
s new employees gradually be­
come acclimated to their work 
environments, they eventually 
reach a point where they are 
capable of engaging in behavior 

:ontritmt1es positively to organizational 
and objectives. As examples, an 

becomes capable of handling 
returns of several clients of an 

firm, a retail store employee 
capable of operating a cash register 

irrliniim'll supervision, and a scientist 
capable of independently carrying 

or her own original research inves­
. The behaviors described in the 

may be thought of collectively as 
behavior, which is the focus of this 

thoroughly defining productive 
the chapter shifts to a discussion 

performance. This is, by far, the most 
form of productive behavior in 

izalions, and organizational psycholo­
devoted considerable attention to 

Much work, for example, has been 
to simply understanding what is 

performance, and in determin­
)erj'onnaJ~ce dimensions that are com­

jobs. 
addressing models describing the 
aspects of basic job performance, 

address the critical issue of how job 
rmanl:e has been measured by organi­

psychologists. The effective meas­
of job performance is critical if we 

better understand the predictors of 
who excel versus falter at work. 

hi2:ational psychologists encounter a 
of challenges in trying to effectively 
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measure job performance, including such 
issues as all employees being given high rat­
ings (restriction of range) and the perfor­
mance of employees varying over time as a 
result of personal and environmental factors. 

Having addressed the basic dimensions 
of job performance and how to assess these 
dimensions, we then move to the important 
area of the causes of job performance. Con­
siderable work has been devoted to deter­
mining the relative contribution of abilities, 
skills, motivation, personality, and situa­
tional factors in explaining performance dif­
ferences across employees. As researchers 
have found, the interaction among all of 
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these predictors is complex. Fortunately, the 
amount of research done allows us to draw 
some fairly definitive conclusions about 
what predicts employees who perform well 
versus poorly. 

The chapter then addresses the second 
major form of productive behavior at work, 
which is when employees do things that are 
not required in their formal job descriptions. 
For example, organizations may at times 
need employees to provide assistance to each 
other, even though this activity is not part of 
their formal job descriptions. These types of 
behaviors have been defined as organiza­
tional citizenship behaviors (OCBs). Research 
into OCB has focused primarily on under­
standing the factors that lead employees to 

perform OCBs. 
Finally, we address a third form of pro­

ductive behavior at work: innovation. For 
example, to remain competitive, a computer 
manufacturer may need employees to consis­
tently design new computer models that have 
innovative designs and features. There is con­
siderable research on creativity in the general 
psychological literature, but organizational 
psychologists have also examined organiza­
tion-specific innovation and creativity. Like 
other forms of productive behavior, innova­
tion and creativity result from a complex 
interaction between characteristics of indi­
vidual employees and the organizational envi­
ronments in which they work 

DEFINING PRODUCTIVE 
BEHAVIOR 
For the purposes of this chapter, productive 
behavior is defined as employee behavior that 
contributes positively to the goals and objec­
tives of the organization. When an employee 
first enters an organization, there is a tran­
sition period during which he or she is not 

contributing positively to the orl,arliz3ltio 
For example, a newly hired rmm,lgeme] 
consultant may not be generating any 
able hours for his or her consulting 
From an organizational perspective, a 
employee is actually a liability because he 
she is typically being compensated 
this unproductive period. The orl~anli"ltid 
is betting, however, that, over time, the 
employee will reach a point where his or 
behavior contributes positively to the 
nization. When productive behavior 
viewed in financial terms, it represents 
point at which the organization begins 
achieve some return on the investment 
has made in the new employee. In the 
tions that follow, we take an in-depth 
three of the most common forms of 
tive behavior in organizations: job 
mance, organizational citizenship 
(OCB), and innovation. 

JOB PERFORMANCE 
Defining Job Performance 

Job performance is a deceptively simple . 
At the most general level, it can be 
simply as "all of the behaviors employe 
engage in while at work" Unfortunately, 
is a rather imprecise definition 
employees often engage in behaviors at 
that have little or nothing to do with 
specific tasks. For example, in a study 
enlisted military personnel, Bialek, 
and McGuire (1977) found that less 
half of the work time of these indivilju~ 
was spent performing tasks that were 
of their job descriptions. Thus, if 
mance were defined simply in terms 
employee behaviors performed while 
work, many behaviors that have no 
to organizational goals would be 
(e.g., talking with coworkers about. 

game). On the other hand, if job 
tfonnanl:e were confined only to behav­

associated with the technical aspects of 
tasks employees perform, much 

,A"rti'Te behavior in the workplace would 

to Campbell (1990), job per­
represents behaviors employees 

in while at work that contribute to 
llli2:ation:,1 goals. This definition is obvi­

more precise than simply defining per­
as all behaviors that employees 

at work It is also not too restrictive; 
is not confined only to 

directly associated with task per-
. One other important aspect of this 
is that job performance represents 
that are formally evaluated by the 

aIlization as part of the employee's 
porlSltlllllJeS and duties. This aspect of 

&;defiltlition distinguishes job performance 
the other forms of productive behavior 

'ad,rre:3s later in the chapter. 
defining job performance, it is impor-

that we distinguish it from several 
terms. According to Campbell 

job performance should be distin­
from effectiveness, productivity, 

utility. Effectiveness is defined as the 
il1.Hltic,n of the results of an employee's 
'llJ,erj·onnanCie. This is an important dis­

because employee effectiveness is 
tnrlillE,d by more than just job perfor­

For example, an employee who is 
in many forms of productive 
may still receive a poor perfor-

rating (a measure of effectiveness) 
of performance rating errors, or sim-

bec]au,:ehe or she is not well liked by the 
aSSigned to do the rating. 

is closely related to both per­
and effectiveness, but it is different 

productivity takes into account the 
a given level of performance 
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or effectiveness. For example, two salespeo­
ple may perform equally well and ultimately 
generate the same level of commissions in a 
given year. However, if one of these indi­
viduals is able to achieve this level of sales 
at a lower cost than the other, he or she 
would be considered the more productive 
of the two. A term that is closely related to 
productivity, and is often used interchange­
ably, is efficiency. This refers to the level of 
performance that can be achieved in a given 
period of time. If a person is highly efficient, 
he or she is achieving a lot in a relatively 
short period of time. Given that "time is 
money," one can consider efficiency a form 
of productivity. Some organizations, in fact, 
are highly concerned with efficiency. United 
Parcel Service (UPS), for example, places a 
strong emphasis on the efficiency of the 
truck drivers who deliver packages to cus­
tomers. 

Finally, utility represents the value of a 
given level of performance, effectiveness, or 
productivity for the organization. This defi­
nition may seem redundant alongside the 
description of effectiveness. Utility is some­
what different, however. An employee may 
achieve a high level of effectiveness (Le., the 
results of his or her performance are judged 
to be positive), but utility still could be low. 
An organization simply may not place a high 
value on the level of effectiveness achieved 
by the employee. In large research univer­
sities, for example, faculty research produc­
tivity and grant writing are typically given 
higher priority than teaching performance. 
Consequently, it is possible to be denied 
tenure at such universities even though one 
is a superb teacher. 

At first glance, distingnishing among per­
formance' effectiveness, productiVity, effi­
ciency, and utility may appear to be a 
rather trivial exercise. On the contrary, these 
distinctions are extremely important if one is 
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interested in understanding and ultimately 
predicting performance. Many studies in 
organizational psychology purport to predict 
"performance" when they are actually pre­
dicting "effectiveness" or "productivity" Qex, 
1998). Employees typically have more con­
trol over performance than they do over 
effectiveness or productivity, so studies often 
fail to adequately explain performance differ­
ences among employees. This gap may ulti­
mately lead to erroneous conclusions about 
the determinants of performance differences. 

Models of Job Performance 

Efforts to model job performance are aimed 
at identifying a set of performance dimen­
sions that are common to all jobs. Given the 
vast number of jobs that exist in the world of 
work, trying to determine a relatively small 
number of dimensions underlying job per­
formance is a challenging task. However, 
modeling job performance is vitally impor­
tant because so much research and practice 
in organizational psychology centers around 
performance prediction. A major reason for 
studying many of the variables that we do 
(e.g., motivation, leadership, stress) is their 
potential impact on performance. Even 
though models of job performance contain 
many different dimensions, two major cate­
gories of job performance can be found 
across models: in-role (tash) perfonnance and 
extra-role (contextual) perfonnance (Borman 
&:Motowidlo, 1993; Conway, 1999). In-role 
performance refers to performance on the 
technical aspects of an employee's job. For 
example, a nurse would be required to per­
form specific tasks such as drawing blood, 
ensuring proper delivery of medication, and 
so on. Likewise, a truck driver has to know 
how to effectively load and handle cargo, 
operate complex machinery, and perform 
other technical types of tasks. Extra-role per-

formance refers to nontechnical abilities 
as being able to communicate eff'ect:ive 
exhibiting motivation and enthusiasm 
work, and being a good team member. 

The distinction between in-role and 
role performance can be seen in C"mlpbe 
(1990,1994) comprehensive model of 
performance. Campbell developed his 
of job performance by analyzing a diverse 
of jobs performed by soldiers in the 
Army. Based on an analysis of the 
mance dimensions of multiple jobs, 
argued that performance on all jobs can 
broken down into the eight 
listed in Table 4.1. We would argue 
the first two dimensions in 
model reffect the importance of in-role 
task performance. The first dimension 
specific task proficiency, and it 
behaviors associated with the core tasks 
are unique to a particular job. For 
behaviors such as counting money, 
ing deposits, and cashing checks would 
resent some of the job-specific tasks 
bank teller. On the other hand, 
of the core job tasks of a teacher at a 
care center may include scheduling 
ities, maintaining discipline, and comrmlJ 
cating with parents. 

The second dimension reffective 
role performance in this model is 
specific tash proficiency. This dirnerlsicon. 
represented by behaviors that must be 
formed by some or all members of an 
nization, but that are not specific 
particular job. For example, the 
job-related activities of a college 
are teaching and research in a given 
tive area (e.g., physics). However, rel~ardl 
of one's specialty, most professors are. 
quired to perform common tasks such 
advising students, serving on 
committees, writing grants, and OCCa''lOll< 
representing the university at 
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(1990,1994) Model of Job Performance According to the In-Role Extra-Role Distinction 

Dimensions Description 

p_Specihc Task Proficiency 
inn_loIJ-Spec'illC Task Proficiency 

Technical aspects of job performance 
Common tasks performed by different employees 

and Oral Communication 
~m()ns'rating Effort 

Ability to write and communicate effectively 
Going the "extra mile" at work 

[aintair,ing Personal Discipline 
and team performance 

Refraining from negative behaviors, following through on tasks 
Being a good team member; working well with other members 
Effectively supervising and leading others 
Effectively organizing and keeping track of critical information 

such as commencement. In the 
soldiers must not only be able to 

out the technical aspects of their job 
patriot missiles, ensure adequate 
of helmets and ammunition), but 

must also be proficient on tasks com­
to all soldiers (e.g., knowing how to 
upon a chemical weapons attack, 

how to read a map and navigate 
uIlfmmiliar environment). 

the first and second dimensions of 
model reffect tasks that must be 

within a given occupational posi­
therefore represent in-role perfor­
The remaining six dimensions 

the extra-role or contextual dimen-
of performance that tend to cut across 

jobs. 
third dimension is labeled written 

oral communication task proficiency. 
of this dimension acknowledges 

jjncumt,ents in most jobs must commu­
either in writing or verbally. For 

a high school teacher and an at-
obviously perform very different 

tasks. Both, however, must 
communicate, both orally and 

in order to do their jobs effec-

tively. A high school teacher may need to 
communicate with parents regarding stu­
dents' progress, and an attorney may need 
to communicate with a client in order to 

verify the accuracy of information to be con­
tained in a legal document such as a trust or 
divorce agreement. 

The fourth and fifth dimensions are 
labeled demonstrating effort and maintaining 
personal diScipline, respectively. Demonstrat­
ing effort represents an employee's level of 
motivation and commitment to his or her job 
tasks. Regardless of whether one performs 
the job of dentist, firefighter, or profeSSional 
athlete, it is necessary to exhibit commitment 
to one's job tasks. It may also be necessary at 
times to demonstrate a willingness to persist 
in order to accomplish difficult or unpleas­
ant tasks. Professional athletes, at times, may 
have to play through nagging injuries in order 
to help their teams. Maintaining personal 
discipline is abiding by speCified rules and 
refraining from negative behaviors such as 
substance abuse or other forms of unproduc­
tive behavior. Taken together, these two 
dimensions essentially represent the degree 
to which an employee is a good citizen in the 
workplace. 
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The sixth dimension is labeled facilitating 
peer and team performance. One aspect of this 
dimension is the degree to which an 
employee is helpful to his or her coworkers 
when they need assistance. This could 
involve assisting a coworker who is having 
trouble meeting an impending deadline, or 
perhaps just providing encouragement or 
boosting the spirits of others. This dimen­
sion also represents the degree to which an 
employee is a team player, or is working to 
further the goals of his or her workgroup. As 
Campbell (1990) points out, this dimension 
would obviously have little relevance if one 
worked in complete isolation. Today, when 
so many companies place strong emphasis 
on teamwork, working alone is more the 
exception than the rule (see Comment 4.1). 

The seventh and eighth dimensions are 
labeled supervisionlleadership and manage­
menUadministration, respectively. Both of 
these dimensions represent aspects of job 
performance that obviously apply only to 
jobs that carry some supervisory responsibil­
ities. Whether one is a supervisor in a retail 
outlet, a hospital, or a factory, certain com­
mon behaviors are required. For example, 
supervisors in most settings help employees 
set goals, teach employees effective work 
methods, and more generally attempt to 
model good work habits. Many supervisory 
pOSitions also require a multitude of ad­
ministrative tasks such as monitoring and 
controlling expenditures, obtaining addi­
tional resources, and representing one's unit 
within an organization. 

When we consider each of these dimen­
sions of job performance, it becomes clear 
that all eight dimensions would not be rele­
vant for all jobs. In fact, Campbell (1990) 
argued that only three (core task proficiency, 
demonstrating effort, and maintenance of 
personal discipline) are major performance 
components for all jobs. This model is still 

quite useful because it provides a 
metric for examining performance 
jobs. For example, using this 
could compare employees from two 
p1etely different jobs on the 
demonstrating effort. In addition, the 
mance of different types of jobs 
compared across the dimensions. 
such a common metric is tremendously 
ful in trying to understand the general 
minants of job performance. 

A second model of job pelefOl'm'lDoel 
proposed by Murphy (1994). His 
specifically developed to facilitate an 
standing of job performance in the 
Navy, but the performance 
are also relevant to many civilian 
can be seen in Table 4.2, this 
breaks performance down into four 
sions instead of eight. The first of 
labeled task-oriented behaviors, which 
mirrors the job-specific task 
dimension in Campbell's (1990, 
model. It is also reasonable to assume 
for supervisory jobs, this label would 
the dimensions related to supervision 
management/administration. In essence, 
represents performing the major tasks 
ciated with one's job. This dimension is 
the only component of Murphy's model 
refers explicitly to in-role performance. 
remaining dimensions refer to extra-role 
formance. The second dimension, 
interpersonally oriented behaviors, rerlrp.'"" 

all of the interpersonal transactions 
occur on the job. These might include 
store clerk answering a customer's 
a nurse consulting a doctor about a 
medication, or an auto mechanic L~lJWJL~ 
service manager about a repair that 
done on a car. Because many intey]Jersor 
transactions in the workplace 
related, this dimension mirrors laelUL"CU' 

peer and team performance in]. Cam1)b"U 

EiGHT dimensions of job performance 
in Campbell's (1990) model, one of 
interesting, and potentially most 

pOIerarl[, is "Facilitating peer and team per­
One obvious reason is that more 

more organizations are making use of 
for both projects and even as a basis 

orllanizatiOJJalstructure. Given this greater 
of teams, it is not surprising that much 

organizational research has focused on 
effectiveness. However, one aspect of 
effectiveness that has not been given 
attention is identifying the characteris-

of a good team member. According to 
Wheelan, in her book Creating Effective 
A Guide for Members and Leaders, there 

a number of behavioral characteristics of 
team members. These include: 

• not blaming others for group problems 
• encouraging the process of goal, role, and 

task clarification 
• encouraging the adoption of an open 

communication structure 
• promoting an appropriate ratio of task 

and supportive communications 
• promoting the use of effective problem­

solving and decision-making procedures 
• encouraging the establishment of norms 

that support productivity, innovation, 
and freedom of expression 
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• going along with norms that promote 
group effectiveness and productivity 

• promoting group cohesion and cooper­
ation 

• encouraging the use of effective conflict­
management strategies 

• interacting with others outside of the 
group, in ways that promote group inte­
gration and cooperation within the larger 
organizational context 

• supporting the leader's efforts to facilitate 
group goal achievement 

This list is obviously not meant to be 
exhaustive, but it illustrates the specific 
behaviors that contribute to effective team 
performance. As is evident from the list 
most of these behaviors transcend technical 
specialties and even organization types. 
This is consistent with Campbell's notion 
that there is a general set of performance 
dimensions. 

Source: ]. P. Campbell. (1990). Modeling the perfor­
mance prediction problem in industrial and or­
ganizational psychology. In M. D. Dunnette and L M. 
Hough (Eds.), Handbook of industrial and OIganizationa! 
psychology (2nd ed., Vol. 1, pp. 687-732). Palo Alto, 
CA: Consulting Psychologists Press; and S. A. Wheelan. 
(1999). Creating effective leams: A gUide for members and 
leaders. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

(1994) Model of Job Performance According to the In-Role Extra-Role Distinction 

~m'mnaH<" Dimensions 

:liiask-CJri"n"'o Behaviors 

Interpersonally oriented Behaviors 
; :.- Down-time BehaViors 

D,,;tructh'e/}!aZ<lfd'Jus Behaviors 

Description 

Performing major tasks associated "With job 

All interpersonal transactions that occur on job 

Behaviors outside of work that affect job perfonnance (e.g. drug/alcohol 
use, extra jobs) 

Safety violations, sabotage, accidents 
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model. Not all interpersonal transactions in 
the workplace are task related. For example, 
employees may start off Monday mornings 
with small talk about what they did over 
the weekend. This dimension therefore also 
represents the extent to which employees 
generally maintain positive interpersonal 
relations with coworkers. This aspect of job 
behavior is not explicitly part of Campbell's 
model, although it is clearly an important 
aspect of performance (see Comment 4.2). 
The distinction between task-oriented perfor­
mance and performance that occurs in the 
context of the job has also been highlighted 
by Van Scotter and Motowidlo (1996). 

COMMENT 4.2 

The third dimension, down-lime 
represents behaviors that may lead the 
incumbent to be absent from the 
These include counterproductive beha"ic 
such as drug and alcohol abuse, and 
violations of the law. They are COlISicie 
aspects of performance because 
employee with a substance abuse 
for example, may be frequently absent 
work and is therefore not performing 
A closely related set of behaviors is . 
in the fourth category, de.strIJrtlvrlhcC70T< 
behaviors. These would include such 
as safety violations, accidents, and 
The down-time behaviors and de';tnlct~ 

MAINTAINING POSITIVE INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AT WORK 

MAINTAINING POSITlVE INTERPERSONAL relation­
ships with others is a performance dimension 
that is rarely noticed unless someone is unable 
to do it. Research over the years has shown, 
relatively consistently, that interpersonal con­
flict is perceived negatively by employees and 
leads to a number of negative outcomes (e.g., 
Spector &Jex, 1998). Specifically, when there 
are frequent interpersonal conflicts in the 
work environment, employees tend to dislike 
their jobs and feel anxious and tense about 
coming to work. 

Another aspect of interpersonal relations 
that has been explored less frequently, but 
may be just as important, is the impact of 
interpersonal relations on promotions in orga­
nizations. Having worked in different organi­
zations and taught many courses over the 
years, a frequent theme we have heard is that 
relatively few individuals fail to get promoted 
due to lack of technical skills. More often than 
not, a lack of mobility in organizations is due 

to an inability to get along with others. 
many organizations invest cOinsidelcahl{ 
amounts of money in individual cO'lching 
programs that are often aimed at i', Qd!ivi(iuoIIs 
who have a great deal of technical prowess 
are lacking in interpersonal skills. Why is it 
important to get along -with others in 
zations? The likely reason is that much 
gets done in any organization gets 
through people. If someone has a hard 
getting along with others, it is quite pO:3sit!le 
that he or she -will have a hard time 
others' cooperation and aso;istan<ce--flCt,ol 
that are often necessary to get things done' 
organizations. 

Source: P. E. Spector and S. M. Jex. (1998). D,,,k'prnw' 
of four self-report measures of job stressors and 

Interpersonal Conflict at Work Scale, o~;:al:::~;~~~ C~~~ 
straints Scale, Quanlilalive Workload 
Physical Symptoms lnventory. Journal of Oecapation,,1 
Health Psychology, 3, 356-367. 

behaviors dimensions are most 
related to the dimension of main­
personal discipline in Campbell's 

1994) model. In some cases, though, 
;,ctivelhtazarclOll' behaviors may result 

lack of effort (e.g., not taking the 
put on safety equipment), so this 

may overlap with the demon­
effort dimension in Campbell's 

to Campbell's (1990, 1994) 
it;dirnensicm model, Murphy's (1994) 

model is somewhat less 
two reasons. First, this model 

ltvdc)ped to explain job performance­
among u.s. Navy personnel. 

objective was to describe perfor­
in a broader spectrum of jobs, 

his model could certainly be used 
job performance among military 
Second, the performance dimen-

,de:scr'ibc:d by Murphy are conSiderably 
than those described by Camp­

Bc:cal"se they are so broad, it is more 
to determine the factors that led to 

among employees on these per­
dimensions. Despite these disad­

this model again provides us with a 
iidimen,;iolQ, for comparing performance 

jobs. The importance of looking for 
dimensions of performance has also 

emphasized by Viswesvaran (2002), 
argued that most models of job 

pnnalQce include a more general measure 
followed by more specific 

depending on the theorist. 
not all researchers agree on the 

subdimensions of job performance, 
a general recognition that job perfor­

is more than just the technical aspects 
,erlfonllirlg narrowly defined tasks, and 

how employees interact with others 
other ways contribute to the organi­

need to be considered. 
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MEASUREMENT OF JOB 
PERFORMANCE 

The prior section dealt with models organi­
zational psychologists have developed to 
capture the important dimensions on which 
job performance should be assessed. The 
next critical step in understanding what 
causes employees to perform well or poorly 
is developing reliable and valid measures of 
job performance. Having good measures of 
job performance allows us to better under­
stand those variables related to performance. 
In the present section we examine how job 
performance has been measured, as well as 
challenges researchers have faced in devel­
oping reliable and valid measures of job 
performance. Specifically, three areas are 
discussed: (1) measures of job performance, 
(2) restriction in the variability of job perfor­
mance, and (3) instability in job perfor­
mance over time. 

Measures of Job Performance 

By definition, job performance is behavior, 
so job performance is rarely measured 
directly. More typically, what is measured 
is some external assessment of job perfor­
mance. According to Murphy (1989a), per­
formance can be assessed in eight different 
ways: (1) paper/pencil tests, (2) job skills 
tests, (3) on-site hands-on testing, (4) off-site 
hands-on testing, (5) high -fidelity simulations, 
(6) symbolic simulations, (7) task ratings, 
and (8) global ratings. By far, the two most 
common methods of performance assess­
ment in organizations are ratings of employ­
ees' performance on specific tasks and 
ratings of overall performance on the job. 

An example of the latter performance 
rating was used by Van Dyne and LePine 
(1998). These authors assessed in-role 
and extra-role performance by having 
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employees, their coworkers, and supervisors 
respond to items assessing different aspects 
of performance. Sample items from the 
measure are presented in Table 4.3. In-role 
performance was assessed by items referring 
to the extent that employees met their per­
formance expectations and performed well 
at the tasks that made up the employees' 
job. Extra-role performance was assessed 
through nontask behaviors that nevertheless 
are expected of the employee, such as help­
ing others in his or her group and attending 
scheduled functions. 

The literature on performance rating is 
vast (e.g., Landy &. Farr, 1980; Murphy, 
2004; Murphy &. Cleveland, 1990), and will 
not be reviewed in detail here. However, two 
general points can be made. First, there are 
many potential sources of error in perfor­
mance ratings. For example, a rater may 
not have an adequate opportunity to observe 
performance, ratings may be biased by 
the degree to which the rater likes or dislikes 
the ratee, or different raters may employ 
different internal performance standards. 
These are just three of many potential 
sources of error. Rating errors are problem­
atic because they ultimately mask meaningful 
differences in actual job performance, and 
thus may weaken the relationship between 
job performance and other variables. 
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A second point is that steps can 
reduce error in performance ratings. 
example, rater training has been shown 
increase accuracy in performance 
(Pulakos, 1984). Another way to 
the problems with performance ratings 
seek more objective performance m"aS1ITl 
such as output produced or sales 
sions. Unfortunately, these more 
performance measures may have 
flaws of their own. The most obvious 
that most are really measures of efliwtiv,'t 
or productivity and not actual job 
mance (Campbell, 1990). Another UlS'lUV< 

age is that employees may lack control 
objective performance indicators. For 
pie, even a very skilled real estate salleS!)e" 
would probably not sell many houses 
mortgage interest rates rose to 20%. 

Some researchers have attempted to 
with the biases inherent in pe:rfC)rrnaJlce 
ings by constructing behaviorally 
rating scales that clearly reflect those 
ployee behaviors that constitute poor, 
age, and superior performance 
Campbell, 1990). For example, 
paralegal's ability to prepare a legal 
courtroom session. Instead of 
paralegal on a scale from "very 
"very good," a behaviorally anchored 
scale would include such terms as 

Van Dyne and LePine's Measure of In-Role and Extra-Role Performance 

Sample of In-Role Perfonnance Items 
1. "This particular worker fulfills the responsibilities specified in hislher job d:-sc~ption" 
2. "This particular worker performs the tasks that are expected as part of the Job 

Sample of Extra-Role Performance Items . ' " 
3. "This particular worker assists olhers in this group wIth thclr work for. the benefit of Lh:- group " 
4. "This parlicular worker speaks up in the group with ideas for new projects or changes In procedure 
5. "This particular worker attends functions that help the work group" 

Source: Van Dyne, LV., &: LePine, ].A. (1998). Helping and voice eXlra-role behaviors: Evidence of construct and 

validity. Academy of Mal1agementjoumal, 41, 108-119. 

necessary details into the legal 
and "produces a report that summa­

the major points of the brief without 
unnecessary material." Anchor­

scale with specific behaviors is 
to take some of the subjectivity 

the performance assessment. 
major point of considering perfor­

measurement is simply that we must 
keep in mind that performance is not 

thing as the measurement of per­
Furthermore, because measuring 

"~'H,,"r inevitably involve some degree 
our understanding of performance 
ability to predict it will always 

imperfect. 

ion in the Variability of Job 

face a number of challenges 
~eclU<!tely assessing job performance 

population of employees. We first 
the issue of restriction in the varia­
performance among employees. 

"",ri,ety of reasons, the variability in 
levels within organizations is 

testric:tEli. To better understand restric­
ip'erf,)mnaI1Ce variability, it is useful to 

between artifactual restJiction in 
variability and true restJiction. 

restriction in performance varia­
from factors such as errors 

tonma:nce ratings or the performance 
system. Even though there 

differences among employees' 
job performance, these may be 

kb,:caJuse of an error in the perfor­
process. For example, employ­

an organization may really differ 
other in how well they are per-

with some doing very well and 
very poorly. However, supervi-
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sors may give all employees high ratings 
because of a concern they will be laid off if 
ratings are less than stellar. True restriction 
in performance variability, on the other 
hand, occurs when measures of performance 
are relatively accurate but there is a true lack 
of meaningful variation in actual job perfor­
mance. It may simply be the case that all 
employees are performing at a high or low 
level within an organization because of such 
factors as leadership or the inherent diffi­
culty of the tasks being performed. In this 
section, reasons for true restriction in per­
formance variability are discussed. 

According to Peters and O'Connor 
(1988), there are four reasons why variation 
in individual performance may be restricted. 
First, organizations simply may have very 
low performance standards. If organizations 
do not expect much, this standard will tend 
to discourage high levels of performance, 
and employees will gravitate toward mini­
mally acceptable levels of performance. The 
end result of this process is often a great 
reduction in the variability of performance. 
A good example is the commonly held ster­
eotype that performance standards for gov­
ernment employees are low. Many readers 
have probably heard the expression "Good 
enough for government work," which 
implies that work must only be done at a 
minimally acceptable level. 

A second factor
l 
which is related to low 

performance standards, is that organiza­
tions vary in the degree to which they value 
high levels of individual job performance. 
Organizations either may fail to recognize 
the contributions of those who perform 
well or tolerate individuals who consis­
tently perform poorly. Some organizations 
may even inadvertently create situations in 
which low levels of performance are 
actually rewarded, and high levels of per­
formance are punished. For example, in 
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many organizations, employees who per­
form well are often rewarded with greater 
responsibility and heavier workloads, but 
receive no additional compensation or pro­
motions. The current authors have also seen 
managers rid themselves of incompetent 
employees by recommending that they be 
promoted to positions in other departments. 

A third factor restricting performance 
variability is the degree to which organiza­
tions excuse employees for low levels of 
performance. This factor is related to 
low performance standards but operates 
somewhat differently. According to Peters 
and O'Connor (1988), organizations may 
develop what they describe as a "culture of 
justification" (p. ll7); that is, employees are 
routinely allowed to "explain away" instan­
ces of poor performance. A somewhat more 
irreverent way of describing this is the famil­
iar acronym CYA, otherwise known as "cover 
your a"I"Such a culture takes away the 
incentive to perform well and ultimately 
restricts performance to mediocre levels. 

A final cause of restriction in perfor­
mance variability is variation in organiza­
tional resources. Having limited resources 
often leads to situational constraints that 
ultimately reduces the variability in per­
formance (Peters &: O'Connor, 1980). For 
example, it is difficult for an auto mechanic 
to perform well if he or she has no tools. On 
the other hand, if organizational resources 
are extremely plentiful, this may also reduce 
the variability in performance. In this case, 
everyone in an organization may perform up 
to his or her full potential and, as a result, the 
variability in performance will be restricted. 

A somewhat different explanation as to 
why the variation in actual performance lev­
els may be restricted is that selection and 
retention in organizations are not random 
processes. According to Johns (1991), most 
organizations require that employees pass 

through relatively rigorous screening 
esses before they are hired. For 
those who wish to become police 
typically must pass through a series of 
before even being selected for academy 
ing. In many other occupations, such as 
medicine, and engineering, much of 
screening is done by universities during 
fessional training. As a result of these 
ing processes, the variation in skill 
ability levels among employees may be 
restricted, which may ultimately restrict 
variability in job performance. 
who perform poorly or who simply do 
fit well with an organization's culture 
select themselves out and leave voluntari 
(Ployhart, Weekly, &: Baughman, 
Schneider, 1987). Like formal sociali"atic 
processes, this again tends to create 'mifnrn 

ity in job performance. 
Despite all of the factors that Tn"",",potr 

performance variability, empirical 
suggests that performance variability in 
nizations is still meaningful. For 
Schmidt and Hunter (1998) point out 
even though performance variability in 
nizations is somewhat restricted, a 
tial portion still remains. If this were not 
case, it is unlikely that selection tools 
cognitive ability tests, personality meaSllTe 
and biodata instruments would be related 
performance. 

Instability in Job Performance 
over Time 

A second challenge in assessing the job 
formance of employees includes the extenl: t( 
which performance is stable versus flu,ctu:,t: 
ing. There has been considerable 
over the years, concerning the relative 
ity of performance criterion measures 
Ackerman, 1989; Austin, Humphreys, 

1989; Barrett, Caldwell, &: Alexander, 
. Henry &: Hulin, 1987, 1989). Some 

'ntlriblltors have claimed that performance 
relati',ely stable over time; many others 

argued (quite forcefully at times) that 
rform;mc:e is more dynamic. The weight of 

evidence seems to support the position 
performance criteria are dynamic. For 

Deadrick and Madigan (1990) 
iltmnir1ed the stability in performance of sew­

machine operators over time and found 
the correlations between performance 
were quite strong when the time inter­

was very short. However, the correlation 
performance at one point in time 

23 weeks later was considerably weaker. 
because of a variety of factors, em­
performance tends to fluctuate over 

. In fact, this inconsistency may explain 
people are so impressed when a high 
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level of consistency is displayed. In sports, 
for example, great honors are bestowed 
on athletes for breaking records that indi­
cate consistency and longevity (see Com­
ment 4.3). 

Ployhart and Hakel (1998) pointed out 
that although evidence supports the 
dynamic nature of performance, correlations 
between levels of performance at different 
points in time provide little insight into 
how the performance of individuals changes 
over time. Furthermore, we know very little 
about variables that predict distinct patterns 
of change in performance over time. To 
address this issue, these researchers exam­
il}ed 8 years' worth of performance criterion 
data from a sample of 303 securities analysts. 

Using a statistical procedure known as 
latent growth curve modeling, which allows the 
modeling of patterns of change over time, 

INTERACTION BETWEEN DECLARATIVE AND PROCEDURAL 

Is DECLARATIVE KNOWLEDGE a necessary precon-
.' to obtaining procedural knowledge? 

That is, do you have to know about something 
in order to know how Lo do something? For 
some tasks, it is fairly obvious that declarative 
knowledge is a precursor to procedural 
knowledge. For example, it would be very 
difficult to Ily a jet airplane if one had abso­
lutely no knowledge of jet propulsion. 

For some types of human perfonnance, 
however, it is unclear whether declarative 
knowledge must precede procedural knowl­
edge. For example, it is not unusual for ath­
letes to understand how to do things but not 
necessarily know the principles behind what 
they are doing (perhaps that's where Nike 

came up with the slogan 'Just Do It"). There 
are also instances of great musicians who are 
unable to read music but are able to play 
musical compositions based on their auditory 

memory. 
Perhaps those instances when one can 

achieve procedural knowledge without first 
obtaining declarative knowledge are relatively 
rare. However, it would be useful to develop a 
greater understanding of the interaction 
between these two forms of knowledge. Many 
training and educational programs are based 
on the premise that declarative knowledge 
must come first, so a greater understanding of 
this interaction may pave the way for interest­
ing new training and educational methods. 

-~-- --~-----.. ----.-~~~.-~ 
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they found that, on average, performance 
among these securities analysts approxi­
mated a basic learning curve. Initially, per­
formance rose steadily; eventually, it reached 
a leveling-off point. They also found that, 
within the sample, not all curves were the 
same. For example, there were differences in 
how quickly performance initially acceler­
ated. There were also differences in how 
quickly performance reached a leveling-off 
point. Most importantly, they found that 
patterns of change in performance over time 
were predictable; for example, those who 
described themselves as persuasive and 
empathetic exhibited the quickest initial rate 
of acceleration in sales. They also found that 
these two variables predicted whether there 
would be a drop in performance. Those who 
described themselves as persuasive were 
more likely to exhibit a drop in performance 
early in the second year of employment, and 
those describing themselves as empathetic 
were less likely to exhibit this drop. At a 
practical level, this finding suggests that 
exhibiting empathy toward clients may be a 
more effective sales technique than trying to 
persuade them. 

Ployhart and Hake!'s (1998) study pro­
vides important insight into the issue of per­
formance stability. At least for the sample 
employed, it suggests that although perfor­
mance is not stable over time, it does not 
fluctuate randomly. More importantly, this 
study suggests that it is possible to identify 
and statistically model patterns of change in 
performance over time. It also suggests that 
there may be individual differences that pre­
dict patterns of performance variability over 
time. An important practical implication of 
this possibility is that an organization may be 
able to identify a desired temporal pattern of 
performance and select individuals who are 
likely to exhibit that pattern. For example, it 

may be possible to screen out m'11Vldlla 
whose performance peaks very qUickly 
then declines. 

Job performance variability over time 
also be explained by characteristics of 
itself. Murphy (1989b) proposed that' 
are characterized by what he termed 
tenance stages and transition stages. 
maintenance stages, the tasks comprising 
job become somewhat routine and 4ULVLUan 
for the job incumbent. For example, 
person learns to drive an automobile, 
steps necessary to perform this task 
so routine that little conscious thought 
required. When this level of profiCiency 
achieved, it is as if people are on awcomlal 
pilot when they are performing the task. 
may explain why, during morning 
mutes over the years, the author has 
nessed drivers applying makeup, 
breakfast, or reading newspapers! 

When a job is in the transition stage, 
tasks comprising the job become novel 
the incumbent cannot rely on autornaticrOl 
tines while performing them. 
periods in jobs may occur during the 
duction of new technology or perhaps 
a major change in laws impacts the 
being performed. For example, due to 
manufacturing technology, the jobs of 
production employees have changed 
matically in the past 10 years (Parker 
1998). Also, many employees in 
homes and other 10l1g-termile211thlcare lacilitil 
have recently experienced profound 
in their jobs because of changes in MEodi,:ru 
billing procedures (Campbell, 1999). 

Murphy (1989b) notes that, because 
sition periods require adjustments on the 
of the employee, they lead to some level 
disruption and instability in pertormanc 
Another consequence of transition 
is that general cognitive ability is a 

''''nornmt determinant of performance dur­
these periods (compared to performance 

the maintenance period). This makes 
given the well-established finding that 
cognitive ability is a stronger predictor 

fperforman,:ein complex jobs. If this is true, 
IHc)lloWS that general cognitive ability should 

strongly related to performance dur-
these periods. Unfortunately, this propo­

has not yet received empirical scrutiny. 
More recent research by Sturman, Cher­

and Cashen (2005) has also empha­
the importance of job characteristics in 

:aIDllnlng the stability of performance over 
These authors also examined whether 

performance was assessed with subjec­
or more objective indicators. The 

found that test-retest correlations for 
performance over the course of a year 
highest (r = .83) for jobs that were low 

~C')ml)Ie;<ity and assessed through subjec­
ratings, and were lowest (r = .50) for 

that were high in complexity and 
through objective indicators. The 

pointed out that even in the latter 
the correlation between job perfor­

assessed at different time periods 
relatively high. 

ERMINANTS OF JOB 
FORMANCE 

~'IVirlg discussed how organizational psy­
define and measure job perfor­

we now consider those factors 
of whether employees perform 

or poorly. In trying to explain behavior 
as job performance, organizational psy­

.M'UI9SlS have at times engaged in heated 
j!$ebailes over the relative impact of the person 

the environment (e.g., nature versus 
!l\!lctU1re) In such cases, these debates are 

i."e,;ol'rect by the rather commonsense notion 
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that most behaviors are the result of a com­
plex interaction between characteristics of 
people and characteristics of the environ­
ment. 

Generally speaking, differences in job 
performance are caused by the interaction 
among ability, motivation, and situational 
factors that may facilitate or inhibit perfor­
mance. Thus, for an employee to perform 
well, he or she must possess job-relevant 
abilities. Ability alone will not lead to high 
levels of performance, though, unless the 
employee is motivated to perform well and 
does not experience severe situational con­
straints. Of course, in some cases, a high 
level of one of these three factors will com­
pensate for low levels of the others (e.g., a 
highly motivated employee will overcome 
situational constraints), but usually all three 
conditions are necessary. 

This section begins with an examina­
tion of a well-known theoretical model of 
the determinants of job performance, fol­
lowed by an exploration of empirical evi­
dence on determinants of job performance. 
Given the vast number of factors that influ­
ence job performance, the exploration of 
the empirical literature will currently be 
limited to individual differences or charac­
teristics of persons that explain perfor­
mance differences. Environmental factors 
that influence job performance (e.g., lead­
ership, motivation, situational constraints) 
will be covered in more detail in subse­
quent chapters. 

Campbell's Model of Job 
Performance 

Campbell (1990, 1994) proposed that job 
performance is determined by the interac­
tion among declarative knowledge, procedural 
knowledge/skill, and motivation (see Fig. 4.1). 
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FIGIIRE 41 
Campbell's (1990, 1994) Model of the 
Determinants of Job Performance 

Declarative 
Knowledge 

x Procedural X 
Knowledge/Skill 

Motivation 

Adapted from j. P. Campbell. (1990). Modeling the perfor­
mance prediction probJem in industrial and organizational 
psychology. In M. D. Dunnette and L. M. Hough (Eds.), Hand­

bookofindustIjal and organizational psychology (2nd ed., Vol. 

1, pp. 687-732). Palo Alto, CA: ConsultingPsychologisLS Press. 
Modified and reproduced by permission of the pUblisher. 

Declarative knowledge is simply knowledge 
about facts and things. An employee with a 
high level of declarative knowledge has a 
good understanding of the tasks that are 
required by his or her job. As an example, 
a medical technician with a high level of 
declarative knowledge knows the steps nec­
essary to draw blood from a patient. Accord­
ing to Campbell, differences in declarative 
knowledge may be due to a number of fac­
tors, such as ability, personality, interests, 
education, training, experience, and the 
interaction between employee aptitudes 
and training. Many forms of professional 
and academic training, at least in the early 
stages, stress the acquisition of declarative 
knowledge. The first year of medical school, 
for example, requires considerable memori­
zation of information about human anatomy 
and physiology. 

Once an employee has achieved a high 
degree of declarative knowledge, he or she 
is in a position to acquire a high level of 
procedural knowledge/skill. When this is 
achieved, the employee understands not 
only what needs to be done but also how 
to do it, and is able to carry out these behav­
iors. A medical technician who has achieved 
a high level of procedural skill or knowledge 
not only knows the steps involved in draw-

ing blood, but is also able to perform 
task. According to Campbell, differences 
the acquisition of procedural 
skill are determined by the same factors 
lead to differences in declarative KUU\\IlP{10 

In academic and professional training, 
acquisition of procedural 
tends to be emphasized at later stages 
typically, after a sufficient degree of 
tive knowledge has been acqUired. 
training, for example, becomes more 
on during the third and fourth years. 

When an employee has reached a 
level of procedural knowledge/skill, he 
she is capable of high levels of job 
mance. Stated differently, the employee 
performance potential. Whether this 
tential actually leads to high levels of . 
performance depends on motivation. 
cording to Campbell (1990, 1994), 
tion reflects an employee's choices rel;arciir 
(1) whether to expend effort directed 
job performance, (2) the level of effort 
expend, and (3) whether to persist with 
level of effort that is chosen. Thus, even 
employee has achieved a very high level 
procedural knowledge/skill, low mc,tivatic 
may prevent the skill from being trmnslflt€ 
into a high level of performance. For 
pIe, a highly capable employee may 
decide not to put forth any effort, may 
put in enough effort, or may put forth 
effort but lack the willingness to sustain 
over time. 

The primary value of Campbell's 
1994) model is that it states, in precise 
the factors within the person that deterrnirt! 
performance, and the interplay among 
factors. Furthermore, it has received 
cal support (e.g., McCloy, Campbell, 
Cudeck, 1994). The model also reminds 
that the interaction among the factors 
determine performance is complex. 
example, a high level of motivation 

!ciIllpellsate for a moderate level of proce­
knowledge/skill. On the other hand, a 

level of motivation may negate the 
benefits of a high level of proce­

knowledge/skill. This model can also 
used to generate ideas and hypotheses 

performance and its determinants 
Comment 4.4). 

Given all the factors that have been pro­
to explain differences in job perfor­
, a logical question may be: What is 

relative contribution of all of these factors 
Indeed, so much research 

examined this question over the years 
a comprehensive review of this literature 

beyond the scope of the chapter. It 

EXPERlENCE IS a variable that is used so 
;ttequ,mtty in organizational psychology that 

is easy to take its importance for granted. 
most researchers don't pay too 

attention to job experience because they 
measuring it either for descriptive pur­

or to use as a control variable in statis­
analyses. In the vast majority of studies, 

is "xp'erien,ce is measured simply as the number 
months or years that a person has been 

in a particular job or in a particular 
organization. 

Tesluk andJacobs (1998) pointed out that 
organizational or job tenure is not likely to 

capture the complexity of job experience. 
They point out, for example, that the same 
length of tenure may be very different in terms 
of both the density and the timing of job­
related experiences. A good example of the 
denSity dimension would be a surgeon per­
fanning in a war zone. This individual would 
typically be doing surgeries around the clock, 
and would thus acquire more surgical experi-
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is possible, however, to draw some conclu­
sions, at least with respect to individual dif­
ference predictors of performance. As stated 
earlier, situational factors that impact perfor­
mance will be covered in other chapters. 

General Mental Ability as a 
Predictor of Job Performance 

By far the one individual difference variable 
that has received the most attention as a 
determinant of job performance is general 
mental ability. Numerous definitions have 
been offered, but the common element in 
most definitions of general mental ability is 
that it reflects an individual's capacity to 

ence in three months than a surgeon at a 
regular civilian hospital would acquire in 
twice the time. A good example of timing 
would be a manager's having to take over a 
poorly performing department immediately 
after completing his or her training. Such an 
experience would undoubtedly have a greater 
impact on this individual now than it would 
bter in his or her career. 

Many organizations recognize complexity 
of experience and attempt to structure the 
assignments of high-potential managers in a 
way that maximizes their developmental 
value. For the most part, however, researchers 
have treated experience in a very simplistic 
fashion. In the future, this is likely to be a very 
fruitful area of research in organizational psy­
chology. 

Source: P. E. Tesluk and R R Jacobs. (1998). Toward an 
integrated model of work experience. Personnel Psychol­
ogy, 51, 321-355. 
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process and comprehend information (Mur­
phy, 1989b; Waldman & Spangler, 1989). 
Research has consistently shown, over many 
years, that general mental ability predicts 
performance over a wide range of jobs and 
occupations. The most comprehensive dem­
onstration of this was a meta-analysis con­
ducted by Schmidt and Hunter (1998), in 
which nearly 85 years of research findings on 
various predictors of job performance were 
summarized. Their analysis indicated that 
the corrected correlation between general 
mental ability and performance across jobs 
was .51-that is, over 25% of the variance in 
performance across jobs is due to differences 
in general mental ability. A recent meta­
analysis of 283 independent samples con­
ducted in the United Kingdom also revealed 
validity coefficients between general mental 
ability and performance in the .5 to .6 range 
(Bertua, Anderson, & Salgado, 2005). In 
addition, recent research suggests that meta­
analyses of the relationship between general 
mental ability and job performance have not 
sufficiently adjusted for the problem of range 
restriction in mental ability (i.e., individuals 
very low in mental ability are likely not to 
be hired), and may actually underestimate 
the correlation by 25%. (Hunter, Schmidt, 
& Huy, 2006). When one considers the 
numerous other factors that can influence 
job performance (e.g., motivation, leader­
ship, situational constraints), the fact that 
mental ability is such a strong predictor is 
truly impressive. 

Why is general mental ability such a key 
to explaining differences in job performance? 
According to Schmidt, Hunter, and Outer­
bridge (1986), the intermediate link between 
general mental ability and job performance is 
job knowledge; that is, employees who possess 
higher levels of general mental ability tend to 
develop a greater understanding of their job 
duties than individuals with lower levels. For 

example, a very intelligent airplane 
would likely possess greater knowledge 
all that goes into flying a plane than a 
who was less intelligent. In essence, 
with high levels of mental ability are 
extract more relevant information from 
job environment than those with lower 
of general mental ability. 

Another consistent finding in this 
ture is that general mental ability is a 
predictor of performance in jobs that 
high level of complexity compared to 
lower in complexity (Bertua et aI., 
Hunter, Schmidt, & Judiesch, 
Although there is no standard definil:it 
most researchers agree that job com]:}lez 
is strongly influenced by the mental 
mands and information-processing 
ments placed on job incumbents 
1986). For example, the job of a 
executive requires the use of hi"hp,'_nt 

cognitive skills such as planning and 
sizing large amounts of information. On 
other hand, the job of a convenience 
clerk typically requires what might be 
sidered lower-level cognitive skills 
following established guidelines and 
cedures. General mental ability 
good performance in complex 
marily because such jobs place (llI'ato[ - Jl~' 

information-processing demands on 
cumbents. Thus, compared to those 
lower levels, incumbents who possess 
levels of general mental ability are 
able to meet those demands. 

Although mental ability is a 
predictor of job performance, rco:eaJ:ch, 
have also found that there are large 
group differences on such tests, which 
contribute to biased selection and 
sequent litigation (Van Rooy, Dilchert, 
Viswesvaran, 2006). Therefore, re<porrhe 

have become interested in assessing 
forms of intelligence, such as 

Baron, Handley, and Fund 
describe emotional intelligence as 

able to understand and express your­
understand and relate with others; man­
and control emotions; change, adapt, 
solve problems of a personal and inter­

nature; and finally the ability to 
positive mood and to be self­

Although emotional intelligence 
fewer ethnic group differences, meta­

reveal it only accounts for 2% of the 
in performance after controlling for 

intelligence (Van Rooy & Viswesvaran, 

. Experience as a Predictor of Job 

p~"nim"r is an individual difference var­
that has been examined frequently as a 

predictor of job performance. It 
seem logical that a person with a 

level of relevant job experience would 
better than others who possess little 

job experience. Empirical evidence 
fact, shown that experience, like gen-

.1HlClllal ability, is positively related to job 
ifOlrm:mc:e over a wide range of job types 

Schmidt, & Hunter, 1988; 
& Hunter, 1998). Like general 

ability, the relation between experi­
and job performance appears to be 

by job knowledge (Schmidt et aI., 
, Researchers have also found that the 

between experience and job 
:formance depends on job complexity. 
. example" McDaniel et a1. (1988) found 
,eJ<:pelrierrce was a better predictor of per­

in low- rather than high-complexity 
They attributed this difference to 

that experience is really the only 
,paratllon for low-complexity jobs. For 

there is no way to learn how to 
the job of convenience store clerk 
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other than by actually working at it. With 
high-complexity jobs, however, education 
may compensate for a lack of experience. 
Note that the form of this interaction effect 
is exactly the opposite of that found for gen­
eral mental ability. 

There is also evidence that the impor­
tance of job experience in explaining perfor­
mance differences tends to diminish over 
time. For example, McDaniel et a1. (1988) 
found that the correlation between experi­
ence and performance was strongest in sam­
ples in which the average level of job 
experience was less than 3 years, but the 
correlation was considerably less for samples 
in which the average level of experience was 
higher. This suggests that there is a law of 
diminishing returns with respect to the influ­
ence of job experience on job performance. 

Research on the influence of job experi­
ence on job performance should be viewed 
cautiously, however, because most studies 
have measured job experience as the number 
of years in an organization or job. Quinones 
Ford, and Teachout (1995) pointed out that 
job experience can be viewed not only in 
terms of quantity but also quality. Years of 
experience is a quantitative measure of expe­
rience. If job experience is viewed qualita­
tively, this has to do with the job tasks 
performed and the relevance of situations 
one has been exposed to on the job. For 
example, if an individual has several years 
of experience as an accountant, but has con­
ducted few field audits, that person will not 
necessarily perform better in an auditing 
position than an individual who has less 
general accounting experience. 

Building on the work of Quinones et a1. 
(1995), Tesluk and Jacobs (1998) proposed 
that job experience can also be viewed in 
terms of both the density and timing of 
job-related experiences. When experience 
has high denSity, the employee is exposed 
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to many developmental experiences in a rela­
tive short period of time. These may include 
increased responsibilities, and perhaps even 
being required to perform under very diffi­
cult conditions. The timing dimension has to 
do with the fact that certain experiences 
might have more, or less, developmental 
value, depending on whether they occur at 
the beginning, middle, or latter stage of one's 
career. For most employees, mistakes have a 
greater developmental impact when they 
occur at the early (as opposed to later) stages 
of one's career. The more important point 
from the work of Quinones et a!. (1995) and 
Tesluk and Jacobs (1.998) is that job experi­
ence is a complex variable, and much theo­
retical and empirical work needs to be done 
before we fully understand and appreciate it 
(see Comment 4.5). 

COMMENT 4.5 

Personality as a Predictor of Job 
Performance 

Along with general mental ability and 
experience, there has been a recent 
research on personality as a predictor of .' 
performance. The personality trait 
tently found to predict job performance 
a wide range of jobs is conscientiousness 
rick &: Mount, 1991, 2005; Dudley, 
Lebiecki, &: Cortina, 2006; Ones, 
varan, &: Schmidt, 1993; Thoresen, 
Bliese, &: Thoresen, 2004). A person 
conscientious can be described as 
able, goal oriented, planful, and 
ment oriented. Barrick and Mount 
found that the corrected correlation 
conscientiousness and performance, 
a wide variety of jobs, was .22. Ones et 

CONSISTENCY OF PERFORMANCE IN BASEBALL 

SOME OF THE most highly regarded records in 
the world of sports reflect consistency of per­
formance. In baseball, for example, a record 
that has stood for over 50 years is New York 
Yankee Joe DiMaggio's 56-game hitting streak. 
More recently, Cal Ripken, ]r., of the Baltimore 
Orioles, made history by playing in 2,632 
consecutive games. Why are these two records 
so highly regarded? DiMaggio's record is 
remarkable when one considers all of the fac­
tors that work against obtaining a base hit in 
that number of consecutive games. One would 
think that the skill of pitchers at the major 
league level, minor injuries, and general fatigue 
would make such a streak highly unlikely. 
Thus, this record is a reflection of DiMaggio's 
skill as a hitter, and his determination. 

One reason Ripken's streak is so unusual is 
simply that few players last that long at the 

major league leveL It is also unusual for 
to avoid serious injuries for that period of time. 
Furthennore, because of the number of 
played in a major league season 
minor injuries, most players want an occ:asiomlI· 
day off. Thus, Ripken's streak is a reflection of a 
number of factors, including consistency 
performance, rigorous oll-seascln (:orldll]O!ung,' 
and a high level of motivation. 

What do these baseball records 
about stability and consistency of perfor~ 

mance? If anything, they highlight the fact 
stability and consistency, over time, are 
the exception than the rule. Because of exter­
nal constraints, fluctuations in mCltiv'ati,on, 
and just plain goodlbad luck, pelrfolrtn,mCe, 
in most domains is often quite variable. 
ever, when it does remain consistent for a 
period of time, it is often highly rewarded. 

found that the mean corrected 
fel"tic'n between integrity tests (which 

presume are measures of conscien­
and job performance, across jobs, 

are three explanations for why 
is a robust predictor of 

According to Schmidt and 
(1998), the variable that links con­

and job performance is job 
Recall that this was the same 

proposed to mediate the relation 
both general mental ability and 

,,,riene:e and performance. In this case, 
the process has to do primarily 

motivation rather than with ability. 
who are highly conscientious 

\unlably put time and effort into acquir­
levels of job knowledge, and hence 

perform better than those who are less 

explanation for the relation 
conscientiousness and performance 

setting. In a study of sales personnel, 
Mount, and Strauss (1.993) found 

goal setting mediated the relation 
conscientiousness and job perfor­

SpeCifically, those who were highly 
cielnticlUs exhibited a greater tendency 

b"s"ttinQ performance-related goals than 
who were less conscientious. This pro­

for setting goals facilitated, in tum, 
levels of job performance. This adds 
findings of Schmidt and Hunter 

regarding why highly conscientious 
tend to perform well, regardless of 

final explanation for the relationship 
conscientiousness and perfonnance 

Barrick, Stewart, and Pio­
(2002) found that conscientiousness 

related to performance ratings of 
through the employee striving to 

'Y".l!!1!Sn more at work and reach a higher 
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status. After these motivational variables 
were controlled, conscientiousness no lon­
ger predicted job performance. This research 
supports a model in which conscientious­
ness gives rise to increased motivation, 
which leads employees to perform better. 

It is also worth noting that, in addition to 
conscientiousness, other personality traits 
are more likely to predict performance in 
particular types of jobs. Barrick and Mount 
(2005) point out that the personality traits 
of extraversion and agreeableness (the ten­
dency to avoid conflict and be easy to get 
along with) are especially predictive of 
job performance for jobs requiring employ­
ees to interact with other people on a fre­
quent basis. Openness to experience, the 
tendency to be open to new ideas and expe­
riences, is an important predictor for jobs 
that require employees to continuously 
adapt to change. 

A more recent approach to personality 
and job performance involves combining 
traits into a larger factor that predicts job 
performance. Erez and Judge (2001) argued 
that self-esteem, locus of control, generalized 
self-efficacy, and neuroticism all tap a person's 
core self-evaluation, which they define as 
"basic conclusions or bottom-line evalua­
tions that represent one's appraisal of people, 
events, or things in relation to oneself' 
(p. 1,270). Self-esteem is a person's overall 
attitude toward himself or herself. Locus of 
control refers to whether individuals believe 
the causes of their behavior are either due to 
their own actions (internal locus of control) 
or the environment (external locus of con­
trol). Generalized self-efficacy refers to 
whether people think they can generally 
accomplish the tasks they face. Finally, neu­
roticism refers to a lack of emotional stability 
and the tendency to experience negative 
affective states. Neuroticism contributes neg­
atively to an individual's core self-evaluation. 
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Erez and Judge (2001) found that the 
four separate personality traits all contrib­
uted to the one larger trait of core seH­
evaluation. More importantly, the authors 
found that this larger trait was predictive of 
performance in both student samples 
(r = .35) and insurance salesmen (r = .34 
for sales volume and r = .44 for rated per­
formance). The correlations between core 
self-evaluations and performance were 
greater than any of the correlations between 
the four traits that made up the larger trait. 
Finally, core self-evaluations are related to 
performance even when controlling for con­
scientiousness. In a recent review, Judge, 
Van Vianen, and De Pater (2004) provided 
support for the core self-evaluation person­
ality trait, and also provided a shorter scale 
that can assess the variable. 

Summarizing the state of knowledge 
regarding the predictors of job performance, 
the most important individual difference 
variables influencing job performance are 
general mental ability, job experience, and 
conscientiousness. Furthermore, the pri­
mary mechanisms linking these variables to 
job performance are job knowledge and, to a 
lesser extent, goal setting and motivation. 
Finally, many of these relations appear to 
be influenced by job complexity. Figure 4.2 
summarizes these propositions. 

Readers will undoubtedly note that 
Figure 4.2 does not contain a number of 
situational factors such as motivation, lead­
ership, and organizational climate. This was 
done largely for pedagogical reasons, be­
cause the link between these situational fac­
tors and performance will be covered in later 
chapters. It is important to note, however, 
that although few studies have examined the 
joint effect of individual differences and sit­
uational factors, it has been demonstrated 
empirically that both do contribute to job 
performance (see Barrick &: Mount, 2005; 
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Colarelli, Dean, &: Konstans, 1987; 
Bedeian, 1991). Thus, organizations 
more than simply hire smart, ex]}erien.e, 
conscientious people in order to 
high levels of employee performance. 

ORGANIZATIONAL 
CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR 

The second form of productive behavior 
discussed in this chapter is 0fi~an.izatiot 

citizenship behavior (aCB) (argan, 
1994). Generally speaking, aCB refers 
behaviors that are not part of errlpll}yel 
formal job descriptions (e.g., helping a 
worker who has been absent; being C011rt"0' 
to others), or behaviors for which CH't"'JJ' 
are not formally rewarded. Even though 
behaviors are not formally mandated by 
nizations, in the aggregate they are belie',ed: 
enhance the effectiveness of groups and 
nizations (George &: Bettenhausen, 
Katz &: Kahn, 1978; Podsak-off, Ahearne, 

;Kenzle, 1997). Recall from the previous 
of job performance (Campbell, 1990, 
Murphy, 1994) the distinction 
in-role and extra-role performance, 

how extra-role performance represented 
aspects of job performance not tied to 

tasks relevant to one's primary area 
expertise (e.g., teamwork, dedication, 

ability). The distinction 
extra-role performance and aCB is 

blurred. Technically, the key distinc­
is that aCBs are not evaluated as part of 
formal appraisal system used to assess 

In addition, the antecedents of 
are different from those of in-role and 

performance. 
way of classifying aCB has been 
by argan (1977, 1994), where 

represents what we typically 
of as "helping behaviors" in the 

"tI0rkrllac:e. This form of aCB is some­
referred to as prosodal behavior. 

example of altruism would be an 
voluntarily assisting a co­

.welrh;r who is having difficulty operat­
or her computer. 

CClurlfSV represents behaviors that reflect 
consideration for others. An exam­

of behavior within this category 
Woulld be periodically "touching base" 

one's coworkers to find out how 
things are going, or letting others know 

· .. w·nere one can be reached. 
is different from other 

of aCB because it is typically 
'e>hillit"d by not engaging in certain 

of behaviors, such as complaining 
problems or minor inconveniences. 

COlnscientioiLlsrless involves being a good 
.citizen in the workplace and doing things 

as arriving on time for meetings. 
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5. Civic virtue is somewhat different from 

the others because the target is the 
organization-or, in some cases, the 
work group-rather than another indi­
vidual. An example of this form of aCB 
would be attending a charitable func­
tion sponsored by the organization. 

Although this classification scheme 
represents a reasonable way of carving up 
aCB, other researchers have organized 
aCB differently. For example, argan and 
Konovsky (1989) distinguished aCB that 
helped others at work when they had a 
problem (altruism) from following rules 
and doing whatever is needed to get the 
job done (compliance). Finally, McNeely 
and Meglino (1994) distingUished aCBs 
that are directed at helping others (aCB!) 
from those that are directed toward the 
organization as a whole (aCBS). These lat­
ter types of distinctions are typically guided 
by a researcher's specific interest in com­
paring the predictors of different types of 
aCB. 

Reasons for OCB 

Why do employees engage in aCE? There 
are actually three different explanations. 
According to the first, the primary deter­
minant is positive affect, typically in the 
form of job satisfaction. Theoretically, this 
view comes from a fairly long history of 
social-psychological research shOwing 
that a positive mood increases the fre­
quency of helping and of other forms of 
spontaneous prosocial behavior (see 
George &: Brief, 1992). Furthermore, pos­
itive mood and helping behavior are 
actually mutually reinforCing because 
helping others usually makes people fee! 
good. Bettencourt, Gwinner, and Meuter 
(2001) found that positive job attitudes 
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were related to different types of GCB in 
service-oriented employees. Researchers 
have also found that job involvement, a 
correlate of job satisfaction, is positively 
correlated with supervisor ratings of GCB 
(Diefendorff, Brown, &: Kamin, 2002). 

A second explanation for GCB has to do 
with cognitive evaluations of the fairness of 
employees' treatment by an organization. 
This view is theoretically rooted in Equity 
Theory (Adams, 1965), which states that 
employees evaluate their work situations by 
cognitively comparing their inputs to the 
organization with the outcomes they receive 
in return. (Equity Theory will be covered in 
more detail in Chapter 8.) If employees per­
ceive that the organization is treating them 
fairly or justly, then they are likely to recip­
rocate the organization by engaging in GCE. 
It seems, however, that certain forms of fair­
ness or justice predict GCB better than 
others. For example, Moorman (1991) found 
that the best predictor of GCB was interac­
tional justice, or the manner in which super­
visors treat employees as they carry out 
organizational policies and procedures. In 
contrast, other studies have found that proce­
dural justice is a better predictor of GCB than 

. is distributive justice (e.g., Konovsky &: Pugh, 
1990). Procedural justice refers to employees' 
perceptions of the fairness of procedures 
used to make decisions such as pay raises; 
distributive justice refers to perceptions of 
fairness of the outcomes one receives as a 
result of those procedures. Recent research 
suggests that perceptions of organizational 
justice are especially important predictors of 
GCB for employees who are classified as 
entitled (Blakely, Andrews, &: Moorman, 
2005). These types of employees like their 
outcomes to be greater than other employees 
even when inputs are comparable. These 
individuals may be especially likely to base 
their decision to engage in OCB on the extent 

to which they feel they are being treated 
by the organization. 

A third explanation for GCB is that 
due to dispositions. According to this 
point, certain personality traits DTI,diSrfl 
individuals to engage in GCB. In other 
some people are naturally more helpful 
others are. Compared to the first two 
ations of OCB, the dispositional 
has received much less attention in the 
literature because proponents of this 
have been vague as to the specific nCT',nT>o' 

traits that should be related to GCB. 
been a criticism of dispositional tAI"'"H«'", 
of other forms of employee attitudes 
behavior (Davis-Blake &: Pfeffer, 1989). 

Other than affect, fairness, and 
tions, a handful of other factors have 
proposed to explain the 
GCB, although none of these has 
extensive empirical scrutiny. For 
Chattopadhyay (1998) found evidence 
GCB is predicted by the demographic 
position of work groups. It has also 
found that the performance of GCB 
influenced by factors such as 
stressors aex, 1998; lex, Adams, 
&: Rosol, 2001) and employees' level 
nizational commitment (Williams &: 
son, 1991). Wang, Law, Hackett, Wang, 
Chen (2005) have recently shown that 
ership is an important predictor 
OCB. Using employees from u<~,"H1""I'U. 
throughout the People's Republic of 
these authors found that positive 
tions of and trust in leaders were related 
a greater tendency to perform OCB. 
Finkelstein and Penner (2004) found 
motives surrounding the desire to help 
workers and possessing a 
identity (e.g., "helping the company is 
important part of who I am") were 
strongly related to GCB than motives 
ciated with impression management. 

Major Antecedents of 
liza'tion,al Citizenship Behavior (DCB) 

positive 
Affect 

Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior 

evaluate the relative impact of various 
:ce(lenes of OCB, Organ and Ryan (1995) 

a meta-analysis of 55 studies. 
results suggest that job satisfaction 

'i'erceivc:d fairness were correlated with 
at approximately the same magnitude. 

for dispositional predictors of 
rather disappointing, however. For 

personality traits such as conscien­
agreeableness, positive affectivity, 

negative affectivity were all unrelated to 
As Figure 4.3 summarizes, the most 
conclusion to be drawn from Organ 

meta-analysis is that affective and 
influences combine in an additive 

to determine OCB. 

I Issues in OCB Research 

Grgan (1977) first introduced the con­
GCB, there has been considerable 
on the topic. As with most well­

topics, many issues have generat­
corttrclversvand debate among research­

this area. In this section, four of these 
are discussed briefly. 

underlying premise behind OCB 
is that this form of productive 
is necessary in order for organiza­

to be effective (Katz &: Kahn, 1978). 
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What is typically argued is that if employees 
performed their jobs exactly as written, and 
did nothing beyond that, organizations 
would not be able to function effectively. 
Surprisingly, this claim had received virtu­
ally no empirical scrutiny until very recently. 
It has now been shown empirically, at least 
for groups, that OCB is positively related to 

effectiveness (Karambayya, 1989; Podsakoff 
et aI., 1997). As would be expected, groups 
in which members engage in more OCBs 
tend to be more effective than groups in 
which members engage in fewer of these 
behaviors. For example, researchers have 
found that GCB is related to aspects of orga­
nizational effectiveness (e.g., profit, cus­
tomer satisfaction) among bank branches in 
Taiwan (Yen &: Niehoff, 2004). 

What is still not clear from research on 
OCB and its effectiveness is the direction of 
causality underlying this relationship. Re­
searchers have largely operated under the 
assumption that OCB has a causal impact 
on group and organizational effectiveness. 
However, it is also possible that the direction 
of causality could be reversed. Members of 
effective groups may report high levels of 
OCB, regardless of whether they actually 
exist. When a group is successful, group 
members may perceive high levels of OCB 
as they bask in the glow of this success. In a 
related study, Staw (1975) found that group 
members' retrospective reports of group 
cohesiveness could be manipulated based 
on false feedback about group performance. 
In this study group, members who were told 
that their group had been successful 
reported higher levels of cohesiveness than 
did group members who were told that their 
group had been unsuccessful. Using the 
same paradigm as Staw (1975), Bachrach, 
Bendoly, and Podsakoff (2001) recently 
found evidence that retrospective percep­
tions of GCB may be influenced by group 
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performance. This issue will undoubtedly be 
addressed in future OCB research. 

A second issue concerns the validity of 
the OCB concept itself. As originally defined 
by Organ (1977), OCB represents behavior 
that is above employees' formal job respon­
sibilities, and for which there are no formal 
rewards. With regard to the first issue, it is 
becoming increasingly questionable that, in 
performing their day-to-day activities, 
employees make the job descriptive versus 
non job descriptive distinctions upon which 
OCB is based. This suggests that many 
employees view activities, such as helping 
other employees, being courteous to others, 
and occasionally attending functions on 
behalf of their organization, as part of their 
formal role responsibilities. This reasoning is 
supported by Morrison (1994), who found, 
in a sample of clerical employees, that many 
behaviors that are considered OCB were 
classified by these employees as part of their 
normal job responsibilities. She also found 
that there was very little correlation between 
employees' and supervisors' classifications of 
OCBs. Thus, many of the behaviors that 
supervisors consider OCB may simply rep­
resent employees' doing things that they con­
sider to be part of their jobs. 

Another interesting finding from Morri­
son's (1994) study was that employees were 
most likely to classify OCBs as in-role behav­
iors when they reported high levels of both 
job satisfaction and affective organizational 
commitment. Building on this finding, Bach­
rach and Jex (2000) conducted a laboratory 
study in which they used a mood-induction 
procedure to investigate the impact of mood 
on the categorization of OCB for a simulated 
clerical position. In this study, it was found 
that inducing a positive mood state had no 
impact on classification of OCB. Interest­
ingly, though, subjects who experienced a 
negative mood-induction procedure classi-

fied fewer of the OCBs as being part of 
regular roles, compared to those in the 
itive or neutral mood conditions. These 
ings suggest that negative affect may 
a more narrow definition of one's role. 
together with Morrison's study, these 
ings call into question the in-role 
extra-role distinction that has been 
in OCB research. 

A third issue in OCB research is 
employees really engage in OCB WllIlOl1r 

expectation that such behaviors 
rewarded. Despite Organ's (1977) 
claim, recent evidence suggests that 
assumption may be rather 
For example, it has been shown errlpitic 
that performing OCB positively 
formal performance appraisals 
1994), and it is doubtful that emplo1 
are unaware of this. According to 
(1999), when OCB is performed 
expectation of future rewards, 
becomes a form of impression m,mal,Ren 
(see Chapter 10) rather than truly 
behavior. Impression management 
iors are simply tactics people use to . 
others' views of them. According to 
OCB is most likely to be used as an 
sian management tool when it is 
ble to others, particularly those rc',nr,mi 

for the dispensation of rewards. As an 
pIe, an employee may help other errlpl<yj 
only when his or her supervisor is 
observe. 

One could certainly argue that as 
OCB is performed, the motivation is 
vant. However, the reasons behind 
behavior are important if orl,arliz,ni,ms 
to influence the performance of 
employees perform OCB primarily 
they are satisfied with their jobs, or feel 
they have been treated fairly, orisanizatil 
can influence the performance of 
treating employees fairly and taking 

satisfaction. On the other hand, if 
is performed with the expectation of 

or for impression management pur­
organizations should directly or indi­
link rewards to the performance of 
In essence, this suggests that OCB 
be explicitly recognized as another 

of job performance. 
issue in OCB research is whether 

will remain a viable concept in the 
of the future. Bridges (1994), 

others, has pointed out a clear trend 
years: Organizations have been 

away from formal job descriptions. 
Bridges has predicted that the con­

a job will eventually cease to exist (see 

BRIDGES, IN his 1994 bookJobShift: How 
in a Workplace without Jobs, argues 

in the near future, the concept of a ''job'' 
La exist. That is, rather than having a 

bl'IrLalt,edjob deSCription that lays out one's 
each person in an organization will be 

project-based objectives and expected La 

:cOlnplish them. One of the implications of 
no formalized jobs is that organiza-

will be able to make much greater use 
'telnponlry and contingent employees; that 

Ofl,anIIZ'lllcm will be able to bring in 
,ecialists on an "as needed" basis to complete 

projects. This will give organizations 
lnsliderable llexibility and allow them to 

with much lower labor costs. Another 
l1plication of this trend is that more and more 

will become "independent contrac-
rather than permanent employees of a 
organization. 

According to Bridges, this trend toward 
away with jobs has thus far been most 

in organizations that operate in high-
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Comment 4.6). This has not occurred as yet, 
but it is true that the work of employees in 
many organizations has become increaSingly 
project driven, and their activities revolve 
more and more around project completion 
rather than fulfilling their job duties. Given 
this trend, one may ask whether the in-role/ 
extra-role distinction upon which OCB rests 
will be relevant in the workplace of the 
future. Behaviors considered to be OCB will 
still be necessary in a de jobbed environment, 
but employees in the future will tend to 
consider them "part of the job," at least to 
the extent that they faCilitate project comple­
tion. As Morrison's (1994) study shows, this 
is already occurring but will probably 

technology seclors. This is largely due to the 
speed at which things are done in these sec­
tors, and the need for Constant innovation. 
Will other types of organizations eventually 
do away with jobs? Although it's certainly 
possible, there are reasons to believe that 
many organizations will not do away with 
jobs. For example, defending the legal sound­
ness of selection and promotion procedures 
depends, to a large degree, on the job-related­
ness of those procedures. Thus, an organiza­
tion without job descriptions would be in a 
very difficult position if its selection and pro­
motion procedures were challenged. One 
would also assume that unions would be very 
wary of doing away with job descriptiOns 
since they help in establishing wage rates 
and essentially serve as a "contract" as to the 
job duties employees are expected to perform. 

Source: W. Bridges. (1994). ]obShift: How to Prosper in a 
workplace without Jobs. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 
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become a more pronounced trend because 
many employees may not have formal job 
descriptions to guide their behaviors. 

INNOVATION IN 
ORGANIZATIONS 

The third and final form of productive 
behavior to be examined in this chapter is 
innovation. Like OCB, innovation is really an 
aspect of job performance, but it is unique 
enough that a distinct literature examining 
its antecedents has developed. Although no 
standard definition of innovation exists, this 
form of productive behavior may be thought 
of as instances in which employees come up 
with very novel ideas or concepts that further 
the goals of the organization. Hellstrom and 
Hellstrom (2002) coined the term organiza­
tion ideation to refer to "the process of creat­
ing useful conceptual novelty, and the 
circulation and taking on of that novelty in 
an organization" (p. 108). The most visible 
forms of these types of employee innovation 
in organizations are new products and serv­
ices, and there are many examples of these. 
The Dell Computer Company, for example, 
has been an innovator in the marketing and 
distribution of personal computers. Saturn 
has been an innovator in both the distribu­
tion and service of automobiles. Not all inno­
vations, however, take the forms of products 
and services. For example, an employee or 
employees may come up with a unique orga­
nizational structure, a more efficient produc­
tion method, or some other cost-saving 
administrative procedure. 

In the organizational innovation litera­
ture, there are four distinct streams of 
research (Damanpour, 1991). For the first 
stream, some researchers have examined the 
process by which employees come up with 
innovative ideas; others are more interested 
in determining the characteristics that dis-

tinguish highly innovative employees 
others. Note that, in both cases, the 
on the employee or employees respo:m 
for the innovation. This view is also 
ably congruent with the definition of 
vation proposed in this chapter. For 
second stream, innovation is viewed 
more macro perspective; that is, mIlm, ih 

vation researchers focus on what is 
as the diffusion of innovations LIuuu,gnoUI 
organization (see Greenhalgh, 
McFarlane, 2004). An example of this 
be the manner in which computers 
be utilized companywide. For the 
stream, innovation researchers tend to 
on what can be described as the ad()pti,ort 
innovations (Frambach &: 
2002). Viewed from this 
focus is on an organization's initial 
on whether to adopt some 
Finally, a fourth stream emphasizes 
importance of individuals and or),an.izati( 
in innovation. Hellstrom and 
(2002) have recently emphasized how' 
vidual workers and faCilitating 
tional conditions come together to 

innovation. The authors argne that 
zational highways, alleys, and uy··w"co. 

1 07)" can be created within an or),anizat 
to spread innovation throughout the 
zation. See Comment 4.7 for an eXI'mple 
organizational innovation in the bU.51rleSS 
baseball. 

Employee Attributes that Co 
to Creativity and Innovation 

If innovation is viewed from the in(iivid' 
employees' perspective, a logical question 
Are there predictors of whether emlplc)y' 
will be innovative? According to 
(1983), several variables are pn,di,:tiv'e 
creative production in individuals. 
creativity and innovation are closely 
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,u~'LLAPPLIED TO INNOVATION IN ORGANIZATIONS 

LEWIS, TN his 2004 book "Moneyball: 
Art of Winning and Unfair Game," 

the art of managament and winning 
world of basebalL Although the book 

written about the business of recruiting 
managing tal en led baseball players, a 

of organizational scholars recognized 
,er<e1e,arlce of the principles described in the 

to the overall field of human resource 
anagelnel1t and organizational innovation. A 

in Human Resource Management 
was devoted to the implications of the 

for and several other 
rga.1"""UUU"' scholars commented on this 

article. 
Perhaps the biggest lesson lo be gained 

"Moneyball" is the importance of not 
naint"ini.ng practices lhat are based purely 

speculation, intuition, and tradition, but 
:co;gnizirlg the need to be innovative to deal 

the demands facing the organization. 
tells the story of how general manager 

Beane turned the Oakland Athletics into 
effective team with a third as much 

as the wealthiest baseball teams. One 
underlying themes is how Beane had to 

variables are also relevant to predicting 
IlD',atllon in organizational settings. Accor­

to Amabile, creativity is due to task­
skills, creatiVity-relevant skills, and 

motivation. 
area of task-relevant skills is related 

previously discussed variable of gen­
mental ability, but it is more than that. 
be creative, an individual must have a 

b"'uc, of general mental ability, but must 
have more specific abilities. For exam­
a scientist developing a new vaccine 
not only be intelligent, but must also 

be innovative in order to identify, acquire, and 
keep talent in ways that other baseball teams 
with more money did not. Beane used a num­
ber of principles from psychology in order lo 
make decisions for which baseball players lo 
recruit, including the best predictor of future 
performance being past performance and sta­
tistical indicators of performance being supe­
rior to hunches or intuition in identifYing 
players who would excel. Although this 
approach seems reasonable, at the time it rep­
resented a strong deviation from the status 
quo of idenlifying talented players, and was 
viewed as a highly radical approach. Of 
course, the method ultimately paid off and 
the Oakland A's thrived as a baseball team 
and organization. The story of Moneyball 
has implications for how organizations in gen­
eral recruit and retain employees, emphasiz­
ing the use of objective data as opposed to 
subjective perceptions when making deci­
sions. 

Source: M. Lewis. (2004). Moneybal1: The art of winning 
an unfair game. New York, NY: W.W. Nonon &: Com­
pany. 

know specific information about the behav­
ior of microorganisms and be able to apply 
this knowledge in his or her work SpeCific 
knowledge and technical skills are depend­
ent on a certain level of general mental abil­
ity. Often, however, individuals must 
acquire these through some type of formal 
education; for example, most successful sci­
entists have completed graduate training in 
their respective fields. Creative talent may 
also be developed apart from formal educa­
tion. In the creative arts, for example, many 
successful people learn through informal 
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means such as one-on-one tutoring, or they 
may even be self-taught. 

Despite the importance of task-relevant 
skills, many people possess them but do not 
produce creative, innovative work. For 
example, despite the large number of indi­
viduals holding the doctoral degree in indus­
trial/organizational psychology and related 
fields (e.g., Organizational Behavior, Human 
Resource Management), a relatively small 
proportion become highly productive re­
searchers (e.g., Long, Bowers, Barnett, & 
White, 1998; Ones & Viswesvaran, 2000). 
Keep in mind that individuals holding 
Ph.D. degrees in these fields all have reason­
ably equivalent education and training, and 
have achieved a certain level of competence 
in their specialty. Why, then, are some 
highly productive while others are not? The 
answer to this question may lie in the area of 
creativity-relevant skills and task motivation. 

Creativity-relevant skills are essentially 
meta-shills that individuals use in the creative 
process. One crucial skill in the creative pro­
cess is a cognitive style that is conducive 
to creativity. According to Amabile (1983), 
creative people are able to understand the 
complexities in a problem and are able to 

break set during problem solving. Stated dif­
ferently, being creative requires being able to 
see a problem from multiple perspectives 
and having the willingness needed to break 
the mold in order to solve a problem. A good 
historical example of this principle not being 
applied can be seen in retrospective accounts 
of the Vietnam War (McNamara, Blight, 
Brigham, Biersteker, & Schandler, 1999). 
In hindsight, it is clear that American and 
North Vietnamese decision makers viewed 
the conflict from completely different per­
spectives and were unwilling to deviate from 
these perceptions. On the American side, 
Vietnam was viewed as the "First Domino" 
in a Communist plan to dominate Southeast 

Asia. The North Vietnamese, on the 
hand, equated American intervention 
the colonialism of the French. If either 
had been willing to deviate from these 
spectives, it is possible that the conflict 
have been settled before the war escalated 
a level that was so destructive for both 

Another important 
skill is a work style that is C0l1dllCi'iTe 
creativity. Creative people are able to 
centrate their efforts on a given 
long periods of time. Stated differently, 
tivity requires hard work. Creative 
for example, are often able to work 
hours at a time without stopping. 
aspect of work style is that creative 
are able to engage in what Amabile 
described as productive forgetting-the 
to abandon unproductive searches, 
temporarily put aside stubborn 
Clear examples of this can be found in 
sciences, where breakthroughs are 
achieved only after many failures. 

The creativity-relevant skills 
up to this point may be acqUired from 
ing, but there are more dispositional 
that contribute to creativity. Although 
chers have been unable to isolate a 
personality, some personality traits do 
to be associated with creative 
These include self-discipline, ability to 
gratification, perseverance in the face 
frustration, independence, an absence" 
conformity in thinking, and lack of 
ence on social approval. 

The issue of task motivation has not 
examined extensively in creativity 
largely because of the strong focus on 
sic factors associated with creativity. 
likely, however, that at least some of 
variation in creativity can be explained 
the level and nature of the motivation 
has toward the task being performed. 
cording to Amabile (1983), 

that individuals genuinely enjoy 
they are doing, and perceive that they 

the task because they want to, 
than because of external pressures. 

perceptions of enjoyment and intrin-
1llCIllvatIOn depend on one's initial level of 

motivation toward the task being 
-formelc!, the presence or absence of exter-

in the social environment, 
individual's ability to block out or 

external constraints. 

in individuals, what can organiza­
do to foster creativity and innovation 

employees? The short answer to this 
is to hire creative people. Although 

sugg'''tilon makes sense, there are other 
organizations can do. For example, 

creativity-relevant skills, organi­
can provide training in the use of 
problem-solving methods such as 

'ins'tonnirlg. A typical activity in such a 
program might be for participants 
up with as many different uses for 

clip as they can think of in 5 minutes 
are actually quite a few, if you think 
it!). Such forms of training will obvi­
not completely compensate for a lack 

ability; however, they may help 
employees realize their creative 

I\nottlerway that organizations can foster 
and innovation is through influ­

task motivation. A more comprehen­
di,;cussion of motivation is contained in 

8 but in the present context, there 
to be things organizations can do 

task enjoyment and intrinsic 
"'"HVH. One way is to attempt to place 

into jobs that they genuinely 
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enjoy. This is not always possible, but if it 
can be done, it can lead to higher levels of 
creativity. Another way organizations can 
enhance task motivation is through the iden­
tification and removal of external constraints 
(Peters &: O'Connor, 1988). Even though 
some individuals may be able to temporarily 
circumvent external constraints, employees 
stand a greater chance of developing the 
intrinsic motivation necessary to be creative 
if they are not there in the first place. 

Kauffeld, Jonas, and Grote (2004) 
attempted to develop a structured measure­
ment tool to assess an organization's climate 
for innovation. The authors found four 
major factors: activating leadership (having 
leaders that encouraged and modeled inno­
vation), continuous questioning (encourag­
ing employees to always question current 
practices), consequential implementation 
(seeing that the implementation of inno­
vations had real consequences for the 
employee and organization), and profession­
al documentation (clearly indicating and 
describing the innovation). The authors 
found that a climate for innovation was 
related to variables such as quality of devel­
oped solutions for organizational problems 
and product innovations. 

Amabile and Conti (1999) have also 
extended Amabile's work on individual cre­
ativity into organizations, and explicitly rec­
ognizes the importance of the organizational 
context in faCilitating the creativity of 
employees. She argues that five environmen­
tal factors in organizations can contribute 
to creativity in employees: encouraging crea­
tivity, autonomy and freedom, resources 
(the opposite of removing constraints), pres­
sures (increasing positive challenges and 
reducing such factors as workload), and 
obstacles to creativity (e.g., conservatism 
and conflict). Amabile, Conti, Coon, Laz­
enby, and Herron (1996) found that the 
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presence of facilitating factors is related to 
the creativity of Research and Development 
projects in a high-tech company. 

As stated earlier, much of the innovation 
literature has adopted a macro focus; that is, 
researchers have focused on identifying 
characteristics of organizations that facilitate 
or impede the adoption or diffusion of inno­
vation in those organizations. The most com­
prehensive examination of organizational­
level predictors of the adoption of innovation 
was a meta-analysis by Damanpour (1991), 
in which he combined data from 23 studies. 
Before describing the findings from this 
meta-analysis, it is important to note that 
Damanpour distinguished between technical 
innovations and administrative innovations. 
Technical innovations pertain to innovations 
in products, services, and production pro­
cess technology. An organization adopting a 
new production process would be adopting a 
technological innovation. Administrative 
innovations focus on organizational struc­
ture and administrative processes. An exam­
ple of this would be an organization's 
decision to switch to a team-based organiza­
tional structure. 

The results of this study suggest there are 
several organizational-level predictors of 
innovation. The strongest predictor, not sur­
prisingly, was technical knowledge re­
sources. Organizations are more likely to 
adopt innovations when they have employ­
ees who possess the technical expertise to 
understand and facilitate the implementa­
tion process. A possible explanation for this 
finding is that without technical expertise, 
there would be no innovations for organiza­
tions to adopt in the first place. Thus, an 
organization needs to hire individuals with 
high levels of technical knowledge. 

The second most powerful predictor of 
innovation was the organization's level of 
speCialization. An organization that is highly 

specialized, such as the manufacturer 
small number of products, likely has . 
viduals with high levels of technical 
tise. Having many technical sP"Ci'lll 
simply brings more talent to bear on . 
tant problems and may facilitate the 
fertilization of ideas, both of 
ultimately lead to innovation. 

A third notable predictor of ,'] rlll>DV'lti 
identified in this meta-analysis was the 
of external communication in an 
tion. Examples of this predictor "L'U"" 
technical experts' presenting their 
findings at conferences and sharing 
ideas with individuals in other 
tions. Organizations that encourage 
quent communication with the 
environment are likely to increase the 
ces of bringing in innovative ideas 
outside. External communication also 
vides members of organizations 
opportunity to test the validity of their' 
on those outside of the organization. 
those in many technical specialties, 
communication may in fact be the only 
to obtain unbiased feedback on their 
One recent study found that em.plc]ye,os. 
project-based and knowledge-intensive 
nizations are more innovative at work 
they are embedded in social structures 
vant to a given project or area of knowle, 
outside the organization (Staber, 2004). 

A fourth predictor of innovation 
identified as functional differentiation. A 
level of functional differentiation 
means that distinct and identifiable 
tional specialties exist within an 
tion. As an example, an organization 
high degree of functional differentiation 
have a research and development 
with a departmental structure based on 
nical specialties. A high level of luncUo 
differentiation leads to innovation 
groups of employees who belong to the 

specialty are better able to elabo­
on ideas and hence to develop innova­

In many cases, this is helpful because 
,O'lltY-O>lseu coalitions may help to facih­

administrative changes and innovations. 
four variables described previously 

the strongest predictors of innovation 
in this meta-analysis. Other less 
though statistically Significant, 
of innovation were professional-

(.17), centralization (- .16), managerial 
toward change (.27), administra­

inten:;lty (.22), slack resources (.\4), 
internal communication (.17). These re­
suggest that innovation is fostered by 

iblc)Ye,es who have a strong identification 
profession, a low level of central­

positive managerial attitudes toward 
a high concentration of administra-

employees, available slack resources, 
high level of communication. 

recent research has supported the 
of these factors as predictors. Thomas, 

MCCulloch, While, Bosanquet, 
(2005) examined innovation in 

Care Groups within the healthcare 
in England. These authors found that 

lrg,mi:catilon's capacity for innovation was 
by such factors as having multiple 

for employees to reflect and 
and communicate with other employ­
. the organization, haVing both 

and managers in positions of lead­
to provide mUltiple perspectives, and 
sure to time a particular innovative 

correctly given the demands facing 
partlc!,la! work group. Caldwell and 

(2003) conducted interviews with 
executives and found that factors such 

for risk-taking, being tolerant of 
high levels of teamwork, and being 

to implement decisions quickly were 
to lead to increased innovation (see also 

l.<-U'LU,2002). 
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Given these findings, organizations 

wishing to encourage innovative behavior 
certainly need to recruit and hire the best 
technical talent possible. It is also important 
that organizations allow talented individuals 
to communicate with others outside of the 
organization, to develop and test ideas. This 
can be done through a variety of mecha­
nisms: attending professional conferences, 
publishing in peer-reviewed journals, and, 
in some cases, bringing in experts from the 
outSide. Ironically, some organizations are 
hesitant to do this, for fear that external 
communication will compromise proprie­
tary information. This is particularly true 
for organizations operating in highly com­
petitive industries (e.g., consumer products, 
food). This is a valid concern, but one could 
argue that the potential benefits of such 
forms of external communication far out­
weigh the risks. 

Influencing managerial attitudes toward 
change is a complicated issue, but an orga­
nization can approach it in several ways. One 
way is to select management employees who 
have positive attitudes toward change. This 
may be difficult if the assessment must be 
done during the hiring process. Another 
approach may be to influence management 
attitudes through training and development 
activities. Ultimately, the most powerful 
influence on attitudes toward change is the 
way managers are treated. In many organi­
zations, employees are punished for or dis­
couraged from trying new things. Thus, the 
best way to improve attitudes toward change 
may be to encourage managers to try new 
things and to take risks. By doing this, orga­
nizations can take the threat out of change. 
Consequently, managers themselves may be 
more receptive to change and innovation. 

This latter point emphaSizes the impor­
tance of leadership in positive attitudes and 
actions toward innovation. Mumford and 
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Licuanan (2004) discussed the importance of 
leaders in facilitating the teamwork necessary 
for creative innovation to occur, and 
reviewed research showing that leaderless 
teams are less effective because of this lack 
of facilitation. These authors point out that 
leaders who are effective at encouraging inno­
vation and creativity tend to have high levels 
of technical expertise and creative thinking 
skills. Finally, the authors note that because 
employees involved in innovative work tend 
to be more intrinsically motivated to perform 
their tasks, the primary role of leaders is to 
create the conditions that can funnel motiva­
tion to a given area of creativity. 

CHAPTER SUMMARY 

In this chapter, we examined productive 
behavior, or employee activities that contrib­
ute to the goals of the organization. The most 
common form of productive behavior in 
organizations is job performance, and this 
has been studied extensively for a number 
of years. There have even been attempts to 

describe dimensions of performance that are 
common to most jobs. Such efforts to model 
job perfonnance continue to evolve, and 
they hold great promise in helping us to 

understand the substantive nature of job 
performance. Although there are differences 
between proposed models, one distinction 
that cuts across all of them is in-role (tech­
nical aspects of a given job) versus extra-role 
(skills that transcend the specific content of a 
job such as communication skills and being a 
team player) performance. 

Because of its complexity, a number of 
factors complicate the attempts to measure 
job performance. These include the amount 
of instability in job performance over time 
and the fact that a number of forces tend to 
restrict the variability in job performance 

within organizations. Despite all of 
complicating factors, organizational 
ers have still learned a great deal 
determinants of job perfonnance. 
accumulated over the years has led to 
conclusion that three variables stand 
predictors of performance, regardless 
job: (1) general cognitive ability, (2) 
job experience, and (3) the personality 
conscientiousness. Furthermore, these 
bles appear to influence performance 
through the acquisition and utilization 
knowledge and the motivation to 
well. 

Organizational Citizenship 
(OCB) represents the second form of 
ductive behavior examined in the 
Although it can take several forms, 
defined as behavior that is not 
employees' formal job 
Research has shown that employees 
in OCB primarily because of positive 
and perceptions of the level of fairness 
which tliey are treated by the or!,anizad 
Only recently have researchers 
empirically examine the assumption 
OCB enhances organizational performaJ 
to question the in-role!extra-role 
that lies at the heart of OCB, and to 
underlying motivation for the pel:for1llil 
ofOCB. 

The third form of productive 
discussed was innovation. We 
tlie characteristics of individuals 
likely to engage in innovative or 
behavior, and we explored macro 
on the innovation process. Drawing 
individual-level studies of 
appears that creativity and inrlOv·ati,on· 
be explained on the basis of dOlnain-rele, 
skills, creativity-relevant skills, and 
motivation. Macro-level studies suggest 
eral influences on the innovation 
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CAMPBELL AND THE MODELING OF JOB PERFORMANCE 

100 years the focus of VO Psychology has 
on two major dependent variables, indi­

job perfonuance and individual job 
While hundreds of studies have 

devoted to the modeling and measure-
of job satisfaction, no such literature 

for performance itself, until recently 
1990). We had no "theory of perfor­

Performance measures typically were 
of convenience," and virtually all 
indicators (e.g. college professor 

dollars or realtor sales volume) are sus­
to many sources of variation besides 

of the individual. An outlandish 
was a suggestion by a researcher to 

rates" as a measure of physician 
tOnnaJlce. Over a 20-year period my goal 
to correct this situation and give our most 

WUnall[ dependent variable its due as a 
construct. 

projects made this possible. First, my 
and I compiled every study ever 

done on the determinants of, and the meas­
urement of, individual manager performance. 
It resulted in the 1970 book, Managerial 
Behavior, Performance, and Effectiveness, which 
made a clear distinction between (a) the things 
managers actually do, and (b) the outcomes of 
what they do (i.e. the bottom line), which are 
Virtually always influenced by many things 
besides the manager's behavior. 

The second was the largest project in the 
history of applied psychology (Project A), 
which dealt with the u.s. Army's selection 
and classification system. Three years were 
devoted to development of multiple measures 
of performance, using every known measure­
ment technology. Two cohorts of 10,000 new 
recruits were followed for six years. Perfor­
mance was assessed at the end of technical 
training, after 3 years, and after 6 years on the 
job. 

With this much data it was possible to 
model empirically the substantive nature of 
performance in this population of occupa­
tions. I then proposed a comprehensive model 
of individual performance for all jobs (e.g. 
Campbell, McCloy, Oppler, 1St Sager, 1992). 

This was the first model of its kind, and 
the intent was to provide a meaningful spec­
ification of performance that can guide 
research, inform human resource practices, 
and provide a framework for integrating the 
existing literature. It felt good then. It still 
does. 

John P. Campbell 
Department of Psychology 
University of Minnesota 
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organizations. The most general predic­
tors of innovation appear to be technical 
knowledge resources, external communica­
tion, and managerial attitudes toward 
change. As with individual-level attributes, 
organizations have several levels of influence 
at the macro level in order to encourage 
both the development and adoption of inno­
vation. 
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