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Table 1. Assessment Schedule

Variables

Monday

Wednesday Friday

General Survey
Trait personality
General performance
Demographic information

Daily Survey

State personality v
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CWB-O ¥ CWB-I g ooy F g
CWB-O ¥ CWB-It& Aquinosz} 5551999  AA37] Y8 LISREL 9.30 Z & 13 (Joreskog
AL A3 & Sérbom, 2017)& o] &%k QA
4 Zﬂ‘jr o] AxE= 9FE ¥E O 7l (confirmatory factor analysis) S AlFSATE 7
]_

el Boz olFold 9 FEe b avel AH 470l 5 AANS ZHa
ol Likert 58 AEZE %%3]'93\5]'. CWB-O U 718 o2 8209 o] Y& Hcarryover effect)
o oA FFoEE “Ed 9 EII Hol o Y& Ao] opdA, oA 7HA £ AdE
Sk, “xAe] AL AUSEZ ASF A o] N2 F FRESA Ha BAsA

o] b7t o cwB-19 HA EFoZE= ol% HAA IARMES T3 e AA

J.o
BRE B Ve AWS @ Hol 9 STk AFRMe FEEE %Y

o, TEEd e FET Aol vkl SeEE 47 st F oAl W AA
At & A7A cwB-0o] WAIAE Ax  sdth 49 A WA dACdAM 52 A
= B4 CcwB-0 B HT ARE I cwB-09dlA A AE AAAe WAAS dEsila, F
2z 703 7601%0aL, cwB 1ol gk WAL WA dAN S AR dE A
= Age ¥4 cwBl 2 HT ARSI A A3AEEE dgsidith 249
CWB-1°A 242} 759k 82%iTh A S o] A M) fsl Hs
B FASEAT. kR, g7 A

SHg A DA SAMTE dHst] ST
&

et on, AAE 2 AFdiE EE N (Aken & West, 1991). ZAHTE HHS 7|F
lrdiol M Ha HAM ) g3t At A C2 +15pE 24, -15p% $e 212
T 0 Agoldel A% & o] Ha - 2 AR
6 p < OLF VBT, T 2§10 Ee A2 Q7AES T0) A6 5
Apadtit Wa Aol AEL BAR Bl 05 < p < 109 WA FoFE
28 Heg AAE9TH (marginal significance level) S AME3t= dHlo T
A A o] CHPritschet et al., 2016). WEbA] B AT
241 uty WS DA FAE S ke 2%
B 2999 wusign A0 A ans
2 A7 A5 EMole spssE A 1 ol F85= FATFEp < )= VES
owA AT 7 QA A 4Zel 2 sl
Mg 78 T A Aol TEEAE A
Sk wa 7 e BAs) e Ee
Mg ANk, oy A ZAT de 4F 2 %
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LY = 76, p < 01, 2LYH} FRY =
79, p < 0, FoYEH} F8Y(r = 82, p <
o1 ZF o] T Egkth AE AAA e
42Uy} FoY(r = 67, p < 01, 2LYH}
FLY(r = 61, p < 01), 1P FLYH} F

Air = 71, p < 01 Tt AHY ZEHT|E
Ao E 22 HolUtt

E 30l 7M. ER1Ss fEl AFHETE A
&3 B4 AT EAET), E4 A=
W), A A4 Wi EEd, 1o F
o A T RIFAEEAD Y B, £F
Hal, WALAE @ FHS AAAT 52
AT HZ AE T BLFB = 49, p <
01) ¥ OCB-O(r = 46, p < 0= &3 &

< Bt J2A% 54 A4 OCBr
= .19, p < ODY CWB-09} oF3t AHAS B
AOH(r = -14, p < .05, CWB-I(r = -.09, n9)
= g Fs HolA gogtt
ozl Al a9 e AA48 okF 7HA
“daglor 49 189

He }
43} 7 ade] BREL shdel AEe
S
g

oo g

N
0
~
N

P

g2 82539 M2 FEHAGD 539
Ao A3 sedvdyds F U}
AR FHA8, ocB, cwBe A HA|

ol
o o o

N

3890 9 4G, AT W4y,
o Weteegel T oA 389D, 2891
AA 3 A4 9), I8a 18
CATERYES A WA 3

Ho} S99, AXA7) = 45047, p <
001, 7 WA 38RAXFYRUE FUYTE AX(T)

X

[e:

fo ot BN
o

XA9) = 71164, p < 001, 180 RF R} Y
53] skl e AX(10) = 1716.61,

7VaE AR fs AR FAEHE
AN AFRE F8HQ B HATY, OCBs)
3} B ECWBs) o2 Uro] 7tz &
49} soll AAEFATE HA F 45 HH, 52
AR WAL TS
frogt aaes BRAT
o1, F4M47F 0CB-0(% +
£ B = -07, a5 71¥ &3
B = -10, o9 & OCB-IB
ol a8 HolA]
At olF 9 1S T dE dAAdY |
Aol A W B AAAY AYFd 3t

A

¢

2bE AANEHA skt A
e HA AYTrds AT 7
3 54 AAAT HE AR 7 I35
frefsiAl 2B = -10, p < 05).
o2 3 55 1Y, 54 4449 4
449l WAL CWB-OB = 20, p < .01)
9} CWB-IB = .16, p < 0Dl EF FY3%
dE2 s Bt O9 204 AT 4 )
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Table 4. Moderating Effects of State Conscientiousness Variability on Positive Outcomes

Task Performance OCB-O OCB-1
Step Variable -
AR B y:d AR B y:d AR B
Trait Aok ok .47** sk ok .44** ok L2 '18**
1 .26 . 22 22 . .04 .04
8D State -.13 -11 -.04
Trait S0 46" 197
2 SD State (M VA 01 -10 047 .00 -.04
Trait X SD State -16" -.07 -.04
Notee. N = 300. OCB-O = Organizational citizenship behavior directed toward organization, OCB-I
Organizational citizenship behavior directed toward individual, SD = standard deviation. 3 = Standardized regression
coefficient.
p < .05 "p< 0L

Table 5. Moderating Effects of State Conscientiousness Variability on Negative Outcomes

CWB-O CWB-1
Step Variable ;
y:d AR B K AR B
Trait . -11 -07
1 .05 05 " .02 .02
8D State 18 .10
Trait -16" -11
2 SD State 097 04” 17" 04" 02" 09
Trait X SD State 20" 16
Notee. N = 300. CWB-O = Counterproductive work behavior directed toward organization, CWB-I =
Counterproductive work behavior directed toward individual, SD = standard deviation. 3 = Standardized regression
coefficient.
p < .05 “p < 0L
£ ool ol abel A4l Wadel A2 Wi cWBOE FASY oAt @AH §
W 53 AA4T oW T WAT O el oleEom gradlel fold 2AEAT e
Uebsth w2k 7HE 3@k 3 B Al WA UTHB = .08, p = .097).
A= AJct BA CWBIE BAT AlE & FrHog A A Wads AE
4 *éé:_‘*éﬂr CWBIB = .12, p < 01 2 & P FHAE T 22047} ofd & AxES
AAEs Ads] Fo3 2d a7 eyttt ARgels Aapt whEEEA A48t |
a5 44489 cwB-0 It AN A, dad, sad, I8y 589 A7 24
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Figure 1. Conscientiousness and Task Performance
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Figure 2. Conscientiousness and Counterproductive Work Behaviors
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o] FHRRJLE 66.3%(Y), 89.3%(), 1E|1L
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75.1%(H2 Wo] AW =) FAl 7
hresidual) S AASFATE o] zAE 7
Aol e FAMe Al e A
Aol FEaclor Ay 2

8%1o A
o7 FEader HWd

®7F gy 7o) B g9
Ug 4 e, B Ao F23F AL
=

< SIStk olFA AlET Al JAke] W
ol of A 2 7H]l i e Ao

=
Ao BEHIL FAT IARNS AN

A3} 4aAedel FoE $2¢ TYE A
WA A3kl el Mkt

OE BAE PUS A8l AEF WM
AT 714 A4 At FAsA 1
Ehg

5% 4%

B=.300, p<.001
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=-011, ns
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Figure 3. Emotional Stability and Organizational Citizenship Behaviors
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srEARIEElR] A W K

4 AAH AT oB-oF EFS A
& A B = 216 p < 01; 71E EIUE
AR 39 B = -14, p < 05 B OCBIB
= -14, p < .05) BANA o3 =4&E
745 vepion, *JFJ% XA bgAde] Hqt
Aol e W 52 AAZH gt ocs
BAZE o BSA ety 3. old@

A aNe B4 JNAFPEE SASI= 0CB-O
(& e AT A B = -13, p < 0L
B =-12, p <
0594 BF
-]24 o]. A—l,] 75
[RAAE 79

oJalA ekttt sl
e F5aolt cws
a7 ekgke

%
01) 2 OCBIB = -.10, p <
%
_‘,:_

= 9

=k ‘-‘
s t

HEFEA 7Hd(Baumeister & Tice,
1988)% Sl 40 ol v 3
T 1+ BAANA YEE

=z el
o oz BPaAE NG A3, B4

) BE ol WA A A
Wath e o 3

A5t E 7}*44
CWBE Y5+ A7 4
ﬂJ *oé_‘*é«l gol Z& W o AstA v
ERstth Hbd o], OCBOHHL o dst =dast
7b BEEA &%

THHE, gA A F A e THde
AA A, o]Hd A=, 22 A o
HAE 5449 FEL vt B=2n
(Baumeister & Tice, 1988; Tett & Burnett, 2003),
BAol Aztoly el we tEA 254

T YO (Churchyard et al, 2019;
2001, o 2 AE A FhiAe] 51 A4
Ao £ 2UY + Atk A 2747
(Baumeister & Tice, 1988; Dwight et al., 2002)&

Fleeson,

bzl o g AAsh= Aol 53], & E&
A 5 AR AT AYgede A9 da
< BYSolE e A e WakAde] o #
AE fFefsiil 2dshs Aoz Yeigth =
T W AYFAe] I FAT Folx =
Aav= o3 fofstslor, o= dH A
Aol wagel 54 AN Ay 3t
A vAE o] IF FEsid= A
< uRith & dE 4ol HHAY A
e aRA 2 AREG HZo| Ay
A o, Wi A e Al9s)
I egEAl HIelRk Bl Aefssel wis)
F T 52 A o8 B Bel dFE
okt

teoz 54 4443 cwe F 3

o

o
A A

Z BWANAE BE gH AA4) WA
GRE:

FHaNE UrE‘rB%iE} sy 54
7t

:i

CWB-O AN HiA CWB-0E HAS
o|Fol= A& ¥ o FoskAl &Sk
o} o] TANA el Aol WA =

HayE HA cwB-09 AFHE HiAE
HZ 9 B2l cwB-09 F&Eds YA
AohSS & & Utk ¥ EF AAAF
CWB-1 It #Alo A= H4 CWB-IE FASIY

= fofd zdadyt dehdth ol g
Aol Mol A A A2 3

oj9h= 2, %ZE‘ A4 ool F At
g 2t AN e
HEAE YEA ol
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1o o

ol ojgA A=A 542 AdAdH 24 52 4443 oce #AY AT AlA
OCB b #Al & F&< mAA 4ot o] o Uehlle ARG 74 23l ofs)
A o 2EE § Aok AAE 4" 229 A
= Y(perceived organizational support)e TFHE W4
9 ocB Xt AN 2HHASF JTE s
2 Z0E AU (ain e al, 2013).

A F s FH Zﬁlﬂﬂ‘ﬁJ—(Barnck & =3 cwBe A TR AR ARE
Mount, 1991), ©15 FW3lx 52 A4z rjd BEAZ o=z e &3 A &894
OCB 7t #Al =AWM7E 243t Zol oy AU BTl JFS S 5 U F

ARATFANA SRAFATHWite ec al, 2002). &  7]EFHoZ Yehles 52 44473 cwBY
3 B FRoA EF AAAMI OcBI 1 AR AL dolrb 1 zZgel =7t Afole] Ak

& S HolugE o] FAVE ARy AlA e AN A FL drid S5H
A =e wet gebd Qe vFeAE o %S dsheA, F A AAAd uet g2
As) yx3th JZ2A Y ocse 1 5474, A UelhE & Jdoke vtk wii, 54 A
HAgPolut cwpes ThEA AH A4 A4 ocBY IAlE AJH AAAC] obd ¢
ool agjle oz 5 gAAdTe #AYE 2 A 4F4Y dFE He JFeAel Atk
FFS LS F A AYPFAYL A T B AFelME 7 AR EAE, Big 5 F
go o3 dAHoR FIFE Héi(schmldt 02 474 821 ez 54 4457 7

2
& Hunter, 1998), L 9]ol&= 7 i T 2 BACNA G A Wibgde] 24
U gzt Bl o8 IFE e F AT &3E Hol=A AN ol 54 AA
(Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). °12 52 444 2 <HHAH ocB 7+ AACNAM e AAMZ
3 Adrde] e o doprt 2 BA Aol 2HENE HIATL o7|olA <k
el v drp § widstal sl o & S A ocs 1 AAA dE A
TE HlsteA ol FFS wE F Utk AA AP 2dENE HEE Z48 B

=

T=
HhH OCBE #AFdF 28 ZFoA 2 A HA oBE BAEH F 5389 ocsel
FHOoE QFHE o] oUER APy A BT Fog =HEIHT JEthE 23
E A
3.

Jud ¥ 844 9P e S A

3l Alol thak z2e] Aol

o2 g% £ u ALSA wE o] Esocial
exchange theory)ol] WHEH XA o ZHE Y&  F

Ge A 240 el S $5E §  H0h OBE SRHU G = o
%o dF#al ThEisenberger et al, 1986). 7S & St JHle] 7K HHE AHLE ‘7317‘ g
o) OCBE WSHe 1 AWl 2HOERE QA% Purk § gol Agaor dth A4

= dE"o] ¥t “AFE 2oy g E F0]| E(conservation of resources theory) [q:_

A TAYe B AF 29T @ AW, B e AUe fAsw £AS HaY e,

213k OCB-O: B = .09, p < .05; OCB-I:

10, p < 05, F, WY == ¢
By o s U‘Jrﬁ} Eél 3437
L

PN o
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SEARIBIER: M W X

e FaAs fla Ads RESPIE T
ThHobfoll et al, 2018). T+eF 7§3lo] OCBE 3t
He AR B AARS AeiA =x1gd
Aol 7kl Abde HUg BEstE & Aol
o, AdS GHlskE dsolztal oA ocsel
254 BES Y 9
A3 ocB 7+ BAE, L FAldl Ajle] &
it AR HYE UEATE 1 AlA
of 7iQle]l Ui+ AAART o & 43Fs
= T Ao olEx, 54 444 ocs 7
A ME ANH 84 e g2 A A
o] Wskdo] el AAAe] RsEET 4

2% 2ENFY Ak

= =
.5, B2 A4

¢

ofN I

=9 i
T Zo A Debusscher 5(2016)2] AT+E FHa1
siglont of M3 A7sh e AT A
B Al wikgol «ud AUSBE
QESEAE e b v B AT
54 4243 A 4a4e) 4ERtge] u
o7 AR AE 7 SR dZHeAs
IRASHAT. Dwighe®t TF5E(2002)2 £ AT
oF vzl 54 443 8 3 #AE =
Aot o] AUt U3 HE 8H A

o A &

ol

se] BEUAE AW ALE
] e QAL olE @ &

Ooz B Ao 474 9oe v53
2o 22 ZopellA Jijle] 44E A
+ S7v thdskARE A& S8 Al
A4 2/le ol 8% MAL 2570 Church
et al, 2015). °o|AL> 5 AA9 P =E
l8l, 71E dA7Eel 23 U d5Y HPa
Q1o =A AAo] 7HA= 7H| IRt F531917]
Y g Ak I3Y Tasselli®} 55E(2018)
o FAH o], B4 WiEes UAsd

9] Zo] AAOSZ HATKFleeson, 2001). W}
Al Akl AH AAAS 1EEkA et
T 3% FdolU HFAAE T8l dH A4
de Eole o] 7Fsd Aotk +3HA<l
dH AR E Eole Hl =R He T4
Z2 e AFst] ARoA AFrY FY
RbES 2 A4S HoleF o]t
52 AAA0] B3 F e $EE =24
skl A% YollA Hole AdAde] 7haAdE
@& otk

2 AFe 99 22 A 2 ARF 9
ooll= Eetal 2 JHA FAHS THAAL
ATt WA A55F HFANA FAWHAGE
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1o o

(common method bias)®] YW 754 o]
o 2 A7 A FH1E Al AAgE AR
ZAME rkate] B4 A4, A" A4
Aol gt 3l 2
etk ol#g AA= sl o]
of | 7F AFARL o] UYEhtE 73
Q) THPodsakoff et al., 2003). T}HEt, FYHY
BEAE A F L OE AR

=
Rk %?_O =14

Z’%/\V]"ﬂ XP°]7P
of o3k Ho] 1g 37‘]
7“"% Harmongl gdgel BA ~(Harmon’s single-
factor test)= A3+ A I Podsakoff et al., 2003),
71211 50.00% T B gtold FdWHA
o] AAHA ¥tk FAHCE, dad 54
HA4, ergel 4 B84, 29D 2
o E7hds @ AW AER B 29l
(exploratory factor analysis)l|A] 2t & o] o
1E 43.129(} ), 41.00%(OCB-0), 36.30%
(OCB-I), 35.45%(CWB-0), ZLB]1L 34.47%(CWB-I)
of WFe Aweldt F712 RE F4u

=P W) vdal
CEREREERES

1° M ko Jd
o 1x 1o

7 QRIEAS AYsHr|= 31r] wiEol
(Podsakoff et al., 2003), BE &3+& t} 23}
of TddQ9ls HAAS A FUal mgol

Um Agte2 Btk xX665) = 5803.74, p <

& P WSS

A s ARE 0|8

21’,

001, CFl = 43, NNFI = 40, RMSEA = .16,
SRMR = .14. I1H%= &3l ERIEALS
A71BATY AZ gE FHE SAY F Ao
(Allen et al., 2000). ¥4 A= NA53
"E O,
7;

>’_|_,

| S& AN JfelAE 7H Bl OlXls ZRED

=

3 5

I‘E

ERRIEA L] 3o Hell, &4
249 ANZFA FZE(frame of reference)S
o AR O A7)Hew WHIAZE

128 Anyl JEhl=R] d-E 8ol
27} ek ol Sol, @ Ao oa1

I AR YFS mAIEA o

oXx
N e =)

E
e
N

WHle] Erel kt
Foltt. 54 AL =H9 434
212 2 Gob burnour) 5 THIAQ A%

Zt= HAE 2H3ATHDe Hoogh & Den
Hartog, 2009; Hwang et al, 2018). °]¢} Z&
A FE AANAE LehiA e

ot
lo o
Og(:",
il
2
b
of2
o2t
©
o
fo rr
o )
oo 8o g e rlo mE k1B )

i

2AHE 4 ATE Aok

=g 2 Ay 2wl Hd A F
A5 wge APt MM dedt 2
< Age] vk AR 2 AT e

o] RE Z2AE T FEs] 9 01310 2 ot}
220l ALY Hde AR HEZA
FAT JWE Qe ARER T,

_43]

2eiel Ago] gold AYEe] FE 55
Aolth. ol takos @ AREAE A7)

Ae HKself-selection bias)©] WA 4+ Ut}
2019). =3 H7EAke] AT-SAIS
2 542 A A3 AR 6200 HEG8%)
uo gston o] HA mythe S43 g
AT Akl YU AT, A, 2
/\4‘3/] E/H}\]- ;q_a¢] ;‘g_o] o 7].? 40]
t} Ward9} Meade2018)°] W2 AFFEL
2l AE Al B3-S ADE A
FIE 7120lA @obA FAHEgH
=g F don, oY 744

o WHYAEI} sesn W

(Porter et al.,
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WHE Wder ARE s8] 2&29
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2 ATeldE e 442 9= A 9
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AT 18y &
WA E e 599 474 Agyel 285
Be e 7}%301 910
2016), wEkA A4 =
sto] 1 z@;«‘_{#g Qcﬂsﬁ% a7t Aok
F& AFoME
Bt 71 A7) 7,4_%
8 54 44n 53 3
lfE A Xﬂoﬁiﬁ}

oy A A-NE EFsty B A= Ay
44 u A2 H&Jé ol 54 444% 7

i
ox
iy
K
=
ro
o
03(:‘,
A

[0
£
er‘
o
o
Jm

o
E

fere HaA
ofuls} ol Ed & AT A 27
& =
o

b
[
i)
ru[o
=
mEE
HIQL'
o 4oz e 2 X ox ¥

Aiken, L. S, & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple
regression: Testing and interpreting interactions.
Sage Publications, Inc.

Allen, T. D., Barnard, S., Rush, M. C., & Russell,
J. E. A. (2000). Ratings of organizational
citizenship behavior: Does the source make a
difference? Human Resource Management Review,
A1), 97-114.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-4822(99)00041-8

Aquino, K., Lewis, M. U., & Bradfield, M. (1999).
Justice affectivity, and

constructs, negative

employee deviance: A proposed model and
empirical  test. _Journal
Behavior, 2Q7), 1073-1091.
hetps://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/

Barrick, M. R.,, & Mount, M. K. (1991). The Big

of  Organizational

5 personality dimensions and job performance:
A meta analysis. Personnel Psychology, 441),
1-26.
hetps://dot.org/10.1111/5.1744-6570.1991.tb0068
8.x

Barrick, M. R. & Mount, M. K. (2012). Select on

- 20 -



conscientiousness and emotional stability. In E.
A. Locke (Ed.), Handbook of principles of
organizational behavior (pp. 15-28). John Wiley

& Sons Inc.
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119206422.ch2
Baumeister, R. F., & Tice, D. M. (1988).

Metatraits. Journal of Personality, 543), 571.
hetps://doi.org/10.1111/5.1467-6494.1988.tb0090
3.x
Beckmann, N., Minbashian, A. & Wood, RE.
(2011). Integrating the study of within- and
between-person  variability in personality at
work. In Boag, S. & Tiliopoulos, N. (Eds.),
Personality and individual differences: Theory,
assessment and application (pp. 11-20). Nova.
Berry, C. M, Ones, D. S., & Sackett, P. R
(2007). Interpersonal deviance, organizational
deviance, and their common correlates: A
review and meta-analysis. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 922), 410.
hetps://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.410
Bethlehem, J. (2010). Selection bias in web
surveys. International Statistical Review, 782),
161-188. http://www.jstor.org/stable/27919830
Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1997). Task
performance and contextual performance: The
meaning for personnel selection  research.
Human Performance, 102), 99.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1002_3
Bowling, N., Burns, G., Stewart, S., & Gruys, M.
(2011). Conscientiousness and agreeableness
as moderators of the relationship between
work

neuroticism and counterproductive

behaviors: A constructive  replication.

International Journal of Selection and Assessment,

0| SX SN} IS 74 B0 0X|s ZRE

r

19.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1468-2389.2011.00561.x

Britt, T. W. (1993). Metatraits: Evidence relevant
to the wvalidity of the construct and its
implications. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 6X3), 554-562.
hetps://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.3.554

Campbell, J. P., & Wiernik, B. M. (2015). The
modeling and assessment of work performance.
Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and
Organizational Behavior, X1), 47-74.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-03241
4-111427

Chiaburu, D. S., Oh, I. S., Berry, C. M., Li, N,
& Gardner, R. G. (2011). The five-factor
model of personality traits and organizational
citizenship behaviors: A meta-analysis. _Journal
of Applied Psychology, 946), 1140-1166.
hetps://doi.org/10.1037/20024004

Church, A., Rotolo, C., Marguilies, A., Del
Giudice, M., Ginther, N.,
Novakoske, J., & Tuller, M. (2015). The role

Levine, R.,

of personality in organization development: A
multi-level framework for applying personality
to individual, team, and organizational change.
Journal of Ogganizational Change and Development,
23, 91-166.
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0897-30162015000002
3003

Churchyard, J. S., Pine, K. J., Sharma, S., &
Fletcher, B. (2019). Variation in personality
states as predicted by interpersonal context.
Journal of Individual Differences, 4Q1), 13.
https://doi.org/10.1027/1614-0001/2000271

Costa, P. T, Jr, & McCrae, R. R. (2006). Trait

- 21 -



SHEARISEIR]: Al W X

and factor theories. In J. C. Thomas, D. L.
Segal, & M. Hersen (Eds.), Comprehensive
handbook of personality and psychopathology, Vol.
1. Personality and everyday functioning (pp.
96-114). John Wiley & Sons Inc.

Dahlke, J. A., & Sackett, P. R. (2017). The

relationship between cognitive-ability saturation
and subgroup mean differences across
predictors of job performance. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 10210), 1403.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000234

Dalal, R. S., Alaybek, B., & Lievens, F. (2020).

Within-person job performance variability over
short timeframes: Theory, empirical research,
and practice. Annual Review of Organizational
Psychology and Organizational Behavior, A1),
421-449.

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-01211
9-045350

Dalal, R. S., Meyer, R. D., Bradshaw, R. P.,

Green, J. P, Kelly, E. D, & Zhuy, M.
(2014). Personality strength and situational
influences on behavior. Jjournal of Management,
41(1), 261-287.
hetps://doi.org/10.1177/0149206314557524

Debusscher, J., Hofmans, J., & De Fruyt, F.

(2016). Do personality states predict
momentary task performance? The moderating
role of personality variability. Jjournal of
Occupational and Ogganizational Psychology, 8%2),
330-351.

https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12126

De Hoogh, A. H. B., & Den Hartog, D. N.

(2009). Neuroticism and locus of control as

moderators of the relationships of charismatic

and autocratic leadership with burnout. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 944), 1058-1067.
hetps://dot.org/10.1037/20016253

Dwight, S. A., Wolf, P. P., & Golden, J. H. IIL
(2002). Metatraits: Enhancing criterion-related
validity through the assessment of traitedness.
Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 3210),
2202-2212.
hetps://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2002.660207
0.x

Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S., &
Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived organizational
support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(3),
500-507.
hetps://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.500

Fleeson, W. (2001). Toward a structure- and
process-integrated view of personality: Traits
as density distributions of states. Jjournal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 800),
1011-1027.
hetps://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.80.6.1011

Fleeson, W., & Jayawickreme, E. (2015). Whole
trait theory. Journal of Research in Personality,
56, 82-92.
hetps://dot.org/10.1016/;.jrp.2014.10.009

Fleeson, W., & Wilt, J. (2010). The relevance of
big five trait content in behavior to subjective
authenticity: Do high levels of within-person
behavioral ~variability undermine or enable
authenticity achievement? Journal of Personality,
784), 1353-1382.
hetps://doi.org/10.1111/;.1467-6494.2010.00653.x

Gonzalez-Mulé, E., Mount, M. K., & Oh, IL-S.
(2014). A meta-analysis of the relationship

between general mental ability and nontask

- 22 -



performance. Journal of Applied Psychology,
996), 1222-1243.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037547
Hassan, S., Akhtar, N., & Yilmaz, A. (2016). Jain,
Impact of the conscientiousness as personality
trait on both job and organizational
performance. Journal of Managerial Sciences, 10,
1-14.
Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J.-P.,
& Westman, M. (2018). Conservation of

AMAlAD} 4O 43 7} DFA|of 0]X|= XA S0}

[y

behavior: The mediating role of job
satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 944),
945-959. https://doi.org/10.1037/20013329

A. K, Giga, S. I. & Cooper, C. L.
(2013). Perceived organizational support as
a moderator in the relationship between
organisational stressors and organizational
citizenship behaviors. International Journal of
Organizational Analysis, 21(3), 313-334.
heeps://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-Mar-2012-0574

resources in the organizational context: The  Joreskog, K. G., & Sorbom, D. (2017). LISREL

reality of resources and their consequences.

Annual Review of Ogganizational Psychology and

9.30 for Windows {Computer software].

Scientific Software International, Inc.

Organizational Behavior, X1), 103-128. Judge, T. A., Klinger, R., Simon, L. S, &

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-03211
7-104640

Huang, J. L, & Ryan, A. M. (2011). Beyond
personality traits: A study of personality states
and situational contingencies in customer
service jobs. Personnel Psychology, 642), 451-
488.

Yang, I. W. F. (2008). The contributions of
personality to organizational behavior and
psychology: Findings, criticisms, and future
research  directions. Social and ~ Personality
Psychology Compass, X5), 1982-2000.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-900
4.2008.00136.x

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01216.x ~ Judge, T. A., & Zapata, C. P. (2015). The

Hurtz, G. M., & Donovan, J. J. (2000).
Personality and job performance: The Big Five
revisited. Journal of Applied Psychology, 8X0),
869-879.
hetps://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.6.869

Hwang, S., Lee, H., & Park, H. 1. (2018). The
effects of surface acting toward supervisor Kim,
on employee burnout: Neuroticism as a
moderator. The Korean Journal of Industrial and
Organizational Psychology, 31(2), 387-408.
https://doi.org/10.24230/kjiop.v31i2.387-408

Ilies, R., Fulmer, L. S., Spitzmuller, M., & Johnson,
M. D. (2009). Personality and citizenship

- 23 -

person-situation  debate revisited: Effect of
situation strength and trait activation on the
validity of the big five personality traits in
predicting  job  performance. Academy of
Management Journal, 584), 1149-1179.
https://doi.org/10.5465/am;j.2010.0837

D, U, Han, Y, S, & Kim, M, S. (2014).
The effect of proactive personality on job
performance: Focused on the moderating effect
of job meaningfulness, supportive leadership,
autonomy culture. Korean Journal of Industrial
and Organizational Psychology, 272), 471-495.
http://www.dbpia.co.kr/journal/articleDetail’node



SHEARISEIR]: Al W X

Id=NODE06370501

Kim, J., Kim, B., & Ha, M. (2011). Validation of
a Korean version of the Big Five Inventory.
Journal of Human Understanding and Counseling,
321), 47-65.
G704-SER000001572.2011.32.1.009

Kim, Y., & Ployhart, R. E. (2014). The effects of
staffing and training on firm productivity and
profit growth before, during, and after the
Great Recession. Journal of Applied Psychology,
993), 361-389.
hetps://doi.org/10.1037/20035408

Koopmans, L., Bernaards, C. M., Hildebrandt, V.
H., Schaufeli, W. B., de Vet Henrica, C. W,
& van der Beek, A. J. (2011). Conceptual
frameworks of individual work performance: A
systematic review. Journal of Occupational and
Environmental Medicine, 5%8), 856-866.
hetps://doi.org/10.1097/JOM.0b013e318226a763

Lado, M., & Alonso, P. (2017). The Five-Factor
model and job performance in low complexity
jobs: A quantitative synthesis. Journal of Work
and Organizational Psychology, 3X3), 175-182.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rpt0.2017.07.004

Lee, M. K. (2014). The eftects of organizational justice
on behaviors of employees in public organization:
Focused on organizational citizenship behavior.
[Master’s thesis, Seoul National University].
RISS. http://www.riss.kr/link?id=T13573966

Lee, S., Yun, S, & Byun, G. (2016). The effects
of leaders’ influence tactics on subordinates’
job performance. Journal of Human Resource
Management Research, 2%3), 47-78.

Lievens, F., Bledow, R., Lang, J. W. B., Corstjens,
J., Van de Vijver, M., & De Fruyt, F.

(2018). The predictive power of people’s
intraindividual variability across = situations:
Implementing whole trait theory in assessment.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 10X7), 753.
hetps://dot.org/10.1037/apl0000280
McCormick, B. W., Reeves, C. J., Downes, P.
E., Li, N, & Ilies, R. (2020). Scientific
contributions of within-person research in
management: Making the juice worth the
squeeze. Journal of Management, 442), 321-350.
hetps://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318788435
McCrae, R. R, & Costa Jr, P. T. (1994). The
stability of personality: Observations and
evaluations. Current Directions in Psychological
Science, X6), 173-175.
hetps://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.ep10770693
Motowildo, S. J., Borman, W. C., & Schmit, M.
J. (1997). A theory of individual differences in
task and Human
Performance, 102), 71-83.
hetps://doi.org/10.1207/s15327043hup1002 1

Park, C. & Park, Y. (2021). The

contextual  performance.

effect  of
personality diversity on life satisfaction and job
performance: The mediate effect of mastery
approach goal orientation. The Korean jJournal
of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 342),
287-318. doi: 10.24230/kjiop.v34i2.287-318.

Patki, S., & Abhyankar, S. (2016). Big Five
personality  factors as  predictors  of
organizational citizenship behavior: A complex
interplay. The International Journal of Indian
Psychology, 3, 136-146.
hetps://doi.org/10.25215/0302.168

Pletzer, J. L., Bentvelzen, M., Qostrom, J. K., &

de Vries, R. E. (2019). A meta-analysis of the

- 24 -



relations between personality and workplace
deviance: Big Five versus HEXACO. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 112, 369-383.
hetps://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2019.04.004
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., &
Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method
biases in behavioral research: A critical review
of the literature and recommended remedies.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 885), 879-903.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
Podsakoff, N. P., Spoelma, T. M., Chawla,

N., & Gabriel, A. S. (2019). What
predicts  within-person  variance in applied
psychology constructs? An empirical

examination. _Journal of Applied Psychology,
1046), 727-754.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000374

Porter, C. O. L. H., Outlaw, R, Gale, J. P, &
Cho, T. S. (2019). The use of online panel
data in management research: A review and
recommendations. Journal of Management, 4X1),
319-344.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206318811569

Pritschet, L., Powell, D., & Horne, Z. (2016).
Marginally significant effects as evidence for
hypotheses: attitudes four

decades. Psychological Science, 277), 1036-1042.

hetps://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616645672

R J. (1995). A

typology of deviant workplace behaviors: A

Changing over

Robinson, S. L., & Bennett,

multidimensional  scaling study. Academy of
Management Journal, 382), 555-572.
https://doi.org/10.2307/256693

Rotundo, M., & Sackett, P. R. (2002). The

relative importance of task, citizenship, and

0| SX SN} IS 74 B0 0X|s ZRE

[y

counterproductive  performance to global
ratings of job performance: A policy-capturing
approach. Journal of Applied Psychology, 871),
66-80.
heeps://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.66

Salgado, J. F. (1997). The five factor model of
personality and job petformance in the

European community. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 8A1), 30-43.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.82.1.30

Salgado, J. F., Anderson, N., Moscoso, S., Bertua,
C., de Fruyt, F, & Rolland, J. P. (2003). A
meta-analytic study of general mental ability
validity for different occupations in the
European community. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 886), 1068-1081.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.6.1068

Schmidt, F. L., & Hunter, J. E. (1998). The
validity and utility of selection methods in
personnel psychology: Practical and theoretical
implications of 85 years of research findings.
Psychological Bulletin, 1242), 262-274.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.124.2.262

Sosnowska, J., Hofmans, J., & de Fruyt, F. (2019).
Revisiting the neuroticism - performance link:
A dynamic approach to individual differences.
Journal of Occupational and Organizational
Psychology, 932), 495-504.
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12298

Tasselli, S., Kilduff, M., & Landis, B. (2018).

change:

organizational  behavior.  The

Management Annals, 122), 467-493.

hetps://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2016.0008

R. P, D. D. (2003). A

Personality Implications  for

Academy  of

Tett, & Burnett,

=25 -



SHEARISEIR]: Al W X

personality trait-based interactionist model of Witt, L. A., Burke, L. A., Barrick, M. R, &

job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology,
883), 500-517.
hetps://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.3.500

Vinchur, A. J., Schippmann, J. S., Switzer, F. S.

I, & Roth, P. L (1998). A meta-analytic
review of predictors of job performance for
salespeople. Journal of Applied Psychology, 834),
586-597.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.4.586

Vossen, J., & Hofmans, J. (2021). Relating

within-person  personality  variability  to
organizational  citizenship  behavior and

counterproductive work behavior: A resource-

based perspective. European Journal of Yoo,

Personality, 3X4), 450-465.
hetps://doi.org/10.1177/08902070211005623

Walter, S. L., Seibert, S. E., Goering, D., &

O'Boyle, E. H. (2019). A tale of two sample
sources: Do results from online panel data
and conventional data converge? Journal of
Business & Psychology, 344), 425-452.
hteps://doi.org/10.1007/510869-018-9552-y

Ward, M. & Meade, A. W. (2018). Applying social

psychology to prevent careless responding
during online surveys. Applied Psychology, 67,
231-263.

https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12118

Williams, L. J., & Anderson, S. E. (1991). Job

satisfaction and organizational commitment as
predictors  of organizational citizenship and
in-role behaviors. Journal of Management, 173),
601-617.
hetps://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700305

- 26 -

Mount, M. K. (2002). The interactive effects
of conscientiousness and agreeableness on job
petformance. _Journal of Applied Psychology,
871), 164-169.
hetps://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.164

Yoo, Y. & Kim, M., S. (2021). A study on

the exploration of the constructs of job
performance based on task performance,
contextual performance, adaptive performance
and counterproductive work behavior. The
Korean Journal of Industrial and Organizational
Psychology, 343), 377-423.
http://www.riss.kr/link?id=A107837390

T. & Lee, C. (2016). The effect of
personality on task performance and adaptive
performance: The mediating effect of job
crafting and the moderating effect of leader’s
empowering behavior. The Korean Journal of
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 294),
607-630.
https://www.dbpia.co.kt/journal/articleDetail?nod
eld=NODE07066847

YA} ;2021 07. 07
AU ¢ 2021, 10. 21
AAEA : 2022, 01. 18

1=

=
2
4



A4 8HE ) 419) 2 2

Korean Journal of Industrial and Organizational Psychology
2022. Vol. 35, No. 1, 1-27
https://doi.org/10.24230/kjiop.v35i1.1-27

Moderating Effects of State Conscientiousness Variability
on the Relationships Between Trait Conscientiousness and

Individual Performance

Yunjoo Lee Hyung In Park

Department of Psychology, Sungkyunkwan University

The concept of metatraits (Baumeister & Tice, 1988) reflects that state personality, the levels of
personality that vary based on time or role may moderate the relationship between trait personality and
individual performance. This study investigated moderating effects of state conscientiousness variability on
the relationships between trait conscientiousness and individual performance indicators; task performance,
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), and counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs). It was
expected that the relationship between trait conscientiousness and performance would be stronger in case
of small variability than in case of large variability, as small variability would imply stable expression of
conscientiousness. An experience sampling method was applied to 300 full-time employees recruited
through an online panel survey company. Variability of state personality was measured by the standard
deviation of state personality measured for three days. The hierarchical regression results revealed that
state conscientiousness variability did not moderate the relationships between trait conscientiousness and
OCBs. However, it moderated the relationships of trait conscientiousness with task performance and
CWBs, such that the relationships were stronger when the variability was small rather than when large.
The results suggest that organizations can intervene to the performance of their employees by providing

training programs focused on state conscientiousness.

Key words : individual performance, conscientiousness, trait personality, state personality, moderation
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