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pakkir

,Asdis, pad er naudsynlegt ad hafa gaman af pessu!“

Pessi ord Fridriks H. Jonssonar heitins 6mudu oft i huga mér vid gerd pessa verkefnis.
Fridrik var 6tull visindamadur og fraber kennari og hann var ¢preytandi ad minna mann
a til hvers madur veeri ad pessu — petta veeri svo gaman! Fridrik kveikti &huga minn &

vinnusalfreedi og eg verd honum avallt pakklat fyrir pad.

Leidbeinanda minum, Fanneyju borsdottur, feri ég minar allra bestu pakkir fyrir
Ometanlega hvatningu og god rad. bad brast ekki ad i hvert sinn sem ég gekk ut af

skrifstofu hennar var ég uppfull metnadi, eldmaddi og krafti.

Einnig vil ég pakka fjolskyldu minni og vinum sem studdu mig med raddum og dad vio

gerd pessa verkefnis. Betra bakland er ekki haegt ad hugsa sér.

Sidast en ekki sist pakka ég Sigurdi Pali Gudbjartssyni, klettinum minum, fyrir

Ometanlegan studning og skilning.



There are three kinds of people:

those who make things happen,

those who watch what happens,
and those who wonder what happened.
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Kafli 1 — Fraedilegt samhengi

Pessi ritgerd samanstendur af tveimur freedigreinum um frumkveedi i starfi. Fyrri greinin
er ritud & islensku og verdur send til birtingar i Salfradiritinu, ritryndu timariti
Salfreedingafélags Islands. I peirri grein er fjallad um hugtaki® frumkvadi, en markmid
rannsdknarinnar var ad skoda hvort pattabygging frumkvaedis er st sama hér & landi og
erlendis. Jafnframt voru proffreedilegir eiginleikar islenskrar Gtgafu frumkveediskvarda
Parker og Collins (2010) skodadir og mat lagt & hvort hann sé nothafur vid rannséknir &
frumkvaedi hér & landi. Seinni greinin er ritud & ensku og verdur send i erlent ritrynt
timarit til birtingar. [ peirri grein er sjonum beint ad stjornendum og rannsakad hvada
pbeettir hafa ahrif & mat peirra & starfsmanni sem tekur af skarid, en rannséknin byggadi &
ramma De Stobbeleir, Ashford og Sully de Luque (2010) sem tilekur hvernig einkenni
starfsmanns, einkenni stjornanda og einkenni frumkvadis hafa ahrif & eignunarkenningar
stjornanda og mat hans & starfsmanni sem synir frumkveedi i starfi. Hér & eftir verour
stiklad & storu og fjallad stuttlega um skilgreiningu hugtaksins auk helstu undanfara og
afleidingar frumkvadis. bannig er atlunin ad varpa skyrara ljosi & hugtakio og setja
rannsoknargreinarnar tveer i rétt samhengi.

Rannsoknum & frumkveedi i starfi hefur farid ort fjolgandi sidustu tvo aratugi og
freedimenn hafa synt fram a mikilveegi frumkvaedis & 6likum svidum asamt pvi ad skoda
ahrif pess a gerandann og afkomu fyrirtekisins sem hann starfar hja (Grant og Ashford,
2008). I gegnum tidina hefur frumkvaedi verid skilgreint med mismunandi hatti, en nu
eru flestir sammala um ad pad beri ad lita a frumkveedi sem akvedna gerd hegdunar og
taka par af leidandi baedi mid af einstaklingsmun og samhengi eda adstedum (sja t.d.

Bindl og Parker, 2010). Pannig hefur myndast akvedin satt um ad skilgreining



frumkveedis feli i sér ad pad sé hegdun sem i) snyr ad breytingum, ii) beinist ad
framtidinni og iii) er sjalfsprottin (Bindl og Parker, 2010; Grant og Ashford, 2008;
Parker, Williams og Turner, 2006). Ljdst er ad hegdun sem & petta prennt sameiginlegt
getur verid &di fjolbreytt, enda hefur komid fram st gagnryni ad rannsoknir &
frumkveedi hafa hvorki verid kerfisbundnar né sampattar og pekking okkar a hugtakinu
sé par af leidandi gloppdtt og ekki naegilega heildstaed (Crant, 2000). Rannsokn Parker
og Collins (2010), sem fyrri grein pessa verkefnis byggir &, var vidbragd vid pessari
gagnryni og midadi ad pvi ad fa heildsteeda mynd af élikum pattum frumkvaedis og
tengslum peirra. Med aukinni pekkingu & pattaformgerd frumkvedis verdur audveldara

ad sampeetta vitneskju okkar um almenn ferli frumkveedis, undanfara pess og afleidingar.

Undanfarar frumkveedis

Rannsdknir syna ad baedi einstaklingsbundnir og adsteedubundir paettir hafa ahrif &
frumkvaedi folks i starfi, ymist einir og sér eda saman. Margar rannsoknir hafa skodad
hugtak Batemans og Crants (1993), ,,frumkvadan personuleika® (proactive personality),
eda mismunandi tilhneigingu folks til ad bera kennsl & taekifaeri, taka af skarid og studla
ad breytingum i umhverfi sinu. Sem deemi um mismunandi gerdir frumkvaedis sem
frumkvaedur personuleiki spair fyrir um ma nefna ad koma hugmyndum i framkvaemd og
ad syna frumkveedi i pvi ad leysa vandamal (Parker, Williams og Turner, 2006),
einstaklingsbundna nybreytni (Seibert, Kraimer og Crant, 2001), ad syna frumkvedi i
bvi ad byggja upp tengslanet (Lambert, Eby og Reeves, 2006; Thompson, 2005) og adrar
gerdir frumkvadis eins og ad taka af skarid, koma i veg fyrir vandamal og leggja til
uppbyggilegar breytingar a rikjandi ferlum (Parker og Collins, 2010). Annar

personuleikapattur sem hefur verid rannsakadur i tengslum vid frumkvaedi starfsmanna
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er samviskusemi (conscientiousness). beir sem eru samviskusamir syna meira
frumkveedi i atvinnuleit (Kanfer, Wanberg og Kantrowitz, 2001) og eru liklegri til ad
skipuleggja starfsferil sinn med frumkvaedum heetti (Carless og Bernath, 2007).
Jafnframt hefur verid synt fram a ad samviskusemi starfsmanna spai fyrir um hversu
mikid peir reyna ad adlagast starfsumhverfinu med framsynum heetti, til demis med pvi
ad sekjast eftir endurgjof fra yfirmanni eda samstarfsmonnum (Parker og Collins, 2010).
Frumkvedi starfsmanna fer pannig eftir ymsum einstaklingsbundnum pattum, en
adsteedubundnir peettir hafa lika reynst skipta mali. Sem demi um peetti i
vinnuumhverfinu sem hafa ahrif & frumkvaedi starfsfolks ma nefna sjalfraedi i starfi (job
autonomy) og pad hversu flokid starfid er (job complexity). Pannig hafa fundist jakveaed
tengsl & milli sjalfreedis i starfi og pess ad starfsmenn komi med tilldgur ad nybreytni
(Van Dyne og LePine, 1998) og tillégur ad arb6tum (Axtell, Holman, Unsworth, Wall,
Waterson og Harrington, 2000). Langsnidsrannsoknir hafa einnig synt fram & jakveed
tengsl milli sjalfraedis i starfi og framtakssemi starfsmanna (Hornung og Rousseau,
2007), og tengsl milli sjalfreedis og frumkvaedis i Gtferslu hugmynda og pess ad leysa
vandamal med frumkvadum hztti (Parker, Williams og Turner, 2006). I kjolfar
langsnidsrannsoknar sinnar meltu Frese og félagar (1996) med pvi ad stjérnendur attu
ad auka sjalfreedi starfsmanna og gera storf peirra margslungnari til ad auka tioni
frumkvaedis & vinnustadnum, frekar en ad einblina einungis a ad velja inn nytt starfsolk
med frumkvada lundernispeetti (Frese, Kring, Soose og Zempel, 1996). Jafnframt hefur
veriod synt fram & ad pad ad gera storf anaegjulegri og innihaldsrikari (job enrichment)
spair fyrir um aukid? sjélfstraust starfsmanna og hvada skilning peir leggja i storf sin
(Axtell og Parker, 2003; Parker 1998; Parker, Wall og Jackson, 1997), sem sidan spair

fyrir um frumkvaedi peirra i starfi (Parker, Williams og Turner, 2006). Rannsdknir hafa
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einnig synt fram & ad streituvaldandi peettir i starfi geta haft jakveed ahrif & frumkveedi
starfsmanna. bannig getur timapréng virkad sem hvatnig fyrir starfsmenn til ad syna

frumkveedi, vera skapandi og finna leidir til arbdta (Ohly og Fritz, 2010).

Afleidingar frumkvaedis

[ flestum rannsoknum & frumkveedi i starfi hefur sjonum verid beint ad undanférum
frumkvaedis, en nylega hafa freedimenn veitt afleidingum pess meiri athygli og
visbendingar um gildi frumkveedis fyrir starfsmenn, stjornendur og afkomu fyrirtekja
eru farnar ad safnast saman.

Frumkvaedi hefur verid tengt vid betri frammistddu folks i starfi. Pannig hefur
verid synt fram & ad starfsmenn sem syna frumkvaedi i pvi ad sekjast eftir endurgjof
standa sig betur i starfi (Ashford, 1986; Ashford, Blatt og VandeWalle, 2003) og ad
nylidar sem syna frumkvadi i pvi ad leita sér upplysinga um taeknilegar hlidar starfsins
fa haerra mat hja yfirménnum sem meta frammistédu premur manudum sidar (Morrison,
1993). Starfsmenn sem byggja upp tengslanet og eru framtakssamir eru haerra metnir af
yfirmoénnum sinum en adrir (Thompson, 2005) og starfsmenn sem lata i sér heyra med
uppbyggilegum heetti fengu heerra skor pegar yfirmenn méatu frammistodu halfu ari sidar
(Van Dyne og LePine, 1998). Eins hefur verid synt ad fasteignasalar sem syna
frumkveedi i starfi eru liklegri til ad selja fleiri eignir, fa fleiri vidskiptavini & skréa og
heerri umbodslaun (Crant, 1995). Med pvi ad syna frumkvaedi eru starfsmenn einnig
liklegri til ad auka starfsanaegju sina og hljota framgdéngu i starfi. Til deemis hefur pad ad
bera kennsl & teekifeaeri og Gtfaera nyjar hugmyndir &samt pvi ad syna frumkvaedi i ad
mota eigin starfsframa spad fyrir um aukna starfsanagju og fleiri stoduhakkanir tveimur

arum sidar (Seibert o.fl., 2001).
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Afleidingar frumkvaedis eru hins vegar ekki alltaf jakveaedar. Rannsoknir hafa
synt ad stundum lita yfirmenn & frumkvadi starfsmanna sem 6gn (Frese og Fay, 2001;
Miceli og Near, 1994; Parker o.fl., 2006) eda tilraun til ad koma sér i mjukinn (Bolino,
1999). I rannsokn sinni komust Seibert o.fl. (2001) einnig ad pvi ad starfsmenn sem
syndu frumkvaedi i pvi ad lata i sér heyra og koma med tilldgur ad nybreytni eda leggja
til breytingar & rikjandi ferlum voru sidur liklegri til ad vera med harri laun eda hafa
hlotid stoduhaekkun tveimur arum sidar heldur en samstarfsmenn sem létu minna i sér
heyra. Par sem adrar rannsoknir hafa bent til pess ad pad ad syna frumkvadi i pvi ad lata
i sér heyra med pessum heetti hafi jakvaedar afleidingar fyrir starfsframa folks pa gefur
petta til kynna ad einhvers konar midlunarahrif séu til stadar (Bindl og Parker, 2010).
pannig getur verid ad frumkveedi sé stundum synt med Gvideigandi hatti eda i
dvideigandi adsteedum sem leidir til pess ad yfirmenn sjai viokomandi starfsmenn i
neikvaedu ljosi.

[ peirri vidleitni ad greida ur pvi hvenzr frumkvadi hefur jakvadar afleidingar i
for med sér og hvenar ekki hafa rannsakendur adallega beint sjonum sinum ad
sélfreedilegum midlunarbreytum. Til deemis syndu Grant, Parker og Collins (2009) fram
& a0 goadvild starfsmanna dsamt tilhneigingu peirra til ad lata i 1j6s neikvaeda lidan og
tilfinningar hafdi &hrif & hvort frumkveedi peirra leiddi til jakveaeds frammistédumats eda
ekki. Hofundar leitudu i smidju eignunarkenninga og alyktudu sem svo ad godvild og
neikvaedar tilfinningar starfsmanna geefu stjornendum merki um undirliggjandi &setning
og hversu videigandi veeri ad lita frumkvaedid jakvaedum augum. Nidurstddur Grant og
Mayer (2009) syna ad starfsmenn sem eru baedi med mikla hvét til ad gera 6drum gagn
og mikla hvot til ad syna sina bestu hlid eru haerra metnir af yfirménnum og

samstarfsmdnnum en adrir. De Stobbeleir o0.fl. (2010) notudu einnig eignunarkenningar
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til ad rannsaka hvada peettir hafa ahrif & mat stjornenda a starfsménnum sem syna
frumkveedi, og 16gdu aherslu & ad til ad auka skilning okkar & afleidingum frumkveedis
purfum vid ad vita hvernig frumkvaedi er metid, og til ad skilja pad purfum vid ad vita
eitthvad um pann sem metur.

Petta var hvatinn ad seinni grein pessa verkefnis, en i henni var gerd
formgerdargreining til ad rannsaka ahrif innbyggdra alyktana stjornenda um hvort folk
geti i edli sinu breyst (einkenni stjérnenda), ahrif frammistodu (einkenni starfsmanns) og
ahrif tioni hegdunar (einkenni frumkvaedis) & eignunarkenningar stjérnenda og mat

beirra & starfsmanni sem tekur af skarid.
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Kafli 2 — Frumkvadi i starfi: Pattabygging hugtaks og proffraedilegir

eiginleikar meelitekis

Tilgangur rannsoknarinnar var tvipattur. | fyrsta lagi ad skoda hvort
pattaformgerd hugtaksins frumkveedi sé su sama i islensku urtaki og i
astrolsku urtaki. I 6dru lagi ad athuga proffredilega eiginleika islenskrar
atgafu frumkveediskvarda Parker og Collins (2010) og leggja mat & hvort
peir séu fullnzgjandi til ad haegt se ad nota hann rannsoknir & frumkvaedi hér
a landi. batttakendur voru 485 starfsmenn a islenskum vinnumarkadi (59,6%
konur), badi starfsmenn einka- og opinberra fyrirteekja asamt Gtskrifudum
og naverandi nemendum i MBA nami tveggja islenskra haskola. Nidurstoédur
syndu ad péattabygging frumkvadis er 6druvisi i islensku urtaki en erlendis.
Hér fellur likan med tveimur annars stigs pattum betur ad gégnunum en likan
med premur annars stigs pattum. Profffreedilegir eiginleikar maliteekisins
reyndust godir, en ljost er ad frekari rannsokna er porf til ad haegt sé ad

alykta hver formgerd frumkvaedis er.

[ kjolfar aukins hrada og hardnandi samkeppni & markadi verdur frumkvadi starfsfolks
sifellt mikilveegari pattur i velgengni fyrirteekja. Starfsumhverfi folks er ordid kvikara,
skipurit fyrirteekja eru ordin flatari, dregid hefur verid ar midstyringu asamt pvi ad aukin
ahersla er 16gd & nyskdpun. 1 sliku umhverfi skiptir miklu mali ad starfsfolk geti sjalft
tekid af skarid og latid hlutina gerast, frekar en ad fylgja einungis skipunum eda bida
eftir ad hlutirnir breytist. Innan vinnusalfreedi hefur rannsoknum & hugtakinu frumkvadi
(proactive behavior) farid ort fjolgandi sidustu tvo aratugi og freedimenn hafa borid
kennsl & fjolmarga 6lika peetti frumkveedis. Til ad fa heildsteeda mynd af 6likum pattum

frumkvaedis og tengslum peirra rannsékudu Parker og Collins (2010) formgerd
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frumkveedis. Nidurstddur peirra voru ad frumkveedi i starfi samanstendur af 11 fyrsta
stigs pattum sem tengjast premur annars stigs pattum. Nidurstoour peirra Parker og
Collins byggjast & astrolsku Urtaki stjornenda i MBA ndmi og i umraedu um nidurstodur
benda paer a mikilvaegi pess ad stadfesta pessar nidurstodur i 6drum Grtokum.

Tilgangur pessarar rannsoknar er pvi ad athuga hvort pattaformgerd hugtaksins
frumkveedi sé su sama i islensku Urtaki og i &strélsku Grtaki rannsdknar peirra Parker og
Collins (2010). Proffraedilegir eiginleika maliteekisins sem Parker og Collins notudu til

ad meta frumkveedi voru einnig skodadir.

Kenningarlegur bakgrunnur

[ upphafi ranns6kna & frumkvaedi litu sumir fraedimenn & hugtakid sem eina gerd
pegnhegdunar (organizational citizenship behavior) eda hegdunar utan hlutverks (extra-
role behavior). Pegnhegdun hefur verid skilgreind sem valkvaed hegdun starfsmanns
sem eflir starfsemi fyrirtaekis, studlar ad arangri og flytir fyrir ad markmidum stjérnenda
sé nad (Organ, 1988). Hegdun utan hlutverks visar til pess pegar starfsmadur gerir
eitthvad sem fer Gt fyrir formlega starfslysingu hans (Van Dyne, Cummings og Parks,
1995). Nu hafa flestir horfid fra pessari syn, enda hefur oft reynst vandasamt ad meta
hvort hegdun sé innan eda utan hlutverks, par sem pad fer eftir pvi hvernig
starfsmadurinn sjalfur skilgreinir sitt hlutverk (Morrison, 1994). Synt hefur verid fram &
ad starfsmenn sem syna frumkveedi séu liklegri til ad vikka ut hlutverk sitt og tulka pad i
samhengi vio markmid fyrirteekisins (Parker, Wall og Jackson, 1997) asamt pvi ad vera
liklegri en starfsmenn sem ekki syna frumkvadi ad endurskilgreina storf sin pannig ad
pau nai yfir ny verkefni og markmid (Frese og Fay, 2001). bad hefur pvi verid alit flestra

ad gagnlegra sé ad rannsaka frumkvadi 6had pvi hvort um pegnhegdun eda hegdun
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innan eda utan hlutverks sé ad reeda, og lita i stadinn pannig & ad alla frammistddu sé
heegt ad inna af hendi med frumkvaedum hetti (Crant, 2000; Grant og Ashford, 2008;
Griffin, Neal og Parker, 2007). bannig er 6parfi ad einskorda frumkvadi vid
begnhegdun eda hegdun utan hlutverks, enda eru ekki allar gerdir hegdunar utan
hlutverks eda pegnhegdunar frumkveaedar (Bindl og Parker, 2010).

Adrir freedimenn lita & frumkveedi (proactivity) sem stddugan lundernispétt
(dispositional factor). beir gera pannig rad fyrir ad til sé folk med ,,frumkvadan
personuleika® sem studlar ad breytingum & umhverfi sinu 6h4d adstedum, samhengi og
tima. peir Bateman og Crant (1993) gera til ad mynda rad fyrir ad frumkvadi sé
personuleikapattur og ad erkitypa frumkveeds persénuleika sé einhver sem er tiltélulega
6bundinn adsteedum og studlar ad breytingum & umhverfi sinu (Bateman og Crant,
1993). F6lk med frumkvaedan personuleika ber kennsl & teekifeeri og bregst vid peim, pad
synir framtakssemi, gripur til adgerda og gefst ekki upp par til pad kemur breytingum til
leidar. A hinn boginn haga peir sem ekki bla yfir frumkveedi sér 4 gagnstaedan hatt, peir
bera hvorki kennsl & né bregdast vid teekifeerum sem gefast til ad breyta hlutum til hins
betra. | stadinn fyrir ad studla ad breytingum a umhverfinu pa bregdast peir vid, adlagast
og motast af umhverfi sinu (Bateman og Crant, 1993).

Vandamal pessarar ndlgunar er ad han veitir ekki miklar upplysingar um pad
hvada atferli atti ad flokka sem frumkvaedi (Crant, 2000). bvi lita flestir fredimenn nd &
frumkveedi sem akvedna gerd hegdunar og taka pannig baedi mid af einstaklingsmun
(eins og personuleika) og samhengi eda adsteedum (sja t.d. Bindl og Parker, 2010).
Margir olikir peettir hegdunar hafa verid rannsakadar i tengslum vid frumkveedi og ekki
er einfalt ad hafa yfirsyn yfir pa alla. bratt fyrir pad virdast rannsakendur flestir ordnir

sammala um ad skilgreining frumkveedis feli prennt i sér: 1) Frumkvaadi snyr ad
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breytingum, pvi gerandi tekur stjorn og leetur hlutina gerast, frekar en ad laga sig ad
adsteedum eda bida eftir ad hlutirnir breytist. Pessar breytingar geta baedi att vid
breytingar & adsteedum (gerandi getur til demis breytt akvednu vinnulagi eda haft ahrif &
stefnumatun fyrirtekis) og breytingar & gerandanum sjalfum (hann getur til deemis beett
vid kunnattu sina a &kvednu svidi til ad bregdast vid tilvonandi/vaentanlegum kréfum).
2) Frumkvedi beinist ad framtidinni, pvi gerandinn sér fyrir og bregst vid adstedum sem
kunna ad skapast i framtidinni frekar en ad bregdast vid adstedum eda vandamali sem
begar er komid upp. 3) Frumkvaedi er sjalfsprottid, pvi pad kemur fra gerandanum
sjalfum (Bindl og Parker, 2010; Grant og Ashford, 2008; Parker, Williams og Turner,
2006).

Pad er ljost ad hegdun sem & petta prennt sameiginlegt getur verid afar fjolbreytt.
Petta sést best pegar rannsoknir & mismunandi gerdum frumkvedis eru skodadar. Sem
demi um rannsoknir sem hafa synt fram & vioteekar og olikar leidir starfsmanna til ad
syna frumkveaedi méa nefna rannsoknir & pvi ad adlagast nyju umhverfi med virkum heetti
(Ashford og Black, 1996; Kim, Cable og Kim, 2005; Saks og Ashforth, 1996; Wanberg
og Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000), s&kjast eftir endurgjof & eigin frammistédu (Ashford,
Blatt og Van de Walle, 2003; Ashford og Cummings, 1983; 1985), syna framtakssemi
(Den Hartog og Belschak, 2007), lata i sér heyra (LePine og Van Dyne 1998; 2001),
koma malefnum sem geta r&did Urslitum & framfeeri vid stjérnendur (Dutton og Ashford,
1993), syna frumkvaedi i pjonustu vid vioskiptavini (Rank, Carsten, Unger og Spector,
2007). Einnig ma nefna rannsdknir & pvi ad taka af skarid og koma & breytingum
(Morrison og Phelps, 1999), bregdast fyrirfram vid til ad hafa ahrif & einstaklinga eda
hopa (Kipnis og Schmidt, 1988; Williams, Gray og von Broembsen, 1976), vikka Gt

eigid hlutverk i starfi (Nicholson, 1984; Parker o.fl., 1997), endurskoda og endurbata
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verkefni (Wrzesniewski og Dutton, 2001), brjéta gildandi reglur (Morrison, 2006), hafa
frumkveedid ad pvi ad leysa vandamal og framkveema hugmyndir (Parker o.fl., 2006),
asamt pvi ad byggja upp félagsleg tengslanet (Morrison, 2002; Ostroff og Kozlowski,
1992). bessar fjolbreyttu rannsoknir hafa rennt styrkum stodum undir mikilvagi
frumkveedis & 6likum svidum (Bindl og Parker, 2010). pear syna einnig fram & ad
frumkvaedi er utbreidd hegdun i vinnuumhverfi folks og ad frumkvaedi hefur baedi ahrif &
pann sem synir frumkveedid og fyrirteekid sem hann starfar hja (Grant og Ashford,
2008).

Pad er hins vegar svo ad p6 rannsoknum a frumkveedi hafi farid ort fjélgandi, pa
hafa peer ekki verid heildstedar eda naegilega tengdar sin & milli. Flestar rannsoknir &
pbessu svidi eru hugtakadrifnar (phenomenon-driven). Rannsakendur hafa pannig veitt
akvedinni hegdun athygli, proad tilgatur og safnad gdgnum til ad lysa henni, spa fyrir
um og utskyrt hana sem adgreint hugtak. Rannséknir & frumkvaedi hafa pvi ekki verid
kerfisbundnar eda sampattar og pekking okkar a hugtakinu er par af leidandi gloppétt og
ekki neaegilega heildstaed (Crant, 2000).

Med petta i huga gerdu Parker og Collins (2010) ranns6kn sem midadi ad pvi ad
fa yfirsyn yfir pattaformgerd frumkvaedis. peer foru yfir fyrri rannsoknir og toku saman
mismunandi gerdir hegdunar sem hafa eda getu verid skilgreindar sem frumkveedi. |
sinni rannsokn geettu peer pess sidan ad mala pa petti frumkveaedis sem hofou verid
notadir i pessum rannsoknum, en peir spénnudu vitt svid. Parker og Collins notudu
leitandi og stadfestandi pattagreiningu til ad kanna pattabyggingu frumkvaedis og bentu
nidurstodur peirra til ad frumkvaedi i starfi samanstandi af 11 adgreinanlegum fyrsta

stigs pattum og premur annars stigs pattum. Hér a eftir fylgir umfjéllun um pa
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pattaformgerd frumkvadis sem rannsokn peirra Parker og Collins (2010) leiddi i 1j6s (sja

i toflu 1).

Frumkvaedi & vinnustad
Fyrsti annars stigs patturinn nefnist ,,Frumkvadi a vinnustad“. bPessi pattur visar til pess
hve rika tilhneigingu starfsmadur hefur til pess ad studla ad og taka stjorn a breytingum
innan innra umhverfis fyrirtaekis, til demis med pvi ad baeta verklag, gera vinnuferla
arangursrikari eda hafa ahrif a samstarfsmenn. Samkvaemt nidurstddum peirra Parker og
Collins (2010) samanstendur ,,Frumkvaedi 4 vinnustad* af fjorum fyrsta stigs pattum, en
peir eru 1) “Tekur af skarid* (taking charge), 2) ,,Latur i sér heyra® (voice), 3)
,,Einstaklingsbundin nybreytni* (individual innovation) og 4) “Kemur i veg fyrir
vandamal“ (problem prevention).

Patturinn ,, Tekur af skarid* snyr ad uppbyggilegri vidleitni starfsmanns til ad
studla ad breytingum & pvi hvernig vinnan er unnin af hendi (Morrison og Phelps, 1999).
Starfsmadur getur til deemis reynt ad koma til leidar baettum verkferlum & vinnustag.
Patturinn ,,Leetur i sér heyra“ snyr ad pvi hve opinskétt starfsmadur talar um méalefni sem
hafa ahrif & starfshopinn og & hve virkan hatt hann leitar sér upplysinga um slik malefni
(Van Dyne og LePine, 1998). A sama hétt og 4dur beinist pessi pattur ad innra umhverfi
fyrirtaekisins.

Einstaklingsbundin nybreytni sker sig fra hinum pattunum ad pvi leyti ad 1690 er
ahersla a nyjungar (Scott og Bruce, 1994), en rétt eins og hinir peettirnir beinist sa pattur

ad pvi ad hafa ahrif & innra umhverfi fyrirtekisins.
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Fjoroi fyrsta stigs patturinn “Kemur i veg fyrir vandamal snyr ad pvi ad hve
miklu leyti starfsmadur faest vid endurteknar askoranir og hindranir i vinnuumhverfinu

sinu (Frese og Fay, 2001). S& pattur beinist einnig ad innra umhverfi fyrirtaekisins.
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Tafla 1. Mismunandi peettir frumkvaedis sem Parker og Collins (2010) notudu i rannsékn
sinni. Sja ma skilgreiningu, lysandi deemi og pa annars stigs peetti sem fram komu i
rannsokn Parker og Collins.

peettir frumkvaedis

Skilgreining freedimanna

Lysandi deemi um
hegdun

Frumkveaeodi a
vinnustad

Tekur af skarid

Laetur i sér heyra

Einstaklingsbundin
nybreytni

Kemur i veg fyrir
vandamal

Frumkvaedi i mati
starfsmanns og
umhverfis

Sekist eftir
endurgjof

Studlar ad og tekur stjorn & breytingum i innra
umhverfi fyrirtaekis

Sjélfviljug og uppbyggileg vidleitni til ad
studla ad hagnytum breytingum fyrir
fyrirteekid med tilliti til pess hvernig vinnan
er unnin; hegdun sem midar ad breytingum
0g beinist ad umbo6tum (Morrison og Phelps,
1999)

Kemur med tillégur ad nybreytni og leggur til
breytingar & rikjandi ferlum, jafnvel pegar
adrir eru 6sammala; leetur i sér heyra med
uppbyggilegum hetti i peim tilgangi ad
leggja eitthvad jakveett til fyrirtaekisins (Van
Dyne og LePine, 1998)

Hegdun sem tengist sképun og Gtferslu
hugmynda (Scott og Bruce, 1994), par med
talin hegdun sem tengist pvi ad ad bera
kennsl a teekifeeri, skapa nyjar hugmyndir
eda nélganir, og Utfera nyjar hugmyndir

Sjalfmioud og framsyn adgerd til ad koma i
veg fyrir ad vandamal endurtaki sig a
vinnustad (Frese og Fay, 2001)

Breytir sjalfum sér eda umhverfinu til ad na
betra mati (greater compatibility) milli eigin
eiginleika og fyrirteekjaumhverfis

Bidur beint um endurgjof eda athugasemdir fra
06drum; gert ad eigin undirlagi med
framsynum heetti til ad fa upplysingar um
eigin hegoun (Ashford og Black, 1996;
Ashford, Blatt og Van de Walle, 2003)

Reynir ad koma til
leidar baettum
verkferlum &
vinnustad

Midlar skodunum
sinum a
vinnutengdum
malefnum til annarra
& vinnustadnum,
jafnvel po peer
skodanir séu a skjon
vio skodanir annarra

Leitar uppi nyjungar i
teekni, adferdum
og/eda
voéruhugmyndum

Reynir ad finna
undirr6t pess sem
mistekst

Leitast eftir endurgjof
fr& yfirmanni um
frammistodu i starfi

(framhald)
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peettir frumkvaedis

Skilgreining freedimanna

Lysandi deemi um
hegdun

Fylgist med
endurgjof

Semur um breytt
hlutverk i starfi

Motar eigin
starfsframa

Frumkvaedi tengt
stefnumétun

Leitar leida |
stefnumétun

Kemur malefnum
& framfeeri:
Traverdugleiki

Kemur méalefnum
a framfeeri: Vilji

Nytir sem endurgjof peaer upplysingar sem fast
med pvi ad fylgjast med virkum heetti med
adsteedum og hegdun annarra; gert ad eigin
undirlagi med framsynum hatti til ad fa
upplysingar um eigin hegdun (Ashford og
Black, 1996; Ashford, Blatt og Van de
Walle, 2003)

Afdrattarlausar tilraunir til ad breyta eigin
starfi pannig ad pad passi betur vid eigin
kunnéttu og haefni (Ashford og Black, 1996;
Nicholson, 1984); upprunalega notad um
nylida sem eru ad adlagast ad nyjum
vinnuadstaedum, en & vid um alla starfsmenn

Virkar tilraunir einstaklings til ad efla eigin
starfsframa i stad pess ad bregdast hlutlaust
vid vinnuadstedum (Seibert, Kraimer og
Crant, 2001); gerir azetlun um starfsferil,
préar feerni og leitar rada hja hattsettari
starfsfolki (Tharenou og Terry, 1998)

Studlar ad breytingum i stefnu fyrirtaekisins og
mat pess vid ytra umhverfio

Litur yfir umhverfi fyrirteekisins med virkum
heetti til ad finna leidir til ad tryggja gott mat
a milli fyrirteekis og umhverfis, til demis
med pvi ad bera kennsl a leidir fyrir
fyrirtaekid til ad bregdast vid nyjum
morkudum eda leita ad vaentanlegum 6gnum
eda taekifeerum fyrir fyrirtekio

Hefur ahrif & moétun stefnu fyrirteekis med pvi
ad gera adra medvitada um akvedin malefni
(Dutton og Ashford, 1993); feerir athygli yfir
a mikilveegar sveiflur & markadi, préun og
atburdi sem geta dregid dilk & eftir sér fyrir
afkomu fyrirteekisins (Morrison og Phelps,
1999, bls. 404)

Hefur &hrif & métun stefnu fyrirteekis med pvi
ad eyoa tima og orku i ad tryggja ad peir sem
hafa vald til akvardanna séu medvitadir um
akvedin malefni

Fylgist med pvi hvers
lags frammistdu
yfirmadur verdlaunar
0g notar pad sem
endurgjof a eigin
frammistodu

Semur viod adra um
verkefni og &byrgd

Skipuleggur eigin
starfsferil fram i
timann

»Skannar* umhverfio
med virkum heetti
med pad i huga
hvernig pad sem &
sér stad par geti haft
ahrif a fyrirteekio i
framtidinni

Er med jakvaeda sogu
(positive track
record) i pvi ad
koma malefnum &
framfeeri

Ver tima i ad koma
akveonu malefni &
framfeeri

Athugasemd: Tafla adlogud tr ,,Taking stock: Integrating and differentiating multiple
proactive behaviors® eftir S. K. Parker og C. G. Collins, 2010, Journal of Management,
36(3), bls. 637-638. Utgafuréttur 2010 tilheyrir Southern Management Association.
Tafla adlogud med leyfi hofunda.
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Frumkvaedi i mati starfsmanns og umhverfis.
Pessi annars stigs pattur visar til pess hve mikla tilhneigingu starfsmadur hefur til ad
breyta sjalfum sér eda umhverfinu til ad na betra mati milli eigin eiginleika og
fyrirteekjaumhverfis. Hugtakid ,,starfsmanna-umhverfis mat* (person-environment fit)
visar til pess hversu vel eiginleikar viokomandi passa vid tilteknar adsteedur, til demis
pad umhverfi sem hann starfar i (Caplan, 1987). Hér er til deemis att vid hvort eiginleikar
starfsmanns passa vid krofur sem gerdar eru til hans i starfi eda hvort gildi hans
samrymast gildum fyrirteekisins (Parker og Collins, 2010). Samkvaemt nidurstddum
Parker og Collins (2010) samanstendur patturinn ,,Frumkvadi i mati starfsmanns og
umhverfis® af fjorum fyrsta stigs pattum: 1) ,,Sakist eftir endurgjof (feedback inquiry),
2) ,,Fylgist med endurgjof (feedback monitoring), 3) ,,Semur um breytt hlutverk i starfi*
(job change negotiation) og 4) ,,Motar eigin starfsframa® (career initiative).

batturinn ,,Saekist eftir endurgjof™ visar til pess ad hve miklu leyti starfsmadur
grennslast fyrir um eigin frammistédu med virkum heetti med pvi ad sekjast beint eftir
endurgjof. Markmid hans er ad safna upplysingum svo audveldara sé fyrir hann ad
bregdast vid kréfum umhverfisins og pannig standa sig betur i tilteknu samhengi
(Ashford og Black, 1996). begar starfsmadur leitar eftir endurgjof a eigin frammistddu
getur hann betur &ttad sig & krofum sem gerdar eru til hans og lagad sig ad peim kréfum
(Parker og Collins, 2010).

bétturinn ,,Fylgist med endurgjof™ visar til pess ad hve miklu leyti starfsmadur
fylgist med virkum haetti med adsteedum og hegdun annarra til ad nyta sem endurgjof &
eigin hegdun. Hér er markmid hans einnig ad afla upplysinga sem audvelda honum ad
bregdast vid krofum umhverfisins og gera honum pannig kleift ad standa sig betur i

starfi (Ashford og Black, 1996).
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batturinn ,,Semur um breytt hlutverk i starfi* visar til pess hve mikla aherslu
starfsmadur leggur & ad breyta starfinu sinu pannig ad pad passi betur vid feerni hans,
haefni og pad sem hentar honum best (Ashford og Black, 1996; Nicholson, 1984).
Starfsmadur sem leggur aherslu & ad semja um pau verkefni sem hann feer uthlutad,
semja um peer veaentingar sem gerdar eru til hans og um eftirsoknarverdar breytingar &
starfinu hefur tilhneigingu til ad semja um breytt hlutverk i starfi (Parker og Collins,
2010).

batturinn ,,Métar eigin starfsframa“ snyr baedi ad samhaefni milli haefni og
starfskrafna og samhaefni milli frambods og gilda. Métun starfsframa felur i sér datlun
um starfsferil, proun & feerni & &kvednu svidi og virka leit ad radgjof hja reyndari folki i
sOmu atvinnugrein (Seibert, Kraimer og Crant, 2001; Tharenou og Terry, 1998). bessar
athafnir mida ad pvi ad gripa inn i og mota eigin starfsframa i stad pess ad bregdast
eingdngu vid teekifeerum sem birtast. Petta snyr ad mati starfsmanns og umhverfis pvi
aherslan er & langtima samhafni milli eiginleika einstaklingsins og umhverfis
fyrirtaekisins.

Pessir fjorir paettir hegdunar sem mynda annars stigs pattinn ,,Frumkveedi i mati
starfsmanns og umhverfis* eru frabrugdnir 6drum pattum frumkvadis ad pvi leyti ad
meiri ahersla er 16gd & breytingar sem snla ad starfsmanninum sjalfum en & breytingar a

adsteedum (Parker og Collins, 2010).

Frumkveedi tengt stefnumotun
Pessi annars stigs pattur visar til pess hve rika tilnneigingu starfsmadur hefur til pess ad
studla ad breytingum a stefnu fyrirtaekisins alls og um leid & mati fyrirtaekis vid ytra

umhverfi pess. betta merkir ekki endilega ad starfsmadur taki sjalfur akvéroun um ad
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breyta stefnu fyrirtaekis, heldur getur frumkvaedi tengt stefnumaétun falid i sér ad bera
kennsl & ny teekifeeri eda 6gnir & markadi og koma pvi & framfaeri vid stjornendur (Parker
og Collins, 2010). Samkvaemt nidurstédum peirra Parker og Collins samanstendur
patturinn ,,Frumkvaedi tengt stefnumotun® af premur fyrsta stigs pattum sem allir beinast
a0 pvi a0 laga fyrirteeki ad ytra umhverfi pess. bessi pattir eru 1) ,,Kemur malefnum a
framfeeri: Traverdugleiki® (issue selling credibility), 2) ,,Kemur malefnum 4 framfeeri:
Vilji (issue selling willingness) og 3) ,,Leitar leida i stefnumotun® (strategic scanning).

peettirnir tveir sem snda ad pvi ad koma malefni & framferi visa til pess hve
virkur starfsmadur er i pvi ad mdta stefnu fyrirteekisins med pvi ad gera 6drum grein
fyrir &kvednum atburoum eda sveiflum & markadi (Dutton og Ashford, 1993). Med pvi
ad vekja athygli stjornenda & mikilveegum atburdum i ytra umhverfi fyrirtekis getur
starfsmadur haft ahrif & stefnu fyrirteekisins og frammist6du pess. Patturinn ,,Kemur
malefnum & framfeeri: Vilji* snyr ad pvi hversu mikla fyrirhotn, tima og orku
starfsmadur er tilbiinn ad verja i ad koma malefni & framfzri. Patturinn ,,Kemur
malefnum 4 framfeeri: Traverdugleiki* snyr ad pvi hversu arangursrikur starfsmadur
hefur verid hingad til i pvi ad koma malefni & framferi.

batturinn ,,Leitar leida i stefnumdtun® beinist ad pvi hversu virkur starfsmadur er
i pvi ad skima markadinn til ad koma auga & ny tekiferi eda mogulegar 6gnanir svo
heegt sé ad tryggja mat fyrirtekisins vid ytra umhverfid (Parker og Collins, 2010).

Annars stigs patturinn ,,Frumkvadi tengt stefnumotun® svipar til annars stigs
pattarins ,,Frumkvadi & vinnustad* enda beinast badir pattir ad pvi ad breyta
umhverfinu med einhverjum heetti. Auk pess geta athafnir starfsmanns aukid arangur
fyrirtaekis i badum tilvikum. Pad sem greinir pessi patti ad er umfang peirra. Umfang

pattarins ,,Frumkvadi tengt stefnumotun® er vidara og beinist ut 4 vid en ekki inn & vid.
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Umfang pattarins ,,Frumkvaedi tengt vinnustad* er hins vegar prengra og beinist ad
vinnustadnum en ekki ad ytra umhverfi fyrirteekisins.

A mynd 1 sést hver pattabygging hugtaksins frumkvadi er samkveemt
nidurstodum peirra Parker og Collins (2010). Sja mé annars stigs peettina prja, 11
mismunandi undirpeetti peirra &samt peim atridum sem notud voru til ad mala

frumkvaedi starfsfolks, baedi i rannsokn Parker og Collins og i pessari rannsokn.
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Frumkveedi a
vinnustad

Frumkveedi i
mati
starfsmanns
og umhverfis

Frumkveedi
tengt
stefnumétun

Tekur af
skarid

Leetur i sér
heyra

Einstaklings
bundin
nybreytni

Kemur i veg
fyrir
vandamal

Seekist eftir
endurgjof

Fylgist med
endurgjof

Semur um
breytt
hlutverk i
starfi

Moétar eigin
starfsframa

Kemur
malefnum &
framfeaeri:
Traverdugleiki

Kemur
malefnum &
framfeeri:
Vilji

Leitar leida
i
stefnumétun

Hversu oft reynir p ad koma & baettu verklagi & vinnustad pinum?

Hversu oft reynir pl ad innleida nyja og arangursrikari vinnuferla?

Hversu oft reynir pt ad innleida lausnir & brynum vandamalum i
fyrirteekinu?

Hversu oft reynir pl ad kynna nytt skipulag, nyja teekni eda leidir til
ad auka afkost/skilvirkni?

Hversu oft vidrar pi skodanir pinar & vinnutengdum malefnum vid
adra & vinnustadnum, jafnvel pd skodanir pinar séu 6druvisi og adrir &
vinnustadnum eru 6samméla pér?

Hversu oft leetur pa i pér heyra og hvetur adra & vinnustadnum til ad
lata mélefni sem ykkur varda til sin taka?

Hversu oft ertu upplyst(ur) um malefni par sem skodun pin geeti
komid vinnustadnum ad gagni?

Hversu oft talar pu opinskatt um nyjar hugmyndir eda breytingar &
verklagi/starfshattum?

Hversu oft feerdu skapandi hugmyndir?

Hversu oft kynnir pa pér nyjar adferdir, nyja teekni og/eda hugmyndir
ad nyjum vorum?

Hversu oft kemur pd hugmyndum & framfeeri vid adra eda berst fyrir
peim?

Hversu oft reynir pt ad préa verklag, vinnuferli og kerfi sem eru
ahrifarik til lengri tima litid, jafnvel p6 pau hagi 4 til ad byrja med?

Hversu oft reynir pl ad finna rét vandans pegar eitthvad fer Grskeidis?

Hversu oft notar pa tima til ad skipuleggja hvernig komast megi hja
siendurteknum vandaméalum?

Hversu oft leitar pa eftir endurgjof (feedback) hja yfirmanni pinum
um frammistddu pina i starfi?

Hversu oft leitar pa eftir endurgjof (feedback) hja yfirmanni pinum
vardandi mdguleika & stéduhakkun innan fyrirtaekisins?

Hversu oft leitar pa lits samstarfsmanna & frammist6du pinni i starfi?

Hversu oft spair pu i eiginleika i fari pess folks sem faer
umbun/vidurkenningu fra yfirmanni pinum og notar sidan pessar
upplysingar til ad breyta hegdun pinni?

Hversu oft veitir pu pvi eftirtekt hvada hegdun og frammist6du
yfirmadur pinn umbunar og notar paer athuganir til ad meta pina eigin
frammistodu?

Hversu oft veitir pu pvi eftirtekt hvernig yfirmadur pinn hagar sér
gagnvart pér til ad skilja hvernig hann/hiin skynjar og metur
frammistddu pina i starfi?

A0 hve miklu leyti semur pl vid adra vardandi verkefni pin og peer
veentingar sem gerdar eru til pin?

A0 hve miklu leyti semur pl vid adra (t.d. yfirmann, samstarfsmenn)
um peer kréfur sem eru gerdar til pin?

A0 hve miklu leyti semur pl vid adra (t.d. yfirmann, samstarfsmenn)
um askilegar breytingar & starfshattum?

Eg hef raett markmid min og metnad vid yfirmann i fyrirtaekinu.

Eg hef raett méguleika mina & starfsframa vid einhvern i fyrirtakinu
sem er reynslumeiri en ég.

Eg hef gert datlun um starfsferil minn og frama.

Eg er med jakvaeda ferilskra pegar kemur ad pvi ad vinna malefnum
brautargengi.

Meér hefur 4dur gengid vel ad koma malefnum & framfari innan
fyrirtekja.

Eg er pekkt(ur) fyrir ad koma malefnum & framfzri med
arangursrikum heetti.

Hversu mikid veerir pu tilbdin(n) ad leggja a pig til pess ad vinna
pessu malefni brautargengi innan pins vinnustadar?

Hversu mikla orku veerir pa tilbdin(n) ad eyda i ad vinna malefninu
brautargengi innan fyrirtaekisins?

Hversu miklum tima veerir pd tilbdin(n) ad verja i ad vinna pessu
malefni brautargengi & pinum vinnustad

Hversu oft skannar pi umhverfid til ad sja hvort breytingar sem par
eru geti haft ahrif & pitt fyrirteeki i framtidinni?

Hversu oft berd pu kennsl & langtimateekifeeri og -ognir fyrir
fyrirtekid?

Hversu oft sérd pa fyrir breytingar sem geeti purft ad gera innan
fyrirteekis i ljosi prounar i umhverfinu (t.d. teknileg préun, préun &
morkudum)?

Mynd 1. Malilikan rannséknar. Priggja patta annars stigs likan med 11 fyrsta stigs pattum
og peim 35 atridum sem meela fyrsta stigs peettina.




Frumkvaedislisti Parker og Collins (2010) er fyrsta meliteekid sem metur frumkvaedi a
breidum grundvelli i stad pess ad mela einungis afmarkadan patt frumkveedis. Eftir pvi sem
best er vitad hefur listinn ekki verid nyttur i 6drum rannséknum enn sem komid er. Hins vegar
er gagnsemi sliks maeliteekis mikil, en audvelt er ad imynda sér ad pekking okkar & hugtakinu
asamt undanférum og afleidingum mismunandi patta frumkvaedis muni aukast verulega med
notkun meelitaekis sem naer yfir 6lika paetti frumkveedis (Bindl og Parker, 2010; Grant og

Ashford, 2008; Parker og Collins, 2010).

Markmid rannsoknar

Markmid pessarar rannsdknar var ad skoda pattaformgerd frumkveedis i islensku
artaki, en slik rannsokn hefur ekki verid gerd fyrr en nd. Rannsoknarspurningin er
eftirfarandi: Er pattabygging hugtaksins frumkvaedi st sama hér & landi og i Astraliu?
Proffreedilegir eiginleikar islenskrar atgafu frumkveediskvarda Parker og Collins (2010) voru

einnig skodadir og mat lagt & hvort hann sé nothafur vid rannséknir & frumkvaedi hér & landi.

Aoferd

patttakendur

patttakendur voru 485 starfsmenn a islenskum vinnumarkadi. Rannséknin var baedi 16gd fyrir
starfsmenn einkafyrirteekja og opinberra fyrirtaekja asamt pvi ad vera 16go fyrir Utskrifada og
naverandi nemendur i MBA nami tveggja islenskra haskola. I sumum tilfellum var notast vid
postlista med allt ad tiu a&ra gdbmlum netféngum og ekki vitad hversu margir fengu bod um
patttoku i rannsokninni. bvi er erfitt ad segja til um nakvaemt svarhlutfall. Af peim sem
svorudu voru 59,6% konur, medalaldur var 37,4 ar (fra 18 til 60 ara; sf = 9,9) og 58,9%
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patttakenda voru med haskolaprof. Meirihluti patttakanda unnu eda hofdu unnid sem
stjornendur & vinnustad (78,0%). beir voru flestir i fullri vinnu (78,1%) og h6fdu ad jafnadi
16,0 ara starfsreynslu (sf = 10,1) & einu eda fleiri af eftirtdldum starfssvioum; almenn
stjornun, bokhald og endurskodun, fjarmal, framleidsla, mannaudsstjornun, markadssetning,
upplysingateekni og rannsoknir og proun. EKki var greitt fyrir patttoku, en patttakendum var

bodid ad taka patt i happdraetti um leikhGsmida fyrir patttoku sina.

Meeliteeki

I pessari rannsokn var studst vid 35 atrida spurningalista Parker og Collins (2010), en
paer s6fnudu saman spurningum ur meliteekjum ymissa freedimanna sem hafa rannsakad
olikar gerdir frumkvadrar hegdunar. Alls eiga spurningarnar ad meta 11 dlika peetti hegdunar
sem lysa frumkvaedi: ,, Tekur af skarido®, ,,Laetur i sér heyra®, Einstaklingsbundin nybreytni®,
»Kemur i veg fyrir vandamal®, ,,Saekist eftir endurgjof™, ,,Fylgist med endurgjot™, ,,Semur um
breytt hlutverk i starfi“, ,,Motar eigin starfsframa®, ,,Leitar leida i stefnumdtun®, ,,Kemur
malefnum & framferi: Traverdugleiki“ og ,,Kemur malefnum & framfeari: Vilji*.

Einn 6kostur sjalfsmatskvarda er ad patttakendur geta fundio fyrir porf til ad svara
spurningum eins og peir telja ad sé félagslega askilegt. Ad fordemi Parker og Collins (2010)
voru péatttakendur reglulega minntir & ad svara spurningunum i samraemi vid hvernig hegdun
beirra veeri i raun og veru, ekki hvernig peir héldu ad aeskilegt veeri ad haga sér. Jafnframt
voru patttakendur minntir & ad svor peirra veeru orekjanleg til peirra. Petta er i samraeemi vid
radleggingar Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee og Podsakoff (2003) um hvernig eigi ad draga ar
breytileika vegna malingar (common-method variance). Til ad maliteki peirra yrdi ekki
oyfirstiganlega langt toku Parker og Collins (2010) mid af pattagreiningu annarra rannsakenda

vid raunprofun meliteekjanna, og voldu pau atridi sem hlodu heest fyrir hvern patt

34



frumkvaedrar hegdunar. Par sem porf var & breyttu peaer uppsetningu/ordalagi atridanna svo
heegt veeri ad svara peim & 5 punkta Likert kvarda. Innri areidanleiki kvardanna i rannsokn
Parker og Collins var alfa >,74 1 6llum tilvikum. Prir 6hadir adilar, tveir med
framhaldsmenntun i salfredi og einn med framhaldsmenntun i ensku, pyddu atridin a
islensku. Pydingarnar voru sidan bornar saman, farid yfir agreiningsmal og komist ad
samkomulagi um besta kostinn hverju sinni. Ad pvi loknu var islenska pydingin borin saman
vid ensku Utgafu spurninganna og gengid Ur skugga um ad engin munur vaeri a merkingu
spurninga eftir pvi & hvoru tungumalinu peer voru.

Tekur af skarid. Notud voru pau fjogur atridi Ur kvarda Morrison og Phelps (1999)
(taking charge scale) sem hlddu sterkast & pattinn. beim var breytt Gr pvi ad spyrja um mat
stjornanda yfir i ad vera sjalfsmat starfsmanns. De&mi um spurningu er ,,Hversu oft reynir pu
a0 innleida lausnir 4 brynum vandamalum i fyrirtekinu?*.

Leetur i sér heyra. Valin voru fjogur atridi r kvarda Van Dyne og LePine (1998)
(voice scale). bar sem pattahledslur atrida voru allar haar en mismunandi eftir rannsoknum,
voldu Parker og Collins (2010) pau fjogur atridi sem voru i mestu samraemi vid skilgreiningu
hugtaksins og minnst likleg til ad skarast vid adrar tegundir frumkvadis. Daemi um spurningu
er ,,Hversu oft leetur pu 1 pér heyra og hvetur adra 4 vinnustadnum til ad lata malefni sem
ykkur varda til sin taka?“.

Einstaklingsbundin nybreytni. Notud voru prju atridi af sex atrida kvarda Scott og
Bruce (1994) (individual innovation scale). EKki var greint fra pattahledslum i upphaflegu
rannsékninni, en atridin hofdu 6ll marktaeka fylgni vid hlutleega melingu & nyskdpun
starfsmanna (heildarfjoldi uppfinninga skradir & starfsmann deildur med starfsaldri
vidkomandi hja fyrirteekinu). I samraemi vid skilgreiningu hugtaksins véldu Parker og Collins
(2010) pau atridi sem snéeru ad pvi ad studla ad og koma a framfaeri nyskopun. Hin atridi

listans snéru meira ad Utfeerslu eda framkvemd nyskopunar og hefdu pvi mogulega skarast
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vid hugtakid ,, Tekur af skarid“. Deemi um spurningu sem metur nybreytni einstaklings er
,Hversu oft feerdu skapandi hugmyndir?.

Kemur i veg fyrir vandamal. Parker og Collins (2010) sémdu sjalfar prja atridi til ad
meela pennan patt, en 6ll snéru pau ad pvi ad na fram stodugum framférum og umbotum med
bvi ad koma i veg fyrir vandamal. bar skodudu réttmaeti listans med pvi ad tengja hann vid
hagnyta reynslu, en patttakendur sem hofou reynslu af storfum par sem kerfisbundnar lausnir
a vandamalum eru naudsynlegar skorudu herra en patttakendur sem ekki sinntu slikum
storfum. Marktaek fylgni var & milli atrida listans og starfsreynslu ar vorustjornun,
stefnumotun, framkvaemdastjorn og almennri stjérnun, en ekki var marktaek fylgni vid til
daemis reynslu af békhaldi, endurskodun, fjarmalum og sélumennsku. Daemi um spurningu er
»Hversu oft reynir pt ad finna rét vandans pegar eitthvad fer urskeidis?*.

Sekist eftir endurgjof. Notud voru prja atridi Ur sjo atrida kvarda Ashford (1986)
(feedback seeking scale) til ad meta hversu oft er sést eftir endurgjof. Daemi um spurningu er
,Hversu oft leitar pa eftir endurgjof (feedback) hja yfirmanni pinum um frammist6du pina i
starfi?*.

Fylgist med endurgjof. Eins voru valin énnur prja atridi ar sjo atrida kvarda Ashford
(1986) (feedback seeking scale) til ad meta hversu oft er fylgst med endurgjof. Daeemi um
spurningu er ,,Hversu oft veitir pu pvi eftirtekt hvada hegdun og frammistodu yfirmadur pinn
umbunar og notar par athuganir til ad meta pina eigin frammistoou?*.

Semur um breytt hlutverk i starfi. Notud voru pau prju atridi Gr kvarda Ashford og
Black (1996) (job-change negotiating scale) sem hlédu sterkast a pattinn. Spurningunum var
breytt Ur patid i natid svo peer a&ttu vid um alla starfsmenn, i stad pess ad eiga bara vid um
nylida. Dami um spurningu er ,,Ad hve miklu leyti semur pa vid adra (t.d. yfirmann,

samstarfsmenn) um per kréfur sem eru gerdar til pin?*.
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Métar eigin starfsframa. Til ad meta pennan patt voru valin prju atridi med haestu
pattahledslurnar ur einum hluta meliteekis Tharenou og Terry (1998) (career initiative hlutinn
i managerial aspirations scale). Einnig hefur verid studst vid pessi atridi i rannsoknum
Seibert og félaga (1999; 2001). Deemi um spurningu er ,,Eg hef gert dztlun um starfsferil
minn og frama*.

Leitar leida i stefnumotun. Parker og Collins (2010) sémdu sjalfar prju atridi til ad
meta pennan patt. Til ad ganga Ur skugga um réttmaeti pattarins var fylgni hans vid
starfsreynslu skodud. Marktaek fylgni var milli listans og reynslu af stefnumétun,
skipulagningu, markadssetningu, almennri stjornun og rannséknum og préun. EkKki var
marktaek fylgni milli listans og reynslu af svidum sem varda upprifjun hins lidna, eins og til
demis endurskodun og 16gfradi. Demi um spurningu er ,,Hversu oft ,,skannar* pu umhverfio
til ad sja hvort breytingar sem par eru geti haft ahrif a pitt fyrirteeki i framtidinni?*.

Kemur mélefni a framfeeri: Vilji. Til ad meta vilja til ad koma malefni a framfeeri voru
notud prju atridi ur meeliteki Ashford, Rothbard, Piderit og Dutton (1998) (issue selling
scale). Patttakendur lasu skilgreiningu a pvi ad koma malefni 4 framfzri; ,,A0 koma malefni 4
framfeeri (eda vinna pvi brautargengi) er stefnumidad ferli sem felur i sér ad fa stjérnendur til
ad veita malefni, sem er mikilvaegt fyrir arangur fyrirtaekisins i framtidinni, badi athygli og
tima‘“. Sidan fengu peir eftirfarandi leidbeiningar: ,,pegar pu svarar nastu premur spurningum
skaltu hafa i huga almennt méalefni sem pér finnst vera mjog mikilvegt fyrir a&rangur
fyrirteekisins i framtidinni (t.d. 4kvedio vandamal eda upprennandi teekifeeri) og sem pér finnst
a0 @tti ad fa aukna athygli“. A9 fordemi Parker og Collins (2010) voru patttakendur bednir
um ad velja einn af fimm flokkum sem malefnid félli best i; breytingar & markadi (t.d.
stefnumidud bandaldg (strategic alliances) eda ny markadsteekifaeri); 6anagja vioskiptavina;
breytingar & teekni; innra skipulag fyrirteekis; malefni tengt verklagi (t.d. oskilvirkni). petta

var gert par sem liklegt pétti ad patttakendur myndu hafa i huga malefni sem ekki er
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stefnumidad. | samraemi vid drvinnslu Parker og Collins (2010) voru skor atrida vegin pannig
ad pvi stefnumidadra sem malefnid var pvi herra skor fekkst fyrir svor vid spurningum um
vilja til ad koma malefni & framferi. D&mi um spurningu er ,,Hversu mikid verir pt
tilbdin(n) ad leggja a pig til pess ad vinna pessu malefni brautargengi innan pins
vinnustadar?“.

Ad koma malefni & framfeeri: Traverdugleiki. Eins voru valin prju atridi ur meeliteki
Ashford, Rothbard, Piderit og Dutton (1998) (issue selling scale) til ad meta pennan patt. |
samraemi vid fyrri rannsoknir voru eftirfarandi leidbeiningar gefnar: ,,Ef skilgreining gods
arangurs i ad vinna malefni brautargengi er st ad peir sem taka endanlegar akvardanir
vardandi malefnid veiti pvi badi athygli sina og tima, hversu sammala eda 6sammala ertu
eftirfarandi premur fullyrdingum?“. Atridin prju sem meta traverdugleika i pvi ad koma
malefni a framfeeri snda ad pvi hversu mikinn arangur einstaklingur hefur adur synt i pvi ad
koma mélefni 4 framfzeri. Deemi um fullyrdingu er ,,Eg er pekkt(ur) fyrir ad koma malefnum &

framfaeri med arangursrikum haetti®.

Framkveemd

Abyrgdarmenn starfsmannamala eda verkefnastjorar MBA nams aframsendu rafreent
kynningarbréf um rannsdknina & patttakendur og hvoéttu til patttoku. Bréfid innihélt stutta
lysingu & rannsokninni, bod um pétttoku og hlekk & vefslod konnunar. Ad 1-2 vikum lidnum
fengu patttakendur sent stutt aminningarbréf par sem aftur var hvatt til patttoku og peim sem
hofou pegar tekid patt var pakkad fyrir. Gognum var safnad a vefpjoni fyrirtaekisins

QuestionPro, en pau voru orekjanleg og nafnlaus og adeins adgengileg rannsakanda.
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Urvinnsla

Tolfreediforritid LISREL 8.80 (Joreskog og Sérbom, 2006) var notad til ad gera stadfestandi
pattagreiningu (confirmatory factor analysis) & frumkvadiskvardanum. I ljosi pess ad breytur
voru rofnar var fylgnifylki fyrir breytur a radkvarda (polychoric correlation) notad til ad meta
studla likansins. Vid greiningu a pvi fylgnifylki er gert rad fyrir ad WLS (Weighted Least
Squares ) matsadferdin sé notud, en hun er einungis traust pegar Urtakid er mjog stort (Flora
og Curran, 2004). [ tilfelli midlungsstors urtaks er malt med pvi ad DWLS (Diagonally
Weighted Least Squares) matsadferdin sé notud til ad greina fylgnifylki fyrir breytur a
radkvarda asamt fylki sem inniheldur adfelludreifni og samdreifni (asymptotic variances and
covariances) breytanna (Flora og Curran, 2004; Joreskog og S6rbom, 1993; Joreskog og
Sdérbom, 1996).

[ pessari rannsokn var studst vid matstudlana NNFI (Non-Normed Fit Index) (Bentler
og Bonnet, 1980), CFI (Comparative Fit Index) (Bentler, 1990) og RMSEA (Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation) (Browne og Cudeck, 1993), en val & matstudlum tok mid af
pvi hvernig peir reynast pegar trtak er midlungsstort (250 <N < 500) og DWLS matsadferdin
notud (Yu, 2002).

NNFI studullinn ber saman matgaedi likansins vid matgaedi annars likans sem ekKi
gerir rad fyrir sambandi & milli malibreyta (Hu og Bentler, 1999). Studullinn tekur jafnframt
tillit til fjolda frigrada likansins og er talinn frekar 6hadur Urtakssteerd (Bollen, 1990; Hu og
Bentler, 1999). Gjarnan er midad vid ad ef NNFI studullinn er i kringum ,96, pa megi telja
matgaedi likansins asattanleg pegar notast er vio DWLS matsadferdina i midlungsstorum
artékum (Yu, 2002).

Eins og NNFI ber CFI studullinn saman matgadi likansins vid matgeedi likans sem
ekki gerir rad fyrir sambandi milli breyta. CFI studullinn tekur gildi fra O til 1 og eru CFI gildi

naleegt 1 talin vera visbending um ageet matgaedi. Almennt er talid ad CFI gildi yfir ,90 sé
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visbending um traverdugt mat likans vid gégnin, en CFI gildi yfir 0,95 benda til ad likanid
falli vel ad gégnunum (Raykov og Marcoulides, 2006). Samkvaemt Yu (2002) &tti ad mida
vid CFI = ,96 i midlungsstorum urtékum pegar DWLS matsadferdin er notud, en rannsoknir
benda til ad CFI studullinn henti vel til ad meta matgadi likananna pegar Grtok eru
midlungsstor par sem hann er 6nemari en margir adrir matstudlar fyrir &hrifum mismunandi
Urtakssteerdar (Fan, Thompson og Wang, 1999; Tanguma, 2001; Yu, 2002).

RMSEA studullinn hefur reynst vera traustur studull 6had dreifingu meelibreyta og
steerd urtaka (Fan, Thompson og Wang, 1999; Raykov og Marcoulides, 2006). RMSEA
studullinn segir til um hversu illa likanid fellur ad gégnunum eftir ad buid er ad taka tillit til
steerd Urtaks og pess hversu flokid likanid er (fjoldi frigrada). Rétt eins og CFI studullinn
byggir RMSEA & hjamidjustudlinum (noncentrality parameter), en pvi heaerri sem RMSEA
studullinn er pvi verr fellur likanid ad gdgnunum (Raykov og Marcoulides, 2006). begar
DWLS matsadferdin er notud i midlungsstoru urtaki er midad vid ad RMSEA gildi lzegra en
0,05 gefi til kynna ad likanid falli vel ad gégnunum (Yu, 2002). Einnig verdur litid til 90%
oryggisbils fyrir RMSEA studulinn, en pad gefur mikilvaegar upplysingar um & hvada bili
matstudullinn er i pydi. Einnig gefur vidd éryggisbilsins visbendingu um nakvaemni matsins,
pbvi breidara bil pvi 6nakveemara mat (Raykov og Marcoulides, 2006).

Likanid sem metid var gerdi rad fyrir premur annars stigs pattum: ,,Frumkvadi 4
vinnustad®, ,,Frumkvadi i mati starfsmanns og umhverfis* og ,,Frumkvadi tengt
stefnumotun®. Likanid gerdi einnig rad fyrir 11 fyrsta stigs pattum: ,, Tekur af skarid®, ,,Letur
i sér heyra®, ,,Einstaklingsbundin nybreytni®, ,,Kemur i veg fyrir vandamal®, ,,Sakist eftir
endurgjof™, ,,Fylgist med endurgjot™, ,,Semur um breytt hlutverk i starfi®, ,,Motar eigin
starfsframa®, ,,Leitar leida 1 stefnumdtun®, ,,Kemur malefnum & framfeeri: Traverdugleiki® og
,»Kemur malefnum & framfeeri: Vilji®. battahledslur sem tengja saman atridi og pann fyrsta

stigs patt sem pau eiga ad maela voru metnar &n takmarkana og péattahledslur sem tengja
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saman atridi og peetti sem pau eiga ekki ad maela voru null. Dreifni fyrsta stigs patta var einn
til ad unnt veeri ad meta likanid. Tilviljunarkenndar maelivillur hvers atridis voru metnar an
takmarkana. EkKi var gert rad fyrir ad fylgni veeri @ milli villudreifni dlikra atrida.
Hallastudlar sem tengja saman fyrsta stigs peetti og pann annars stigs patt sem peir tilheyra
voru metnir an takmarkana. Hallastudlarnir sem tengja saman fyrsta stigs petti og pa annars
stigs peetti sem peir tilheyra ekki voru nall. Dreifni annars stigs pattanna var einn og fylgni

milli annars stigs patta var ekki takmaérkud.

Nidurstodur

Stadfestandi pattagreining

Stadfestandi pattagreining leiddi i ljos ad likan med premur annars stigs pattum féll vel &
gdgnunum (CFI =,99; NNFI =,99; RMSEA =,034). Vert er ad taka fram ad engin fylgni
var leyfd milli melivillna atridanna sem gefur g6da visbendingu um ad atridin sem mela
fyrsta stigs paettina séu g6d og ad engin kerfisbundin skekkija sé til stadar. I toflu 2 sést fylgni
4 milli annars stigs patta. Par sést ad fylgni a milli pattanna ,,Frumkvaedi 4 vinnustad* og

,Frumkvedi tengt stefnumotuner mjog ha (r =,93).

Tafla 2. Fylgni milli annars stigs pattanna i priggja patta annars stigs likani.

Annars stigs pattur 1 2 3

1. Frumkveedi a vinnustad
2. Frumkveaedi i mati starfsmanns og umhverfis ,70 —

3. Frumkvadi tengt stefnumatun 93 65 -
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I 1j6si pess hve ha fylgni er & milli pessara tveggja annars stigs patta er edlilegt ad lita
& pa sem einn patt i stad tveggja (Kline, 2005). | framhaldi af pessum nidurstédum var pvi
akvedi0 ad sameina annars stigs pattina ,,Frumkvadi &4 vinnustad* og ,,Frumkvadi tengt
stefnumotun® i einn patt, ,,Frumkveedi i vinnutengdri hegdun®, og likan 2, likan med tveimur
annars stigs pattum (“Frumkvadi 1 vinnutengdri hegdun og ,,Frumkvadi i mati starfsmanns
og umhverfis*), matad vid gognin. Likan 2 var ad 6llu 60ru leyti eins og likan 1.

par sem ad tveggja patta annars stigs likanid er hreidrad innan priggja patta annars
stigs likansins (Rindskopf og Rose, 1988) er mdgulegt ad bera likdnin saman og préfa hvort
einfaldara likanid (likan 2) falli marktaekt verr ad gégnunum. Pegar tvo likdn eru borin saman
med DWLS matsadferdinni er venjulega melt med ad studst sé vid samanburd a Satorra-
Bentler kikvadratstudlum (Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square) likananna (Muthén og Muthén,
2005). Hins vegar er kikvadratprofid had pvi hversu flokin likdnin eru og pvi er notkun pess
vandradin i pessari rannsokn (Kelloway, 1995). [ stadinn var pvi midad vid CFl og RMSEA
studla asamt RMSEA 6ryggisbilum til ad skera tr um hvort matgeaedi einfaldara likans vaeru
marktaekt verri en matgaedi floknara likans. Midad var vid ad leekkun CFI studuls um meira en
,01 benti til ad likan 2, tveggja patta annars stigs likan, passadi marktakt verr vid gognin en
likan 1, priggja patta annars stigs likan (Cheung og Rensvold, 2002). Einnig var farid ad
radum Wegener og Fabrigar (2000), en peir nota 6ryggisbil RMSEA studla hreidradra likana
til ad bera saman matgeedi peirra. Ef 6ryggisbilin skarast ekki er markteekur munur &
matgedum likananna, en ef 6ryggisbilin skarast er munurinn & matgeedum ekki markteekur
(Wegener og Fabrigar, 2000). betta merkir par af leidandi ad ef 6ryggisbil RMSEA studuls
likans 1 skarast vid 6ryggisbil RMSEA studuls likans 2, pa er munur & matgeedum likananna
ekki marktaekur og litid verdur svo a ad einfaldara likanid, likanid med tveimur annars stigs

pattum, passi betur vid gognin. Ef 6ryggisbilin skarast ekki verdur litid svo & ad munurinn a
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matgaedum likananna sé marktaekur, p.e. matgaedi likans med tveimur annars stigs pattum sé
marktaekt verri en matgaedi likans med premur annars stigs pattum.
Tafla 3 synir nidurstddur stadfestandi pattagreiningar og ber saman matstudla likans 1

og likans 2. Eins og sést eru matstudlar likananna afar svipadir.

Tafla 3. Samanburdur & matstudlum annars stigs likans med premur pattum og annars stigs
likans med tveimur pattum.

90% 6ryggisbil fyrir RMSEA

Likan ~ CFlI NNFI RMSEA

Nedri mork Efri mork
Likan1 ,99 99 ,034 ,029 ,038
Likan2 ,99 99 ,034 ,030 ,039

Sja ma ad matstudlar beggja likana eru peir somu og yfir viomidunarmérkum i éllum
tilvikum (CFI =,99 > ,96; NNFI =,99 > ,95; RMSEA = ,034 < ,05). Nidurstadan er ad badi
likdnin passa mjog vel vid gognin, en eins og sést pa skarast RMSEA 6ryggisbil likananna
verulega sem merkir ad munur & matgeedum likananna er ekki marktaekur. Jafnframt eru CFI
og NNFI studlar likananna peir somu (CFI =,99; NNFI =,99) pannig ad leekkun er ekki meiri
en ,01. Af pessu er ljést ad tveggja patta annars stigs likan (likan 2) fellur ekki marktaekt verr
ad gbgnunum en priggja patta annars stigs likan (likan 1), og par sem likan 2 er einfaldara en
likan 1 (Rindskopf og Rose, 1988) pa verdur pad fyrir valinu. Mynd 2 synir melilikan med
tveimur annars stigs pattum asamt hallastudlum sem syna fylgni a milli fyrsta og annars stigs

patta. Einnig ma sja fylgni milli annars stigs patta.
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Tekur af skarid

Leetur i sér
heyra

Einstaklingsbun
din nybreytni

Frumkvaedi i
mati
starfsmanns og
umhverfis

Kemur i veg
fyrir vandamal

Leitar leida i
stefnumétun

Kemur malefni
a framfeeri:
Traverdualeiki

Kemur mélefni
& framfeeri: Vilji

Seekist eftir
endurgjof

Frumkveedi i
mati
starfsmanns og
umhverfis

Fylgist med
endurgjof

Semur um
breytt hlutverk i
starfi

Moétar eigin

starfsframa

Mynd 2. Tveggja patta annars stigs likan med pattahledslum og fylgni milli annars stigs
patta.

Sja méa ad hallastudlar eru flestir yfir ,70. Laegsta fylgnin er ,50 & milli fyrsta stigs
pattarins ,,Fylgist med endurgjo6f™ og annars stigs pattarins ,,Frumkvadi i mati starfsmanns og

umhverfis“. Fylgnin & milli ,,Frumkvaedi i mati starfsmanns og umhverfis* og fyrsta stigs
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pattarins ,,Semur um breytt hlutverk i starfi®, er ,67 og fylgnin 4 milli ,,Frumkvadi i
vinnutengdri hegdun® og fyrsta stigs pattarins ,,Kemur malefni 4 framfeeri: Vilji“ er ,69.

Tafla 4 synir fyrsta stigs pattahledslur likans 2, en par sést ad lang flestar hledslurnar
eru yfir ,71, vidmidi um ageeta pattahledslu (Comrey og Lee, 1992). Fjorar pattahledslur eru
med vidunandi pattahledslur & bilinu ,66 til ,70, en pad eru pattahledslur atridanna ,,Hversu oft
feerdu skapandi hugmyndir?“ (,69), ,,Hversu oft notar pd tima til ad skipuleggja hvernig
komast megi hja siendurteknum vandamalum?“ (,70), ,,Hversu oft leitar pu eftir endurgjof
(feedback) hja yfirmanni pinum vardandi moguleika & stoduhaekkun innan fyrirteekisins?*

(,67) og ,,Eg hef gert ztlun um starfsferil minn og frama® (,66).
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Tafla 4. Pattahledslur atrida a fyrsta stigs peaettina.

- S patta-
Atridi og fyrsta stigs pattur hledsla
Ad taka af skarid

Hversu oft reynir p( ad koma & baettu verklagi & vinnustad pinum? 91
Hversu oft reynir p ad innleida nyja og arangursrikari vinnuferla? 91
Hversu oft reynir pa ad innleida lausnir a brynum vandamalum i fyrirtaekinu? 91
Hversu oft reynir pl ad kynna nytt skipulag, nyja teekni eda leidir til ad auka 89
afkost/skilvirkni? ’
Lata i sér heyra
Hversu oft vidrar pu skodanir pinar 4 vinnutengdum malefnum vid adra &
vinnustadnum, jafnvel p6 skodanir pinar séu 6druvisi og adrir & vinnustadnum eru 75
6sammala pér?
Hversu oft leetur pu i pér heyra og hvetur adra & vinnustadnum til ad lata malefni 83
sem ykkur varda til sin taka? ’
Hversu oft ertu upplyst(ur) um méalefni par sem skodun pin geeti komid 76
vinnustadnum ad gagni? ’
Hversu oft talar pu opinskatt um nyjar hugmyndir eda breytingar & 94
verklagi/starfshattum? ’
Nybreytni einstaklings
Hversu oft feerdu skapandi hugmyndir? ,69
Hversu oft kynnir pu pér nyjar adferdir, nyja teekni og/eda hugmyndir ad nyjum 80
vorum? '
Hversu oft kemur pi hugmyndum & framfari vid adra eda berst fyrir peim? ,88
Ad koma i veg fyrir vandamal
Hversu oft reynir pu ad proéa verklag, vinnuferli og kerfi sem eru ahrifarik til lengri 78
tima litid, jafnvel p6 pau haegi 4 til ad byrja med? ’
Hversu oft reynir pu ad finna rét vandans pegar eitthvad fer Grskeidis? 79
Hversu oft notar pu tima til ad skipuleggja hvernig komast megi hja 20
siendurteknum vandamalum? ’
AQ leita leida i stefnumotun
Hversu oft skannar pa umhverfid til ad sja hvort breytingar sem par eru geti haft 80
ahrif a pitt fyrirtaeki i framtidinni? ;
Hversu oft berd pu kennsl & langtimateekifaeri og -6gnir fyrir fyrirtaekid? 81
Hversu oft sérd pu fyrir breytingar sem geeti purft ad gera innan fyrirtaekis i ljosi 83
préunar i umhverfinu (t.d. teeknileg préun, préun & mérkudum)? ’
Ad koma mélefni & framfeeri: Traverdugleiki
Eg er med jakvaeda ferilskra pegar kemur ad pvi ad vinna malefnum brautargengi. 83
Meér hefur adur gengid vel ad koma malefnum & framfeeri innan fyrirtaekja. ,85
Eg er pekkt(ur) fyrir ad koma méalefnum & framfaeri med arangursrikum hztti. ,90
Ad koma mélefni & framfeeri: Vilji
Hversu mikid veerir pu tilbtin(n) ad leggja & pig til pess ad vinna pessu malefni 97
brautargengi innan pins vinnustadar? ’
Hversu mikla orku veerir pua tilbuin(n) ad eyda i ad vinna malefninu brautargengi 95
innan fyrirtekisins? ’
Hversu miklum tima veerir pa tilbdin(n) ad verja i ad vinna pessu méalefni 95
brautargengi & pinum vinnustad '
(framhald)
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Atridi og fyrsta stigs pattur

patta-

hledsla
Ad leitast eftir endurgjof
Hversu oft leitar pu eftir endurgjof (feedback) hja yfirmanni pinum um 77
frammistodu pina i starfi? ’
Hversu oft leitar pa eftir endurgjof (feedback) hj& yfirmanni pinum vardandi
A, : AR 67
moguleika & stdduhakkun innan fyrirtekisins?
Hversu oft leitar pu alits samstarfsmanna & frammistéou pinni i starfi? 74
A0 fylgjast med endurgjof
Hversu oft spair pu i eiginleika i fari pess folks sem feer umbun /vidurkenningu fra 83
yfirmanni pinum og notar sidan pessar upplysingar til ad breyta hegdun pinni? ’
Hversu oft veitir pu pvi eftirtekt hvada hegdun og frammistédu yfirmadur pinn
- L9 S 87
umbunar og notar paer athuganir til ad meta pina eigin frammistéou?
Hversu oft veitir pa pvi eftirtekt hvernig yfirmadur pinn hagar sér gagnvart pér til 74
ad skilja hvernig hann/hin skynjar og metur frammist6du pina i starfi? ’
Ad semja um breytt hlutverk i starfi
Ad hve miklu leyti semur pua vid adra vardandi verkefni pin og paer ventingar sem 86
gerdar eru til pin? :
Ad hve miklu leyti semur pu vid adra (t.d. yfirmann, samstarfsmenn) um peer 85
krofur sem eru gerdar til pin? ’
Ad hve miklu leyti semur pu vid adra (t.d. yfirmann, samstarfsmenn) um askilegar 91
breytingar & starfshattum? ’
Ad mota starfsframa
Eg hef raett markmid min og metnad vid yfirmann i fyrirtakinu.. ,88
Eg hef reett mdguleika mina & starfsframa vid einhvern i fyrirtaekinu sem er 73
reynslumeiri en ég ’
Eg hef gert atlun um starfsferil minn og frama. ,66

Tafla 5 synir innri areidanleika kvardanna sem meta mismunandi fyrsta stigs peetti. Sja

ma ad meirihluti kvardanna eru med o > ,8 en po eru fjorir kvardar (Einstaklingsbundin

nybreytni, Kemur i veg fyrir vandamal, Sakist eftir endurgjof og Motar eigin starfsframa)

med innri areidanleika ,7 < o <,8 sem er po vidunandi areidanleiki (Kline, 2000; Nunnally,

1978).
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Tafla 5. Innri areidanleiki kvardanna sem meta mismunandi fyrsta stigs peetti.

Fyrsta stigs peettir frumkveedis og annars stigs paettirnir sem peir hlada 4  Innri areidanleiki ()

Frumkveedi i vinnutengdri hegoun

Tekur af skarid 91
Laetur i sér heyra .86
Einstaklingsbundin nybreytni A7
Kemur i veg fyrir vandamal 73
Leitar leida i stefnumétun .82
Kemur malefnum & framfeeri: Traverdugleiki ,85
Kemur malefhum & framfeaeri: Vilji .94
Frumkvaedi i mati starfsmanns og umhverfis
Seekist eftir endurgjof 72
Fylgist med endurgjof 81
Semur um breytt hlutverk i starfi 87
Motar eigin starfsframa 75
Umrada

Markmid pessarar rannsdknar var ad skoda pattaformgerd frumkvedis i starfi i islensku
Urtaki. Fram til pessa hefur pattaformgerd frumkvaedis einungis verid skodid i astrolsku Grtaki
i rannsokn peirra Parker og Collins (2010).

par sem margir Olikir peettir frumkvaedis hafa verid rannsakadar i fjolbreyttu samhengi
og engin skilgreining, kenning eda meelitaeki drifid pekkingarleitina a&fram (Crant, 2000) pa
var rannsékn Parker og Collins (2010) mjog timabar. Nidurstodur peirra syndu ad 11 fyrsta
stigs peettir frumkveedis voru adgreiningalegir, baedi samkvaemt leitandi og stadfestandi
pattagreiningu. Pad bendir vissulega til pess ad fyrsta stigs peettirnir standi fyrir élik hugtok
og ad rannsakendur olikra svida séu ekki ad nota hugtok sem skarast mikid. Annars stigs
peettir frumkvaedis voru prir i rannsokn Parker og Collins (2010); pattur sem beindist ad
frumkvadi & vinnustad, pattur sem beindist ad frumkvadi i mati starfsmanns og umhverfis og

pattur sem beindist ad frumkvadi tengdu stefnumatun.
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Freaedilegar alyktanir

Nidurstodur pessarar rannsdknar syna ad pattabygging frumkvaedis er 6druvisi i islensku
urtaki en i astrélsku Grtaki. Hér fellur likan med tveimur annars stigs pattum betur ad
gégnunum en likan med premur annars stigs pattum. Annars stigs pettirnir ,,Frumkvaedi &
vinnustad“ og ,,Frumkveedi tengt stefnumotun® voru adskildir 1 astrolsku trtaki en skdrudust
verulega i pessari rannsokn. begar pessir tveir pattir voru sameinadir i einn patt, ,,Frumkvaedi
i vinnutengdri hegdun®, voru tveir annars stigs peettir i likaninu. Annars vegar ,,Frumkvaoi i
vinnutengdri hegdun®, annars stigs pattur sem nadi yfir frumkveadi sem beinist ad pvi ad
breyta baedi innra og ytra umhverfi fyrirtaekis, og hins vegar ,,Frumkvedi i mati starfsmanns
og umhverfis®, annars stigs pattur sem nadi yfir frumkvadi sem beinist ad pvi ad breyta
starfsmanninum sjalfum.

Hugsanleg skyring a pessum mun geeti verid munur & urtbkum i rannséknunum
tveimur. Parker og Collins (2010) nefna pad sjalfar ad einsleitt Grtak sé einn af vankdntum
rannséknar peirra. beirra patttakendur voru allir vel menntadir stjérnendur i MBA nami, en i
bessari rannsokn var urtakid fjolbreyttara par sem einungis 16% pétttakenda voru MBA
nemar. Adrir voru opinberir starfsmenn eda starfsmenn einkafyrirteekja. RUmur fimmtungur
(22%) patttakenda i pessari rannsokn hafdi enga stjérnunarreynslu. Liklegt er ad stjornendur
bai vid meiri sjalfreedi i starfi og hafi meira umbod til ad syna frumkveedi en starfsmenn sem
ekki starfa sem stjornendur. Hugsanlega hefou pettirnir ,,Frumkveadi 4 vinnustad* og
»Frumkveedi tengt stefnumotun® verid adskildir 1 islensku urtaki ef pad hefdi einungis
samanstadid af stjornendum i godri adstodu til ad sinna stefnumotunarvinnu. pad er hins

vegar Otviraedur kostur ad hafa drtak rannsoknar ekki of einsleitt pegar pattabygging hugtaks
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er skodad pvi gert er rad fyrir ad pad nai yfir alla starfsmenn en ekki einungis litinn hluta
beirra.

Annad markmid pessarar rannsoknar var ad skoda proffraedilega eiginleika
meeliteekisins til ad meta hvort pad sé hentugt til rannsdkna & frumkvaedi i starfi hér & landi.
Engin fylgni var milli meelivillna atridanna og pattahledslur peirra voru flestar haar sem
bendir til ad réttmaeti listans sé gott. Jafnframt var innri areidanleiki kvardanna godur sem
rennir styrkari stodum undir ad meeliteekid geeti hentad vel rannsdkna a frumkvadi. Hins
vegar er ljost ad meliteekid er ekki tilbid. Frekari rannsokna er porf til ad haegt sé ad alykta

hver formgerd frumkvaedis er.

Hagnytar alyktanir
Rannsoknir a formgerd frumkvaedis eru afar hagnytar, en pad ad geta sett akvedna beinagrind
& pad hvernig vid hugsum um frumkvaedi mun audvelda okkur ad yfirfsera nidurstodur
rannsdkna & atvinnulifid. bad er audveldara ad reda um flokid hugtak eins og frumkvaedi ut
fra tveimur pattum en Gt fra fjoldamérgum mismunandi undirpattum. Sémuleidis er mikilveegt
ad geta bent & ad fyrsta stigs peettirnir, pé keimlikir séu, eru adgreindir hvorum 6drum. pad er
pbvi ekki endilega pannig ad starfsmadur sem synir mikid frumkvedi i pvi ad adlaga sig ad
umhverfinu, til deemis med pvi ad sekjast eftir endurgjof og mota starfsframa sinn med
virkum heetti, sé endilega starfsmadur sem tekur af skarid og studlar ad skilvirkum
breytingum & innra eda ytra vinnuumhverfi. petta eru mikilveaegar upplysingar sem ma nota til
ad koma i veg fyrir geislabaugsahrif a stjornendur (Parker og Collins, 2010).

I 1j6si pess hve mikil porf er & aukna verdmaetaskopun i islensku efnahagslifi og hve
mikil ahersla er 16gd & nyskopun, pa er frumkvaedi starfsfolks pattur sem naudsynlegt er ad

vita meira um. [ pessari rannsokn var sjonum beint ad pattabyggingu frumkveedis i starfi og
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nidurstodour benda til ad frumkvadi starfsmanna skiptist i paetti sem beinast annars vegar ad
bvi ad hafa ahrif & innri og ytri umhverfi fyrirtaekis og hins vegar ad pvi ad hafa ahrif & eigio
mat vid starfsumhverfid. Rannsoknin er einnig mikilvaegt framlag til aukinnar pekkingar a

frumkveedi, enda studlar hdn ad pvi ad haegt sé ad rannsaka hugtakio frekar med heildsteedu

meeliteeki sem naer yfir mismunandi peetti frumkvaedis.
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Kafli 3 — Taking charge: The effects of employee and manager

characteristics on impression formation and evaluations of proactivity

In this study we examined taking charge behavior and provided additional insight
into how people construct subjective evaluations of proactivity. Building on the
framework set forth by De Stobbeleir, Ashford and Sully de Luque (2010) we
studied how characteristics of the employee (performance history), characteristics
of the manager (implicit person theories) and characteristics of the proactive
behavior (frequency) affect the manager’s evaluations of the proactive employee.
Our results indicate that managers’ impressions of employees that show taking
charge behavior are influenced by the employee‘s performance history but not the
manager‘s implicit person theories. Frequency of taking charge behavior is not a
relevant moderator of the effects of performance history, nor of implicit person
theories. Results further show that managers attributions for taking charge
behavior are one underlying mechanism explaining why taking charge behavior
affects how any individual is seen in the organization along important dimensions

of competence and confidence.

In the wake of increasing globalization, organizations have become more decentralized and
dynamic in reaction to greater competition and need for innovation. The change in the
organizational environment is fast-paced, and it is imperative for success that workers are able
to use their initiative, take charge and make things happen, rather than just follow orders or
wait around for things to change (Bindl & Parker, 2010; Crant, 2000; Grant & Ashford,
2008). Research on proactivity has increased over the last couple of decades and our
knowledge of the antecedents, processes and outcomes of proactive behavior has grown. As
summarized by Bindl and Parker (2010), antecedents that have been shown to predict

proactivity include individual differences, such as demographics, personality, knowledge and
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abilities, and situational differences, such as job design, leadership and climate related
constructs. In turn, through cognitive-motivational and affect-related processes, the
antecedents influence outcomes on the individual level (job performance, career progression,
well-being, and identification), team level (team effectiveness and team performance) and
organizational level (the performance of the organization) (Bindl & Parker, 2010). Most of the
research on outcomes has focused on the benefits of proactive behavior, and as pointed out by
Grant and Ashford (2008), it is only recently that researches have begun to address this
imbalance and investigated the cost of proactivity as well. Most attention has been given to
psychological moderators, such as situational judgment and employee affect and values, and
their role in determining whether proactive behaviors result in positive or negative outcomes
(Bindl & Parker, 2010).

This study builds on a framework set forth by De Stobbeleir, Ashford and Sully de
Lugue (2010), which specifies how characteristics of the employee, the manager and the
proactive behavior affect the manager’s evaluations of proactive employees and their
proactivity. De Stobbeleir et al. (2010) built on attribution theory to investigate how people
evaluate proactive behaviors. As suggested by Grant and Ashford (2008), engaging in
proactive behavior increases the likelihood that others who observe the behavior make
dispositional attributions for the behavior rather than situational attributions, i.e. infer that the
behavior is caused by internal characteristics rather than situational forces (e.g. Gilbert &
Malone, 1995; Ross, 1977). And since proactive behaviors are discretionary — it is the
proactive individual himself that chooses to anticipate, plan and act in advance — and
discretionary behaviors are likely to be seen as more reflective of the performer himself rather
than a response to environmental pressures (Bem & Funder, 1978), dispositional attributions
are quite appropriate (Grant & Ashford, 2008). This is relevant in work settings where

managers attribute employees’ proactive behaviors to dispositional causes and evaluate the
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actions that employees have chosen to take. Research has shown that proactive behavior that
is evaluated positively is more likely to be rewarded while proactive behavior that is
evaluated negatively is more likely to be punished. For example, employees who are
innovative and show initiative regarding their career receive both higher salaries and more
promotions (Seibert, Crant & Kraimer, 1999; Seibert, Kraimer & Crant, 2001), employees
who build social networks and take initiative are evaluated more favorably by supervisors
(Thompson, 2005), and employees who tend to be proactive are viewed by others as
charismatic leaders (Crant & Bateman, 2000). On the other hand, proactive behaviors that are
perceived and evaluated negatively tend to yield worse outcomes, such as when employees’
are penalized for betraying other’s trust in a premeditated way (e.g. Elangovan & Shapiro,
1998), and when employees who engage in anticipatory, planned and premeditated corporate
crimes, such as theft and fraud, are reprimanded, fired or jailed (e.g. Greenberg, 2002;
Holtfreter, 2005). Therefore, the point made by De Stobbeleir et al. (2010), that it is important
to learn what factors affect the evaluation of proactive behavior, is very valid. The evaluation
is a key determinant of the costs or benefits associated with proactive behaviors (De
Stobbeleir et al., 2010).

In their study, De Stobbeleir et al. (2010) presented a framework specifying what
factors affect the observers’ evaluations of proactive individuals and their proactivity. The
factors they investigated were characteristics of the proactive behavior (frequency), employee
characteristics (performance history), manager characteristics (implicit person theory) and
managers’ attributions for the proactive behavior (performance-enhancement and impression-
management). De Stobbeleir et al. (2010) focused on feedback seeking behavior in their
study, but recommended that other proactive behaviors should be investigated in a similar
manner. Thus, in the present study we chose to investigate another type of proactive behavior:

taking charge. Taking charge is a proactive behavior that focuses on taking control of, and
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bringing about change within, the organizational environment, such as by improving work
methods. Taking charge is change oriented behavior aimed at improvement, and it concerns
voluntary and constructive efforts to effect organizationally functional change with respect to
how work is executed (Morrison & Phelps, 1999). This type of proactive behavior is very
valuable in organizational settings where innovation and change is necessary in the long run.
Organizations need employees who are willing to challenge the present state of operations and
reject and redefine aspects of their work role (Morrison & Phelps, 1999; Van Maanen &
Schein, 1979). However, an action like taking charge behavior, that is intended to bring about
functional change, may in some cases have a dysfunctional effect. Since taking charge entails
behavior that deviates from prescribed roles, it may, consequently, be viewed as threatening
by peers or supervisors (Morrison & Phelps, 1999). It is therefore especially important to
investigate what factors influence the manager’s evaluation of the employee’s taking charge
behavior. It is a desirable behavior for organizations, so it is important to identify and
understand the factors that may contribute to negative evaluations of the proactive behavior.

The present study is designed to contribute to the proactivity literature and to extend
previous research in two ways. First, building on De Stobbeleir et al. (2010) we focused on
taking charge behavior in investigating the effect of manager, employee, and behavior
characteristics on the manager’s evaluation of employee proactivity. Although all proactive
behaviors have in common an emphasis on taking control of a situation in a self-directed
future-focused way, the concepts also vary from each other (Bindl & Parker, 2010) and it is
important to examine possible differences in the variables and processes that affect how
managers evaluate employee proactivity. Second, we used structural equation modeling to
study the simultaneous relationships among the characteristics, attributions and evaluations.
In this study we tested whether the proposed model (see Figure 1) would be substantiated,

both the model as a whole and each of the proposed pathways by which characteristic factors
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may influence managers’ evaluation of employees’ taking charge behavior. Structural

equation modeling is designed to remove the effects of unreliability in the observed variables

from the regression coefficients that estimate the relationships between the latent factors in

the structural part of the model. Causal relationships in the models can therefore be estimated

without contamination by unreliability in the measured variables.
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Figure 1. Conceptual model of the current study. The factors shown are characteristics of
the employee (performance history), characteristics of the manager (implicit person
theory), manager*s attributions (performance-enhancement and impression-management)
and manager‘s evaluations of the employee (confidence and competence). The factor of
behavior characteristic (frequency) is omitted for clarity.

Theoretical background and hypotheses

Managers’ attributions for proactivity. Many of the theoretical explanations of observers’
evaluation of performers of proactive behaviors have been drawn from social information-
processing theory (Allen & Rush, 1998). The theory builds on the notion that people have
limited information-processing capabilities and therefore take shortcuts when attaching

meaning to and forming expectations about the individual traits and behaviors of others
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(DeNisi, Cafferty, & Meglino, 1984; Feldman, 1981; Lord, 1985). The information-
processing model suggests that observers use attributional processes to interpret the behaviors
of others based on only part of the available information (Allen & Rush, 1998). Attribution
theory has been useful for attempting to understand how perceptions of performance are
interpreted (Allen & Rush, 1998). It focuses on the way in which people explain the causes of
behavior, the central tenet of attribution theory being that people construct causal explanations
for their own and others behavior in a need to predict and understand the environment
(Heider, 1958; Martinko, 1995). Many studies indicate that the attributions that observers
make influence their evaluation of, and action toward, the individuals performing the
behaviors (Allen & Rush, 1998; Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Feldman, 1981; Green & Mitchell,
1979). Research on feedback seeking behavior (Ashford & Cummings, 1983; Ashford &
Tsui, 1991; Lam, Huang & Snape, 2007; De Stobbeleir et al., 2010) and research in the
organizational citizenship behavior literature (Bolino, 1999; Eastman, 1994) has suggested
that managers attribute employee’s behavior to two separate kinds of motives: performance
related motives and impression-management motives. Performance-enhancement motives
refer to the rational desire to do something in order to accomplish tasks effectively and
enhance performance (Ashford & Cummings, 1983). Impression-management motives on the
other hand, refer to people’s desire to control, and attempt to influence, the image others have
of them and to win their approval (Rosenfeld, Giacalone, & Riordan, 1995). Research on
these inferences about the cause of behavior has shown that attributions affect important
outcomes. For example, Lam et al. (2007) showed that the more managers attribute
employee’s proactive behavior to impression-management motives, the worse they tend to
evaluate their work performance and the quality of their relationship. In contrast, managers’
performance-enhancement attributions were positively related to their evaluation of the

employees work performance and the quality of their relationship (Lam et al., 2007).
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As far as we know, managers’ attributions have not yet been studied in relation to
other proactive behaviors than feedback seeking. It is reasonable to argue that when
employees engage in taking charge behavior, this action may also be interpreted in positive or
negative terms, just as with feedback seeking behavior. Taking charge may be seen
negatively, as a sign of showmanship or desire to enhance the image of oneself as being an
asset to the organization (impression-management), or it may be seen positively, as a genuine
sign of conscientiousness or willingness to improve the way work is executed for the benefit

of the organization (performance-enhancement).

The characteristics of observers of proactivity. The impression-management literature
suggests that the interpretation of proactive behavior depends not only on attributes of the
performer of the behavior, but on characteristics of the observer as well (Giacalone &
Rosenfeld, 1989). According to Kelley (1972), individuals hold schemata representing their
causal beliefs about events and behaviors and thus can have preconceived notions about the
motives of others that influence their causal attributions of others’ behaviors. Eastman (1994)
suggested that some managers may be biased toward viewing extra-role behaviors as
impression-management and others toward viewing them as valuable and instrumental. He
further suggested that these schemata may be so salient that managers disregard or discount
situational information on extra-role behavior when making their causal assessments
(Eastman, 1994). In this study, we explored managers’ implicit person theories as a

characteristic likely to affect their attribution of employee proactive behavior.

Implicit person theory. As a model for individual differences in judgments and
reactions, Dweck (1991; 1999) and Dweck, Chiu and Hong (1995a, b), have demonstrated

that people’s implicit theories (IPT) about human attributes structure the way they understand
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and react to other people’s actions and outcomes. These implicit theories refer to the two
different assumptions people may make of the malleability of personal attributes. These
assumptions fall on a continuum anchored by an entity theory (the belief that personal
attributes are fixed, a nonmalleable trait like entity) to an incremental theory (the belief that
personal attributes are malleable qualities that can be changed and developed). It is worth
noting that implicit person theories should not be confused with the issue of whether the fixed
or malleable mindset is more “correct”. The subject of implicit person theory is the
implications of holding either a primarily fixed or malleable mindset for how one acts and
interacts with other people (Heslin, VandeWalle, 2008). De Stobbeleir et al. (2010) pointed
out that implicit person theory is particularly relevant to the interpretation of feedback seeking
behavior, seeing that if a manager perceives that ability deficiencies are difficult to rectify, the
manager should not feel that developmental feedback would be of much utility. In contrast,
managers who endorse an incremental theory should be more receptive to providing feedback
to foster employee development.

We argue that managers’ implicit person theory is also relevant in regards to other
proactive behaviors, such as taking charge, seeing that implicit person theories have been
found to affect how people judge others’ behavior. Research by Dweck and colleagues
(Dweck et al., 19953, b; Gervey, Chiu, Hong & Dweck, 1999) has found that when managers
holding an incremental theory encounter problematic behavior by an employee, they are likely
to recommend positive interventions of training, education, and encouragement to change the
behavior. In contrast, managers holding an entity theory are much less likely to recommend
positive interventions. Other research has shown that managers’ implicit person theory affects
their ability to recognize both positive and negative changes in employee performance
(Heslin, Latham, & VandeWalle, 2005; Heslin & VVandeWalle, 2008). Managers endorsing

more of an entity theory tend to miss actual changes in employee performance while
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managers endorsing an incremental theory provide more accurate performance appraisals and
helpful employee coaching, which can enhance workforce productivity. Since managers’
implicit person theories affect how they judge employees’ behavior, we find it likely that they
will also affect how managers judge taking charge behavior. It is likely that managers who
endorse an incremental theory view employee’s taking charge behavior as genuine
constructive efforts aimed at improvement, while entity theorists may view employees’ taking
charge behavior more as a spectacle aimed at enhancing their images rather than something
that is change-oriented. Accordingly, managers’ implicit person theories will affect their
attributions regarding taking charge behavior such that:

Hypothesis 1a: The more entity oriented a manager‘s IPT, the more likely the

manager will make impression-management attributions for taking charge
behavior.

Hypothesis 1b: The more incrementally oriented a manager‘s IPT, the more
likely the manager will make performance-enhancement attributions for taking
charge behavior.

The impact of employee characteristics. As mentioned previously, information-processing
theory suggests that the meaning of interpersonal acts is affected by attributes of the observer
as well as characteristics of the performer of the behavior (Giacalone & Rosenfeld, 1989).
Previous research in the feedback seeking literature has suggested that the performance
history of a feedback seeker will affect the manager’s attributions regarding the feedback
seeking behavior. Although they did not examine why, Ashford and Northcraft (1992) found
that average performers are evaluated less confident and less competent than superior
performers. In addition, De Stobbeleir et al. (2010) found that managers attributed superior
employee’s feedback seeking significantly more to performance-enhancement motives than
average performers’ feedback seeking. They reasoned that average performers could possibly

be rated less favorably than superior performers due to a halo-effect (Asch, 1946; Thorndike,
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1920), and suggested that when managers are told that an individual performed well or
poorly, they will interpret that individual’s behavior in a way that corresponds to that general
cue. Thus, in this study, managers should interpret a superior performer’s taking charge
behavior as a sign of his achievement focus (i.e. performance-enhancement motives), while
the same behavior by an average performer could be interpreted as a strategy of his to conceal
his average performance (i.e. impression-management motives). In accordance with Ashford
and Northcraft (1992) and De Stobbeleir et al. (2010), we hypothesize that employee
performance history will affect managers’ attributions regarding taking charge behavior such
that:

Hypothesis 2a: Managers are more likely to make impression-management

attributions for taking charge behavior by average than superior performing
employees.

Hypothesis 2b: Managers are more likely to make performance-enhancement
attributions for taking charge behavior by superior than average performing
employees.

The influence of attributions on managers’ evaluations of employee. According to attribution
theory, the attributions people make regarding behavior will shape their attitudes towards the
performers of those behaviors (Feldman, 1981; Green & Mitchell, 1979; Martinko, 1995). For
example, where supervisors attribute proactive behavior to performance-related motives, such
behavior is likely to positively influence performance judgments, whereas behaviors
attributed to impression-management motives may be devaluated or discounted (Eastman,
1994; Schlenker, 1980). In support of this, studies have shown that the types of motives that
managers believe are behind employee’s behavior affect important outcomes. Lam et al.
(2007) found that managers’ performance-enhancement attributions were positively related to
their evaluation of the employees’ work performance and the quality of their relationship with

the employee. On the other hand, the more the managers attributed employees’ behavior to
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impression-management motives, the worse they evaluated the quality of their relationship
with the employee and the worse they rated the employee’s objective work performance (Lam
et al., 2007). Accordingly, in this study, not only should managers’ characteristics and the
employees’ performance history shape managers’ attributions for taking charge behavior, as
suggested in hypotheses 1 and 2, but managers’ attributions should also shape how they
evaluate the employee who takes charge.

In their study, De Stobbeleir et al. (2010) examined how feedback seeking attributions
affect general person and performance evaluations. They found that attributed performance-
enhancement motives related positively to manager’s evaluation of the employee’s
competence and confidence, and managers who tended to make impression-management
attributions evaluated the employee more negatively in terms of confidence and competence.
In line with De Stobbeleir et al. (2010), we propose that managers’ attributions for taking
charge behavior will influence their perceptions of the employee‘s confidence and
competence such that:

Hypothesis 3a: Managers’ impression-management attributions will relate
negatively to their evaluation of the employee‘s competence.

Hypothesis 3b: Managers’ impression-management attributions will relate
negatively to their evaluation of the employee’s confidence.

Hypothesis 3c: Managers’ performance-enhancement attributions will relate
positively to their evaluation of the employee‘s competence.

Hypothesis 3d: Managers’ performance-enhancement attributions will relate
positively to their evaluation of the employee’s confidence.

Moderating role of characteristics of the proactive behavior. In addition to characteristics of
the performer and of the observer, information-processing theory also suggests that
characteristics of the behavior itself play a role in shaping how the behavior is interpreted
(Giacalone & Rosenfeld, 1989). One of these characteristics is the consistency, or frequency,

of the behavior (Kelley, 1967). In their study, De Stobbeleir et al. (2010) built on Crant’s
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(1996) statement that behavioral consistency or frequency reinforces the attributions that
targets of the behavior make. They argued that the attributions managers typically make for
feedback seeking behavior would be strengthened when that seeking was frequent (De
Stobbeleir, et al., 2010). Their results, however, did not support this prediction but seeing how
important it is to examine different types of proactivity and not to assume that what is true for
one type of proactive behavior is also true for another type, we follow the reasoning of De
Stobbeleir et al. (2010) and build on Crant’s (1996) statement regarding the reinforcing
impact of behavioral consistency on managers’ attributions regarding taking charge behavior.
If the employee’s performance history serves as a primary cue for managers in making
attributions (as stated in Hypothesis 2), the frequency of the behavior will strengthen the
attributions mangers typically make for taking charge. That is, when taking charge behavior is
frequent, managers have a more consistent set of cues from which to make attributions than
when taking charge behavior happens infrequently, thus increasing the likelihood of
endorsing a particular attribution. As such, we propose that managers’ attributions are shaped
by the employee’s performance history, and reinforced when the taking charge behavior is
more frequent:

Hypothesis 4: The employee‘s performance history will interact with the

frequency of taking charge behavior in determining the attributions managers
make regarding the taking charge behavior such that:

Hypothesis 4a: For employees with a history of superior performance,
managers will be more likely to make performance-enhancement attributions
and less likely to make impression-management attributions for frequent taking
charge behavior compared to infrequent taking charge behavior.

Hypothesis 4b: For employees with a history of average performance,
managers will be less likely to make performance-enhancement attributions
and more likely to make impression-management attributions for frequent
taking charge behavior compared to infrequent taking charge behavior.

Crant‘s (1996) statement is also relevant in regards to the interaction of manager

characteristics and the frequency of the behavior, and it is reasonable to expect that the impact
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of implicit person theories on taking-charge attributions will be contingent on the frequency
of the taking charge behavior. Specifically, entity theorists’ tendency to discount the
instrumental value of taking charge would only be enhanced when the employee has a habit of
frequent taking charge behavior. Given that they see little value in behavior that they do not
believe can improve things, they may see frequent taking charge behavior as time consuming
and dysfunctional. In contrast, because incrementalists believe that people can develop
themselves and improve continuously, they will more likely see the instrumentality of
developing a habit of taking charge frequently. As such, we propose that the impact of
managers’ implicit person theories will be strengthened when the taking charge behavior is
more frequent:

Hypothesis 5: The frequency of taking charge behavior will interact with

managers’ implicit person theories in impacting taking charge attributions,
such that:

Hypothesis 5a: The more entity oriented a manager’s IPT, the more likely the
manager will make impression-management attributions for frequent taking
charge behavior compared to infrequent taking charge behavior.

Hypothesis 5b: The more incrementally oriented a manager’s IPT, the more
likely the manager will make performance-enhancement attributions for
frequent taking charge behavior compared to infrequent taking charge
behavior.

Method

Participants

The study sample was comprised of 383 Icelandic professionals, with the majority
working in the public or private sector (79.6%) and the rest being current or former MBA
students at two separate universities. The respondents were recruited via e-mail, and answered
an online survey. Due to the age of the mailing lists used (the oldest email addresses on the

lists were from 10 years ago), it is likely that many of the addresses were outdated and
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therefore it is not possible to know how many subjects received the invite to take part in a
survey. Of those that did answer the survey, a little over half of the respondents were female
(52.5%), with an average age of 37.6 years (SD = 10.2). With respect to job level, all of the
participants were currently working as managers or had prior experience as managers.
Respondents had on average 18 years (SD = 10.4) of work experience in a wide variety of
jobs, including general management (32.3%), finance (9.5%), information technology (9.0%),
human resources (7.1%), production (5.8%), marketing (5.3%), accounting and auditing
(3.1%), research and development (2.9%), and other (24.9%). The average tenure at current
organization was 11.3 years (SD = 9.4). In terms of education, most of the participants
(62.9%) possessed an undergraduate degree or higher university degree. Questionnaires were
completed anonymously, and after submitting their answers respondents had the option of

entering their e-mail address to take part in a drawing for theater tickets.

Measures

The original versions of the questionnaires were translated into Icelandic by three individuals,
autonomously; the first author, an 1/0 psychology graduate and a bilingual English expert.
The translated items were then compared and all discrepancies discussed until a consensus
was reached. Then, the translation was compared with the original questionnaires to rule out
any divergence.

Implicit person theory. In concordance with De Stobbeleir et al. (2010), we used an
eight-item scale developed by Levy and Dweck (1997) to measure implicit person theory.
Responses were rated on a 6-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6
(strongly agree). Responses to the entity-worded items were reverse coded so that higher

scores corresponded to an incremental implicit person theory. Sample items include:
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“Everyone, no matter who they are, can significantly change their basic characteristics”
(incrementally worded item) and “As much as I hate to admit it, you can't teach an old dog
new tricks. People can't really change their deepest attributes* (entity-worded item). The
items of the scale can be seen in Table 1. Cronbach’s alpha for the implicit person theory
scale was .70.

Attributed motives. In coherence with De Stobbeleir et al. (2010), we used items
adapted from Lam et al. (2007) to measure managers’ attributed motives for taking charge.
Subjects rated to what extent they agreed with assertions about the motives behind the
employee’s taking charge behavior, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The three items used to measure performance-enhancement motives were altered to fit with
taking charge behavior instead of feedback seeking behavior, a sample item is ,,The
motivation behind the employee‘s behavior is a desire to improve his work environment®. A
sample item from the three-item impression-management scale is “The motivation behind the
employee‘s behavior is a desire to look good*. The items of the scales can be seen in Table 1.
Cronbach’s alpha was both .90 for the impression-management scale as well as for the
performance-enhancement scale.

Employee s confidence. Following De Stobbeleir et al. (2010), we adapted items from
Ashford and Northcraft (1992) to measure managers’ impressions of the employee’s
confidence. Subjects rated on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 7
(completely agree), to what extent they agreed with assertions about the employee’s
confidence. A sample item from the four item confidence scale is “I suspect that the employee
is insecure®. Following De Stobbeleir et al. (2010), items were coded so that higher scores
corresponded to positive ratings of the employee‘s confidence. The items of the scale can be

seen in Table 1. Cronbach’s alpha for the confidence scale was .88.
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Employee ‘s competence. To measure the impressions of the employee’s competence,
we used the items from Ashford and Northcraft’s (1992) competence scale, following De
Stobbeleir et al. (2010). In addition, we also added two items in the same vein. All four items
were answered on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely
agree). Items include, “The employee has the potential to perform well in the future®. The

items of the scale can be seen in Table 1. Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .93.

Procedure

In their study, De Stobbeleir et al. (2010) replicated the methodology of Ashford and
Northcraft (1992), and we built on that methodology as well. Respondents read a one
paragraph vignette, describing an act of taking charge behavior performed by an employee. In
accordance with the vignettes in previous research (Ashford & Northcraft, 1992; De
Stobbeleir et al., 2010), respondents were asked to assume the role of a manager and to
imagine that the situation described occurred in their own workplace. The vignettes provided
the independent variables for the study by varying the employee’s past performance (average
vs. superior) and the frequency of taking charge behavior (frequently vs. infrequently),
making the overall design a fully crossed 2 x 2 factorial design. The respondents were
randomly presented with one of the four vignettes (see Appendix A for a sample).

Following De Stobbeleir et al. (2010), the vignettes were pre-tested in a group of
managers (N = 38), to ensure that the manipulation was effective. There was a significant
difference in managers’ answer to the questions “What is the employee’s performance
history?” (t(19) = 10.96, p < .01), and “How often has the employee come to you with an idea
for an improved procedure?” (t(99) = 13.97, p < .01) indicating that respondents*

understanding of the situation described in the vignette matched our manipulation. After
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having read one of the four vignettes, participants answered a questionnaire assessing their

reaction to the employee.

Data analysis

To test the conceptual model we conducted structural equation modeling (SEM) using
LISREL 8.80 (Joreskog and Sérbom, 2006). When analyzing ordinal variables, the weighted
least squares (WLS) estimation method is normally used, but it is only reliable when the
sample size is very large (Flora & Curran, 2004). By reason of sample size, the diagonally
weighted least squares (DWLS) estimation method was therefore used, with the polychoric
correlation and asymptotic variances and covariances matrices used as input matrices
(Jéreskog and Sérbom, 1993; 1996a; 1996b). Since the chi-square (x°) goodness-of-fit
statistic is sensitive to violations of the assumption of multivariate normality, we used the
Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square (SBy?), which adjusts for non-normality. The SBy?
evaluates how well a model reproduces the pattern of correlations observed among variables.
The SB)(2 tests the difference between the samples’ observed correlation matrix and the
model-implied matrix, and if the SBy? is not significant, it suggests that the residual matrix is
a null one, and we conclude that the model fits the data. If the SBy? is significant, it suggests
the residual matrix is not null and that the model does not fit the data. Given that the chi-
square is strongly affected by sample size, and has also been criticized for often suggesting a
poor fit, even when there is a very small discrepancy between the sample and fitted
covariance matrices, several authors have recommended using additional fit indices (Bentler,
1995; Cole, 1987; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Raykov, 1998). Therefore, we used a number of
approximate fit indices to evaluate the fit of the measurement model and the structural model

in the present study. These include the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), the non-
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normed fit index (NNFI; Bentler & Bonnet, 1980), and the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993).

The CFI and the NNFI compare the proposed model to a model in which no
interrelationships are assumed among any of the variables. The range for the CFlI is between
zero and 1.00, and although the NNFI value may exceed 1.00, the cutoff value of .96 was
selected for both for the NNFI and the CFI. The selection of the fit indices and their cutoff
values was based on their performance when sample size is moderately small (250 < N < 500)
and the DWLS estimation method is used (Yu, 2002). Just as the NNFI, the RMSEA fit index
takes model complexity into account. RMSEA values less than .05 indicate a close fit of the
model, and values higher than .05 will signify an unacceptable fit of the model (Yu, 2002). In
addition, Raykov and Marcoulides (2006) recommend using the 90% confidence interval of
the RMSEA index, and suggest that if the RMSEA is smaller than .05 or the left endpoint of
its confidence interval smaller than .05, with this interval not being excessively wide, the
model could be considered a reasonable approximation of the data (Raykov & Marcoulides,
2006).

The interaction hypotheses were tested by comparing nested models and examining if
the structural parameters were significantly different. When comparing nested models with
the DWLS method, the Satorra-Bentler chi-square difference test is usually recommended
(Muthén & Muthén, 2005). However, the use of the test is problematic in the present study
since the chi-square difference test depends on model complexity (Kelloway, 1995). Since the
ARMSEA between two nested models is not affected by model complexity (Cheung &
Rensvold, 2002; Raykov & Penev, 1998) we followed Raykov & Penev (1998) and relied on
comparisons of 90% RMSEA confidence intervals to decide whether two nested models were
significantly different or not. If the 90% confidence intervals of RMSEA overlap between two

nested models, then the differences in model fit are not statistically significant. We chose a
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90% confidence interval of RMSEA because it provides higher power in detecting

differences.

Results

Confirmatory factor analysis and quality of measures
Confirmatory factor analysis of the six latent factors, performance history, implicit person
theory, performance-enhancement motives, impression-management motives, confidence and
competence was conducted to evaluate the measurement quality of the constructs. After
intensive analyses of residuals and modification indices, several modifications were
introduced after consideration of empirical and theoretical implications.* To determine the
validity of the latent constructs, the other factor loadings in the measurement model were
inspected. In all instances the individual factor loadings (A’s) were statistically significant (t-
values ranged from 9.68 to 56.79) and ranged from .51 to .99, all greater than the
recommended value of .3 (Floyd and Widaman, 1995) (see Table 1), suggesting that all
measured constructs had acceptable validity. The factor loading of performance history was
fixed to 1 for the purpose of identification. The fit indices indicated that that the overall fit of
the measurement model was acceptable (SB y* = 290.68 (p < .01); RMSEA = .018; NNFI =
.99; CFI =.99).

To assess the reliability of the measures, composite reliability was used (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981). Fornell and Larcker suggest that composite reliability should be higher than
.58 and the composite reliability for all measures met that criterion, ranging from .91 to .95

(see Table 1). According to Dillon and Goldstein (1984) and Bagozzi (1991), a variance

! The error covariance was set free between the following items: IPT5 and IPT4, IPT4 and IPT3, PEM2 and
IPT8, PEM2 and IPT7, CFD3 and CFD2, IPT7 and IPT6, IPT2 and IPT1, CFD4 and performance history, CFD3
and CFD1, CFD3 and IMM2, CFD3 and PEM2, PEM1 and IPT3, IPT8 and IPT3.
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extracted of greater than .50 indicates that the validity of both the construct and the individual

variables is high. In this study, all measures met that criterion, ranging from .60 to .86 (see

Table 1).

These analyses verify that the measures used to measure implicit person theory,

performance-enhancement motives, impression-management motives, confidence and

competence are reasonably reliable and valid.

Table 1. Measurement model: factor loadings, composite reliability and variance extracted.

Latent factors and items

Standardized

Composite Variance

factor loadings reliability extracted

Implicit person theory .92 .60
IPT1 The kind of person someone is, is something 72

basic about them, and it can't be changed very

much.
IPT2 People can do things differently, but the .79

important parts of who they are can't really be

changed.
IPT3 Everyone is a certain kind of person, and there is .90

not much that they can do to really change that.
IPT4 As much as | hate to admit it, you can't teach an 51

old dog new tricks. People can't really change

their deepest attributes.
IPT5 Everyone, no matter who they are, can .70

significantly change their basic characteristics.
IPT6 People can substantially change the kind of 77

person they are.
IPT7 No matter what kind of a person someone is, .78

they can always change very much.
IPT8 People can change even their most basic .95

qualities.

(continued)
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Latent factors and items

Standardized
factor loadings

Composite Variance
reliability extracted

Performance-enhancement motives .95 .86
PEM1 The motivation behind the employee’s 99
behavior is that he believes that everybody
would benefit from the change.
PEM2 The motivation behind the employee‘s .97
behavior is a desire to improve his work
environment.
PEM3 The motivation behind the employee‘s 81
behavior is a desire to increase
productivity.
Impression-management motives 91 78
IMM1 The motivation behind the employee‘s .92
behavior is a desire to show off his
expertise.
IMM2  The motivation behind the employee‘s .87
behavior is a desire to look good.
IMM3 The motivation behind the employee‘s .86
behavior is a desire to influence how you
see him.
Confidence .95 .82
CFD1 | suspect that the employee is insecure. .95
CFD2 | suspect that the employee has low self- .96
confidence.
CFD3 | suspect that the employee believes in his 91
own capability.
CFD4 | suspect that the employee is confident. .79
Competence .94 A7
CPT1 The employee's chances of getting a .70
promotion are great.
CPT2 The employee has the potential to perform .89
well in the future.
CPT3 The employee is useful to the company. .94
CPT4 The employee is competent in his job. / 91
The employee does his job competently.
CPT5 The employee performs well in his job. .93

Testing the structural model

Using the measurement model, the hypothesized model in Figure 1 was estimated to examine

the structural relationships. The fit of the resulting structural model (see Figure 2) was

acceptable, the SBX2 being 302.49 (p < .01), the RMSEA being .028 with a confidence
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interval of (.019; .037), and the NNFI and the CFI both being .99. The RMSEA was lower
than the selected cutoff value and the NNFI and the CFI were both higher than their cutoff
values, indicating a good fit.

As shown in Figure 2, implicit person theory was negatively and insignificantly
correlated to impression-management motives ( = -.05, ns) and performance-enhancement
motives (B = -.04, ns). Therefore, hypotheses 1a and 1b were not supported. Figure 2 also
shows that performance history was negatively and significantly correlated to impression-
management motives ( = -.30, p <.01), and positively and significantly correlated to
performance-enhancement motives (B = .51, p <.01). Therefore, hypotheses 2a and 2b were
supported. In turn, impression-management motives were negatively and significantly
correlated to competence (B =-.22, p <.01), and confidence ( = -.36, p < .01), supporting
hypothesis 3a and 3b. Performance-enhancement motives were positively and significantly

correlated to competence (B = .59, p <.01), and confidence ( = .53, p <.01), supporting

hypothesis 3c and 3d.

Performance S1* Performance 53* .
history enhancement > onfidence
motives
—30% 59*
04 ~36*
ici Impression
Implicit person
IOtheolsy management R Competence
-.05 motives oo >

Figure 2. Structural equation model with diagonally weighted least squares estimates
(standardized). Error terms and paths among exogenous constructs are omitted for clarity.
(SBy? = 302.49 (p < .01); CFI = .99; NNFI = ,99; RMSEA = .028). *p < .01 (two-tailed).
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A summary of the structural model results can be seen in Table 2, with the estimate, t-
value and p-value for each hypothesis of the study. The t-values for hypotheses 1 (a and b) are
insignificant, but the t-values for hypothesis 2 (a and b) and 3 (a to d) are significant, (see

Table 2).

Table 2. Summary results of the structural model.

Description Hypothesis  Estimate t-value  p-value
Implicit person theory and impression- Hla -.05 -1.06 29
management motives.

Implicit person theory and performance- H1b -.04 -1.15 25
enhancement motives.

Performance history and impression- H2a -.30 -5.16 <.001
management motives.

Performance history and performance- H2b 51 6.08 <.001
enhancement motives.

Impression-management motives and H3a -.22 -3.25 <.01
competence.

Impression-management motives and H3b -.36 -3.22 <.01
confidence.

Performance-enhancement motives and H3c .59 6.03 <.001
competence.

Performance-enhancement motives and H3d .53 8.92 <.001
confidence.

Thus, according to these results, manager’s characteristics (implicit person theory)
have no significant effect on their evaluation of employee taking charge behavior. In regards
to employee performance history, managers attribute average performer's taking charge
behavior significantly more to impression-management motives than superior performer's
taking charge behavior, and managers attribute superior performer's taking charge behavior

significantly more to performance-enhancement motives than average performer's taking
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charge behavior. In turn, managers who tend to make impression-management attributions
evaluate the employee more negatively in terms of confidence and competence, and managers
who tend to make performance-enhancement attributions evaluate the employee more

positively in terms of confidence and competence.

Testing the interaction hypotheses

To examine the moderating effects of the frequency of behavior, the data was split into two
groups based on the vignettes presented; group 1 (N = 188) consisting of managers who had
read a vignette with infrequent proactivity and group 2 (N = 195) consisting of managers who
had read a vignette with frequent proactivity. Using the same baseline model developed for
the overall structural model, the factor loadings for the two group’s structural models were
statistically significant in all instances (t-values ranging from 7.98 to 19.71 for group 1 and
from 9.17 to 22.75 for group 2) and ranged from .51 to 1.00 and from .54 to 1.00 for group 1
and 2 respectively. The structural models had acceptable fit to the data, fit indices for group 1
being SB »* = 357.40 (p < .01); RMSEA = .046; NNFI = .97; CFI = .97 and fit indices for
group 2 being SB y* = 20.88 (p > .05); RMSEA = .042; NNFI = 1.03; CFI = 1.00. The

structural models are shown in Figure 3 (group 1) and Figure 4 (group 2).
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Figure 3. Structural equation model for group 1 (infrequent proactivity) with diagonally
weighted least squares estimates (standardized). Error terms and paths among exogenous
constructs are omitted for clarity. (SB ¥2 =357.40 (p <.01); CFI=.97; NNFI =.97;
RMSEA = .046). *p < .01 (two-tailed).
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Figure 4. Structural equation model for group 2 (frequent proactivity) with diagonally
weighted least squares estimates (standardized). Error terms and paths among exogenous
constructs are omitted for clarity. (SB x* = 20.88 (p > .05); CFI = 1.00; NNFI = 1.03;
RMSEA =.042). *p < .01 (two-tailed).

To test the interaction hypotheses we compared nested models to examine whether
there were any significant differences in structural parameters between the two groups of
infrequent and frequent proactivity. When comparing nested models it is recommended to

first test the hypotheses which are of greatest theoretical interest (Bollen, 1989), since the
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order of comparisons might affect if restrictions are freed or maintained (Jagodzinski, Kiihnel
& Schmidt, 1987). Therefore, we started by comparing two models; Model 1 with all paths
fixed, and Model 2 with all paths free between i) performance history and attributions, and ii)
implicit person theory and attributions, and all paths fixed between attributions and managers’
evaluations (competence and confidence). If the difference in model fit is significant, we
would select Model 2 and have a basis for testing a sequence of increasingly restrictive
models, thus examining if the structural parameters were significantly different between
groups.

As shown in Table 3, the RMSEA for Model 1 was .067 with a 90% confidence
interval between .060 and .074, while the RMSEA for Model 2 was .060 with a 90%

confidence interval between .053 and .067.

Table 3. Summary of models tested and RMSEA fit index.

Model  Paths constrained or relaxed RMSEA  (90% CI)
Model 1  All structural paths set to be equal across the two groups .067 (.060 ; .074)
Model 2 The following paths set to be equal across the two groups: .060 (.053; .067)

Performance enhancement motives to confidence
Performance enhancement motives to competence
Impression management motives to confidence
Impression management motives to competence

The following paths set to be free across the two groups:
Performance history to performance enhancement motives
Performance history to impression management motives
Implicit person theory to performance enhancement motives

Implicit person theory to impression management motives
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The left endpoint for Model 2 is higher than the right endpoint for Model 1, and it is
therefore clear that the differences in model fit are not statistically significant. On grounds of
parsimony Model 1 was selected, indicating that hypotheses 4 and 5 are not supported.
Neither the employee’s performance history nor the manager’s implicit person theories
interact with the frequency of behavior in determining the attributions managers make

regarding the taking charge behavior.

Discussion
This study complements and extends proactivity literature in several ways. Building on the
framework set forth by De Stobbeleir et al. (2010), which specifies how characteristics of the
employee, characteristics of the manager and characteristics of the proactive behavior affect
the manager’s evaluations of the proactive employee, we examined taking charge behavior
and provided additional insight into how people construct subjective evaluations of
proactivity. In sum, our results indicate that managers’ impressions of employees that show
taking charge behavior are influenced by the employee‘s performance history but not the
manager‘s implicit person theories. Frequency of taking charge behavior is not a relevant
moderator of the effects of performance history, nor of implicit person theories. Results
further show that manager‘s attributions for taking charge behavior are one underlying
mechanism explaining why taking charge behavior affects how any individual is seen in the

organization along important dimensions of competence and confidence.

Theoretical implications
Our results support those found in the study by De Stobbeleir et al. (2010) that the

employee’s performance history influences manager’s attributions for proactive behavior. Just
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as for feedback seeking behavior, for superior performers, taking charge behavior seems to be
viewed as a tactic used to enhance performance, while for average performers taking charge
behavior seems to be viewed less positively in terms of the performance-enhancement
attributions that managers make (Hypothesis 2b). In their study, De Stobbeleir et al. (2010)
found no effect of performance history on impression-management attributions. Our study, on
the other hand, adds to the research by showing that for average performers, taking charge
behavior seems to be viewed as a tactic to manage other’s impressions, while for superior
performers, taking charge behavior is less associated to impression-management attributions
that managers make (Hypothesis 2a). Perhaps this difference between managers’ attributions
of taking charge behavior and feedback seeking behavior is caused by difference in managers’
perception of cost. It is possible that managers’ perceptions regarding the cost of taking
charge behavior is different from their perceptions of the cost of feedback seeking behavior.
Taking charge consists of change-oriented behavior aimed at improvement (Morrison &
Phelps, 1999), and it is possible that when employees try to bring about improved procedures
in the workplace, managers view their behavior as being very unbeneficial in the face of a
history of weak performance, thus questioning the value of average employee taking charge
behavior (resulting in an impression-management attribution). Giving feedback when sought,
even when sought by an average performing employee, might not be perceived as costly an
action as changing work procedures following employee taking charge behavior, leading to
managers tending to give employees the benefit of the doubt when making attributions,
resulting in less impression-management attributions.

While Grant & Ashford (2008) argued that learning about one proactive behavior may
be suggestive of the general categories of variables that influence all proactive behaviors, it is
also important never to assume that what is true for one type of proactive behavior is also true

for another. Although all proactive behaviors have in common an emphasis on taking control
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of a situation in a self-directed future-focused way, the concepts also vary from each other
(Bindl & Parker, 2010). In recent years, researchers have started to integrate and clarify the
relationships among multiple types of proactive behaviors, resulting in identification of
several higher-order dimensions of proactive behaviors (Grant & Parker, 2009; Parker &
Collins, 2010). Different types of proactive behaviors tend to be distinct areas of enquiry, but
the advantage of identifying higher-order categories is that the approach can help to identify
common processes, similarities and differences across related behaviors (Parker & Collins,
2010). The findings of differences in antecedents of related proactive behaviors highlight how
motivating forces for proactivity vary across different domains and targets of impact (Bindl &
Parker, 2010), and we argue that it is no less important to examine differences in the variables
and processes that affect how managers evaluate employee proactivity. Our results indicate
that the processes cannot be generalized across different types of proactive behavior.

De Stobbeleir et al. (2010) were the first to show that manager characteristics play a
role in managers’ interpretation of employee proactivity. While manager’s implicit person
theories had no effect on their attributions independently, De Stobbeleir et al. found (albeit
with a modest effect size) that entity oriented managers attributed frequent feedback seeking
significantly more to impression management motives than infrequent feedback requests. In
our study we found no such effects for taking charge behavior, manager’s implicit person
theories did not affect their attributions neither independently nor interacting with the
frequency of employee proactivity. This implies that the difference between believing that
people’s abilities are largely fixed (entity theory) and believing that people can grow and
develop their abilities (incremental theory) is more relevant to judging feedback seeking
behavior than to judging taking charge behavior. It is possible that implicit person theories are
more relevant to feedback seeking behavior than to taking charge behavior due to the

difference in the behaviors’ intended target of impact. While feedback seeking behavior aims
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to affect the individual’s fit within the organizational environment, the target of impact for
taking charge behavior is the internal organizational environment (Parker & Collins, 2010). It
is possible that implicit person theories are more relevant to behaviors that concern changing
oneself than behaviors that concern changing the environment. This supports our point that it
is important to examine whether the hypotheses of variables and processes affecting how
managers evaluate employee proactivity hold across different targets of proactive behavior.
Regarding performance-enhancement and impression-management attributions, our
results support the proposition that managers’ evaluations of proactivity are affected by these
two separate inferences about the cause of this behavior. This distinction has been examined
in the organizational citizenship behavior literature (Bolino, 1999) as well as for feedback
seeking behavior, and De Stobbeleir et al. (2010) encouraged researchers to investigate this
distinction for other types of proactive behaviors as well. The differences in effect sizes
between our study and De Stobbeleir’s et al. (2010) suggests that managers’ attributions for
taking charge behavior have a greater effect on their evaluations of the proactive employee
than their attributions for feedback-seeking behavior. That is, when managers believe that a
performance-enhancement motivation is behind an employee’s taking charge behavior, it
leads to a higher evaluation of the employee’s competence and confidence than when
managers believe that a performance-enhancement motivation is behind an employee’s
feedback seeking behavior. Likewise, when managers believe that an impression management
motivation is behind an employee’s taking charge behavior, it leads to lower evaluations of
competence and confidence than if they believe that an impression management motivation is
behind an employee’s feedback seeking behavior. When managers give employees the space
needed to engage in taking charge behavior, they trust them with more autonomy and
independence in how to reach the required output in their work (Chiaburu & Baker, 2006).

The trust that managers put in their employees might mediate the relationship between
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attributions of behavior and evaluations of the proactive employee. That is, when managers
feel that the employee is living up to their trust (performance-enhancement attributions) they
evaluate the employee higher, and when they feel that the employee is letting them down
(impression-management attributions) their evaluations are lower. Perhaps the effect sizes
between manager attributions and their evaluation of the employee are higher for taking
charge behavior than feedback seeking behavior because managers are putting more on the
line when creating an environment for taking charge behavior than for feedback seeking
behavior, such as trusting the employee to autonomously adopt improved procedures, change
how the job is executed, correct faulty processes, and eliminate redundant or unnecessary
tasks as compared to creating an environment where the employee feels safe to ask for
feedback. Future research should examine if the heightened trust associated with taking
charge behavior causes the effect of manager attributions on their evaluations to be higher for
taking charge behavior as compared to feedback seeking behavior.

Finally, from a broader perspective, this study provided further support for the
argument made by De Stobbeleir et al. (2010) that researchers examining proactivity should
focus both on the benefits and the costs of the proactive behaviors they study. Grant and
Ashford (2008) strongly argued that not all proactive behaviors may be interpreted positively,
yet research in this area has tended to focus on the instrumental outcomes of employee
proactivity, without considering its potential costs. Studying how proactive behaviors are
being interpreted may help proactivity researchers to address this gap in literature. We believe
that De Stobbeleir’s study provided an excellent starting point for research in this area, their
results underscoring the importance of studying the cognitive processes underlying managers’
evaluations of proactive employees (e.g. their attributions for these behaviors). Our results

contribute to the literature by investigating the framework for a different type of proactivity.
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Practical implications

Proactive behaviors are desirable in a work context because employees who display
them offer valuable contributions to organizations (Parker & Collins, 2010). Prior research on
taking charge behavior has suggested that a person’s decision about whether or not to engage
in taking charge behavior is affected by the degree to which top management is believed to
encourage and support suggestions and change initiatives from below (Morrison & Phelps,
1999). First, our study provides some important insight for management practice by
highlighting the need to develop work contexts that reduce the impression-management costs
of taking charge behavior. This could be done by implementing training interventions
highlighting the importance of taking charge behavior in organizations, encouraging managers
to create work environments that encourage employee taking charge behavior. If managers
fail to appreciate and reward proactivity, they are likely to discourage employees from
engaging in it (Grant, Parker & Collins, 2009). Our results also underscore a potentially
harmful bias. By only rewarding taking charge behavior of superior performing employees,
managers might be discouraging valuable taking charge behavior from average performing
employees.

Employees might benefit from our finding that engaging in taking charge behaviors in
the face of an average performance history may lead to attributional costs, preventing
managers from appreciating their proactivity. This notion was also underscored by De
Stobbeleir et al. regarding feedback seeking behavior, and they pointed out that before
initiating proactive behaviors it is important for employees to gain insight into their own
performance history as this determines whether or not the proactivity creates positive
attributions and therefore outcomes (De Stobbeleir et al., 2010). Our results support this

caution for employees engaging in taking charge behavior.
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Study limitations and future research

The findings of our study should be interpreted in light of its limitations. First, the use
of scenario design diminishes the generalizability of our results as it lacks contextual realism.
To asses if the vignettes used were plausible we followed Fedor, Eder and Buckley (1989), in
line with Ashford and Northcraft (1992) and De Stobbeleir et al. (2010), and asked
respondents to rate how easy it was for them to imagine the scenario described in the vignette
occurring in their own workplace. Fedor et al. (1989) argued that this measure should be used
in all studies using scenarios, to determine if respondents view the situation as plausible or
not. In this study, the mean ease-of-imagining rating was 4.03 on a five-point scale, indicating
that the respondents found the scenario easy to imagine. In addition, the advantage of using
scenario design is increased experimental control. Scenario studies are suitable for drawing
causal inferences, as it is more likely than in field studies that changes in the dependent
variable occurred due to the manipulation of the independent variables (Singleton & Straits,
1999). Further, as pointed out by De Stobbeleir et al. (2010), research has shown that results
yielded from paper person manipulations largely correspond to those obtained in the field, and
thus, the use of scenario design holds value in the study of organizational behavior (Woehr &
Lance, 1991). Nonetheless, the generalizability of our results should be tested in real-life
settings in future studies.

Another limitation of our study is that our sample was relatively small. Thus, the non-
significant findings regarding the moderating effects of the frequency of behavior might be
due to a lack of statistical power in effects rather than because they are not substantive. Since
small sample sizes can increase the chances of making a Type Il error (Aguinis & Harden,
2009) it might be that we concluded that there is no interaction between these variables when

one in fact exists. Future research should therefore test our results in a larger sample.
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With these limitations in mind, the current results suggest several avenues of future
research worthy of pursuit. Some have already been discussed, such as the possible mediating
effect of the trust managers put in employees, between manager attributions and evaluations
of proactive employees. In addition, we agree with the suggestions of De Stobbeleir et al. that
other manager characteristics may be worthy of future investigation. Adding to their
suggestions we find it possible that managers’ beliefs about the value of proactive behaviors
will moderate the relationship between employee proactivity and managers’ evaluation of the
employee. Taking charge entails behavior that deviates from prescribed roles and,
consequently, it may be viewed as threatening by coworkers and managers. Thus, an
employee who is trying to bring about improvement may actually bring about disharmony and
tensions instead that will detract from performance (Morrison & Phelps, 1999). Managers
may be more willing to give credit to proactive behaviors when they believe that the specific
proactive behaviors contribute to organizational effectiveness (Grant, Parker & Collins,
2009).

Also, we suggest that managers’ self-monitoring could be an interesting avenue for
further research. The premise of the construct of self-monitoring is that people differ in the
extent to which they observe, regulate and control the public appearances of self that they
display in social settings and interpersonal relationships (Snyder, 1987). High self-monitors,
as compared to low self-monitors, have a tendency to engage in certain forms of impression-
management, by actively constructing and projecting images that entitle favorable outcomes
(Gangestad & Snyder, 2000). Additionally, because of their heightened concern for the
situational appropriateness of their behavior, high self-monitors are more attentive than low
self-monitors to possible cues in the behavior of others (Berscheid, Graziano, Monson &
Dermer, 1976), i.e. others’ impression-management attempts. Therefore, future research

should examine if managers’ impression-management attributions are influenced by their own
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tendencies to adopt strategic self presentation strategies. It is possible that the higher a
manager‘s self-monitoring score, the more likely the manager will make impression-
management attributions for proactive behavior.

In addition, while our results imply that for superior performers taking charge
behavior leads to higher manager evaluations regardless of the frequency of the behavior, we
suggest that employees should be careful not to overdo their efforts to effect organizationally
functional change. As pointed out by De Stobbeleir et al. (2010), it is possible that the
operationalization of behavior frequency as a categorical variable (frequently vs. infrequently)
has a constrictive effect on the results. Taking charge may not be driven by the same
conditions as feedback seeking behavior because of the risk inherent in questioning the status
quo, and it is possible that there is a tipping point for managers when frequency of the
behavior becomes excessive and dysfunctional and leads to negative outcomes for the
employee. In this study such a hypothesis could not be tested and it is therefore an interesting
avenue for future research.

Finally, since overall evaluations of employee’s have a variety of important uses
within organizations and can have serious consequences for people, it is important to better
understand the process by which proactivity influences manager judgments. Our results
complement and extend De Stobbeleir’s et al. (2010) contribution to the proactivity literature,
and show that it is important for future research to examine across different domains of
proactivity if the effect of employee, manager, and behavior characteristics affects how

managers evaluate employee’s proactive behavior.
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Appendix A
Study vignette in Icelandic*
PU vinnur hja medalstoru fyrirtaeki. PU ert med nokkra ndna samstarfsmenn, pa heyrir undir
einn yfirmann og ert sjalf(ur) med nokkra starfsmenn sem heyra undir pig. Dagurinn i dag er
eins og hver annar. PU situr vid skrifbordid pitt og ert ad svara tolvupdsti pegar bankad er og
einn starfsmanna pinna spyr hvort pu eigir lausa stund. PU heldur pad nu og bydur honum

seeti. Frammistada pessa starfsmanns hefur hingad til verid langt yfir medallagi / i medallagi.

Hann segir fra pvi ad honum hafi dottid i hug leid til ad beeta verkferli hja vinnuhdpnum

sinum og ber hana undir pig. Petta hefur hann gert oft 4dur / sjaldan gert 4dur. Adur en hann

kvedur beaetir hann pvi vid ad hann telji hugmynd sina vera uppbyggilega og ad ef farid yrdi ad

tillégu hans yrdi pad breyting til batnadar.

! The relevant phrases representing the variables are underlined here for ease of exposition. They were not
underlined when used in the study.
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