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Abstract

This study extends research on the link between personality and Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB) by
investigating whether the implicit Affiliation, Achievement, and Power motives contribute to the prediction of CWB
beyond basic personality traits. Employees high in Affiliation, Achievement, and Power motives may disengage from
CWAB because it is not rewarding and thwarts goal attainment. In Study 1 (N = 263), we found that Affiliation predicted
self-rated CWB beyond traits. In Study 2 (N = 121), we found that Affiliation and Power predicted supervisor-rated
CWB. Our findings thus suggest to also consider implicit motives as personality determinants of CWB.

Keywords: Counterproductive work behavior, Implicit motives, Personality traits

1. Introduction

An important goal of applied psychological research has long been predicting and understanding counterproductive
work behavior (CWB). CWB is commonly defined as voluntary behaviors infringing important social and organizational
rules, norms, and values (Collins and Griffin, 1998, Robinson and Bennett, 1995, Spector and Fox, 2005). CWB includes
acts directed against other organizational members such as violence, gossip, or theft from coworkers, as well as acts directed
towards the organization itself such as damaging company property, intentionally working slowly, or sharing confidential
company information (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007). CWB can be costly to organizations (Marcus, Taylor, Hastings, Sturm,
& Weigelt, 2016). Hollinger and Davis (2002), for instance, showed that employee theft costs retailers US$ 40.7 million
every day in the United States. The costs of other forms of CWB (e.g., waste of resources, property damage) is more difficult
to estimate, but researchers have calculated damage in the billions of dollars annually (Robinson & Greenberg, 1998).

Prior research studied cognitive abilities, demographic characteristics, or personality traits as antecedents of CWB
(Salgado, 2002, Zettler, 2017). Personality trait research on CWB has frequently focused on the Five-Factor Model and the
HEXACO Model of Personality (e.g., Hershcovis et al., 2007, Marcus et al., 2007, Salgado, 2002, Spector, 2011, Zettler and
Hilbig, 2010). In this study, we build on these contributions but focus on additional personality characteristics as an
antecedent of CWB, namely, implicit motives. Researchers have frequently argued that in addition to traits, personality also
includes implicit motives (Barrick et al., 2013, Brunstein and Maier, 2005, Kehr, 2004, McAdams and Pals, 2006, Spangler,
1992, Winter et al., 1998). Implicit motives are described as a predisposition to follow classes of incentives and goals such
as Affiliation, Power, and Achievement (Emmons, 1993). Researchers have long argued that traits and implicit motives are
theoretically distinct, do not necessarily correlate, and are operationalized with different assessment methods (McClelland
etal., 1989, Spangler, 1992). To highlight the conceptual and empirical difference, in the context of implicit motive research
researchers typically refer to traits as explicit traits. Based on the long history of explicit traits and implicit motives as distinct
components of personality (Allport, 1931, McAdams and Pals, 2006, McAdams, 1997, Murray, 1938), recent research has
suggested that considering implicit motives frequently adds to the theoretical understanding in predicting important outcomes
like job performance and career success (Apers et al., 2018, Lang et al., 2012, Winter et al., 1998).

The aim of the present study is to extend prior research on the link between personality and CWB (Salgado, 2002,
Spector, 2011, Zettler, 2017) by investigating whether implicit motives contribute to the understanding and prediction of
CWB beyond explicit traits. Building on earlier research, we test the idea that the implicit Affiliation, Achievement, and
Power motives serve as a compass selecting and energizing people’s behavior that is in line with their goals and disengaging



from behavior that is not in line with their goals. We argue that CWB is typically not in line with goals associated with the
implicit Affiliation, Achievement, and Power motives. Thus, people high in one of those motives may show less CWB
because it thwarts successful motive strivings.

1.1. Explicit personality traits and counterproductive workplace behavior

The Five-Factor (or the related Big Five) Model (McCrae & John, 1992) is the most prevalent taxonomy to study
individual differences in personality. Researchers have found considerable evidence that explicit traits from the Five-Factor
Model predict CWB. Meta-analytic evidence shows that three of the Five-Factor Model traits—Emotional Stability (i.e., low
Neuroticism), Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness—are related to different forms of CWB. Salgado (2002), for instance,
found corrected correlations ranging from —0.06 to —0.26 between those three traits and absenteeism, accidents, deviant
behavior, and turnover. Berry et al. (2007) reported that employees high in Agreeableness show less interpersonal deviance
and that employees high in Conscientiousness show less organizational deviance. A different personality taxonomy that has
increasingly been used to study CWB is the HEXACO Model of Personality. The HEXACO model includes Honesty-
Humility, Emotionality, eXtraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Openness to experience. The HEXACO
model is especially interesting in the context of CWB because it includes Honesty-Humility. People high in Honesty-
Humility typically avoid manipulating others, do not want to break rules, are more honest, and cooperative (Ashton & Lee,
2007). Correspondingly, meta-analyses show that Honesty-Humility is negatively linked to counterproductive (work)
behavior (Pletzer et al., 2019, Zettler et al., 2020).

Spector and Fox (2005) suggested a theoretical framework—the stressor-emotion model— explaining what role
personality plays in the emergence of CWB. The core idea is that CWB occurs as a reaction to stressful work events (Berry
et al., 2007) in terms of that those stressful work events induce negative emotions such as anxiety and anger that then lead
to CWB. One way how personality may influence that link is that people differ in how receptive they are for negative
emotions so that, for instance, people who get angry more easily show more CWB (Spector, 2011). In line with this
theoretical reasoning, Hershcovis et al. (2007) reported in a meta-analysis that trait anger relates to interpersonal and
organizational aggression.

The extensive literature on the link between explicit traits and CWB indicates that traits are related to CWB. One
theoretical basis for these relationships is the idea that CWB may occur as a reaction to social stimuli in the work environment
(Spector, 2011) and that people differ in the way they react to these stimuli, suggesting the first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The Five-Factor and the HEXACO model explain variance in counterproductive work behavior.

1.2. Implicit motives

A commonly used definition describes implicit motives as “motivational dispositions that operate outside of a person’s
conscious awareness and [they] are aimed at the attainment of specific classes of incentives and the avoidance of specific
classes of disincentives” (Schultheiss & Brunstein, 2010, p. 603). This definition features three specific properties of implicit
motives: First, implicit motives are implicit in the sense that they operate outside of a person’s conscious awareness, which
means that they are not accessible through introspection.

Second, people high in an implicit motive aim to attain specific classes of incentives or goals. The classes that are
typically studied are the big three implicit motives: Affiliation, Power, and Achievement (Kehr, 2004). Affiliation-motivated
people want to build and maintain positive relationships with others. Power-motivated people want to influence others and
search for opportunities to lead and move upwards in organizational hierarchies. Achievement-motivated people want to
reach performance goals and improve their skills.

Third, implicit motives guide people towards goal attainment as a motivational force. Researchers commonly note that
a core function of motivation—and implicit motives in particular—is to direct behavior towards desired goals (incentives)
and away from “anti-goals” (disincentives; Carver and Scheier, 1998, Pfaff, 1999, Schultheiss and Brunstein, 2010, Toates,
1986). People may learn that specific cues signal the availability of a motive-specific incentive or disincentive (Brunstein et
al., 1998, McClelland, 1985, Weinberger and McClelland, 1990). This link between cues and (dis)incentives may then help
people to select and energize behavior to attain their goals and disengage from behavior that may thwart their goals (Spangler,
Tikhomirov, Sotak, & Palrecha, 2014). Implicit motives affectively charge incentives and disincentives so that they are a
hedonistic compass focusing on experiencing positive emotions when a goal-congruent incentive is present (Brunstein et al.,
1998, Dufner et al., 2015, Fodor and Carver, 2000, McAdams et al., 1984, Schultheiss et al., 2008).
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1.2.1. Comparing implicit motives to explicit traits

At the same time (1930ies) and at the same place (Harvard University), two of the founding fathers of contemporary
personality research—Gordon Allport and Henry Murray—developed competing theories of personality that strongly
influence the field until today (McAdams, 1997). Murray's theory was based on motivational needs driving human behavior
(Murray, 1938) and later developed into what is today known as implicit motives by the work from McClelland (1985).
Allport’s theory revolved around individual differences in characteristic behaviors and thoughts, based on traits (Allport,
1931). After substantial criticism on personality research in the 1960ies and 70ies (e.g., Mischel, 1968, Mischel, 1973) and
a decrease in corresponding research interest, trait research has recovered substantially with the emerging taxonomy of the
Big Five/Five-Factor model personality traits (e.g., McCrae & John, 1992). Research on implicit motives has recovered not
that well but is far from extinct. Leading researchers of the field have frequently suggested to study personality including
both traditions, explicit traits and implicit motives (Barrick et al., 2013, McAdams and Pals, 2006, McAdams, 1997, Winter
etal., 1998).

Based on both the long history and newer findings, researchers have repeatedly argued that implicit motives and traits
show conceptual and empirical independence and are distinct components of personality (McClelland et al., 1989, Spangler,
1992, Winter et al., 1998). A first differentiation is that traits are described as “probabilistic descriptions of stable patterns
of emotion, motivation, cognition, and behavior, in response to classes of stimuli that have been present in human cultures
over evolutionary times” (DeYoung, 2015, p. 35), whereas implicit motives are described as cue-specific and context-
dependent (Winter et al., 1998).! Trait measures are commonly developed based on a lexical approach and researches have
long emphasized the adverbial quality as the essence of traits (Allport, 1931). In this context, adverbial refers to “how”
people typically behave. In comparison, implicit motives—as motivational and goal-related constructs—refer to the “why”
of behavior, i.e., to people's wishes, desires, and goals (McClelland, 1985, Winter et al., 1998).

The most crucial difference, however, may be that implicit motives operate non-consciously, whereas traits operate
(largely) consciously. This difference is reflected in the measurement, the functioning, and the predicted behavior of implicit
motives and traits (McClelland et al., 1989, Spangler, 1992). Because people can observe their behavior, researchers can
typically directly ask people for their traits using questionnaires. In contrast, implicit motives are defined as not accessible
through introspection; thus, researchers typically measure them analyzing imaginary verbal responses to picture cues (Fodor
et al., 2006, Kuhl, 2013). In line with measurement and theoretical differences, research has shown that implicit motives and
explicit traits are empirically distinct with very low correlations between constructs (Lang et al., 2012, Runge and Lang,
2019, Winter et al., 1998).

Researchers have long suggested that implicit motives and explicit traits also differ in the type of behavior that they
typically predict (McClelland et al., 1989, Spangler, 1992). Implicit motives commonly predict a class of behaviors that
McClelland et al. (1989) named operant behaviors. The core idea is that operant behaviors are generated spontaneously—
i.e., an organism is operating on the environment (i.e., taking action) rather than responding—and it is difficult to specify
the stimuli in the environment that elicited the behavior. Operant behaviors typically occur in the presence of activity
incentives. Activity incentives are characteristics of a behavior or task itself (Spangler et al., 2014). Showing a behavior in
the presence of an activity incentive directly reinforces someone high in the respective implicit motive. Activity incentives
for Achievement include situations in which a goal can be set independently, for Affiliation includes situations in which
relationships can be enjoyed, and for Power situations in which others can be influenced (Spangler et al., 2014). Implicit
motives may thus predict spontaneous behavioral trends in situations with specific activity incentives.

In contrast, explicit traits typically predict respondent behavior in which an organism responds to known stimuli and
immediate choices (McClelland et al., 1989). Respondent behaviors may show in response to social incentives. Social
incentives are described as external rewards and expectations and include norms and demands from outside the person—for
instance, supervisors, co-workers, or the organization in a broader sense (Spangler et al., 2014). A social Achievement
incentive is a goal set by others, social Affiliation incentives include expectations directly rewarding collaborative behavior,
and a social Power incentive includes direct responses to a power-related event or explicit group norms. Traits thus typically
predict immediate behavior with specific explicit social incentives.

1.3. Implicit motives and counterproductive work behavior

In this study, we investigate the idea that CWB may not only occur as a reaction to specific environmental stimuli but
also in situations with unclear stimuli—that are typically predicted by implicit motives. People high in an implicit motive

! Note that personality traits are also not always conceptualized as strictly stable, but may also vary in different contexts (e.g., Lievens,
Chasteen, Day, & Christiansen, 2006; Tett & Burnett, 2003).



select behavior leading to positive emotional experiences related to the motive and do not select behavior thwarting their
goals (Dufner etal., 2015, Stanton et al., 2010). CWB may not be a type of behavior leading to positive emotional experiences
related to one of the classes of implicit motives (i.e., Affiliation, Achievement, and Power), and therefore CWB may also
not be selected and energized by employees high in one of those implicit motives. On the contrary, CWB may actually thwart
the goals related to one of those implicit motives and people high in one of them may therefore disengage from CWB. For
instance, Affiliation-motivated employees might want to build positive relationships with others, but harming others goes
directly against this aim. Indeed, research has shown that coworkers may have negative impressions of employees who
engage in CWB (Farley, 2011), which makes it difficult to build positive relationships.

As described above, implicit motives are typically linked to activity incentives and commonly predict operant behavior.
Spector (2011) described that CWB is often—in addition to planned and controlled acts—immediate, reactive, and impulsive
in response to events in the work environment, which may also include situations with activity stimuli. Employees high in
the implicit Affiliation, Achievement, or Power motive may feel displeasure when they show CWB because it thwarts their
goals and, consequently, they learn that CWB is connected to motive-specific activity disincentives. For instance, an
employee high in the implicit Affiliation motive showing bullying behavior may experience negative emations because
bullying is not in line with their affiliative goals. They learn to disengage from those behaviors to successfully strive for their
motivational goals. In line with this idea, researchers have shown that people high in an implicit motive have good self-
control abilities when their motivational goal is threatened, (Gropel & Kehr, 2014); and, indeed, self-control may play an
important role in disengaging from CWB (Marcus & Schuler, 2004). In reaction to stressful situations without explicit social
incentives, CWB likely happens when people lack the implicit motives to help regulate their behavior. When people are high
in the Affiliation, Achievement, or Power motive, they may be more likely to curb CWB because it thwarts the goals
associated with those motives. People low in one of those motives may not select their behavior based on underlying
motivational goals, and when they would show CWB it would not thwart a goal. People high in the Affiliation, Achievement,
or Power motive may therefore be less likely to engage in CWB.

In contrast to implicit motives, explicit traits are linked to respondent behavior and social incentives. A widely studied
CWB-model is based on reactive aggression (Spector & Fox, 2005) in which employees react to specific provocations from
the environment. Provocations are typically visible in the context of an explicit stimulus, connected to social incentives and
disincentives. For instance, an employee may feel treated unfairly because they receive less pay compared to a colleague
who is in a similar role. People high in trait negative emotionality are then more likely to react with CWB (Spector, 2011).

We suggest that implicit motives and explicit traits may be linked to CWB in different situations and with different
(dis)incentives. Spontaneous and operant behaviors with activity stimuli are typically predicted by implicit motives and less
by traits (Spangler, 1992). Therefore, we suggest that implicit motives may have incremental predictive validity above
explicit traits in the prediction of CWB, resulting in the second hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Employees’ implicit motives improve the prediction of counterproductive work behavior beyond
personality traits.

In the following sections, for all three implicit motives we theorize how CWB may interfere with successful motive
thriving, and, consequently, why they may act as a buffer for CWB.

1.3.1. The implicit affiliation motive and counterproductive workplace behavior

The implicit Affiliation motive is defined as a concern to establish, maintain, or restore positive emotional relationships
with other people or a group (Koestner & McClelland, 1992). People high in Affiliation try to actively find affiliative
activities, spend their time interacting with other people (McClelland, 1985), and try to maintain the goodwill of their
interaction partner (McClelland, 1975). They avoid conflict (Exline, 1962), are sympathetic towards others (Koestner &
McClelland, 1992), and adapt their social behavior to achieve a peaceful relationship (Walker & Heyns, 1962). Historical
and experimental research also showed that Affiliation-motivated people facilitate concessions and compromises to reach
peaceful solutions in international crises (Langner & Winter, 2001). Taken together, people high in the implicit Affiliation
motive invest their resources into positive emotional relationships with others.

Behaviors and goals of Affiliation motivated employees typically do not include behaviors that harm others. On the
contrary, CWB may actually lead to need frustration for Affiliation-motivated employees. Engaging in negative gossiping,
bullying, or violence may not satisfy Affiliation-related needs. Research has found that high-frequency gossipers are liked
less (Farley, 2011), as well as that bullies in school are rejected by most peers (Pellegrini, Bartini, & Brooks, 1999) and are
more likely to be isolated in teams (Coyne, Craig, & Smith-Lee Chong, 2004). Research has also found that positive
affiliative experiences lead to more positive affect for people high in the implicit Affiliation motive (Dufner et al., 2015).



Social relationships are important for people high in the implicit Affiliation motive and CWB may thwart that goal. People
high in the implicit Affiliation motive generally value positive relationships, devalue conflict, and possible consequences of
CWB may conflict with those goals. Therefore, we expect a negative relationship between the implicit Affiliation motive
and CWB.

Hypothesis 3: People high in the implicit Affiliation motive show less CWB compared to people low in the implicit
Affiliation motive.

1.3.2. The implicit power motive and counterproductive workplace behavior

The core of the Power motive is having an impact on their environment or other people. Researchers studying implicit
motives suggested that the implicit Power motive has a dual nature, it can inspire great leaders, but also lead to corruption
and destruction (McClelland, 1970, Winter, 2016, Zurbriggen, 2000). The different ways of how Power can be enacted have
been called socialized and personalized implicit Power. The socialized implicit Power motive is characterized by an implicit
desire to help and influence others, to lead others, to maintain reputation, or be in a mentorship role. Personalized implicit
Power—or need for dominance—is also concerned with having an impact on others; however, typically through profligate
and impulsive behavior (Hofer et al., 2010, Winter, 1973). Researchers pointed out that the key difference is that people high
in the socialized implicit Power motive avoid negative effects on others and enact power only in socially accepted ways
(Winter, 1973, Zurbriggen, 2000). The distinction between socialized and personalized implicit Power is, to our knowledge,
new in the field of industrial and organizational psychology, where power is typically conceptualized as either being part of
a role (position power) or part of personality (personal power; Pfeffer, 1981, Yukl and Falbe, 1991). In difference to people
high in the Affiliation motive that strive for positive relationships independent of hierarchies, people high in the socialized
Power motive enjoy influencing others and strive for a higher position in terms of a vertical relationship. In this study, we
focus on socialized Power as an implicit motive driven by activity incentives, orienting and guiding employee's Power
strivings into positive and socially accepted behavior. We are interested in how implicit motives can serve as a buffer and
direct employees away from CWB. We suggest that socialized implicit power can act as a buffer similar to the implicit
Affiliation motive. For the remainder of the manuscript, we use the term “implicit Power” as a short form for the implicit
socialized Power motive.

In an organizational context, Power-motivated employees search for situations in which they can help other employees,
take the lead, and look for opportunities to reach higher and more prestigious positions in an organization. Researchers
suggested that charismatic leaders have a high implicit Power motive (House & Howell, 1992) and found evidence in a study
linking the implicit Power motive of US presidents to charismatic leadership behavior (House, Spangler, & Woycke, 1991).
The implicit Power motive also predicted socially responsible behavior over 10 years (Winter, McClelland, & Stewart, 1981).

A central characteristic that people look for in a leader is integrity and trustworthiness (Lord, Foti, & De Vader, 1984).
Whether or not someone is perceived as a credible leader may depend, among other factors, also on perceived integrity.
Therefore, Hogan and Kaiser (2005, p. 173) wrote that the most important question one asks of a potential leader is “Can we
trust you not to abuse the privilege of authority?”. A leader high in the implicit Power motive is striving to be a trustworthy
leader, motivated by influencing and positively impacting others, empowering and supporting followers, and not by harming
them or the organization. CWB encompasses behavior going against those goals and wishes, and employees high in the
implicit Power motive may thus disengage from it. We therefore expect that employees high in the implicit Power motive
show less CWB. Employees who are low in the implicit Power motive typically do not strive to be a trustworthy leader or
seek a higher position. Because they do not strive for those goals, they may be less motivated to disengage from CWB. We
therefore expect those employees low in implicit Power motivation to engage in CWB. Put together, we expect a negative
relationship between the implicit Power motive and CWB.

Hypothesis 4: People high in the implicit Power motive show less CWB compared to people low in the implicit Power
motive.

1.3.3. Implicit achievement motivation and counterproductive workplace behavior

The implicit Achievement motive has been defined as a concern to improve one’s performance, to do well in challenging
tasks, and to meet a standard of excellence (McClelland et al., 1989). Employees high in the implicit Achievement motive
get satisfied by mastering tasks independently in Achievement-related situations and are concerned with truly improving
their skills and performance (McClelland, 1985). For people high in the implicit Achievement motive, reaching a goal using
cheating strategies (a form of CWB) may not come with satisfaction, because it does not feel like a real achievement or
learning progress. CWB also includes wasting time at work, poor attendance, poor working quality, and intentionally slow
or sloppy work (Cullen & Sackett, 2003)—behaviors that may thwart achievement goals. People high in the implicit



Achievement motive may therefore be less likely to choose and energize behavior such as working slow and poor. They
further seek, benefit, and learn from performance feedback (Fodor and Carver, 2000, McClelland, 1985). Although the
implicit Achievement motive is not social in itself (in contrast to implicit Affiliation and implicit Power), contact with other
people may still be relevant for optimal performances. Employees engaging in CWB may receive less help and feedback
from an organization. Having less support would make it more difficult for them to successfully strive for their Achievement
motive. Therefore, employees high in the implicit Achievement motive may show less CWB.

Hypothesis 5: People high in the implicit Achievement motive show less CWB compared to people low in the implicit
Achievement motive.

2. The present studies

Researchers have long argued that CWB ratings can differ depending on the rating source. Self-ratings and supervisor
ratings may cover different aspects of CWB (Berry, Carpenter, & Barratt, 2012). In this paper, we present two studies with
different rating sources. In the first study,? we used employee self-ratings for CWB. An advantage of CWB self-ratings is
that CWB may include covert behaviors so that the only complete source of employee engagement in CWB is the employee
themselves (Berry et al., 2012). In the second study, we asked supervisors to rate employee CWB. Supervisor ratings have
the advantage that they seem less likely to underreport (observed) CWB due to social desirability biases and also ensure that
predictor and criterion measures come from different sources (Berry et al., 2012). Studying CWB with self- and supervisor
reports combines the advantages of both approaches.

3. Study 1
3.1. Method
3.1.1. Participants and procedure

The participants in the first study were a diverse sample of German employees from various organizations and
occupational backgrounds. Three research assistants contacted people they knew personally and through social networking
sites to participate in the study. In addition, they went to public offices and shops in city centers of larger cities and asked
employees whether they wanted to participate in the study. The instructions asked the employees to fill out a questionnaire
booklet and return it using a stamped return envelope. Participants could provide their e-mail addresses to receive a summary
of the findings of the study via e-mail. No further rewards were offered. A total of 520 employees agreed to participate. We
received 272 questionnaires back. A total of 263 questionnaires provided complete information on the study variables. The
employees (158 female, 105 male) were between 18 and 69 years of age (M = 35.25, SD = 10.88), worked M = 36.48 hrs
per week on average (SD = 12.04 hrs), and had been in their organizations for an average of M = 7.67 years (SD = 9.33
years). We asked the participants to indicate their job with an open question. We provide an overview of the job types in the
Appendix.

3.1.2. Measures
3.1.2.1. Implicit motives

To measure implicit motives, researchers developed picture-based procedures where respondents write a story that gets
coded for motivational content (McClelland et al., 1953, Morgan and Murray, 1935). We measured implicit motives with
the Operant Motive Test (OMT; Kuhl, 2013). The OMT is a modernized version of earlier picture-based measures like the
Thematic Apperception Test (Morgan & Murray, 1935) and the Picture Story Exercise (McClelland et al., 1953, Winter,
1994) with more pictures. In the OMT, respondents see 15 pictures with ambiguous social scenes (see Runge et al., 2016,
for an example). Respondents are told to imagine a story that spontaneously comes to their mind when they see the pictures.
Respondents are then instructed to indicate the main person of their story (in pictures with more than one person) and answer
the following two questions “What is important for the person in this situation and what is the person doing?”” and “How
does the person feel and why does the person feel this way?”. The verbal responses are then coded into Affiliation,
Achievement, and Power motives and non-motivational content based on the criteria of the OMT coding manual (Kuhl,
2013). Implicit motive coding systems typically consist of several different motive categories (e.g. Smith, 1992, Winter,
1994). The OMT includes 15 categories (five for each of the three motives) representing different ways of motive enactment.

2 The data overlap with Lang et al. (2012). While Lang et al. (2012) focused on the link between implicit motives and explicit traits with
task and contextual performance (N = 241) and did not study CWB, the present paper linked implicit motives and explicit traits to self-
report CWB data (N = 263).



Researchers using the OMT have sometimes relied on a broad motive definition including all categories for a motive.
Frequently, however, researchers used more narrow definitions focusing on stories about attaining goals in a positive and
motivated way as the core of a motive and excluded categories for stories focusing on unsuccessful motive striving. This
narrower focus on motivated goal attainment follows the theoretical idea that positive emotions connected to attaining a goal
help people to select behavior. This standard approach also matches closely with the conceptualization of implicit motives
that motivate operant behavior based on activity incentives (McClelland et al., 1989, Spangler et al., 2014). In contrast,
motive categories focusing on unsuccessful motive striving (such as feeling lonely for Affiliation) are not about individuals
high in an implicit motive being reinforced in behavior based on activity incentives. Failure in motive striving might signal
that a motivational goal has not been met (one could suspect that this goal may be of some relevance), but it does not indicate
that the individual would also show behavior oriented towards goal attainment—and that this behavior would be directly
reinforced and experienced as rewarding. Based on these theoretical considerations and recent developments in IRT research
(Lang, 2014), psychometric OMT research provided evidence for the construct validity and reliability on motives
conceptualized as a narrow approach with three categories for each motive (Lang et al., 2012, Runge et al., 2016, Runge et
al., 2019, Schiler et al., 2015). In line with this standard approach, we combined the three categories for each motive
capturing stories about attaining goals in a positive and motivated way (encounter, sociability, and networking for Affiliation;
leadership, recognition, and self-assertion for Power; flow, a standard of excellence, and coping with failure for
Achievement). A detailed description of the coding categories and procedure is provided by Kuhl (2013).

The responses were coded by a trained expert coder who received extensive coder training and reached a high agreement
with coworkers of the original author of the OMT. To analyze the inter-rater agreement, two trained student assistants coded
a subsample of the responses. The first assistant coded 65 and the second 81 OMT responses. To determine the rater
agreement, we calculated Gwet’s AC; statistic (Gwet, 2008a, Gwet, 2008b). Gwet’s ACy is an improved version of Cohen’s
Kappa. Rater agreement between the main coder and the first assistant was 0.87 for Affiliation, 0.76 for Power, and 0.83 for
Achievement, and rater agreement between the main coder and the second assistant was 0.89 for Affiliation, 0.76 for Power,
and 0.90 for Achievement.

3.1.2.2. Personality

We measured personality with the German adaptation of the Big Five Inventory (John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008), a 45-
item measure. Participants responded using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from (1) totally disagree to (5) totally agree.
Cronbach’s o was 0.85, 0.78, 0.68, 0.80, and 0.75, for Extraversion, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, and
Openness, respectively.

3.1.2.3. Counterproductive work behaviour

CWB was rated by employees using the workplace deviance scale introduced by Bennett and Robinson (2000). The
scale consists of 19 items describing deviant behaviors such as making fun of someone at work or working intentionally
slowly. Respondents indicated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (daily) the extent to which they had
engaged in each of the behaviors in the last year. The CWB score had a Cronbach’s a of 0.80.

3.2. Results
3.2.1. Descriptive statistics and correlations

Table 1 provides descriptive information and intercorrelations of the variables in Study 1. CWB correlated significantly
and negatively with Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and the implicit Affiliation motive. In line with previous findings,
correlations between implicit motives were low. Also in line with previous research (Greco, O’Boyle, & Walter, 2015),
CWB ratings had a relatively low mean.

3.2.2. Multiple regression analyses

To test our hypotheses, we conducted multiple regression analyses to predict CWB with the five personality traits and
the three implicit motives. All analyses were conducted using R. Table 2 (upper part) shows the multiple regression analyses
testing our hypotheses for Study 1. To examine our four hypotheses, we first fitted a model including only traits (Model 1).
We then fitted a model including only the three implicit motives (Model 2). Finally, we fitted a third model including both
traits and implicit motives (Model 3). We started our analyses with Hypothesis 1 stating that traits explain considerable
variance in CWB. Model 1 (traits only) explains a substantial amount of variance (R2 = 0.16; F(257) = 9.73), which is
typically considered as a medium effect (Cohen, 1988). In this model, Agreeableness (3 = —0.25; t = —4.16; p <.001) and
Conscientiousness (B = —0.31; t = —5.15; p < .001) were significant predictors of CWB. Hypothesis 1 was thus supported.
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Hypothesis 2 stated that implicit motives explain additional variance in CWB over explicit traits. To examine this, we
compared the explained variance of the three models using multiple R2 values. As indicated in Table 2, results showed that
the personality only model (Model 1; R2 = 0.16) explained more variance than the implicit motives only model (Model 2;
R2 = 0.05). When implicit motives were added to the personality model, explained variance (Model 3; R2 = 0.20) increased
significantly (F(257) = 4.02; p = .001), with the increase being in between a small and medium effect size (Cohen, 1988).
Thus, Hypothesis 2 was also supported. Hypothesis 3 stated that Affiliation motivated employees show less CWB. In both
Model 2 (B=-0.25; t=-3.67; p <.01) and Model 3 (8 =—0.20; t = —3.12; p <.01), Affiliation was a significant predictor
of CWB, supporting Hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 4 stated that Power is negatively related to CWB. In both Model 2 (3 =—0.10;
t=-1.48; p=.14) and Model 3 (8 =—0.05; t =—0.75; p = .45), Power was not related to CWB. Hypothesis 4 was thus not
supported. For Hypothesis 5, we were interested in the relationship between the Achievement motive and CWB. Results
showed no relationship between these constructs in both Model 2 (8 = 0.06; t = 1.06; p =.29) and Model 3 (8 =0.08; t =
1.38; p = .17). Thus, Hypothesis 5 was also not supported.

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of the variables in Study 1.

Construct M sD 1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8
1. Extraversion 365 065
2. Conscientiousness 3.85 0.56 021"
3. Agreeableness 363 048 0.09 0.06
4. Neuroticism 278 064 —-0.13° 0237 026~
5. Openness 3.51 053 038" 0.07 0.04 —-0.11
6. Affiliation 0.12 0.08 0.02 0.02 009 0.01 0.03
7. Power 038 014 0o oo0s 0.06 —0.04 —0.05 -043"
8. Achievement 0.14 0.07 0.08 010 0,03 -0.14° 018" 0,04 -0.14°
9. CWB 1.80 057 0.03 -0.29" -0.25" 005 0.10 020" —-0.00 007
Note. Study 1: N = 263. M = mean, 5D = standard deviation, CWB = Counterproductive Work Behavior.
T p< 5
T p<.an.

Table 2. Regression analyses predicting counterproductive work behavior with implicit motives and explicit traits.
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4. Study 2
4.1. Method

4.1.1. Participants and procedure

The participants in this study were a diverse sample of Dutch and German employees and their respective supervisors
from different organizations with various occupational backgrounds. Three research assistants contacted people they knew
personally or through social networking sites, as well as employees in public offices and shops. We first asked employees
whether they wanted to participate in a scientific study on personality and workplace behavior. If they agreed, we then
directly asked the supervisor to participate. If both agreed to participate, we gave them an employee and a supervisor
questionnaire booklet. The research assistants either gave the supervisor questionnaire booklet directly to the supervisor and
collected the response, or supervisors received a stamped return envelope. When the response was not personally collected
by a research assistant, we asked participants to return the questionnaire via mail using stamped return envelopes. Participants
had the option to provide their email addresses to receive a summary of the findings of the study via e-mail. No other rewards
were offered for participation in the study. We received envelopes from 128 employees and 125 supervisors, and 121
employee-supervisor dyads were complete. The employees (72 female, 45 male; 4 did not indicate their gender) in these
dyads were between 20 and 61 years of age (M = 34.36, SD = 11.14 years), worked M = 37.39 h per week on average (SD
= 10.07 h), and had been in their organizations for an average of M = 5.74 (SD = 9.60) years. Additionally, we asked the
participants to indicate their job with an open question and provide an overview of the job types in the Appendix. Supervisors
indicated that they had been working with their employees for on average of M = 4.02 (SD = 6.05) years. Most of the
supervisors reported that they had frequent interactions with their employees (n = 88 at least once a day; n = 28 at least once
a week).

4.1.2. Measures

4.1.2.1. Implicit motives



As in Study 1, we used the OMT to measure implicit motives. The responses were coded by three student assistants that
received extensive coder training. To analyze the rater agreement, the first author coded 20 of all OMTs for each student
assistant. Gwet’s AC; was 0.94 for Affiliation, 0.88 for Power, and 0.91 for Achievement for the first rater, 0.88 for
Affiliation, 0.94 for Power, and 0.91 for Achievement for the second rater, and 0.96 for Affiliation, 0.89 for Power, and 0.93
for Achievement for the third rater.

4.1.2.2. Personality

We measured the six HEXACO personality dimensions with the 100-item version of the HEXACO Personality
Inventory-Revised (Lee and Ashton, 2018, Moshagen et al., 2019). Participants responded using a 5-point Likert-type scale
ranging from (1) totally disagree to (5) totally agree. Internal consistency was estimated via Cronbach’s o and was 0.87,
0.87, 0.83, 0.83, 0.80, and 0.81, for Honesty-Humility, Emotionality, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and
Openness to Experience, respectively.

4.1.2.3. Counterproductive work behaviour

As in Study 1, CWB was measured using the scale by Bennett and Robinson (2000). However, in contrast to Study 1
where the employees self-reported on their CWB, in Study 2 the employees’ supervisors filled out the scale about the
employees’ CWB. Specifically, we asked the supervisors “to what extent do the following statements apply to the rated
person” and adapted the items grammatically so that they fit the supervisor rating (e.g., “The rated person acted rudely toward
someone at work™). In Study 2, Cronbach’s a of the scale was 0.92.

4.2. Results
4.2.1. Descriptive statistics and correlations

Descriptive information and intercorrelations for Study 2 are provided in Table 3. CWB correlated significantly and
negatively with the implicit Affiliation motive. Correlations between traits and motives were low. The mean for CWB was
low; however, the mean for self-reported CWB (Study 1) was higher than for supervisor-rated CWB (Study 2). This finding
is consistent with literature suggesting that supervisors may have less opportunity to observe employees engaging in CWB
(Berry et al., 2012).

Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of the variables in Study 2.

Mepstare M 50 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B ]
1. Honesty - humilily 366 .53

2. Emotionality 122 56 s

3. Extraversion 3.74 06 01z 0.06

4, Agreeableness 295 0.50 037" 007 011

5. Conscientionsness 370 045 o5 o7 6 o1z

6. (hpeniness 335 055 027" n.o7 016 o1z 006

7. Afiliation iz 009 000 000 002 il 006 000

. Power 027 012 0,06 0.00 oS 0.05 0is 0.4 07

9, Achievement ni4 0na ooz oo L 04 s o 06 024"

10, CWE 133 042 i) it} iTirl 012 iTir] 004 018* 014 013

Node, Study 22 N = 121, M amd 50 are used ©o represent mean and Stamdand deviation, respectively, OWE = Counterproductive Work Beluavior,
T p .05
T op e,

4.2.2. Multiple regression analyses

We analyzed the data from Study 2 using the same strategy as in Study 1. Table 2 (lower part) shows the multiple
regression analyses testing our hypotheses for Study 2. We found no support for Hypothesis 1. For Hypothesis 2, the analyses
showed that the personality only model (Model 1; R2 = 0.02)—a small effect size—explained less variance than the implicit
motives only model (Model 2; R2 = 0.08), which showed a small to medium effect size (Cohen, 1988). When implicit
motives were added to the personality model, explained variance increased significantly (Model 3; R2 = 0.11; F(114) = 3.75;
p = .01). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was also supported in Study 2. Testing Hypothesis 3, the implicit Affiliation motive was a
significant predictor of CWB in Model 2 (8 = —0.19; t = —2.05; p = .04) and Model 3 (8 = —0.19; t = —2.16; p = .02),
supporting Hypothesis 3. For Hypothesis 4, we found that Power was a significant predictor for CWB in Model 2 (3 =—0.20;
t=-2.21; p =.03) and Model 3 (B =—-0.22; t = —2.29; p = .02), thus supporting Hypothesis 4 (which was not supported in
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Study 1). Results for Hypothesis 5 again showed no relationship between Achievement and CWB in both Model 1 (B =
—0.15;t=-1.60; p=.11) and Model 2 (B =-0.16; t =—1.74; p = .09).

5. Supplemental analysis

In the first supplemental analysis, we studied personalized Power and CWB. Compared to socialized implicit Power,
personalized implicit Power may have a different relationship with CWB. People high in personalized implicit Power
typically show profligate and impulsive behavior (Hofer et al., 2010, Winter, 1973, 2016), and personalized implicit Power
is positively related to antisocial outcomes (Magee & Langner, 2008). The OMT also measures personalized Power—
however, less detailed (only one coding category, dominance) compared to socialized Power, and the response frequency is
typically lower compared to socialized Power. Correspondingly, psychometric research provided strong support for construct
validity and reliability of socialized Power (Runge, Lang, Chasiotis, & Hofer, 2019, 2016), but not for personalized Power.
Nevertheless, we exploratively analyzed whether personalized Power measured with the OMT predicts CWB. Employees
high in personalized implicit Power may experience some CWB as rewarding and useful to attain their goals. For instance,
slandering to harm a competitor for a promotion may come with positive emotions for employees high in personalized
implicit Power. One might therefore expect a positive relationship between personalized implicit Power motivation and
CWB. We included personalized Power as additional predictor in Model 3 and found no support for any relation between
this construct and CWB in Study 1 (8 = 0.01; t =0.12; p =.90), nor in Study 2 (8 =0.02; t = 0.61; p = .54).

In our second supplemental analysis, we studied potential interactions between traits and motives. Researchers have
repeatedly argued that—although theoretically distinct—implicit motives and traits may interact and complement each other
(Lang et al., 2012, Winter et al., 1998). The underlying idea is that explicit traits may provide habits or traits that may
enable—or challenge—implicit motives to influence behavior. For the present study, we developed hypotheses suggesting
main effects of implicit motives on CWB based on the idea that employees chose behavior that feels rewarding. However,
channeling effects may also be relevant for CWB. For instance, the effects of implicit measures of aggression on CWB may
be shaped by explicit aggression (Bing et al., 2007, Uhlmann et al., 2012). In analogy to earlier work on channeling and
implicit motives (Lang et al., 2012, Winter et al., 1998), we therefore exploratively tested channeling effects of Extraversion
on the implicit Power/CWB and the implicit Affiliation/CWB links. Extraversion is a personality trait that is typically most
closely linked to interpersonal relationships and is thus likely to channel effects of social implicit motives. To test these
ideas, we added interaction terms between implicit Affiliation motive and Extraversion, and between implicit Power motive
and Extraversion to Model 3. Results provided no evidence for an implicit Affiliation/Extraversion channeling effect, Study
1: =0.09, t(2 5 3) = 1.56; Study 2: B =-0.08, t(2 5 3) = —0.79, nor a Power/Extraversion channeling effect, Study 1: § =
—0.06, t(2 5 3) = —1.10; Study 2: B =-0.09, t(2 5 3) = 0.98. A possible explanation is that employees high in the implicit
Affiliation or Power motive disengage from CWB and that this main effect makes it difficult to find interaction effects.

6. Discussion

The general aim of this study was to advance the literature on CWB by considering implicit motives in addition to traits
as a key albeit unexplored antecedent. We specifically investigated whether the implicit Affiliation, Achievement, or Power
motives predict CWB in addition to traits in two studies with broad occupational samples measuring CWB with self-ratings
in the first study and supervisor ratings in the second study. Across the studies, we found that some implicit motives predict
CWB in addition to explicit traits. More specifically, we found that employees high in the implicit Affiliation motive showed
less CWB in both studies, and that employees high in the implicit Power motive showed less CWB in the second study.

6.1. Implications

Previous studies on other work-related outcomes found that implicit motives predict career success (Spangler, 1992,
Winter et al., 1998), entrepreneurial success (Rauch and Frese, 2007, Wainer and Rubin, 1969), income (Apers et al., 2018),
and task and contextual performance in interaction with traits (Lang et al., 2012). Thus far, most research on the prediction
of CWB has focused on explicit traits (Hershcovis et al., 2007, Salgado, 2002, Zettler, 2017). The two studies in this paper
found that implicit motives may also play a role in predicting CWB. This finding is in line with arguments (Winter et al.,
1998) that implicit motives—in the tradition of Murray, 1938, McClelland, 1984—may be an important personality
characteristic next to traits in the tradition of Allport (1931). These findings complement previous research on individual
difference variables on CWB by also considering implicit motives. Therefore, conclusions regarding the role of personality
in CWB may need to be extended. In a broader context, this study contributes to a stream of literature using implicit measures
to predict CWB, such as the conditional reasoning test (Bing et al., 2007, James and LeBreton, 2012).

In this study, we found evidence that the implicit Affiliation and Power motives may buffer CWB, based on the idea
that people high in one of those motives do not show CWB because it is associated with disincentives and thwarts successful
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motive striving. A key difference between traits and motives is that they predict different types of behavior (McClelland et
al., 1989). Traits typically describe respondent behavior in response to known stimuli and immediate choices, such as CWB
in response to an open provocation or as a planned act (Spector, 2011). Implicit motives, by contrast, typically predict operant
behavior with activity stimuli that are generated spontaneously (Spangler, 1992). Based on the idea that traits and motives
predict different behavior as well as the findings in this study, one could conclude that CWB occurs not only in response to
clear social stimuli but may also happen in unclear, unplanned, and unstructured situations—so that this (kind of) CWB is
predicted by implicit motives rather than traits. For instance, CWB like gossiping might occur not exclusively as a planned
and targeted act or in response to an explicit provocation, but also without a clearly visible reason. We found that both
implicit motives and explicit traits predict CWB when the other was considered. A possible interpretation may be that explicit
traits and implicit motives indeed predicted operant and respondent CWB, respectively. This interpretation is, however,
speculative because we did not distinguish between operant and respondent CWB. Future research may consider
distinguishing between operant and respondent CWB.

We found in both studies, with self- and supervisor-rated CWB, that the implicit Affiliation motive buffers CWB. This
finding is supportive of theoretical ideas and qualitative findings that social motives and interpersonal interaction can play
an important role at work (Wrzesniewski, Dutton, & Debebe, 2003). It is also in line with previous research studying CWB
and traits that are important in social situations. Specifically, researchers found evidence that Agreeableness and Emotional
Stability predict CWB (Berry et al., 2007, Hershcovis et al., 2007), and we replicated these findings for Agreeableness in the
first study. Both traits are conceptually linked to the Affiliation motive (Barrick et al., 2013). We conclude that both
theoretical ideas and empirical studies support the notion that employees who strive for Affiliation goals are typically not
harming coworkers or the organization they work in.

We did not find any relationship between the implicit Achievement motivation and CWB. The implicit Achievement
motive has no social focus and does not require the presence of others or the organization, in contrast to the implicit
Affiliation and Power motives. Research has shown that a major situational predictor of CWB is rooted in interpersonal
conflicts, as well as perceptions of organizational and interpersonal injustice (Berry et al., 2007, Hershcovis et al., 2007). As
the interpersonal context is less important for the implicit Achievement motive, it seems plausible that we did not find any
relationship with CWB.

In the first supplemental analysis, we found no support for the link between personalized implicit Power motive and
CWB. A potential explanation is that the OMT has no special focus on personalized Power. Because there are strong
theoretical considerations for this link (Winter, 1973, Winter, 2016, Zurbriggen, 2000), future research should study the link
between CWB and personalized implicit Power motive with an improved measure of the personalized implicit Power motive.
A potential approach may be to develop a specialized motive test similar to the Heckhausen measure (Heckhausen, Schmalt,
& Schneider, 1985) that focusses on differentiating facets of the implicit Achievement motive. For a specialized need for
Power measure, one would first need to develop a differentiated coding scheme including various ways of how personalized
Power could be expressed in stories. In a second step, one would need to develop a picture set including more pictures with
personalized Power themes to increase the response frequency.

A practical implication of our study is that implicit motives may be useful in personnel and selection contexts. A
potential advantage of implicit motive measures is that they may prove more difficult to fake in comparison to Likert-scale
questionnaires. A potential challenge is that scoring implicit motives is a time-intensive procedure, especially in large scale
screenings for selection purposes. Researchers are, however, working on solutions to reduce the resources needed to score
implicit motives. One approach develops scoring algorithms using existing data to realize machine-based scoring
(Schultheiss, 2013, Spangler et al., 2019). Another recently suggested approach—the Motive Self-Categorization test—
showed that respondents can indicate their motives in the stories they write and the scores showed convergent validity with
expert scorings (Runge & Lang, 2019). These two different approaches show promising alternatives to time-consuming
expert coders that may allow implicit motives to be measured also in applied contexts in the future.

6.2. Limitations

As a first limitation, both of our studies used cross-sectional research designs. Accordingly, it is not possible to infer
causality. Future research should thus also explore the effects of implicit motives on CWB over time. Another potential
limitation of the investigation is that Study 1 used only self-reports of CWB and thus a cross-sectional self-report design
overall. However, we replicated and extended the findings in Study 2 using supervisor-ratings of CWB.

Surprisingly, we did not observe any relation between one of the six HEXACO dimensions and CWB in Study 2.
Indeed, a recent meta-analysis (Pletzer et al., 2019) found substantial (>|0.20|) sample-size weighted mean observed
correlations between workplace deviance (which can be considered as CWB) and both HEXACO Honesty-Humility (r =

12



—0.39) and Conscientiousness (r = —0.33; for similar meta-analytic findings, see Zettler et al., 2020). At the same time, most
of the correlations among the HEXACO dimensions found in Study 2 are very much in line with the correlations found in a
recent meta-analysis on the HEXACO-PI-R (Moshagen et al., 2019). So, one potential explanation is the use of two different
rating sources in Study 2, namely, self-ratings for the HEXACO traits and supervisor-ratings for CWB. Indeed, Pletzer et al.
(2019) reported that they did not find any study linking the HEXACO traits to other-ratings—Iet alone supervisor-ratings—
of workplace deviance, so there are no findings to compare our results to. Further, Berry et al. (2012) reported substantial
differences in meta-analytic links between the Big Five traits and self- vs. other-rated CWB (again, note that other-rated did
not include supervisor ratings only). For instance, Big Five Emotional Stability was found to correlate with other-rated CWB
r = —0.05 in the meta-analysis by Berry et al. (2012), but -0.23 with self-rated CWB in the meta-analysis by Berry et al.
(2007), and Conscientiousness was found to correlate —0.18 with other-rated CWB (Berry et al., 2012), but —0.31 with self-
reported CWB (Berry et al., 2007). Researchers have frequently suggested that self-ratings of CWB may capture a broader
range of CWBs compared to supervisor ratings (e.g. Berry et al., 2012). A potential explanation of our findings could be that
supervisor ratings include less respondent and more operant CWBs and were thus related to motives—but not traits—in
Study 2. In contrast, self-ratings of CWB may include both operant and respondent behaviors which would explain that both
implicit motives and traits were related to CWB in Study 1. This explanation is relatively speculative, however, because we
did not differentiate between operant and respondent types of CWB. Overall, we believe that the reliance on two different
rating sources is a strength of Study 2, but we nonetheless emphasize that future research looking at the links between the
HEXACO dimensions and CWB across rating sources is needed.

The samples in both studies were from broad occupational backgrounds. It is unclear to what extent the observed effects
can be generalized to a subsample with more specific jobs. Future research should study whether job contexts may influence
the links between motives and CWB. For instance, in jobs with few social interactions, it seems plausible that the effect of
the implicit Affiliation motive on CWB may be weaker.

6.3. Conclusion

Studying and understanding the antecedents of CWB is important because CWB can be costly for organizations (Marcus
etal., 2016). One line of research has therefore studied individual difference variables as predictors of CWB (Salgado, 2002,
Spector, 2011, Zettler, 2017). The present study contributes to this literature by examining the effects of the implicit
Affiliation, Achievement, and Power motives on CWB. Overall, our findings support the idea that implicit motives predict
CWB in addition to personality traits. In conclusion, we suggest that it may be beneficial for researchers studying CWB to
consider implicit motives and more specifically the implicit Affiliation and the implicit Power motive.
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revisions. J. M. Runge and J.W.B. Lang performed the data analysis and interpretation with input from F. Lievens. J.W.B.
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Appendix.

Job description Study 1 Study 2
Physicians and nurses 29 13
Clerks 45 25
Human resource management 5
Social workers 5
Engineers or technicians 20 13
Managers 7 3
Sales 18 4
Business consultants 7 5
Personnel training 6 2
College teachers or instructors 9 2
Banking and financial 7 2
Dentist/support personnel 4 1
Pharmacist 5 4
Optician 21 1
School or kindergarten teacher 37 1
Lawyers 2
Carpenter 1
Public administration 15
Tax accountants 4
Level in the organizational hierarchy 13 21
Not filled out 10
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