,
Lievens et al., 2006) * FPETE(CHGmo@a - (B ARREMK - HEEBRGEREZEE
9% - HARNSREIE IR - PRRIRTT R N ETE ISR E E HEE R - B ASRE
e #RE LB K (Tett and Burnett, 2003; Tett and Guterman, 2000) 5 FTLA - REAH
REHRIHERSE (Trait-relevant Cues) 7& R E) T8 AASE 1T Ry [0l Ry E ZRHHE -

JFATE - FrERYEER A E5aE A S BEERSE R 2 HE RS R S & (Mischel,
1977; Monson, Hesley, and Chernick, 1982) - {H2REELiman HE - HE(EREREHIE
FH ONERBE A LRAIIRER - SRIERREREIEZTTE - 2R EEEE
mEHVEREA - (EfERFE g wE L - HE R AR 1T Ry [E] & (Tett and Guterman,
2000) » (Al - G i 1 5 A 55 2 75 BE S {E B8 2] 2 (Relevant to Situation) (Kacmar,
Collins, Harris, and Judge, 2009) « FTLA » HEEBAMSE S » 22T REIER T [EEm
J& , (Situational Strength) » U fA {8 1= 81 58 H1 1% 55 16 4 2 75 8 & 8 19 B g
(Bateman and Crant, 1993) °

(=) HEHAREEH
it &R RS (Social Information Processing Theory) #2FH Salancik and Pfeffer
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(1978) f2H - s@FHnt & IRAE IR N A - DU TR 2 TAFRER © Mk
HAS B B R » AR R A ARG {6 [m) AR PR PR SRR « {ERSE CE A8 5 =0k
Bi1% (Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001) » AR ¥ TAEERRAVEEREREAN « TAE(ERS - B
2587 (Relationship Boundary) SE{e{F - HA » TIEBEE Bk & UE IR « T
BB E R A R R TR BRIE T R AR E1E - HEMHEENFET] (O'Reilly and
Caldwell, 1979) » JoH - & B TR EXE R EAG T HEE EEE TR E - KBS
AR FE T S BT A A B (S & BLREE (Larson and Callahan, 1990; Lau and Liden,
2008) * (MRS T R AR -
(=) 3% /735HBFMmEA

TN B S E AR A 1T Ry e BRI AE B SORE am - 1T R B e R B A S Bl (B 5
f3:[E]EY) (Endler and Parker, 1992; Lott and Lott, 1965) ° {fi B4 17 by & FE 2 5 2 LY
REMATNFRRERGE - MESE IR AR HEIR - & RS T E5REE
(Situation Strength) (Lott and Lott, 1965) » 5, 55 553 (Strong/Weak Situation
Hypotheses) © Mischel (1977) 585% » 5@ HR IR AN BANE - (ERSH &S R IR — 2%
= 0 PLESF RS AR 22 AU E BN R - PR - 5531850y - SHEC BANE - 80
AIRERIE MR ERITT Ry « AL - Mischel (1977) $2HH » m@IEEE - AR B TR |
GIEHER - NSRS ER R © FRIL.ZYM » Trimpop and Kirkcaldy (1997) LAKz Mischel
(2004) E—FHEHHRAVFCLAS & NBERAZ AFH  tWESEERL - thEHEE
# = G EESE R K (Collective Level) %X JE (Lott and Lott, 1965; O'Reilly and
Chatman, 1996) ° HHFLATAT - 76 ARG BUAHRBA TAFIT R 2 SRAUSE » 1B 5AEBIHE g X
FEARCR R R TE R B FE R -
(w) R&EZ A HBE B RIERGES

BT R R Ry S L E [ R & B BRI Y —FE & FE (Process of “Groupness™)
(Carron, 1982; Festinger, 1950; Gross and Martin, 1952) - {EHAHVEI SRR » &R AT RE
PRURy BLLL (15 N AR E#E R 1 & - BCE 2wy [ R EEE - WE B RS 2 4 KGE (e.g.,
Back, 1950; Schachter, 1952) » At DIEFE i Ry BE—HIRE & (Unitary Construct) © S8 5%
EARMAL TR R - FERRERZ R S r) PR Em AR 1S H N - #RFLE Bl B 0P =R
TE(E B HE EBE 5 [ (Attraction-to-group) DAS e {5 {8 s B fE Bl #=2 1Y T = /IR (Hogg,
1993)

RHIEE TR B I eSS 22 TS (Multidimensional) » BE5 R 2 fE4EA]
M —fEEEAE HIhEE - 15 DME B BN ABE R AEE S (Gross and Martin,
1952; Tziner, 1982; Zaccaro and Lowe, 1986) - E 1 - Zaccaro and McCoy (1988) LA
Anderson (1975) E B XTS5 EA] (Task-oriented) it & — & #8285 A D RE Ry F: 1
(Socio-emotion Oriented) (Hogg, 1993; Zaccaro and McCoy, 1988) * #5F&E 5 /157 Rl T35
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EEE T (Task Cohesiveness; TC) B A BEHUEEEE 77 (Interpersonal Cohesiveness; IC) © {£75
AUEER )2 e R H BREA T B S FE BB B - GG T 5 5K EE Rk A %55
77 (Festinger, Back, and Schachter, 1950; Mullen and Copper, 1994; Hackman, 1976,
1992) o (ER5AYEEE 7 n] DU B B B EHE RS RIS T T FIAE R — 2% (Man and Lam,
2003) » AL - EEF A EER SR E RGeS IEISHEIE (Hirunyawipada, Beyerlein, and
Blankson, 2010) » sk S &5 T EBRIGH S AT HHIAZRE - ABRAEER T AIZF5E
BrEk B AR NiERI A BRRARECA G 53 (Festinger et al., 1950) »+ H R E{EHL[F] 5T
FIHEFRE R - FFE R A B 78 (Evans and Jarvis, 1980) - & —fE5ia0H Y & [H
FEERT R T -

BN TAETT RYs2 28 518 > Hackman (1976) #1 Hackman and Morris (1975) W555%
B RS A B TR T B R R R EE - (R R B B 5 IR 5E B A RIS B AR
BT L E e AR A T HIE AR E R AIAS SR - Davis (1969) ~ Hackman (1976) DL Lott
and Lott (1965) i 7T 38 B A BRI 5 [0S B - KR B A BN A REE (LB tHE -
i AR H A L © Zaccaro and Lowe (1986) ZBZim E B Lis E « (1) (LS AL G JIls -
PR e B 7% A BB B IR F sy - B INE AR R » A BRALEE R T A2 SR AR A A
SRR o (2) NBRAUEER B E BER = B X AL E) - (B2 B 3% A B Al Bl TR (755 B

(#1400 : WiZK ) Brockman, Rawlston, Jones, and Halstead (2010) FYRFZTEEEE » BB A
PRAVEER T - BBGR R HRE R - T E SOk GBS - B AU A AU
i H - ARBRRUERR S - RRIERAIRE RS - SR E R B MBS B
R o DA LA R A - (SRR 7 B TR A B E S L B R - T AR R A S IE
EBESA EERE - fiE bkl - BE AR TR — RS = » 85 SEHER - BIA
TR ABE R I - BB 78 S sl AT RIS - (55 AR TR
5 BARE - I ABIEERIRE AT REEE -

H—BHE - it &R Gm Ry P BB E RS LF A B T =N BAFR - BUR R
TERE TIEERER BRI A TIFE 5 &R E (Relationship Boundary)
(Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001) « [FFE & L amoRa - (SR8 0B B B 5 5 AT E B
HIRHESRZZ G B (Tett and Burnett, 2003) © J1_E58, 55 155 Ear a0 Ry B B K G Hom
WF - NSRS ECIR Y  155R555F - AASAYTE TSGR (Mischel, 1977) » #7658 = {F
g - ATDAHERD - (5 AL BT80S - BRp B Y AR S B RE R 1 T [m) A Rl [ B -
BIEIESE - Eie SR TR E S EE R A R E R TR RS EE - FE AR
FrER MG BRI - MR ESTR - HREY - ARG KR
1B - Bt e E AR S - MTE LB ARRERIRE - ST RilEZ
s o [ARE - BREEEREETEREERIIZUE (Lott and Lott, 1965; O'Reilly and
Chatman, 1996) » &5 MELNEI g O Ekmni - PLAL - AR A BRALEER I BGE R 165 -
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BB E Bl DAt 22 7 X BET SR R b - ZHIERAIAE - IB R T B ERMER

NIRRT EE 3 1% (Bateman, Griffin, and Rubinstein, 1987) o fEIL5RIEIEHE - FHE

NA& & AT RER R e il B AR BARA R - FrE R #EH55 - IR B AT R EAE -

FRROME - (R A BRAIEER S B IR55 155 - RS (LB ARSRTE - s bz )

NHIAT Ry o BEIb > BfIFR LU EGR -

BR=  AARASEFRRT ) REFH R ST ) o9 B RER R E S LB AL
BERERERAE S TITE REFART N BILESARBETITLEZMN
& JE &) Bl 1% o

R AAERABRABRRART S SABANSER H B RERELERe ALK 0 &
BERRREREK VBIATSE s KABRRRER T @BILEHARE EHITAHZ B
IE @ B A% o

2 - MRLE
AW TR E R (E R T T Eaimbe - W FE — DA — ik db3E B T IRASETIHE » it
FEHILAEE — B TEHHE T GET SR - AR (rptseaiishe - il s E T
HANR e -

— ~ WFFE 4 Bl fiii P )5

Wrge—EE " REREIFREEE | B o B IE N E] R R B T B B R AR - DA
— B TIEEIRREY B T E 2 MR S - feadbi ~ PkERE - & (% &
B T AR e M T S M W S gy 5 - B2 - RIS - B SGETE A\ BT A
% ZHEGREREF-EREVEE MU EMBE T U — (I EBEE - IRt
EMEREES - 55—FEE: (Time 1; T1) » HEERFSHEEMGEIFRIATIELE T4 - WiFHE
B UG HELTRC B Mo - TSR REE — (LB E AR MSR R - WAE—E 28N
(B - 55 —FEEY (Time 2; T2) R EFHIAT » oo DAEE -5 (4 Bl EE 55 B <2 1 B8 A7 HR e 1% -
HEHC SR SR A A Y - RIS R A — ([ RN Se R IR ESE - — i R R bR
EEM - T1 R T2 [FEIFS17E R 2 HH (e.g., Zhao and Liden, 2010) E[75{# H (e.g., Tepper,
2000) V55 o AWFFERFREIME R =2 =(HAH - T8k T i o0 R A JCE S R Y
FHENA - SRR ER AR ERER (Mitchell and James, 2001) ©

e DL T RO R ) W EREN E BB T - — (Y EE RS B T T R
FKH - B E THFME - TR R2EETBERTEREN TEEE T -
HIREABEE IHETEE (2011) AfAZ "SRRI ) - (28 R S
5t 336 Firm S 155 Pl - IR & S B2 A B AR 10% - P B 08T 2 iR =
RS (Group) » H—REFR 10 MG - S N ERIERTERL M -
RN FIEZ % - DAEE 7 A i al iy -

8
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= BRI

WF9e—1E T1 #1320 (3% - BRI S % - B 291 3 @ [EIEER
90.93% ; T2 [AIF£FE [ 320 {7 14 - A3 EIHER Ty 81.88% < iF W e T B Y A e T LU
TR SR A (R AU N ERR ) DUBSHZE RN BERARR - AR 187 17 - HR=
W=k Fy 58.44% - 5 18 (B TAFE B - BEXFHE TR 3 229 A SFIEEKAE R
10.39 A (SD = 6.92) » HAH 11.76% £y 5 ALUTHYERK » 22.99% £ 6 2 10 ABJEEX
20.32% B 11 2 15 AFIERE - 44.92% 5 16 AL FRIERE - fEEERSH o &3
2 25.13% » BIEZE 20.32% - IRFSZE 39.03% - BEZE 9.09% LU H#EHL A 2 6.43% °

W72 25 HY 980 BCE R » [E1HR 740 £ » [EIRERRy 75.51% » ARG RN 22 R M
EECE 2 A% HEGT 347 1 BRUEIER Ry 35.41% © (B Hm@Etg s - fOBREE T
A B INEAEAR - 5 29 T2 48 FREEER - & 48 FEE M II9OMNET >
FREFBE 3 2 10 A SFEBRAEE 6.55 A (SD =2.18) » H1 14.99% K5 4 ADL
THYTAEER » 27.67% B 5 2 7 NI TAEERX » 57.34% Fy 8 ALLERY T/EEEX -

=~ W5

E—ER B THFBENT - FrEBErENEHE TR - e T IRINEE — 8
THCHEEE - HpEE) A - (BB AEEE T - NBEEIER I DU S — R B Rtk (7
HsE ) FUYEEE N B T HFIUS - A TE S HEB AT HATE EE MRS - DL
T RERAA SRR HE R A A -
(—) AL

EFRIKH Seibert et al. (1999) 224 H Bateman and Crant (1993) FYL Bt AFE &R
(Proactive Personality Scale) + 3t 10 # - 5% & £ A E H AP FEITEURTE E (5 & (Chan,
2006; Fuller, Marler, and Hester, 2006) - &ifFEIEAN : " fFEAETET - B L=
RHEHETRANE . s (EEHHE ° WF98—0Y Cronbach’s o {H 5 0.78  WF7E "% 0.88 - fi=
RERRZ 5o ks (Likert) AEEN - 3 BIEIEENERE (143) FEFRFERE (543) -
(=) EHERRN

$RA Craig and Kelly (1999) &% » 2£51 3 B8 - @fIEIEL] © " FATLIEHE(E
B - 6 TR EBIENE TS E L ) (57 » FFE—HY Cronbach’s a {E 5 0.85 ;
e =0 0.83 - frE RN EHRHAZRAEER - 3EIREARRE (143) FIFIEHEE
254 -
(=) ABBERE A

FRH Craig and Kelly (1999) Fy&E< - 5t 5 8 » #fREEL © " A TIEEBRZE—
{17 B AH O = = BB R I E R L - (S5 » ifF98—HY Cronbach’s o {EH 5y 0.88 5 /5%
TR 091 EENERFR ABER - SRITEBEEANRERE (14) FIFRERIE (543) -
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BENEZHANIA CIMTLZ AN A &

(W) BT

IH5C—F-H Van Dyne and LePine (1998) FYE S » H:Ef 6 #H » HFI-EMEL © " IRE
e — g o B A RREEFRVAERR L 5 S J7H » Cronbach’s o {H 5 0.87 « W92 —2ER
F Parker and Collins (2010) FJ&5% » H:5t 4 BE - GEIEEL © " & fE H AR
KRk ZERAER )  EEEH - 21 Cronbach’s a (B 5 0.89 - fiii& N EEEEAE v kF
AEN - SRIRIFEARE (1 53) FEEFREERE (543) -
(&) BWAITS

WF4%—%&F Van Dyne and LePine (1998) Hy&=3% » 51 4 3 > FFETEL © " & T
EBRAIA % - FoEr B R R B R HEEYNES T s {E{SE T » Cronbach’s o {H £ 0.84 <
W7 — BB A Williams and Anderson (1991) FYE3E » L5+ 7 {8 - #FIEEL © " fil 7
ey TEVEBIRERIEISE ,  [FEJTHE - BEEERY Cronbach’s o {H Ry 0.94 - iy N EER
ZrnfnEER - SRR AEE (14) FPEERE (543) -
(%) ¥EH%HR

WroE—RyPEd B E R ~ il ~ B - ER AR TIEFEDIKEEFT T
BB o R E SR - Tl - BERE - RS AREE
PRATHR 7S DR SBE—pK 2 B {% (Leader-Member Exchange; LMX) ° #F5E /1A LMX 5
P e TRERZ B FE L EFTFE T AT » EE B BRIRIRTELL AT HE
HEZEER - e B EHRE EAYTEE] - LMX $%H Scandura and Graen (1984) HJ =
o HhEF 7 B HPETEA 0 T —MoKER - BB B EEEEWERN TIERE ,
{E{EE /7 > Cronbach’s a {HF 0.85 - &2 NEERAZ R AMER » SRleIEFE T
FE (143) FEEFEFEE (543) -

PO~ SR [0 s 2 A

Woe—EiE R0 fE R 7= (Nonresponse Bias) 17 » DAHESE Time 2 BYAR[E]ERE AT
72 A 8 E PR i (Range Restriction) HYSERE » 07HE Cf a BF [ B FUBANVRF 1 R 22 52 - JH
B BT E 5337 R R e TR FETER (32 = 0.16, p > 0.05) EIZHIERE (° =
2.70, p > 0.05) W9 T » £ EI BRI & AR 225 - HEEERIER T e
Tl - fEFH (t = 0.60, p > 0.05) ~ TIFFE (t=0.13, p > 0.05) LB FEHE (t =
0.03, p > 0.05) F="T71H * T feE RN 7 ] IR RE 2 51 -

fi - BERPES

AFFEE ML & R R B - (A RSk 3S B B R B B R &k -
A [R5 mE N — S0 B A P 2= SR R (R e (PREERRELSZ 551 » 2006)  © TEALETHYA)
ETHEN o BIESEE B o T AR REAEE — EE (Inter-rater Agreement) | FEE (James,
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SEXREERE F25 553

Demaree, and Wolf, 1993) » FFE&[E—FFH AN FTE K & 85— — 34 EE ; $%7HE
i f# F Intraclass Correlation 1 (ICC(1)) ~ Intraclass Correlation 2 (ICC(2)) ° $f %95 — -
FATH R K R B (TC B2 1) SEFTRR I - FEEREUR TCHY v A5FKHL 0.7 (/)
{E0.79 ~ B R(E 0.99 ~ SPH{E 0.93) 5 ICHYr #EFARNL 0.7 (BR/IME 0.96 ~ B R {E 0.99
SEHE 0.98) - BREHERIE SR ITIE o« TC B IC B9 ICC(1) {E53 315 0.06 ~ 0.09 » 43
FIRFH 6% » 9% K EFFHSRE2E 5 1 ICCQ) [H 1R 0.37 ~ 0.45 » 43 HIRFERERESE
EIEE 37% ~ 45% FYRIEFERE - 1RIE ANOVA fa 7€ » TC B2 IC 1Y F {E3 515 1.69 (p <
0.05) B 1.85 (p < 0.05) » B RHMEEAFBEEZL - UHe /98 BRERHEPE—
BEHE - FE TCHYr, (HF 0.34 - ASEHEE 0.7 - EIEETLAMER - HERE AN 0.7 (&)
{E 0.82 ~ fxA{H 0.99 ~ SPIIE 0.92) ;5 T IC K r, FERIGAIL 0.7 (fe/ME 0.94 ~ %
KAH 1~ EHI{H 0.98) -+ KIBLEHE A E KRB E R R RO BER 438 - TC B2 1C BY
ICC(1) {E43 51k 0.03 ~ 0.03 » [AIEH 3% 2K HAHMAYEE ; /1 ICC(2) {H7 Bk 0.17 »
0.19 » 53 IR EFIE TG 17% ~ 19% BRI G2 - fRIZ ANOVA #iE » TC B IC
B9 F B35k 1.40 (p > 0.05) £ 1.36 (p > 0.05) » BRIIFEEARI N B EEE =R -

7N~ MR RI 5

ISR EEER T o7 Ry R fE AR - (R HE e R i » BT LB ((F
BRU g B N PRAUEE R & 0F (Bl ARG TTELER - DUl BE R S 2R A5 1Y
S MR o BFSE—ELIA TR 2 R 383.18 (p < 0.001) » E FHE R 20 © NNFI 5 0.85 »
CFI 5 0.89 * RMSEA % 0.25 » SRMR £ 0.075 ; 1£ A = » 42 %5 297.90 (p < 0.001)
FIERE B 19 » NNFI 5 0.89 » CFI 5 0.92 * RMSEA /% 0.22 * SRMR 5 0.066 ° fifE =,
HETTELETS » Ay 58528 » Adf By 1 (p<0.05) » AT HEREEREREE - pfge 8
AIF 1550 2 5 320.22 (p < 0.001) * HEHE Ry 20 * NNFI /% 0.89 » CFI % 0.92 * RMSEA
5 0.21 > SRMR % 0.059 ; A T2 2 5 256.93 (p < 0.001) » EH R 19 » NNFI
5 0.91 » CFI %% 0.94 » RMSEA % 0.19 » SRMR % 0.056 = @it 20 ETTIL#E % » Ay 2
63.29 * Adf By 1 (p <0.05) » AT EAESRENGRE -

R BT TR B RNE — i e R ER AT E - AL E
RZ Sl B ER ST B ZEEE - R LA R T (2 =
677.91 * p <0.001 > NNFI=0.93 » CFI=0.93 * RMSEA = 0.073 * SRMR = 0.071) f%{£ (I
F1) 5 WFE AR ASRTIEE (12 = 1535.62 ° p < 0.001 > NNFI = 0.96 * CFI = 0.96 *
RMSEA = 0.069 * SRMR = 0.053) BiEfE (A1F2) -
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E2 ~ DITHESR
s We—

B o W — 2% %8 B R A B AR 54 55 DL R B AR A B AR B (Pearson Correlation
Coefficient) 7317 » fERA1F% 3 Fn « HX - (REEEE B KER » K9 Hofmann
(1997) FRrIE B MTHER - DARE @ #3 EBAY (Hierarchical Linear Modeling; HLM) #f51
R ETT (R EeRE - AT EZE S TR S (One-way Analysis of Variance) 3% i
ICC(1) gl - B S 1T R BB AT Ry A S 43 Ry P B A T 5% S SREE R 90 e
3.31% B 4.46% /2 2K H #H i 88 52 - ik IR 480 BTG 12 A5 B H) E 7K HE 12% (Bliese,
2000) @ {HE B ICRATE A Ge B B g O 8 - (2L HLM 1T 50T - RER
— B R ER 43 Bl Ry TR Eh AR SR B Y TR - S e B R Ol R A =X (Random
Coefficient Regression Model) » il & #7288 55 DA 8 S22 S #E (L (Grand-mean Centering)
I AGE R =0 o fERER = EdEaR VY B AR FEHIEE Z (Slope-as-outcomes) 4347 » M1 AE
BRI Ky - FEDL T AR AR RO AT FRETUR  BRAN » ool on S BT s BICATI B B
HIE R & 2 B PTG S - [RIRE AR R T A e =Chn A R B g - DARE ISR
WA ERERCR - S AT AG SRAanER 4 3RAH -

TEERERE G - BB S T REEE ERRITEERITT (8= 0.42, SE =0.06, p
< 0.001) ; [FIFEFEE AR E R B AT Bt A B IEMRITHEI ST (B = 0.37, SE = 0.09, p <
0.001) » #{EEf — B fEaR —IESECHT « SHETRGE JTm - (A5 A BE 5 T A 8 AR Bl
ST RERE BEARIFEETNCER (8 =-0.13, SE = 0.05, p < 0.05) ; [AHF - ABRALEE
BITE R E B AR BB AT Ry A B & YR ETER (8 = -0.35, SE = 0.07, p <
0.001) *
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BENEZHANIA CIMTLZ AN A &

I’ 3 FEEAERAS TR ERBLERET 2R (HE—)

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. 1531 1.32 047 —
2. F#E 30.95 8.54 .03 —
3. HEREE 361 1.72 -.08 -.28** —
4. T1EFEE 412 6.07 -.09 B9** - 20** —
5. BEAF &I
278 448 -14 Bxr _24**  72** —
= (&)
6. EEHALE 348 045 -10 -.02 .02 -.09 -.03 (.78)
7.2E1TA 3.45 0.55 A7 AT .00 20** A7 .30%* (.87)
8. BIAfTA 369 055 .08 .13 .05 .09 .05 .24 .60 (.84)
9. {E75H
3.94 0.69 .06 .01 .00 -.05 .10 24 11 .34** (.85
= (:85)
10, ApsES
3.89 062 -01 -.08 .07 -.09 .01 33** AT7* 41** .65** .88
S (:88)

11 HABKEYES Cronbach's o (EE{E °
32:*p<0.05 *p<0.01,** p<0.001-°

Ry T R BER R EE TR SR RETOR o FRAMTRE BRI IR B S S E S e A e
O R R EE - BB ERIR (Simple Slope) 734714 - #@SIFHEN(EFIE - FRlE 1 7T
EAREHIER RS T - B8 T8 ARAER » ASREHESITRE B =
0.51, SE=0.12, p <0.001) M {EE L7 2 5 ) aY RS 220k (8 = 0.33, SE = 0.10,
p <0.01) 5 FETER TS H B IRy H R (R h - HURER — 1S =25 -

FHIE 2 Al A FEERAPSERIEE R IRUERES - B B T TEEAREER - AA SR
HB ABI1T R (B = 0.60, SE = 0.15, p < 0.001)  {EFE A RALEEE rEsEEd » ETF
B AL - BRBD AT R s BRI /K HE (B = 0.17, SE = 0.13, p = 0.18) » #ff&
ARVUEIS Y -
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SEXREERE F25 553

(R -

FZe — B R R B AR AR R AR B T A0SR 5 AT © WF9E M AE P BERF FE—AH[E] -
ICC(1) f SRR - BB 1T RUEE AT R BIH 28.22% B 35.32% 22K H #H Ry
B FEFAIEKYE 12% (Bliese, 2000) o (Lt EaaIEly - H—NIERYE - BERAE
R EBTEFEE T (MFHEE) - (BRI 1ICC() Ml SRS 12% AR -
TEAEBHEER R A 5 - Ry T RETE VS A BT B N e 22 R B AR - MG BT
%&%mum% Rl - Pedl B IER E g R - A SN AR TE R EER = - BT

157 i [ ¢ g 2R 1y e et A g R s B Y 2 BRI AS SRANER 6 ©

FHZ 6 AIAN LB ARSI E S 17 R E B IERRYTHETST (B = 0.18, SE = 0.07, p <
0.01) » R —EISSZFF - (Hi2 » FEASE R AT R GEENTEIST (B = 0.09,
SE = 0.07, p = 0.21) * {3 RS ZFF o FAETREREN 0 - (BB RS )7 # L8y Af% el
HET R FEEEAAFHERIE (8 =-0.23, SE = 0.08, p < 0.01) ; ABSEIEEE STHIHA
TEN ARG EL BN AT R IRBA LR - W e AR R ST (B = -0.22, SE = 0.08, p <
0.01) °

I* 5 FEBAER DR EABLERE 2R (RRZ

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. 1450 159 049 —

2. FH#k 39.88 8.10 .79 —

3.HERE  3.12 0.96 .15 5% —

4. RFEEE 1321 8.07 .11*  .86** .16** —

5 AREE 956 7.45 .06 70 06 .80***

6. I(FEEFE 250 1.22 27 16** 17" .15 07 —

’ ;Ei;_;z 356 0.64 -.13* .05 -02 .01 .01 -.23*** (.85)

8. FEAFE 3.71 0.54 -.09 .03 -02 -01 .03 .02 .28*** (.88)

9.#E17A 371 071 -12* 08 -04 .10 .09 -25%* 22%* 21 (8Q)

10. BAATTA 3.83 0.74 .01 .07 .05 .09 .06 -217* 257 12* 767 (.94)

" AEBR 3.79 0.69 -.07 04 09 01 02 -.06 427 427 13 12
152 4 . . . . . . . . . . . .
12. AFREY
3.90 0.65 -.08 .03 .05 -.02 .02 -.04 A8 42 16™F . 13*
BN

i1 HWAKKEYES Cronbach's o (SE{E °
Z¥2:*p<0.05 * p<0.01,** p<0.001 e
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W —HIFRENTE A - FAGRHEEERE JI R £ B AAS SEE & I — (B e 2= 05 s K
FEE » EEE ERER AT - g BHIE 3 HllE 4 - fHIE 3 Rl R ELEEE IR
B BEE T I ASERER s AESEHEBEST R (B =036, SE=0.10,p <
0.001) ; [HYEEEBRIE R IRVEREEF - B T EEASAE - BRESIT RIS EHE
EHIFE (B = 0.06, SE = 0.09, p = 0.54) » i =JESFF - HIE 4 7TH » ERARER
BB WERE BB TR AREER - A SR AT (B =025, SE =
0.10, p < 0.05) ; {HEES A RIERR pgEasErh - 8 T E8 A BIR B AT R
R FERAE KYE (B=-0.02, SE=0.10, p = 0.81) * [RERVIESEFF -
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45

40 1

3.5 -
B d
D T —0— K ABRBYSEE 1
g 25 -9 ____________ ..@.-E'Zi’;j{E

2o | —— S ARG N

1.5

1.0

15 ]
B

4 NFBRER NRERME R E

f~ RS
— ~ WEFERS BB 5T i

i oNTia R - TR i EaisEntse — 288 E R » e =T EZFHA
FEE B AT R AL 24N - HEREGRENESFF - ot - SLHERI S - Bt
B FE AR N 2 ERT - Eoh - R e s e B R R ) - BT EE)
N ERE SR NE ST R - (BB A SR SRR SRR R - i 9t 5%
BB ARGEGS - ST REE - N8 - B IERE RS - FTHAMRETERE
RIS TR eI SR S IEREANR G - HR » Wt —Eptse 23 e
EAPRAEERE RS - T8 AR B TRE AT RERR  EE ARG S TH R
AR -

FrReTam - AT TCASE SR E 2R Ham I - SE LU RIEL © (1) Tame— e
EEEAE MM LIFRES - BXE A SERTEHESITR - MREEETIR R
FH%F (Crant, Kim, and Wang, 2011; Parker and Collins, 2010; Seibert et al., 2001) ° (2) F-&j
NAS B B AR EE T TG » R (58 = Bl A A =& 55 FE Al = B[] e Rl R I G ER IR, ©
FRIE 99 1E BT R R E B RS B PRER R R A R BRI AR E - DGR SR
SEE SR RASE - 38 BEAE SR EE Mischel (1977) sl thAERT o ATDA - BEAR T8 AAEE
& FE ORI - BN ZHIABRER IR (Bateman and Crant, 1993) » (B2 TE)

20
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[EFEIR I TR HOH & S (Seibert et al., 1999) » Wi EMEIR B B G - T EREUE R -

Frifb.Z4h > RIbTTEEE — R &R AEE - AEE R AR - S ARG
THE— RS ZE R B SRR A (E ] - 35— 86 - 35 DAt & & AU B Em R R 2
E o BRMEFEESER A REER I ERET - R(EE 22 E e EES B E - s
NBFEMEYERS > EEEEAARENER - &2 - SR IAS Al RE AR ES
TR T EmEE T ) B0 EAREER BRI EST - B TREEHTE -
AR B A EOEE - ANE R A RS L 28 AR E -

ABIFe e H B R R B (s B e B N R B 0 R IR B R 1 - il BERE T FE 45
Rifiam - B EER IRFRETRCR E TR - (AR B TG 5B 8 ARy A2 A
TR > KIREMEBREERTIHIEA » 8 fESEHIEER IER - —REETHA
ME TGRS - (EEHEHEAEEEEA - G5l et R e R E % TIE
BIEARAE HSE P TH - ERABRRBEE ISR - AWt R 5l
HFER -

L~ Bl

A retE s | =6 H Em 2K aR B EER TR ETSER - BRI S - WFFTRs SRS = (H B
AR LR o ERITEMEE DL R EERR A

B EE MO FAER M E BB 8 A FvEE AR B IR T s K AH B 32 PR (R
4+ (Boundary Condition) » {HEEIZ% (Fuller et al., 2010; Parker and Collins, 2010;
Zhang et al., 2012) » ZFREEBE XAIEEIFCE 2 ZEZE 08 (Zhang et al., 2012) ° AAff
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1. Introduction

Nowadays, organizations require employees whom are capable of coping with pressure
from continuous innovation in the extremely competitive business environment. Therefore,
organizations are no longer satisfied merely with employees’ ability to comply with job task,
but place more value in their proactive behaviors. Proactive behavior is becoming
increasingly important in job performance.

One of the antecedences of proactive behaviors is proactive personality. An individual
with a proactive personality will proactively take actions when faced with a challenge in the
environment and tend to solve problem without being constrained by the situation forces.
The concept of proactive personality has been widely used in organizational studies since it
was introduced in the early 1990s. Previous research has demonstrated proactive personality
associated with work-related outcomes, such as job performance, job satisfaction, and career
success. Whereas researchers have exerted efforts to understand proactive personality and
work-related outcomes, there have been less empirical works on those traits associated with
extra-role behaviors. Further, in recent years, research focus started to shift to notice the
importance of situation variables’ effects between the proactive personality and consequent
behaviors. In particular, there is a call for consideration of group-level moderation effects in
the above mentioned causal relationship. Thus, this research attempts to integrate trait-
activation theory, social processing theory, and strong/weak situation hypotheses concept,
and we proposed that group-level cohesiveness is an important moderator between the
relationship of proactive personality and extra-role behaviors. In other words, we argued that
group-level cohesiveness is a boundary condition between proactive personality and voice/
helping (Extra-role) behaviors. Four research hypotheses were developed: H1 states that
proactive personality is positively related to voice; H2 states that proactive personality is
positively related to helping behavior; H3 states that task-cohesiveness moderates the

relationship between proactive personality and voice; H4 states that inter-personal
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cohesiveness moderates the relationship between proactive personality and helping behavior.

2. Research Design and Method

2.1 Participant and Procedure

This study adopted survey method and research design conducted on two studies with
different data collection methods. Study 1 used multi-temporal point survey. Samples were
drawn from accounting, manufacturing, hospitality, and nursing industries in southern
metropolitan areas in Taiwan. Survey participants’ work-tasks are required to be in team
bases, and each team size must contain more than three members. A questionnaire includes
self-evaluation constructs and evaluation of their direct supervisors was developed. Time
interval for study 1 was two to three months. In total, data from 187 employees of 18
working groups from business organizations were surveyed, with time interval of two to
three months. Study 2 used dyadic questionnaires on 319 school administrative staff and 48
of their supervisors in 29 high schools in Taiwan. Questionnaires were distributed and

returned either by the authors or via postal mails.

2.2 Measures

(1) Proactive personality measure uses Seibert et al. (1999) modified version of
Bateman and Crant (1993) proactive personality scale, 10-item Likert scales, from very
disagree to strongly agree. Scale Cronbach’s a in study 1 is 0.78; study 2 is 0.88. (2) Task-
oriented cohesiveness measure uses Craig and Kelly (1999) 3-item self-reported scale.
Responses are indicated in five-point Likert scales, ranging from very disagree to strongly
agree. Scale Cronbach’s a in study 1 Cronbach’s a is 0.85; study 2 is 0.83. (3) Interpersonal
cohesiveness measure uses Craig and Kelly (1999) 5-item self-report scale. Likert scale from
strongly disagree to strongly agree. Scale Cronbach’s a in study 1 is 0.88; study 2 is 0.91. (4)
Voice study 1 uses Van Dyne and LePine (1998) scale, with 6 items. Cronbach’s a in study 1
is 0.87. Study 2 uses Parker and Collins (2010) 4-item self-report scale. Responses are
indicated in five-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.
Cronbach’s a is 0.89. (5) Helping study 1 uses Van Dyne and LePine (1998) scale, 4-item
Likert scale, from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Cronbach’s o is 0.84. Study 2 uses
Williams and Anderson (1991) 7-item scale. Responses are indicated in five-point scale,
ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Cronbach’s a is 0.94. (6) Study 1’s control

variables include gender, age, education, year in the company, and year work with current
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supervisor. Study 2’s control variables include gender, age, education, year in the company,
year work with current supervisor, and leader-member exchange relationship (LMX). LMX
is used because we considered the relationship between employee and supervisor who might
have effect on the casual relation which this study attempts to examine. The LMX
measurement uses Scandura and Graen (1984) 7-item self-report scale. Responses are

indicated in five-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree.

2.3 Data Aggregation

First, in study 1 we used non-response bias tests to ensure data collected from two
temporal points are not significantly different. Second, in both study 1 and study 2, we
aggregate group-level data by evaluating in-group consistence (r, ) and between-group
differences (Intraclass correlation 1, ICC(1); Intraclass correlation 2, ICC(2)). Except for one
group was eliminated due to low T, coefficience, while all groups were included into
statistical analyses. Prior the statistically tested research hypotheses, confirmatory factor
analyses (CFA) for research variables were performed. Results of CFA are reported in table 1
and 2. Means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and correlations for all variables are reported
in table 3.

3. Results

Study 1 hypothesis tests used hierarchical linear modeling (HLM). Main effect of
proactive personality to voice behavior is significant (f = 0.42, SE = 0.06, p < 0.001);
proactive personality to helping behavior is also significant (f = 0.37, SE = 0.09, p < 0.001).
Therefore, H1 and H2 are supported. In the regards of moderating effects, task-cohesiveness
negatively moderates the relationship between proactive personality and voice behavior (f =
-0.13, SE = 0.05, p < 0.05); interpersonal-cohesiveness also negatively moderates the
relationship between proactive personality and helping behavior (f = -0.35, SE = 0.07, p <
0.001). Results are reported in table 4. In order to understand the moderating effects, we
plotted the results into graphs by grouping cohesiveness and proactive personality into two
groups of high/low. Interaction graphs are drawn based on the simple slope analyses. From
figure 1 and figure 2, we can see when high proactive personality employees are in low task-
cohesive environment, and they tend have voice behaviors; in low interpersonal-cohesive
environment, the effect to helping behaviors is also significant. Therefore, H3 and H4 are

both supported.
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Study 2 hypothesis tests used HLM, and main effect of proactive personality on voice
behavior is significant (f = 0.18, SE = 0.07, p < 0.01). H1 is supported. Nevertheless,
proactive personality is not positively related to helping behavior, H2 is not supported. In
terms of moderating effects, task-cohesiveness negatively moderates the relationship
between proactive personality and voice behavior (f = -0.23, SE = 0.08, p < 0.01); inter-
personal cohesiveness negatively moderates the relationship between proactive personality
and helping behavior (f =-0.22, SE = 0.08, p < 0.01). We also plotted the moderation results
into interaction graphs (figure 3 and figure 4). From the graphs we can see that when high
proactive personality employees are in low task-cohesiveness environment, they tend to
show more voice behaviors. Therefore, H3 is supported. In the low interpersonal

environment, they tend to perform more helping behaviors. H4 is supported.

4. Discussion and Conclusion

4.1 Discussion

The empirical analyses find that all hypotheses in study 1 were supported. In study 2,
with exception to how proactive personality has no effect on helping behavior, all the other
hypotheses were supported as well. In general, results from these two studies have partially
demonstrated theoretical replication. Hence we drew to our conclusion: (1) in business and
education environment, employees with proactive personality will have more voice
behaviors. The results are consistent with prior research. (2) When employees with proactive
personality situated in a low tasks or low interpersonal cohesiveness environment, they will
be more proactively responsive to the situation and try to improve it. In other words, weak
situation is the key to activate proactive personality traits. Theoretically to begin with, our
findings answer to the call from recent research of the findings boundary conditions for
proactive personality and consequent behaviors. Particularly, in our study we consider the
moderator at group-level, which was very limited in prior research. Second, the findings
suggested proactive personality is stronger when situation is weak; however, in strong
situation, proactive personality is not necessary weaker and thus is not completely consistent
with strong-weak situation hypotheses theory. Third, this study expected to adopt different
research designs and data collection methods to produce constructive replication, and the
results suggest boundary conditions are partially confirmed. We believe it extends our

understanding on related theories and implications.
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4.2 Practical Implication

Recruitment of proactive personality employees will contribute positively to the
organization. However, from this study we noticed high-cohesive environment does not
encourage proactive personality employees to react; high interpersonal cohesiveness
environment will weaken their extra-role behaviors. We suggest managers should pay
attention to employees’ person-environment fit and make sure their proactive behavior will
be encouraged. We also suggest managers should understand if they are the sources of

“initiative paradox’ that cause low employees proactive behaviors.

4.3 Limitation and Conclusion

First, in research method, the independent variable in study 1 was employee self-
reported, while report by supervisor was conducted in study 2. In terms of internal reliability,
it seems that study 2 is better as it has higher Cronbach’s a. However, we are not sure if
higher reliability is due to the reporter or other causes, or basically is from the sample
characteristics. Second, in study variables, task-cohesiveness and interpersonal-cohesiveness
are highly correlated, possibly due to common method variance (CMV). In study 2, we
adopted dyadic questionnaires, which can exclude the possibility of CMV; however, the
correlation between these two cohesiveness are still high. CFA tests suggest these two
cohesiveness constructs are separable. Nevertheless, we are still unable to exclude the

possible interferences of such high correlation to the research results.
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