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ABSTRACT

This article reports on the development of a concept of personal initiative
(PI). Personal initiative is a work behavior defined as self-starting and
proactive that overcomes barriers to achieve a goal. It is argued that
Sfuture workplaces will require people to show more PI than before, and
that current concepts of performance and organizational behavior are
more reactive than desirable. The facets of PI are developed along the
lines of goals, information collection, plans, and feedback. Personal
initiative enables people to deal with job difficulties more actively, for
example, with stressors, unemployment, career changes, or becoming an
entrepreneur. High PI changes the work situation of employees and relates
to success as an entrepreneur. Personal initiative is seen to sharpen and
partly modify the concepts of reciprocal determinism, organizational
citizenship behavior, innovation, entrepreneurship, work performance,
intrinsic motivation, and self-regulation.
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George Bernard Shaw (Mrs Warren’s Profession, 1893): “People are always blaming their
circumstances for what they are. I don’t believe in circumstances. The people who get on
in this world are the people who get up and look for the circumstances they want, and, if
they can’t find them, make them.”

“There are three types of people in the world: those who make things happen, those who
watch things happen, and those who wonder what happened” (Mary Kay Ash, 1995,
p. 151).

Personal initiative (PI) is work behavior characterized by its self-starting
nature, its proactive approach, and by being persistent in overcoming
difficulties that arise in the pursuit of a goal (see Frese, Kring, Soose & Zempel,
1996; Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng & Tag, 1997). One consequence of such an
active approach is that the environment is changed (if ever so slightly). This
distinguishes it from a passive approach characterized by the following
features: doing what one is told to do, giving up in the face of difficulties, not
developing plans to deal with future difficulties, and reacting to environmental
demands. We shall discuss the concept in more detail below.

In presenting our concept of active performance, we argue that work and
organizational psychology has often emphasized a reactive concept of
performance. Traditionally, the employee has often been viewed as somebody
to be socialized into the job and into the company culture (“broken in,” Van
Maanen, 1976). The task has to be analyzed so that the person can be matched
to it (as in selection and training). The task is taken as the starting point that is
adopted by the employee, and good performance means that the employee does
the task as prescribed. Work characteristics (e.g. those suggested by Hackman
& Oldham (1975): autonomy, feedback, task significance, task identity, skill
variety) tend to be conceptualized as organizational givens to which the person
adjusts. Feedback is provided by the organization and the tasks and is not
developed by the individual. Goals are set by the organization or the supervisor
and not by the employee. From this perspective, training has to ensure that the
employees know what they have to do. Surprisingly, even a concept that goes
beyond role requirements, such as Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB),
is in many ways reactive — as we shall show below.

In contrast, more and more research and theories are arguing in favor of an
active employee. Concepts such as PI (Frese et al., 1996, 1997), voice (Van
Dyne & LePine, 1998), taking charge (Morrison & Phelps, 1999), role breadth
self-efficacy (Parker, 1998, 2000), active feedback seeking (Ashford & Tsui,
1991; Ashford & Black, 1996; Morrison, 1993b), redefinition of work (Hacker,
1998; Hackman, 1970), and reciprocal causation (Kohn & Schooler, 1978) are
all examples of active performance concepts. We argue that these concepts
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represent a new and different approach to organizational behavior and
performance.

As is often the case in applied psychology, we developed the concept of PI
at first in response to a particular societal problem; in our case, we wanted to
understand a phenomenon observed in eastern Germany after unification with
the west. The first western managers who started to operate in the east
complained about a lack of initiative. In the socialist East German Democratic
Republic, people were given a job directly after school, and, usually, they were
expected to stay with the same company and often even the same job for life.
Before unification, people were in no way responsible for finding a job,
keeping it, or introducing changes to it. After unification, all this changed — in
addition to the introduction of new technologies, management styles, and so
forth. One of our first research goals was to find out whether the managers were
right about the lack of initiative in the East and, if so, why. Indeed, we found
that PI was lower in eastern compared with western Germany, and one
contributing factor was the higher degree of control and complexity of western
jobs (Frese et al., 1996).

However, when we went on to perform a large-scale longitudinal study in
eastern Germany, we began to realize that the issue of PI was not just an eastern
German phenomenon but a rather general problem: All societies that foster
change and require employees to be active must be interested in this concept.
Moreover, many managers argue nowadays that they need active participants at
work rather than passive implementers of orders from above (and we shall give
additional reasons to support this viewpoint). Thus, it turned out that eastern
Germany was something like an extreme case for the changes required and
implemented, which reinforced the importance of PI in dealing with changes at
work in general and in all societies (Fay & Frese, 2000b).

This chapter starts with a brief sketch of the traditional performance concept.
We shall argue that the contemporary changes to the work place call for an
active performance concept. We shall attempt to provide a general concept and
model of PI and active performance from an action theory perspective. After
this, we shall discuss concepts that are similar to active performance, such as
organizational citizenship behavior and intrinsic motivation. We conclude by
discussing some limitations of our PI concept.

The Traditional Non-active Performance Concept

No scientist would argue explicitly in favor of a nonactive performance
concept. As a matter of fact, most assume that performance requires some sort
of active orientation. Nonetheless, we think that some implicit assumptions
have made performance concepts less active than they should be. Most
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traditional performance concepts emphasize the reactive and non-changing
aspects of performance more than the active and initiating aspects. Two
assumptions are often found: first, that the pathway from an outside task to the
acceptance of the task is direct and not problematic. As we shall point out
below, we believe that a “redefinition” process takes place that may modify
what the employee perceives to be his or her task. This modified task may well
differ from the task assigned. A full performance concept needs to take this
“redefinition” into account. The second assumption is that the influence of the
employee on the work situation is minimal, and that the work situation is not
modified appreciably by the employee’s actions.

Most traditional performance concepts assume that an outside task or goal is
given, and that this goal or task is simply taken over (see, for a similar
argument, Staw & Boettger, 1990). Performance is then measured in terms of
how far the employee actually has achieved the goal or the task. For example,
most performance factors discussed by Campbell, McCloy, Oppler and Sager
(1993) take the task as a given. The goal is also assumed to be a given in goal
setting research (Locke & Latham, 1990)." Such research, often conceives the
person as a “mirror” of the task or goal description. Usually, the experimental
procedure ensures that the person interprets the external task in exactly the
same way as the experimenter or supervisor assigning the goal. However, this
is not the case in most work situations (except very restrictive ones). In
contrast, an active performance concept takes the perspective that people at
work can go beyond these assigned tasks, can develop their own goals, and can
self-start those goals. An active performance concept further assumes that
people are able to take a long-term perspective on their work that results, for
example, in attempts to solve problems that have not appeared yet.

Interestingly, passive concepts are also used for describing employees’
reactions to workplace changes. Currently, organizations are going through a
multitude of changes because of rapid technological development, a dynamic
environment, different organizational ideas, and a changing job concept (see
more on this below). Pulakos, Arad, Donovan and Plamondon (2000) talk about
the “adaptability” needed in modern corporate environments: “Workers need to
be increasingly adaptable, versatile, and tolerant of uncertainty to operate
effectively in these changing and varied environments” (p. 612). The concept of
adaptability implies that there is a structure (e.g. a job description) that one can
adapt to. However, the epochal changes in the job concept imply that there is
often little or no structure that one can adapt to. Therefore, uncertain situations
require an active approach to work that helps to identify the present tasks and
long-term needs of the organization.
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Other passive concepts can be found in the field of organizational
socialization. Traditional socialization approaches assume that an organization
is able to change a passive individual but that the individual is not able to
influence the workplace. This has led to the use of terms like “breaking in”
(Van Maanen, 1976) or “impacting on” (Frese, 1982). It is only recently that
research has begun to focus on the active participation of new employees in
their own socialization process. New employees have to make sense of
organizational information (and produce their own schemes of organizational
reality, see Weick, 1969), they actively go out to get information (Morrison,
1993a), and, sometimes, they may even attempt to gain feedback that might be
hurtful to their ego (Ashford & Tsui, 1991; Ashford & Black, 1996).

The assumptions of classical job socialization research are also shared by the
job design literature that typically assumes that work design produces changes
in the job incumbent. Although many job redesign efforts try to involve the job
incumbents in the decisions on redesigning the job, the assumption is that job
design produces changes that lead to changes in the individual worker’s
feelings or attitudes. In contrast, an active job performance model implies that
people can change their job conditions to a certain extent (see, also, Graen,
1976). One of the most important findings of our research on PI is that high-
initiative employees actually change the complexity of and control over their
workplaces even when they do not change jobs (Frese, Garst & Fay, 2000). The
tasks of a job are not fixed. Every job contains emergent elements (Hacker,
1986; Ilgen & Hollenbeck, 1991; Murphy & Jackson, 1999 talk about “role
expansion” and Farr & Ford, 1990 speak of “role innovation”). For example, if
a person develops an initiative to improve productivity, his or her job is
changed and control and complexity are increased. Work then becomes more
interesting and more controllable, and one is further encouraged to change it by
developing better work procedures (i.e. by exhibiting PI). Superiors may be
involved in this process. A secretary might have been hired originally as a
typist; if she or he takes over more and more tasks within the organization or
the group, the superior will rely on her or him, and in this way, the secretary’s
control and complexity increase.

In stress research as well, it is often assumed that stress at work impacts on
health and that the employee does not participate actively in this process.
Nearly all discussions on stress at work follow this approach, for example, the
influential Karasek model (Karasek, 1979), the Michigan model (Kahn &
Byosiere, 1992), or the model of Cooper and Marshall (1976). Little stress-at-
work research has attempted to check whether there was also an influence of
ill-health on stressors at work (Zapf, Dormann & Frese, 1996). Researchers
have shown hardly any interest in how people influence their work situation to
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make it more or less stressful, and they usually treat such influences as error
variance. On the other hand, much psychological stress research is based on the
coping concept that describes an active coping strategy (Lazarus & Folkman,
1984). Moreover, Gal and Lazarus (1975) have pointed out the positive
function of activities for dealing with stressful encounters; this applies not only
to threat-related activities but also to non-threat-related ones. Unfortunately, in
work psychology, Lazarus’ theory tends to be used more to emphasize the
importance of cognitions (e.g. Perrewe, 1999) for the stress process rather than
as a means of looking at the objective changes that people make in their work.

The Importance of Personal Initiative and an Active Performance Concept in
Tomorrow’s Jobs

We argue that tomorrow’s jobs will require a higher degree of PI than today’s
because of global competition, the faster rate of innovation, new production
concepts, and changes in the job concept (see also Ilgen & Pulakos, 1999).
Global competition will reign not only on the company level but also more and
more on the individual level as well. With better communication devices,
software developers in India now compete for work with software developers
in Holland or Switzerland. Employees and self-employed individuals, partic-
ularly in the highly paid western world, continuously have to take the initiative
to develop their knowledge and skills in order to remain competitive on the
world market. A faster rate of innovation implies that creative ideas have to be
implemented quickly: Implementation requires PI both in those who have
creative ideas as well as in the employees who convert creative ideas into
concrete products. Additionally, companies that tap into the creative potential
of their employees will benefit in the competition for opportunity shares
(Hamel & Prahalad, 1994). New production concepts have increased responsi-
bility for production, service, and quality issues (Murphy & Jackson, 1999;
Wall & Jackson, 1995). This implies that employees have to make decisions on
their own, and they have to follow through on these decisions. In short, they
have to show initiative. The just-in-time approach is one example: Rather than
products being pushed onto the market to find their customers, products are
pulled in by orders from the customer; buffers that prevent breakdowns in case
of problems are removed. This implies that poor coordination may lead to a full
breakdown in production. As a result, coordination has to take place on the
lowest organizational level. Therefore, employees have to be aware of what is
happening before and after their own areas of production (or service), and the
success of this system depends on people taking initiative when they sense that
things are not working out well. Finally, there have been changes in the job
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concept (Bridges, 1995). Temporary work is on the increase, whereas job
security is in decline. People are assigned to projects and not to jobs. For
example, Microsoft has no regular working hours, people are accountable to
their project team, which is, in turn, accountable to the larger project. When a
project ends, employees move on to another project (Bridges, 1995). When
employees are working outside a rigid structure, they have to motivate
themselves and they have to rely on their own decisions, which, once again,
emphasizes the role of PI.

All of the above-mentioned trends increase the importance of PI. In many
respects, individual responsibilities are increased. To be able to keep pace with
changing requirements in knowledge and skills, people have to develop them
actively. The change in the job concept makes it necessary for people to
actively engage in continuous participation on the labor (or better, project)
market. Jobs will be created only when a large number of members in a given
society show PL

THE CONCEPT OF PERSONAL INITIATIVE AND
ACTIVE PERFORMANCE

Three Aspects of Personal Initiative: Self-Starting, Pro-Active, and Persisting

Showing PI means to be self-starting, proactive, and persistent. Note that we
think of PI as behavior. People exhibit a class of behaviors that we call personal
initiative. We shall address the issue of personality below. At present, it is
sufficient to conceive our use of PI as active behavior.

Self-starting implies that a person does something without being told,
without getting an explicit instruction, or without an explicit role requirement.
Thus, PI is the pursuit of self-set goals in contrast to assigned goals. An
example is a blue-collar worker who attempts to fix a broken machine even
though this is not part of his or her job description. Frequently, initiative deals
with subproblems of an assigned task or with issues that are not obviously
related to the task. It may be useful to discuss briefly the conceptual issues for
high- and low-level jobs.

Initiative in high-level jobs is difficult to define, because high-level managers
are often required to show initiative as an external task; in this case, PI seems
to be part of the job description. Can we still speak of self-starting, if the chief
executive officer who initiates both process and product innovation is really
“doing his or her job”? “To take the initiative” is a highly abstract task
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requirement, because it does not really structure the activities by the manager.
Initiative can be shown in dealing with subtasks and in doing subtasks that are
not obvious to the job. Therefore, the chief executive may, indeed, show PI if
he or she self-starts to change the strategy of his or her firm. Of course, this can
only be viewed as PI, if the chief executive does not just follow the example of
many other chief executives.

In low-level jobs, PI is usually not prescribed as an external task. For
example, PI on the assembly line is often unwelcome because an assembly line
is based on standardization and PI always implies some degree of non-
standardization of actions. Furthermore, there is little worker autonomy and
control and, therefore, little room for PI. Again, one resolution is to look at the
subtasks. There is room for blue-collar workers on the assembly line to think
of and suggest quality improvement measures (although they are not allowed
to implement them immediately themselves). Similarly, they may perform
additional checks on the quality of prior work, and this may well have positive
effects. For example, in one study, we observed that the task of drilling a hole
in an automobile could damage cables located below the drilling surface. In
such a case, the worker may think of the danger of drilling too far and tell
others about it. This is part of PI.

Taking initiative requires self-setting a goal. This goal can be based on a
personally developed idea, but we also consider that someone is showing PI
when they take charge of an idea or a project that is known but has not been
put into action in this context before. Thus, PI often requires that somebody
takes charge of an idea that has been around for a while. It can be shown with
regard to big and small issues alike. For example, a secretary who buys mineral
water for a guest speaker shows initiative, even if this is a small matter.
Personal initiative is also shown by the blue-collar worker who presents a
suggestion that helps a company reduce its production costs by half a million
dollars.

Proactivity means to have a long-term focus and not to wait until one must
respond to a demand. The long-term focus on work enables the individual to
consider things to come (new demands, new or reoccurring problems, emerging
opportunities) and to do something proactively about them. Thus, problems and
opportunities are anticipated, and the person prepares to deal with them
immediately.

Imagine, for example, a secretary in a university department who books
travel tickets for her boss. Her formal task is to phone the travel agency with
which the university has negotiated discounts. Perhaps she is not satisfied with
the service and finds the discount unattractive. She decides to find out whether
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she can get a better deal somewhere else. She phones different agencies, checks
options on the Internet, negotiates, and finally comes up with a better agency.
This secretary has taken initiative: She self-started an activity, because she went
beyond the job’s formal requirements. She acted in a proactive manner, because
she anticipated having to take care of travel arrangements in the future and that
service and prices will not improve by themselves. This example also illustrates
that PI leads to changes in the environment.

When taking initiative, persistence is usually necessary to reach one’s goal.
Generally, PI implies that something is changed: A process, a procedure, or a
task is added or modified. Changes usually do not work out perfectly from the
very beginning; they often involve setbacks and failure. People affected by the
changes may not like having to adapt to something new and being forced to
abandon their routines. This requires persistence from the person taking
initiative in order to get past technical barriers and to overcome other people’s
resistance and inertia. Sometimes, persistence also has to be shown toward
supervisors who do not like their subordinates going beyond the boundaries of
their jobs.

The three aspects of PI — self-starting, proactive, and overcoming barriers —
reinforce each other. A proactive stance leads to the development of self-started
goals, because a proactive orientation toward the future makes it more likely to
develop goals that go beyond what one is expected to do. Self-started goals lead
to the need to overcome barriers because of the changes inherent in their
implementation. Overcoming barriers also leads to self-starting goals, because
unusual solutions often require a self-start. Finally, self-starting implies that
one looks at potential future issues, and, therefore, there is a higher degree of
proactivity. Thus, there is a tendency for these three aspects of PI to co-occur
(Frese et al., 1997).

PI in employees is not always welcomed by supervisors or colleagues. Often
high-PI people are perceived by their environment as being tiring and
strenuous. Every initiative “rocks the boat” and makes changes. Since people
tend not to like changes, they often greet initiatives with skepticism, as the
literature on organizational change has shown (e.g. Begley, 1998). Supervisors
may even think of high-PI employees as being rebellious. They do not accept
suggestions or orders by their supervisor without asking why; they are also less
likely to do things one way just because that is the way they have always been
done in the past. In short, many supervisors may actually think of high-P1
people as a “pain in the butt.” In the short run, initiatives are not always
appreciated, although in the long run, they are crucial for organizational health
and survival.



142 . MICHAEL FRESE AND DORIS FAY
Self-Starting Behavior in the Context of Organizational Goals and Tasks

At work, people are usually confronted with tasks embedded in an org-
anizational structure. How do they generate self-starting goals? We propose
that PI is the result of a deeper analysis of these tasks. Imagine a European
white-collar worker who learns that the company he works for is about to be
taken over by an American organization. He anticipates that it will be useful to
have a solid knowledge of English in the future. He convinces his colleagues
that learning English will be a worthwhile investment and organizes
professional English teaching for all of them. Additionally he persuades the
supervisor that part of this English course could be done during company time.
This is an example of initiative taking: The person does not respond to an
immediate demand but to a future one. Therefore, the PI is based on a self-set
goal. Thus, a deeper and long-term task analysis makes it possible to see
implications for one’s future tasks, and the employee can proactively develop
knowledge and skills to deal with future task demands.

One could argue that this example does not display self-starting behavior in
the true sense of the word. After all, the example implies a response to future
task demands. A similar problem for the concept of self-starting emerges, for
example, in higher managers and entrepreneurs who have the task of
anticipating future challenges, opportunities, and threats and acting accordingly
(pro-actively).

These conceptual problems have led us to sharpen the meaning of self-
starting: Something is self-starting if there is a large psychological distance
between the path taken as part of PI and the “normal” or obvious path. If
something is obviously going to happen in the future, it does not take any
mental work to recognize it; therefore, the psychological distance from
immediately taking the appropriate steps is small. However, if something is not
obvious, a high degree of mental anticipation is necessary, and, therefore, the
psychological distance is large. If a high-ranking manager takes up an
innovation that is “in the air,” that other managers also talk about, and that has
been discussed in professional magazines for some time, it is not personal
initiative. In this case, the psychological distance is small. Personal initiative is
being shown when the high-ranking manager takes an approach that is unusual,
at least, for the industry concerned (see Fay & Frese, 2000c). This makes our
concept of self-starting context-specific: Two behaviors in different contexts
may be conceptualized differently. For example, the African entrepreneur who
develops a total quality management program may be self-starting (given what
is normal in his or her context), whereas the same idea implemented by an
American entrepreneur will not usually be counted as self-starting.
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It is sometimes easier to describe the other pole of PI: non-self-starting
behavior. If a task is prescribed in detail, and the person follows the
prescription, there is no self-starting behavior. Often consultants have the role
of prescribing the tasks for managers in detail. Following a consultant’s advice
is the opposite of P, particularly if the consultant coaches the manager through
the process of implementing an idea. The more a job incumbent deviates from
prescriptions or the less clear the prescriptions are, the more he or she is able
to show PI.

Facets of Personal Initiative

Table 1 provides a general concept of active performance from an action theory
perspective (Frese & Zapf, 1994; Hacker, 1998; Kozulin, 1986). Our discussion
is based on two aspects of action theory (which cannot be explained in detail
because of lack of space): the notion that humans are active by their very nature
(see Frese & Zapf, 1994) and the concept of action sequence (Dorner &
Schaub, 1994; Frese & Zapf, 1994; Miller, Galanter & Pribram, 1960) that we
use to develop the facets of PI (as presented in Table 1). An action sequence
consists of goal development, collecting information and prognosis,” plan
development and execution, monitoring of the execution of a plan, and
feedback. Once a goal is established, a person looks for information and, when
dealing with dynamic systems, makes some kind of prognosis of future states.
The information is used to develop plans that are then executed. During plan
execution, an action is monitored. The person gathers feedback that is used to
adjust his or her actions. This sounds like a logical sequence in which an action
unfolds. However, we do not assume that this sequence is immutable; for
example, people may jump from a goal directly to planning and then go back
to get more information. Moreover, there are circular processes in the flow of
actions. This means, for example, that a person may re-decide on a goal after
having started the action, or a certain plan may change one’s goals, and so
forth.

The sequence is described on the left-hand side of Table 1. For each part of
this action sequence, the three aspects of PI are displayed in three columns:
self-starting, proactive, and overcoming barriers. The first column — self-
starting — implies that goals, information collection, planning, and feedback
processes are active. The second column — proactive — implies that each step of
the action sequence relates to dealing with future problems and opportunities.
The third column — overcoming barriers — implies that goals, information
collection, plans, and feedback are protected against interference.
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We shall use the following example to explain each facet: The employees of
a small company have discussed the company’s web-site several times. Every
time they discuss this issue, they notice that there are problems with their
homepage, but whenever they modify it subsequently, this seems to fix the
problems only superficially. After the fifth discussion, one person decides that
further discussion is futile, that she will take it upon herself to propose a better
web solution, and to take responsibility for its implementation.

The Self-Starting Facets
The first column - self-starting — implies that goals, information collection,
planning, and feedback processes are active.

Goals. Actions are goal-oriented and guided by goals. At work, goals are
determined by the tasks required. There is a translation process from the
organizational task descriptions into goals — the redefinition process (Hacker,
1998; Hackman, 1970). In our example, the employee decided that, as a
company member, she needed to do something to improve the web image of
her company. Thus, she developed a task for herself that was not part of her job
description but that was useful because it advances the market chances of the
company.

The redefinition process makes it possible to define extra-role goals; that is,
goals requiring a self-starting approach and thus PI. The redefinition process is
the starting point for PI. We assume that in every job, it is possible to add on
or to revise goals in the process of redefinition (see Staw & Boettger, 1990).
This is true even for assembly line work. Quality issues, thinking about new
ideas on how to do the work, discussing problems with materials or parts used
as input into the assembly line and their quality with colleagues — all these
factors are part of the redefinition of tasks even on an assembly line.

An active redefinition implies that there is a psychological distance between
“normal” (expected, prescribed, assigned, conventional) goals and the goals
taken by this person. For example, a professor may be expected to stay active
in the field and to write a research proposal now and then. Active redefinitions
of such goals would imply, for example, that a professor wants to improve and
develop his or her field and make substantial research contributions. Often such
redefinitions mean that an employee adds substantial quality standards to
required goals and tasks.

The redefinition concept overlaps to a certain extent with Ilgen and
Hollenbeck’s (1991) differentiation between jobs and roles. In their terminol-
ogy, jobs are developed by the organization; they are static, bureaucratic, and
objective. In contrast, roles are expectations of a set of behaviors. “. . . roles
exist in the minds of people. In all work with roles, at least one of those persons
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of concern regarding a role is the person who holds the role and acts out
behaviors as a holder of that role” (Ilgen & Hollenbeck, 1991, p. 169). Roles
pertain to “emergent elements,” and the job relates to “‘established elements” of
work. The differentiation between roles and jobs is similar to our approach,
except that we emphasize the individual job incumbent’s redefinition (which is
only one of the factors leading to emergent elements in Ilgen and Hollenbeck's,
1991, approach).

A goal may be a specific goal (“I want to write a letter”) or it may be a meta-
goal (“I always want to be on good terms with my colleagues”). A meta-goal
is a goal that regulates the setting of one’s goals (we define a meta-goal
similarly to a meta-cognition, see Frese, Stewart & Hannover, 1987; Weinert &
Kluwe, 1987). The most important meta-goals for PI are active meta-goals. We
assume that people differ on the dimension of active versus passive meta-goals.
An active meta-goal implies being active even when one does not gain rewards
from this activity; for example, a temporary worker might start to develop ideas
on improvements even though he or she is on the job for only a few days.
People with a meta-cognitive tendency toward active goals will show more PIL.

Information collection and prognosis. The next phase of the action sequence
in Table 1 is the information collection and prognosis phase (Dorner & Schaub,
1994). The employee who took it upon herself to improve the homepage of her
company examined various other sites, collected information on what can be
done, and actively scanned the best sites from other companies. Information
collection and prognosis implies that one gets to know the environment so that
one can act within it. Information collection and prognosis may be active or
reactive. An active information search scans the environment for potentially
important cues. Since action opportunities are often hidden and unobtrusive —
as any entrepreneur knows — self-started exploration makes it more likely to
find these opportunities. Some type of prognosis is necessary when the
environment is dynamic and changes without input from the actor (Domer,
1996). An active search is particularly important when the environment is not
transparent (e.g. a complex technical system, the economy of a country, or the
actions of other humans, Dérner, 1996).

One area in which an active search to get to know an environment has been
studied is human-computer interaction (e.g. Carroll, Mack, Lewis, Grisch-
kowsky & Robertson, 1985). Different people have different approaches when
confronted with a software environment: Some stick carefully to procedures
they know well; others explore freely and, thereby actively collect additional
information. Some computer users engage in active exploration even when the
experimenter specifically instructs against it. At the same time, active
exploration increases performance. In a software training study on learning
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how to use the statistics package SPSS-PC (Dormann & Frese, 1994), some
college students were instructed to use an approach that gave them little chance
to make an error because the experimenter provided a procedure for solving all
problems correctly. These participants were told not to deviate from this
procedure, so that they would only learn the “correct” one. Nonetheless, some
of them still explored the system in spite of these instructions. Results showed
that those who had explored performed significantly better than those who had
not. Reither and Stiudel (1985) have shown that participants working on a very
complex and dynamic computer simulation of a town (including the running of
the local firm) did better when they used a more active approach to get to know
the system and asked more questions, particularly more “why” questions.

Although active exploration of the environment has positive consequences,
people should not stay too long in the information collection and prognosis
phase. A frequent mistake is to stick with this phase and not advance to the
planning phase of an action because one is afraid of making mistakes. Kuhl’s
(1992) concept of state orientation describes the problems of people who tend
to defer actions in order to accumulate even more information. Pfeffer and
Sutton (2000) have described the same phenomenon for organizations. The
information collection and prognosis phase should not be too long and it should
exhibit a certain amount of experimentation vis-a-vis unknown situations
coupled with an active approach if errors occur (van der Linden, Sonnentag &
Frese, in press).

Plans. The third phase in Table 1 relates to planning. The company employee
in our example made a plan on how to develop a good homepage given the
resource constraints of her small company. Plans are bridges between thought
and action, and they specify the steps to achieve a goal (Miller, Galanter &
Pribram, 1960). They do not need to be well-developed (Miller et al., 1960).
They may consist of a few rudimentary ideas on how to achieve goals or they
may be elaborated blueprints of action. Self-starting implies that one has an
active plan in contrast to using standard procedures. An active plan goes
beyond the normal and “obvious” plan of action (again, the psychological
distance to the “normal” plan is important here). For example, the employee in
our example may develop her homepage in various languages and with a more
personal approach than was deemed necessary originally (obviously, the plan
must also be adapted to the environment in order to succeed).

There are, in principle, two types of active self-started plans: opportunistic
and well-developed plans. Opportunistic plans are based on active scanning of
the environment for opportunities; they do not involve long-term planning
(Hayes-Roth & Hayes-Roth, 1979). In contrast, active plans may also be well-
developed. As a matter of fact, we believe that a high degree of plan
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development usually implies an active approach. A well developed plan usually
requires one to consider long term future issues, it takes into consideration
potential problems and difficulties, and details are considered.

Analyses of research and development work have shown that the most
frequent choice is some combination of planning and opportunistic approaches.
This essentially means that bouts of planning are interspersed with opportunis-
tic procedures (Hacker, 1999; Sonnentag, 1998). High performers are more
prone to use this combination approach (Hacker, 1999; Sonnentag, 1998). In
our research, we categorized small-scale business owners’ action strategies into
complete planning, critical point planning, opportunistic, and reactive. A
complete plan is highly developed before it is put into action. Critical point
means that an important issue is planned out, whereas other issues are not
developed (Zempel, 1994). Complete planning and critical point planning
turned out to be the most successful strategies, whereas a reactive action
strategy related negatively to entrepreneurial success (Frese, 2000; Frese,
Krauss & Friedrich, 2001; Frese, van Gelderen & Ombach, 2000; van
Gelderen, Frese & Thurik, 2000). A reactive strategy implies that the
entrepreneur only reacts to external demands. It is impressive to see how a
psychological action characteristic relates so strongly to the economic success
of a business (with negative betas of around (0.30-0.40 between reactive
strategy and business success). An opportunistic strategy — a strategy that is
actively scanning the environment, but implies little planning — may be useful
under certain circumstances, for example, in informal and small companies that
have fewer resources for planning and less clout with which to influence their
environment.

Monitoring and feedback. The final phase of the action sequence is
monitoring of execution and feedback (Table 1). In this phase, self-starting
implies that a person develops his or her own checks and feedback. For
example, when developing new software, it is useful to develop checks and
feedback so that one can tell whether one is on the right track during the course
of programming. Active feedback seeking by new employees has also been
shown to relate to higher performance (Ashford & Black, 1996; Morrison,
1993a). The employee in our example would use an active feedback approach
by asking a lot of her acquaintances what they thought about the features of her
new homepage. She might also add the feature of asking potential viewers of
the homepage to e-mail their comments to her.

The Proactive Facets
The second column — proactive — implies that each step of the action sequence
is related to dealing with future problems and to taking advantage of



Personal Initiative: An Active Performance Concept for Work in the 21st Century 149

opportunities. Proactive goals imply that people take a long-term approach to
work. This is exemplified in the employee who wants to develop a homepage
that should remain useful for many years. If this person had only thought about
her work within the constraints of a few weeks (short-term approach), she
would have had no interest in taking on the task of designing a new homepage.’
Thinking about the future and thus knowing that the company’s long-term
future is contingent on having a good homepage, was one reason for her action.
A long-term orientation also produces better ideas on what to base PI than a
short-term orientation. Indeed, so-called superworkers — very good workers in
comparison to average workers — tend to have long-range goals and show more
active behaviors at work, for example, in the blue-collar sector (Frese & Zapf,
1994; Hacker, 1992). Superworkers can anticipate future problems and
opportunities, which are aspects of proactivity. The literature on economic
strategies argues forcefully that detecting future opportunities is the key to
business success (Hamel & Prahalad, 1994); and, indeed, those companies with
managers who scan the environment more actively are more successful (Daft,
Sormunen & Parks, 1988).

A long-range perspective also helps to look for information in order to
understand potential problem areas and opportunities. The proactive aspect of
information collection and prognosis is seen when a person deliberately
searches for problem areas and barriers and looks for alternative routes and
strategies before the problems appear. Similarly, information is collected in
order to know future opportunities. The employee working on her homepage is
thinking about future developments in the web and considering ways in which
the homepage can attract new clients. Superworkers prepare better for
eventualities and are, thus, better prepared when problems (or errors) occur.
This better preparation results in knowing how likely it is that errors will appear
and how long it takes to deal with them (Frese & Zapf, 1994; Hacker, 1992).

Proactivity with regard to plans implies that a person develops back-up plans
(Plan B), in case something goes wrong. This also applies to plans for dealing
with opportunities. The employee in our example developed a variety of back-
up plans should her first proposal fail to gain acceptance by the group or prove
to be too expensive to develop. Again, it is helpful to have a long-term
orientation when developing proactive plans and to think about the long-term
implications of such a plan.

Finally, proactive monitoring and feedback means that people develop pre-
signals. These are signals that tell the actor in time that problems (or
opportunities) will occur in the future. A proactive stance implies that pre-
signals for potential problems (and opportunities) are developed. The employee
developing a homepage programs a daily count of hits on this homepage to find
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out whether the homepage retains its attraction or becomes less popular.
Another example is a blue-collar worker who “hears the sound” that signals a
future machine problem that has not yet fully developed. This allows the
worker to be prepared for trouble or even to change the respective part before
it wears out. When barriers are anticipated from such pre-signals, they can be
detected and dealt with more quickly or even prevented.

The Overcoming-Barriers Facets

The third column - overcoming barriers — implies that goals, information
collection, plans, and feedback are protected against disturbances. Self-
regulatory emotional processes (Karoly, 1993) are involved when people are
confronted with barriers (see Table 1). People have to protect their goals. They
have to convince themselves that it is worth continuing with a certain self-
started action even when it is not immediately successful (e.g. the employee
developing the homepage finds out that her first ideas and plans were too
expensive). One prerequisite for continuing with a path of action in spite of
problems is a feeling of responsibility for the process and the outcome. If
people negate their responsibility by attributing it to others (“it was his fault
that we could not meet the deadline”), there is little impetus to overcome
barriers.

Information collection and prognosis can also be interrupted by negative
emotions as well as the complexity of the environment one is dealing with.
Protecting oneself from giving up one’s search activities in spite of complexity
and negative emotions is an important element for overcoming barriers in this
step of the action sequence. As a matter of fact, one frequent mistake is to halt
one’s search activity prematurely and stick to the first solution that comes to
mind (Dorner & Schaub, 1994) when familiarizing oneself thoroughly with a
complex situation seems to be too laborious.

Once plans are developed and put into effect, barriers on the path to success
must be overcome. Typically, these are barriers that block a plan of action.
Back-up plans help here because they are essentially contingency plans in case
a barrier should appear. Plans also need to be protected against disturbances.
Fascinating new data on expertise in the work setting show that one of the best
predictors of competence in software developers is the speed with which they
return to their plan of action after having been disturbed (Sonnentag, 1998). On
the other hand, it is useless to stick to a plan that is obviously not working.
Volpert (1974) argued that effective action is stable in goals and flexible in
plans. This implies that protecting plans is less important than protecting goals
during the flow of action.
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Overcoming barriers in the monitoring and feedback phase of the action
sequence is related to protecting the feedback search from difficulties that may
arise. A situation may be so complex that it is difficult to construct feedback
signals. Also, it may be hard to search for feedback because the situation lacks
transparency or questions are prohibited (e.g. in an authoritarian organization,
in which one must not appear to be too nosy).

Summary. So far we have argued that PI can be supported in every step of the
action sequence. At each step, one can be self-starting, which implies that one
does things that are difficult to do and go beyond what is typically done. The
psychological distance between what a person’s job is and what he or she is
doing in a self-started manner is the metric by which we determine how far a
certain action has been self-started. The issue of proactivity is dependent upon
a long-term focus and implies that future problems, difficulties, and
opportunities are anticipated and taken into account. The issue of overcoming
barriers is to protect the goals, information collection, plans, and feedback
search from being abandoned; in this case, protecting the goal is most
important.

Table 1 can also be used to explain the opposite of PI — reactive behavior.
Instead of self-starting, reactive behavior implies that a person does what he or
she is told and takes the conventional, routine, or typical approach. This means
that the person’s goals are determined by outside forces, that only easily
accessible information is collected, that the person follows the conventional or
routine approach, and that he or she waits until given feedback. Instead of being
proactive, reactive behavior does not anticipate future problems and opportuni-
ties but waits for them to happen and then reacts to them. Reactive behavior
also does not search for problems and opportunities, does not have back-up
plans, and does not develop pre-signals. Finally, reactive behavior tends to give
up when conventional or routine approaches to overcome barriers are not
readily available.

This overview shows that various facets of PI have been studied, although,
typically, only in isolation. The various facets represent different avenues to
personal initiative. Thus, the overall strength of PI is higher when more PI
facets are reflected in a person’s actions (self-starting, proactive, and
overcoming barriers in each of the phases of the action sequence).

Measurement of Personal Initiative
Although this is a theoretical paper, a brief description of the measurement of

PI should make it easier to understand the evidence accumulated on the
construct (see, for more detail, Fay & Frese, 2001). Because PI is
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conceptualized as concrete behavior, we have attempted to use behavioral
measures. Furthermore, we wanted to be able to apply it to all sectors of the
working population. We decided to measure PI within the framework of a
situational interview (Latham & Saari, 1984). The interview made it possible to
sample work behaviors in response to scenarios. In addition, we used a high
degree of probing to gain more precise and less socially desirable answers than
those from a questionnaire. We did not use supervisors’ ratings, because these
may be subject to negative bias as PI can be somewhat rebellious (as described
above).

We have not yet developed measures for all the facets discussed above, but
the major aspects have been measured in the following ways (Frese et al,,
1997): First, the self-starting nature of initiative at work was measured with
questions on past initiative at work, for example, whether in the last 2 years the
respondent had looked into some work problem and suggested solutions. If the
answer was affirmative, the interviewer probed further to ascertain whether the
reported action was self-starting (i.e. not part of the respondent’s job role or an
assignment). Second, to overcome the problems due to the retrospective nature
of this measure, we also measured current initiative in an area that is important
to nearly every job: education initiative. Again, we checked whether it was self-
started or demanded by the company, and whether the respondent showed
persistence in spite of setbacks and a long-term focus. Third, to measure
overcoming barriers, the interviewer presented some problems and the
respondent was asked to overcome them. For example, what would the
respondent do if a colleague continuously produced shoddy work that placed an
additional workload on the respondent. Whatever the respondent answered, the
interviewer insisted that this particular answer would not solve the problem
(thereby posing an additional barrier), and asked for additional ways of
overcoming it. The number of barriers overcome was counted. Note that this
measure is a performance measure even though it is used within an interview
setting. It is most probably related to creativity; and creative ways of dealing
with barriers are necessary for PI. However, it is also based on successfully
regulating the emotions that arise when barriers appear repeatedly. Helpless
people (the opposite of PI) give up quickly when barriers emerge. Fourth, to
measure how active people were when they overcame the barriers, the
interviewers rated whether they kept the initiative in their own hands or
delegated responsibility to somebody else (e.g. their supervisor). Fifth, a robust
and easy-to-use measure asked the interviewer to give an overall judgment on
the respondent’s PI.

The measures have been found to possess adequate inter-rater and scale
reliabilities and construct validity (see Fay & Frese, 2001; Frese et al., 1997).
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Because the various scales all form part of a general PI factor, they can be
aggregated to form one single scale. This aggregated measure correlated
significantly with both a peer measure (from respondents’ spouses) and a self-
report measure of PI (Frese et al., 1997).

Antecedents and Consequences of Personal Initiative

The general model of antecedents and consequences of PI is shown in Fig. 1.
The following points are important to understand this figure: First, Pl is usually
conceptualized as behavior (and not as a personality variable) both in our
studies and in studies examining “voice” or “taking charge” (the latter used a
peer rating of taking charge behavior). Second, the model differentiates
between proximal and distal causes (Kanfer, 1992). Personality along with
knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSA) are distal causes; orientations are
proximal causes (environmental supports are a mixture of distal and proximal
causes). Orientations are of medium specificity; they are more specific, more
action-oriented, and closer to the area of PI than the distal causes. In line with
Rotter, Chance and Phares (1972) as well as Fishbein and Ajzen (1974), the
proximal variables — orientations — should be more predictive of PI than the
distal, more general causes. Third, environmental support, KSA, and
personality variables influence orientations, which, in turn, influence PIL
Initiative exerts an influence on individual and organizational level perform-
ance. In the following, we shall go through the figure step by step, starting with
orientations because they take a central place in the model.

Orientations

In line with Fishbein and Ajzen (1974), Rotter (1972), and Bandura (1997), we
think that all person concepts can be differentiated along the dimension of
generality, and that the generality of the concept should fit the research
question. The term orientation signifies a concept of medium specificity. An
orientation is neither a highly specific attitude (e.g. toward one task) nor a
general personality trait. An intermediate level of specificity is required,
because all orientations in the model are supposed to predict PI directly and
proximally across a number of domains within the work setting. We use the
term orientation, because the concept of orientation (like an attitude) includes
affective, conative, and cognitive components (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993).

The orientations motivate PI, because they make the person believe that
showing PI is possible (why approach PI?) and that he or she can deal with
potential negative consequences (why not avoid PI?). Therefore, the orienta-
tions in the model depicted in Fig. 1 center around the concepts of
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control/mastery (motivators) and of dealing with potential negative effects of
personal initiative, mainly change, stress, and errors (being able to deal with
demotivators). In the following, we shall discuss the two aspects of
approaching PI and not avoiding PI separately.

Approaching PI requires the expectation of being in control of the situation
and of one’s actions and that one is motivated by control. This is captured by
the three orientations of control appraisals, self-efficacy, and control and
responsibility aspirations. Control beliefs can appear in two areas, namely, the
areas of control over outcomes and control over one’s actions. Control
appraisal is related to believing that one is able to influence decisions at work
and, thereby, to have an impact on outcomes at work (Folkman, 1984). For
example, if a person is able to influence the decisions of the supervisor, it is
possible to change things at work. Control over a person’s actions refers to the
concept of self-efficacy, that is, the expectancy that a person is able to perform
a certain action effectively (Bandura, 1997). Control and responsibility
aspirations or lack of aspirations have been studied within the framework of
the helplessness model (Frese, Erbe-Heinbokel, Grefe, Rybowiak & Weike,
1994; Seligman, 1975). Helplessness leads to negative motivational conse-
quences because the organism stops trying to control the environment when it
does not expect any positive outcomes (Heckhausen & Schulz, 1995; Seligman,
1975; White, 1959). There is also a downside to control — it is usually related
to responsibilities; a person who is responsible for an outcome may experience
negative sanctions if he or she has done something in the wrong way. One
advantage of helplessness is that there are no responsibilities. Thus, a person
has to accept responsibilities if he or she wants to have control.

We argue that the three control orientations — control appraisal, self-efficacy,
and control aspiration — affect PI. Potential processes by which control
orientations produce this effect on PI are as follows: People with high control
orientation should have a stronger sense of responsibility (Hackman &
Oldham, 1975; Morrison & Phelps, 1999); they should not give up easily when
problems arise (Bandura, 1997; Folkman, 1984); they should search more for
opportunities to act (Bandura, 1997; Folkman, 1984); they should have higher
hopes for success and, therefore, take a long-term perspective in goal setting
and planning (Heckhausen & Schulz, 1995); and they should actively search
for information (Ashford & Tsui, 1991), which leads to better knowledge of
where to show initiative. Self-efficacy is related to performance (Stajkovic &
Luthans, 1998) and to PI (Morrison & Phelps, 1999, used the term “taking
charge” — a concept very similar to PI). The Eastern German longitudinal study
with four measurement waves revealed that the three control orientations
influenced PI consistently (Frese, Garst et al., 2000).
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The second set of orientations to influence PI relates to potentially negative
consequences of personal initiative. Motivation is affected when negative
outcomes are expected. The themes of change, stress, and errors can be
anticipated as a consequence of PI and, therefore, need to be dealt with before
one is motivated to show P1. People who perceive changes as negative, who are
fearful of errors, and who are not sure whether they can deal with stressors
actively are less likely to exhibit PI behavior. When taking the initiative, one
leaves behind routine work and changes the situation. This increases the
likelihood of making errors, because changes and nonroutine actions increase
work complexity. Stressors often appear as a result of new activities and new
procedures at work, at least in the short run. Good strategies are needed to cope
with them. The same holds for an active orientation toward changes: It makes
people more capable of dealing with those changes that appear as a
consequence of PL

Empirically, there is evidence that the three orientations of active coping
with changes, errors, and stressors reduce the barriers to demonstrate PI.
Change orientation increases the likelihood of exhibiting PI (Frese &
Pliddemann, 1993). Errors arise when individuals try out new actions — a
necessary aspect of PI. Those who have difficulties in dealing with errors are
less motivated to demonstrate P1. This has been shown in the longitudinal study
in which mastery with regard to errors predicted the use of PI and in an
intervention study in which training employees to deal with errors better led to
an increase of PI as judged by their supervisors (Frese, Bryant & Stoel, in
prep.). Finally, active coping with stress is an orientation that helps to deal with
the strain that may accompany the use of PI. This assumption is supported by
an empirical relationship between active problem-focused coping (in the sense
of Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and PI (Frese et al., 1997).

Personality Factors

Personality factors are much more general than orientations. We also assume
that they are less changeable, that they are distal causes, and that they influence
PI only via orientations. We shall discuss need for achievement, action control,
need for cognition, proactive personality, and psychological conservatism,
because they are predictors of PI and they also need to be distinguished from
PI. Need for achievement implies a high level of aspiration, a strong orientation
to succeed in dealing with a task, a focus on personal improvement, and an
interest in performance feedback (McClelland, 1987). Need for achievement
and PI are conceptually distinguishable. Although need for achievement is
oriented toward hard work and overcoming barriers, it does not imply that an
activity is self-started. Accordingly, we found a significant, though not very
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high, correlation between need for achievement (measured with a ques-
tionnaire) and PI (Frese et al., 1997).*

Action control (in the sense of Kuhl, 1992; he also used the terms state vs.
action orientation) means that a person may either tend not to make a decision,
to procrastinate, and to be distracted (state orientation), or, in contrast, to put
the intention quickly into action (action orientation). Putting an intention into
action is a prerequisite for exhibiting self-starting PI. In line with this, we found
correlations between the personality variable action control and PI behavior.
Nonetheless, these correlations were relatively low (Frese et al., 1997),
probably because Kuhl’s concept does not imply self-starting intentions.
Moreover, Kuhl (1992) talks about only one sort of barrier — namely, internal
barriers — whereas the PI concept assumes that persons overcome all sorts of
barriers on their path toward a goal.

Furthermore, need for cognition related positively to PI (Fay et al., 1998).
This personality variable measures “the tendency for an individual to engage in
and enjoy thinking” (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982, p. 116). As pointed out above, PI
often brings about situations that are new, unstructured, and difficult. In such
situations, deliberate engagement in cognitive activities is important; people
with a high need for cognition probably have a higher propensity to handle
change, nonroutine activities, and errors.

A highly proactive personality is “one who is relatively unconstrained by
situational forces and who effects environmental change. Proactive personal-
ities identify opportunities and act on them; they show initiative, take action,
and persevere until they bring about meaningful change” (Crant, 1995, p. 532).
Proactive personality and PI are conceptually related. In contrast to Crant
(1995), we define PI as behavior (and, therefore, measure it within an interview
procedure that includes behavioral samples). Nonetheless, we agree with Crant
(2000) that a personality trait of proactive personality should be one of the
predictors of PI behavior. Therefore, we have also developed a PI personality
measure assessed with a questionnaire. As predicted, this questionnaire
measure revealed low- to medium-sized correlations with our behavioral
measures of PI (0.11 to 0.29; Frese et al., 1997). This underlines our argument
that it is necessary to differentiate between proactive personality and PI
behavior. Moreover, we think that the behavioral manifestations of PI correlate
more strongly with organizational performance and other meaningful variables
(Frese et al., 1997) than a personality variable. This should be so, because
proactive personality is a distal predictor, whereas PI behavior is closer to
performance and specific behaviors.

In a further study, we compared Bateman and Crant’s (1993) proactive
personality scale with our PI personality questionnaire measure and found a
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disattenuated correlation of 0.96 (Fay & Frese, 2001). Hence, both personality
measures are essentially identical. The questionnaire personality measure
predicts certain behaviors less well than our PI-behavior interview measure; for
example, in a longitudinal study, only the interview based PI behavior prior to
unemployment predicted being able to get a job again, whereas the personality
measure did not (Frese et al., 1997). We did not become aware of the concept
of proactive personality originally proposed by Bateman and Crant (1993) until
some time after we started our research on PI in 1990. It speaks for the
importance of the general concept of PI that another research group has been
concerned with a similar concept (Crant, 2000).

The last personality variable described in Fig. 1 is psychological con-
servatism - a construct similar to authoritarianism and dogmatism.
Conservatism implies a set of social attitudes related to a right-wing political
orientation, ethnocentrism, and strict insistence on rules and punishment
(Wilson, 1973). Based on a generalized intolerance of uncertainty (Wilson,
1973), conservatism presumably relates to difficulties in dealing with or
adjusting to change. Since high PI changes the conditions of one’s work,
conservatives tend not to show PI and do not like others to show initiative.
Empirically, we found that psychologically conservative persons had a lower
tendency to show PI than those who were less conservative (Fay & Frese,
2000a).

The personality factors in Fig. 1 should impact on orientations. As pointed
out above, personality is more general and more distal with regard to PI
behavior than orientations. For example, achievement motive as a distal
variable should affect control aspirations (if one wants to achieve things, one
needs to be in control). Similarly, psychological conservatism is related to
skepticism toward changes (low degree of change orientation) and little
tolerance for errors (and therefore, low degree of active error handling). Of
course, not every personality variable influences every single orientation.

Knowledge, Skills, Ability (KSA)

PI can develop better if a person is good at his or her work and is able to learn
quickly. Therefore, high knowledge, skills, and ability (KSA) are antecedents
of PL Indeed, the eastern German longitudinal study (Fay & Frese, 2001)
provided evidence that cognitive ability affected PI. Similarly, qualifications (as
a summary measure of job knowledge and skills) were also related to PI (Frese
& Hilligloh, 1994). We assume that orientations function as (partial) mediators
of this process as well. Knowledge, skills, and ability are resources, because
they allow the individual to handle the job well. They provide the experience
of mastery, and mastery experiences, in turn, allow the individual to develop
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higher self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997) and higher control appraisal in the job
(Rotter et al., 1972). If a person knows that he or she has the knowledge and
capacity to deal with a situation, he or she also knows that the outcome is
controllable. Mastery experiences inoculate against learned helplessness
(Seligman, 1975) and, therefore, lead to higher aspirations of control. When
few resources are available (control is low), people give up their aspirations of
control. When KSA is high, dealing with anticipated changes, errors, and
stressors is easier.

Note that our assumption on the function of KSA differs slightly from the
traditional view espoused by, for example, Hunter (1986). In Hunter’s view,
cognitive ability impacts on job knowledge that, in turn, impacts on job
performance. Although there was empirical support for this hypothesis, we
have added an additional motivational path: In our theory, cognitive ability and
job knowledge are resources that produce mastery experiences. Therefore, they
lead to higher orientations that, in turn, lead to higher PI; higher PI then
positively influences job performance. Of course, we do not deny that there is
also a direct link between KSA and individual performance in the sense of
Hunter’s theory. This is entered as a broken line in Fig. 1.

Environmental Supports
Environmental supports are job and organizational conditions that make it
easier to show PIL. Supports should have both direct and indirect effects on PI
(the indirect effects should work via the orientations). We shall first concentrate
on control and complexity at work and their relationship to control aspirations,
control appraisal, and self-efficacy. Our model (Fig. 1) specifies that control
and complexity work via the mediators of orientation. This is in contrast to
models that posit a direct effect of control and complexity on performance
(Greenberger, Strasser, Cummings & Dunham, 1989; Karasek & Theorell,
1990; Kohn & Schooler, 1982; Spector, 1986; Wall & Jackson, 1995). Similar
to Hackman and Oldham’s (1975) critical psychological states, we also have a
mediator model, although Hackman and Oldham did not study the same
specific psychological states as mediators.

Whenever control at work is thwarted, helplessness appears (which implies
a decrease of control and responsibility aspirations; see Heckhausen & Schulz,
1995; Seligman, 1975; White, 1959). Opposite ideas also exist, and were
advanced by reactance theory (Wicklund, 1974) and by Greenberger and
Strasser (1991): Lack of control leads to higher control aspirations in these
theories, because people are motivated to regain control when they believe they
are in a noncontrol situation. We agree with Wortman and Brehm (1975) who
combined reactance and helplessness theories. In the short term, lack of control



160 MICHAEL FRESE AND DORIS FAY

can actually increase aspirations for control, as reactance theory suggests
(Wicklund, 1974). However, if the attempts to increase control are thwarted for
a longer period of time, learned helplessness develops (Wortman & Brehm,
1975). The latter is the case when there is little control at work and the situation
is not changeable. Thus, lack of control leads to a reduction of control
aspirations in the long run.

Both job control and complexity should influence the second orientation,
control appraisal, that is, the belief that there is control at work. If people have
control and complexity in the work situation, it is likely that they also expect
future job situations to be controllable (this also follows from attributional
theory, see Abramson et al.,, 1978). Thus, having control at work increases
one’s control aspirations. Furthermore, control and complexity should also
impact on self-efficacy, because they make it possible to have mastery
experiences. Bandura (1997) showed that mastery experiences lead to higher
self-efficacy.

We tested the assumption that control and complexity at work influence PI
via the three mediators (control aspirations, control appraisals, and self-
efficacy) in a four-wave longitudinal study (eastern Germany longitudinal
study: Frese & Garst et al., 2000). Control and complexity at work affected the
orientations of control aspirations, control appraisal, and work-specific self-
efficacy, which, in turn, led to higher PL. Personal initiative, in turn, led to
higher control and complexity of ‘work. We shall discuss the implications of
this reciprocal relationship between environmental supports and PI in more
detail below.

Parker (1998) used a construct slightly different from PI. She defined those
with “role breadth self-efficacy” as people feeling “confident that they are able
to carry out a broader and more proactive role, beyond traditional prescribed
technical requirements” (p. 835). Her longitudinal study showed similar results
to ours on the role of control and complexity: Job enlargement (which implies
that there was a higher degree of control and complexity at work) and good
communications in the job were predictive of positive changes in role breadth
self-efficacy (see, also, Parker, Wall & Jackson, 1997). On a group level, groups
with a high degree of self-management showed more voice, with voice being
defined as “speaking out and challenging the status quo with the intent of
improving the situation” (LePine & Van Dyne, 1998, p. 853).

Figure 1 argues that stressors should have a positive relationship to PI. At
first sight, this may seem counterintuitive. However, the argument is that
stressors are signs that something is wrong. Therefore, stressors activate
employees to deal with the negative situation in order to improve it. This may
lead to higher change orientation and control aspirations, and, in turn, to higher
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PI (see also Karasek, 1979). Indeed, Fay and Sonnentag (1998) found that
stress at work contributed to a higher degree of PI. This may be one of the few
positive functions of stressors.

Figure 1 also displays the hypothesis that support for PI is related to PIL
Interestingly, perceived supervisor support for PI does not seem to be a crucial
variable. In both our longitudinal study (unpublished data) and in a study on
suggestion making in blue-collar workers (Frese, Teng & Wijnen, 1999), direct
supervisor support was not related to higher PI. We think that the general
climate or culture of a company may be much more significant for showing PL
Morrison and Phelps (1999) showed that top management openness was
important for the development of PI (in their study, they used the concept of
“taking charge,” which is very similar to PI). Top-management openness to
initiative probably measures employees’ impressions regarding the organiza-
tional culture. In another study, we have developed a measure of organizational
climate for PI. This measure on the company level related to the profitability of
medium-sized companies (Baer & Frese, 2001).

Further evidence for the relevance of environmental support comes from the
literature on “issues selling.” Issues selling is defined as “a voluntary,
discretionary set of behaviors by which organizational members attempt to
influence the organizational agenda by getting those above them to pay
attention to issues ...” (Ashford, Rothbard, Piderit & Dutton, 1998, p. 24).
Ashford et al. (1998) showed that perceived organizational support, top-
management openness, norms favoring issues selling, and relationship quality
between respondent and the group were related to issues selling.

The Effects of Personal Initiative on the Environment

In defining PI we argued that active behaviors impact on the environment. With
his concept of reciprocal determinism, Bandura (1997, p. 6) suggested that
“internal personal factors in the form of cognitive, affective, and biological
events; behavior; and the environmental events all operate as interacting
determinants that influence one another bidirectionally” In the area of
occupational socialization, it has been posited that there are reciprocal
relationships between being influenced by the work situation and changing
one’s work situation (Kohn & Schooler, 1978; Semmer & Schallberger, 1996).
The latter requires active participants in the socialization process (*...
socialization is a process affected not only by organizational initiatives, but also
by newcomer initiatives”, Morrison, 1993, p. 173). Newcomers in a job change
their roles and the job content (Ashford & Black, 1996; Ilgen & Hollenbeck,
1991), and they are, therefore, able to change the job as well. In this sense, we
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hypothesize reciprocal relationships between work characteristics (environ-
mental supports) and PL

In the previous section, we described the process by which two aspects of
environmental support — job control and complexity - affect PI. We also
propose that PI as an active approach to work should eventually exert an
influence on work characteristics. Two mechanisms may play a role here: First,
people with high PI may generate some added complexity and control in given
jobs. We pointed out that the tasks of a job are not fixed, and that there are
emergent elements (Hacker, 1986; Ilgen & Hollenbeck, 1991). The person who
takes the initiative to develop and implement a good, long-term solution for the
company’s homepage adds complexity to her job. Simultaneously she increases
her job control, because she needs to make decisions and she takes
responsibility for something that is not part of her normal role. Increased
control and complexity can be transitory (until she has finished the design of
the homepage), or permanent (when she decides to take care of the homepage
in the long term in order to keep it up to date). Work then becomes more
interesting and more controllable; and she might be further encouraged to
improve work procedures by showing PI. Superiors can play a role in this
process: If the supervisor observes that a certain team member takes care of
neglected issues and works self-reliantly, the supervisor may feel that this is a
reliable team member who can be assigned tasks that involve more
responsibility and control.

A second mechanism involves job change. People with higher PI may use
job changes to obtain more challenging work. People with higher PI may also
be more successful in finding challenging jobs because it has been shown that
they give others the impression that they will do a job well (Frese et al., 1997).
Challenging jobs include tasks with a higher degree of control and
complexity.

Each of the above mechanisms requires a certain amount of time to unfold.
Frequently, it will take some time before a superior realizes that the person
taking care of the homepage can handle tasks that involve added complexity
and responsibility. Organizational changes such as reorganizations, new
supervisors, and so forth may help to speed up this process. Similarly, resigning
a job (or losing it) and searching for another one is normally not a frequent
event and, thus, takes time to unfold. Kohn and Schooler (1978) found a lagged
selection effect of intellectual flexibility on the complexity of the job with a
time lag of 10 years in the United States. In a different area, Wilk, Desmarais
and Sackett (1995) found that people in the United States gravitated to jobs
commensurate with their ability within a S-year period. In a transitional
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economy, such as eastern Germany, we found these lags to be only 1 year long
(Frese, Garst et al., 2000).

Another area in which one can study the effects of PI on the environment is
entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurs are often the “prime movers” (Locke, 1997)
who change the business environment. Personal initiative is higher in people
who want to set up a business and in those who are business owners (Frese et
al., 1997). Being a prime mover is true not only for the highly successful and
well-known business leaders (such as Bill Gates) but also for many small-scale
entrepreneurs. Koop, De Reu and Frese (2000) described a case study of a
high-initiative African entrepreneur who explored various business opportuni-
ties until he found a viable market niche that had not been serviced before (in
this case, producing rubber stamps and business cards, which nobody else was
producing in Kampala at that time). There are many ways to influence the
environment through an active approach.

Personal Initiative and Individual and Organizational Performance

The more people deviate from a prescribed or conventional path, the more they
show personal initiative. However, we can only talk about PI if the task is still
performed effectively even when the person did not follow the normal and
prescribed approach. Otherwise deviations from the prescribed path may be
due simply to inefficiency or mistakes.

Actions that lack a pro-company orientation do not signify PI. People can
take initiatives that have functional value only for them, but not for the
organization. The person taking care of the homepage could try to offer
customers who have been newly attracted to the organization a private service
outside company time, charging them a discount price. She would certainly be
pursuing a seif-starting goal; and it would also be proactive if she intended to
open her own business. However, as she harms her employer’s business, this
has no functional value for the organization. For this reason, we would not call
it PL

We need to have more empirical data on which antecedents are effective for
predicting organizationally functional versus dysfunctional initiatives. Our
hunch is that we can apply a similar differentiation to that in charismatic
leadership. Howell and House (1995) differentiated between personalized
(narcissistic) and socialized charisma. Similarly, PI can be purely self-serving
or can have an extended perspective that embraces the group and/or the
organization. For the time being, we take the perspective of the organization: If
it is to be called PI, a self-starting goal must have at least potentially a
functional value for the organization and must not be intended to harm it.
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Our studies have supported the notion that PI has positive outcomes for the
person exhibiting it, and that PI contributes to the overall effectiveness of an
organization. Unemployed persons with a high degree of PI were able to find
a job faster than those with low PI (Frese et al., 1997). Personal initiative
related to developing clear career plans and to executing them (Frese et al.,
1997). It also related to employability as rated by interviewers in eastern and
western Germany (Frese et al., 1997). Personal initiative related positively to
individual performance: For example, in a sample of university students, those
with higher PI had better high school grades (Fay et al., 1998). Van Dyne and
LePine (1998) showed that voice was significantly related to estimates of
individual performance by peers, the self, and by supervisors. People with high
Pl are more self-reliant and independent when they have to acquire new
knowledge. In an experiment, college students had to learn a computer program
by exploring the system. Those with a higher degree of PI sought less help and
reassurance from the trainer and tried to overcome problems by themselves
(see Fay & Frese, 2001).

Small-scale business owners’ PI was related to their firms’ success in eastern
Germany (Zempel, 1999) and Uganda (Koop, De Reu & Frese, 2000). In an
additional set of studies on small-scale business owners, we found evidence for
a relationship between owners’ active action strategies and the success of their
business (Frese, 2000; Frese, van Gelderen & Ombach, 2000). In these studies
we looked at how small business owners pursued their goals. The clearest
results emerged for the so-called reactive strategy: A reactive strategy implies
that the owners attempt to follow market leaders, competitors, or people who
might give them recommendations. However, this means that they are
following the crowd and they often copy other owners’ approaches to business.
The implication is that there is lack of PI in these reactive owners because they
do not attempt to set self-starting goals, they are not proactive, and they do not
overcome barriers (nonetheless, it is possible to copy and still exhibit high PI
as well; e.g. some Asian companies combine a copycat strategy with a low
price strategy — in this case, the companies self-started this unique combination
of strategies that capitalized on their strengths).

Empirically, the reactive strategy is related to failure. A longitudinal study
showed a circular effect (Van Gelderen, Frese & Thurik, 2000). A reactive
strategy (i.e. a strategy that is opposite to high PI) led to non-success, and non-
success led to a higher use of reactive strategies in business. Apparently, the
crisis that ensues because of impending failure leads business owners to adjust
to environmental demands instead of developing a proactive and independent
strategy. As a result, we found a beneficial (or vicious) cycle in two
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longitudinal studies with PI leading to more positive conditions that, in
turn, contributed to higher PI (Frese, Garst et al., 2000; van Gelderen et al.,
2000).

PI also benefits organizations when it is widespread within a company. In a
sample of medium-sized German companies, pro-initiative climate related
substantially to a company’s profitability (Baer & Frese, 2001). This means that
a widespread use of PI in an organization improves its ability to deal with
challenges. One particular challenge is the introduction of process innovations
(e.g. process re-engineering or just-in-time production) and here climate for
initiative proved to have a moderator effect: Process innovation efforts resulted
in higher profitability only for those companies that showed a strong climate
for initiative (Baer & Frese, 2001). Reasons are that innovations produce
disruptions, and employees have to prevent problems and deal with errors that
lead to serious disruptions in production (pro-activity). Moreover, actions and
ideas that help production need to be self-started because the supervisor cannot
be present all the time to give orders (self-starting). Finally, difficulties and
problems are met with a persistent approach to overcome them (overcoming
barriers). All of these factors should help to increase smooth production and,
thereby, increase company performance. Therefore, a climate for initiative
should increase general organizational level performance.

Thus, we propose that exhibiting initiative leads to positive outcomes for
both the individual and the organization, because PI means dealing actively
with organizational and individual problems and applying active goals, plans,
and feedback. This furthers individual self-development and contributes to
organizational success. At least in those environments in which it is necessary
to deal with a changing world, PI is important.

This concludes our discussion of the theoretical model shown in Fig. 1. We
have attempted to show that environmental supports, KSA, and personality
influence orientations, which, in turn, influence PI. We have also argued and
presented empirical data that support the relationship between PI and high
performance, both individually and organizationally.

Personal Initiative and Other Concepts

We think that the PI concept can be used to sharpen and possibly modify the
following concepts that overlap with it: reciprocal determinism, organizational
citizenship behavior, innovation, entrepreneurship, job performance, self-
regulation, and intrinsic motivation.
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Reciprocal Determinism

Bandura’s (1989) agency theory hypothesized that self-efficacy as a belief
directly affects changes in the environment. The concept of PI may be an
important “missing link” in this process: It is only when self-efficacy is
translated into initiative that there is also a change of the environment in the
sense of reciprocal determinism. Empirically, PI turned out to be a mediator
between self-efficacy (as part of the control beliefs and aspirations) and the
change of the work situation (Frese, Garst et al., 2000). This may suggest some
of the boundary conditions of the self-efficacy concept: When there is a high
degree of conservatism and little change orientation, high self-efficacy should
not result in an attempt to change the environment.

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)

Both organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) and PI go beyond direct role
requirements, and both are seen to contribute indirectly to organizational
effectiveness (see Organ, 1988 for OCB). However, there are also differences:
Empirically, OCB is composed mainly of two factors: altruism and compliance.
Compliance has a more passive connotation, for example, conscientiousness in
attendance (“does not take extra breaks™), adherence to rules, and so forth. In
contrast, the concept of PI often implies ignoring or even being somewhat
rebellious toward existing rules and regulations. OCB takes the framework of
the supervisor as the starting point: How helpful is the worker from the
supervisor’s perspective? However, supervisors often fail to support PI and
even punish active approaches. We think that the time perspective is different:
A worker with high PI contributes to long-range positive outcomes for the
organization, but in the short term, he or she may well be a nuisance factor to
the department because he or she is frequently suggesting and pushing new
ideas (some graphic descriptions on this issue can be found in Peters &
Waterman, 1982). In contrast, OCB is oriented more toward a short-term
positive social orientation at the work place. Van Dyne and LePine (1998)
argue similarly that OCB preserves relationships and helps to increase
interpersonal harmony, whereas their concept of voice (which is similar to PI)
includes constructive challenges and “innovative suggestions for change and
recommending modifications to standard procedures even when others
disagree” (p. 109).

An important predictor of OCB is job satisfaction (Organ, 1988). Personal
initiative, in contrast, should not be related to this (or the correlation should
only be small). Satisfaction does not itself contribute to energizing behaviors,
because there is less need to show PI when conditions are positive. Only the
pro-company function of PI may be related to job satisfaction. Empirically, it
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has been shown that PI correlates only slightly with job satisfaction (below
0.20, see Frese et al., 1997; Parker, 2000).

Probably the most important contribution of the PI concept to the OCB
literature is that it sharpens the concept of altruism at work (Fay et al., 1998).
Altruism (the most important component of OCB) can be either self-started or
not. For example, if a worker asks another for help and the second person
complies, this is an act of altruism. But it is not PI. However, if the second
worker sees that the first one is hopelessly behind schedule and offers help, this
is altruism and PL. Moreover, it is a qualitatively higher form of PI if the second
worker shows the first one how to deal with the work in such a way that this
negative situation will not reappear. Active helping is said to lubricate the social
fabric of the organization (Organ, 1988). There is also evidence that a high
degree of helping in work groups (something that is probably related to PI, see
below) leads to high organizational performance (Podsakoff, Ahearne &
MacKenzie, 1997). We assume that it is the active form of help that relates most
strongly to organizational effectiveness.

Innovation

Innovation leads to new processes, products, or procedures (West & Anderson,
1996). The usual emphasis of the innovation literature is on developing
something “new,” and it is, therefore, tied to creativity research (Amabile,
Conti, Coon, Lazenby & Herron, 1996). We think that there has been too little
emphasis on the issue of implementation in innovation research. Although
some authors, for example, West and Anderson (1996), integrate it into their
definition, innovation theory and research in general has not elaborated the
implementation process. An innovation process usually starts out with getting
ideas on how to improve something. After an idea has been developed, it needs
to be tested and implemented. Conditions are frequently not conducive to
testing and implementation, and, therefore, a self-starting approach is required
to implement an innovation. We think that the implementation process could be
aided by our concept of PI because PI emphasizes overcoming barriers and
initiating self-starting processes. Hence, we propose an integration of
innovation and PI theorizing and research. Innovation relates to the “newness”
of the approach; PI, to implementation and to its self-starting nature.

Entrepreneurship and Entrepreneurial Orientation

PI could provide entrepreneurship research with its proper psychological base.
Entrepreneurs score higher on self-starting activities and overcoming barriers
than the rest of the population (Frese et al., 1997). It is in the very nature of
being an entrepreneur not to be told what to do and to be faced with a
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continuous need to change and stay ahead of the market (which means having
to overcome many barriers). Empirically, PI has been found to correlate with
entrepreneurial success (e.g. with Ugandan microbusiness owners; Koop et al.,
2000). In these studies, PI also related to entrepreneurial orientation — a concept
used in entrepreneurship research that includes high autonomy orientation,
competitive aggressiveness, risk taking, pro-activity, and innovativeness, and
that has been shown to be related to entrepreneurial success in a number of
studies (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996).

Performance Research

Performance research in work and organizational psychology has been
concerned mainly with a relatively narrow view of task performance. A task is
given (by the supervisor or by the organization), and if it is completed
effectively and efficiently, this constitutes high performance. The concept of
contextual performance has overcome this narrow relationship of the
performance concept to the organizationally prescribed task (Borman &
Motowidlo, 1993) and broadened the concept to include changing the task itself
as a potentially important aspect of performance. Personal initiative is,
therefore, one part of this general movement away from a relatively passive
performance concept. However, PI goes one step beyond contextual perform-
ance: Its central issue is that individuals take action to form and create their
own tasks.

Similar arguments can be made with regard to goal setting theory (Locke &
Latham, 1990) that is rightfully one of the most influential performance
theories in work and organizational psychology. Goal setting theory assumes
that a goal (a task) is given, but it looks less at the process of developing goals
and tasks in a self-starting way (as mentioned above, we conceptualize self-
started goal setting as one of the processes contributing to PI, see Table 1).

Intrinsic Motivation

Behavior is intrinsically motivated when it is engaged in freely because of the
inherent interest in, satisfaction with, and enjoyment of doing the activity. In
contrast, behavior is extrinsically motivated when its purpose is to gain material
or social reward; that is, when the goal of the activity is the pursuit of a valued
outcome and not the activity itself (Deci & Ryan, 1985). The overjustification
effect is central to research on intrinsic motivation. It argues that extrinsic
rewards may have detrimental effects and corrupt intrinsic motivation. Results
of recent meta-analyses confirm this negative effect (Eisenberger & Cameron,



Personal Initiative: An Active Performance Concept for Work in the 21st Century 169

1996; Rummel & Feinberg, 1988; Tang & Hall, 1995). However, there are
conceptual problems and paradoxes that make it difficult to apply intrinsic
motivation concepts at work. We think that there are three major problems (see
Fay & Frese, 2000c):

First, at work, one usually performs tasks that are externally given and not
completely self-developed. Therefore, one cannot speak of work being “done
freely” as required in definitions of intrinsic motivation.

Second, as in most applied settings, job behavior is affected by a multitude
of factors. Some are external rewards (e.g. money); others are internal (e.g.
interest in a certain type of task). An important motivator at work is pay:
Employees expect a “monetary reward,” that is, a salary. If one stops paying
people, they usually stop working — even those who enjoy their job very much.
There are also other extrinsic rewards involved in work, for example, receiving
approval from supervisors or colleagues or being promoted. According to
intrinsic motivation theory, the more one gains extrinsic rewards, the smaller
the intrinsic motivation. Therefore, the ubiquitous presence of extrinsic
motivators in the domain of work excludes the possibility of being truly
intrinsically motivated. On the other hand, people report being intrinsically
motivated in spite of receiving monetary rewards.

Third, the hallmark of intrinsic motivation is the experience of positive
feelings such as enjoyment, satisfaction, and pleasure. Using intrinsic
motivation as a framework to understand self-starting behavior at work requires
self-starting behaviors to be accompanied by positive emotions and positive
affect. This is untenable. There may well be positive relationships between
positive emotions at work (i.e. job satisfaction) and work behavior (i.e.
performance; see Iffaldano & Muchinsky, 1985); however, it is often a negative
emotion, for example, dissatisfaction with a particular process, that leads to
self-starting behavior. Sometimes dissatisfaction triggers active behavior
because someone wants to change something for the better.

Thus, the concept of intrinsic motivation leads to certain difficulties when
applied to the domain of work. We think that our theory of PI may be more
useful for understanding self-starting behaviors at work. We have con-
ceptualized self-starting to mean that there is a high psychological distance
between some path taken as part of PI and the “normal” path. This implies that
one can show self-starting actions in spite of positive and negative external
reinforcement contingencies. Therefore, we do not need the construct of
intrinsic motivation to understand that self-starting actions are possible at work.
Moreover, the PI concept can explain how self-starting behavior can be
maintained in spite of monetary rewards.
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Self-Regulation

We view our research and theorizing on PI as one aspect of a general theory of
self-regulation. Personal initiative has a clear overlap with various views on
self-regulation (e.g. Bandura, 1991; Castaneda, Kolenko & Aldag, 1999;
Karoly, 1993). Since self-regulation guides goal-directed activities in spite of
challenges and failures (Karoly, 1993), there is no PI without self-regulation.
As a matter of fact, the defining issues of PI, namely, self-setting goals, pro-
active approaches, and persistence in spite of barriers, have also been discussed
in the self-regulation literature (Bandura, 1991; Karoly, 1993). The major
difference between our attempt to conceptualize and measure PI and the self-
regulation literature is that we are more concerned with actions in the
naturalistic setting of organizations. The emphasis on actions has led us to
focus more on high performance as a function of PI, both on the individual as
well as the organizational level. The fact that we are interested in actions within
organizations has led us to develop a measure of PI that can be used in the field.
This helps us to transcend the limits of an experimental approach in which it
is difficult to study self-starting goals, because experiments, by their very
nature, restrict behaviors to non-self-started actions.

Limits of the Personal Initiative Concept

There are limits to the usefulness of PI, because there are situations in which
it does not have positive consequences. First, if knowledge and skills are
inadequate in an area, high PI can often have rather negative consequences.
Think of a person who aspires to be an acclaimed scientist in psychology,
shows a high degree of PI, does experiments, and tries to publish them, but has
not mastered the discipline’s methodology, theory, and practice. The result will
probably be not only disappointing but also downright embarrassing. However,
even in such a case, leaming processes may be stimulated by a high degree
of PL

Second, individuals can take the initiative in an area of work in which it is
not required. For example, someone might take the initiative to improve the
technical side of a service, whereas the organization would benefit much more
from an initiative to enhance customer orientation, because it is already highly
competitive in technical terms. Thus, it can be argued that initiative may be
beneficial only if it is based on the right ideas and goals. Nonetheless, we think
that such a viewpoint may be true only in the short term. If one takes a dynamic
viewpoint, PI includes an active approach to information collection and to
getting (negative) feedback. Therefore, high-PI individuals have steeper
learning curves and will develop better models of the world. As they have a
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stronger tendency to act, they will also obtain more feedback (since feedback
is dependent upon doing something in the first place). Finally, since high PI
leads to more changes in the environment, high-PI people will do better
experiments to find out what the crucial issues are and will, therefore, develop
better ideas on what needs to be done. Obviously, this does not mean that high-
PI individuals are always right in what they are doing. However, it means that
they have a tendency to get to know the environment better and thereby develop
more adequate goals and approaches in the long run.

Third, even though PI implies that one does not give up readily, there are
situations in which giving up is strain reducing (Schoenpflug, 1985). An
example from the social area is when people are unable to accept the fact that
their spouses or lovers have left them; a high degree of PI with the goal of
keeping the relationship intact may lead to negative effects for all concerned
(this is, of course, not the case if the goal of PI is to get out of the situation and
to find another partner). Wisdom implies that it is sometimes better to “let go”
(Baltes & Staudinger, 1993). Another area in which it is necessary to give up
is a situation of escalating commitment in which a company continues to use
a strategy in spite of evidence that it is dysfunctional (Staw & Ross, 1987).

Fourth, there are situations in which PI may have positive effects in the long
term, but negative effects in the short and middle term. Martyrs often show a
high degree of PI to accomplish a long-term goal, but suffer very negative
short-term effects! In organizations, innovators, who persist on a path that their
supervisors do not appreciate, may even be sacked, although in the long run,
they may develop new business opportunities (Peters & Waterman, 1982).

Fifth, PI assumes a certain degree of autonomy in the individual, though, of
course, with limits. Some management consultants have argued for an extreme
position of self-motivation that does not allow any influence of the environment
and assumes that decisions can be reconsidered one more time under any
circumstances (e.g. in Germany, Sprenger, 1998). This, of course, is not always
the case. Autonomy can exist only to a limited extent (Bandura, 1989). Thus,
self-starting should not be taken as an absolute, but rather as a relative term in
a comparison with other people in a similar situation. From this perspective,
one can show PI even in highly restrictive situations.

Finally, PI extends beyond the given job descriptions. Therefore, PI always
carries the risk of not just going beyond the job requirements but also beyond
what management wants their employees to do. This can become a problem
when it is difficult to evaluate whether the benefits of an initiative will outweigh
the costs. Donald Campbell (2000) gives the nice example of an airline
employee who goes beyond the call of duty in helping a customer to actually
reach a destination in spite of all odds, but with considerable costs to the
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company (the employee’s manager was not amused in this case). Donald
Campbell goes on to argue that there is an initiative paradox: A firm cannot “tap
into the positive aspects of employees’ enterprising qualities without the
likelihood of some unpredicted and unexpected [and unwanted] outcomes”
(p. 59). Campbell also argues that some companies (such as defenders) will be
less likely to want high-PI employees, whereas other firms (such as
prospectors) value those employees. Campbell rightly calls attention to the fact
that people need to possess good judgment on where to use PI and where not
to use it. Moreover, supervisors and employees may differ on whether it was
right to use PI or not. How such situations are solved probably depends on the
company climate (climate for initiative, Baer & Frese, 2001). If supervisors
“tighten the screws” or severely reprimand the high-PI employee, PI will
eventually decrease in such organizations (and possibly organizational
performance as well).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Originally, we were interested in understanding the phenomenon of personal
initiative. In other words, we wanted to comprehend the differences between,
for example, a blue-collar worker who thinks of how his or her machine works
and how to service it better and his or her colleagues who just follow orders
exactly; between a manager who just uses a self-developed approach and
managers who want to “play it safe” and, therefore, benchmark everything;
between the entrepreneur who develops a product in spite of great difficulties
and the business owners who follow painstakingly what consultants tell them
to do; and between the scientist who influences the field and those who just hop
on the bandwagon of research once a research tradition has been established.

Our theorizing was greatly influenced by German action theory (Hacker,
1985) and its dictum that having an active orientation toward the environment
is a natural state for humans and that work is an expression of precisely this
active orientation (no doubt Leontjev’s theory is important here as well, see
Kozulin, 1986). Two other theories and findings that influenced us were learned
helplessness theory (Seligman, 1975; we think of PI as the opposite of learned
helplessness) and the active socialization concepts developed by Ashford and
Tsui (1991) and Ashford and Black (1996). After we had already started our
research, the concept of contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993;
Motowidlo, Borman & Schmit, 1997) helped us to frame our ideas as a
performance concept.

After a while, we recognized a paradox that accompanies a large part of
performance research. On the one hand, there is no non-active performance —
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in every case, performance means to do and act and accomplish a goal. On the
other hand, there are clearly differences in performance: Some people just do
what they are told, often with a lot of effort and energy but leave it at that,
whereas others take what is often a much more complicated route of probing,
experimenting, thinking along, changing, challenging, and starting something
by themselves. Since most people commonly define work as active behavior
(goal-oriented behavior), they have difficulties in thinking of “active” work.
But this is precisely what PI means. We originally thought that PI is best
described as contextual performance (and said so in Speier & Frese, 1997).
However, we now think that PI as self-starting, proactive, and overcoming
barriers is orthogonal to the dichotomy of task and contextual performance.
One can be active and “reactive” in both areas, as shown in the examples
above.

Such thinking changes common conceptualizations of performance. A large
part of work and organizational psychology tends to think that performance
means to deal with tasks as “given,” and that one has to “adjust” to the
conditions and situation to be able to perform well (see Staw & Boettger,
1990). The PI concept suggests that, in principle, there is an enormous array of
self-starting goals in between a given task and doing something (the
redefinition problem), and that we can (and often do) change the conditions
under which we work. Obviously, we have not been the first ones to grapple
with such issues. As a matter of fact, many concepts from motivational theory,
such as intrinsic motivation (Hackman & Oldham, 1976), theory y (McGregor,
1960), self-actualization (Maslow, 1943), self-regulation, to name just a few,
have advanced our knowledge on these issues. Our purpose has been to
increase the conceptual clarity in this field by attempting an integrative
approach (see Table 1) and presenting a model with antecedents and
consequences.

Table 1 presents the core of our conceptualization of PI. Self-starting may
refer to goals, to active search, to active plans, and to self-developed feedback.
Being proactive — that is, taking a long-term perspective with regard to
problems and opportunities — can affect goals, information collection, planning,
as well as monitoring and feedback processing. Finally, overcoming barriers
means that goals, information collection, planning, as well as monitoring and
feedback processing are protected against frustration and difficulties. This
approach is integrative and makes it possible to see a common approach to
research in such diverse areas as redefinition of tasks, training, human factors,
job design, problem solving, entrepreneurship, organizational socialization,
and self-regulation of emotions.
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A high degree of PI allows a person to make full use of the challenges and
opportunities and even to create them. People can be active participants in a
rapidly changing world of work. From the perspective of PI, we supplement
approaches that suggest people should adapt to the new requirements of
working in the future (see Pulakos et al., 2000). From the point of view of PI,
it is not enough to adapt; one has to take care of oneself in the sense of being
the entrepreneur of one’s own career (Bridges, 1995).

Antecedents and Consequences and Theoretical Implications

Figure 1 describes a model of how PI develops. The general approach of
differentiating between personality and KSA (knowledge, skills, and abilities),
environmental supports, and orientations as (distal and proximal) antecedents
of PI should be useful for future research.

We suggest that PI is a valuable construct that helps us to understand
whether, when, and why organizational policy changes translate into organiza-
tional performance improvements. For example, PI could be a mediator or
moderator for the effects of human resource management, for change
management, for the self-organization of groups, and for organizational
learning. In such a way, it would be possible to increase the precision in
predicting which effect these organizational measures have on performance.

PI may be one of the factors that mediate between human resource
management systems and organizational performance.” Whereas there is
evidence on a relationship between installing a human resource system and
organizational performance improvements, there are many questions regarding
which processes are relevant for this finding (Becker & Gerhart, 1996).
Personal initiative should be an intervening variable, because most human
resource approaches have an activating effect. For example, different training
procedures may have similar effects on PI because they all enhance the idea
that one can actually do something about improving work and improving
effectiveness. Work teams, quality groups, and job redesign all have the effect
of making people more active vis-a-vis their work situation. This explains why
quite different human resource procedures may have similar effects. Although
these remarks are certainly speculative at the present time, we have shown
empirically that enhanced qualifications, increased control and complexity at
work, increased control aspirations and expectancies, change orientation, and
so forth all exert an influence on personal initiative. All these factors should be
influenced by human resource practices. Moreover, climate for initiative has
been shown to relate to organizational performance (Baer & Frese, 2001).
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Thus, PI may be an intervening variable for the relationship between human
resource practices and company performance.

The effects of change management on performance should be moderated by
the degree of PI as a climate factor in an organization and by the individual
degree of PI. Organizational changes need to be welcomed by the individuals,
and, because changes always imply that new solutions need to be found on alil
levels of the organization, PI is needed on all of these levels. Accordingly, we
found an interaction effect of climate for PI and process innovations on
organizational performance (Baer & Frese, 2001). We also think that PI may be
a mediator in the sense that change management processes that increase PI lead
to better performance measures than change management processes that
increase a more reactive approach.

Our arguments suggest that the concept of PI may be one factor that
determines whether self-organizing teams are effective. There is a large and
differentiated literature that argues for the self-organization of organizations
and teams (e.g. Clegg, 2000; Emery & Trist, 1969; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Trist
& Bamforth, 1951), but self-organized teams are not always successful
(Beekun, 1989; Pasmore, Francis, Haldeman & Shani, 1982). We suggest that
management practices, job conditions, selection, and prior experiences that
favor PI (as described in Fig. 1) should help self-organization to succeed
(Parker, 1998). Personal initiative should be the mediator that contributes to
organizational and team effectiveness, because self-organization does not work
without the stance of self-starting, being proactive, and overcoming barriers.
Whereas management is able to compensate for lack of employees’ PI in
traditionally managed groups, this is not possible in self-managed teams.

We also think that organizational learning could profit from the PI
perspective. First, self-starting exploration is one aspect of PI (see Table 1).
Second, our studies show that PI is related to people attempting to find things
out themselves rather than relying on others in the learning process (Fay &
Frese, 2001). Third, double-loop learning — learning by questioning old norms
or procedures — requires an active approach. As a matter of fact, active
exploration has proved to be superior in training (Dormann & Frese, 1994).
Finally, a high PI organizational climate may relate to a learning culture,
because leaming is based -on acting, exploring, and dealing with errors (Van
Dyck, Frese & Sonnentag, 2001).

Research Implications

We are still at the beginning of the development of the PI concept. Therefore,
research is needed to tie loose ends and to answer relevant questions. A few
such questions will be discussed shortly in the following.
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We still have little knowledge of the microprocesses that elicit the
development of PL. Since PI is motivated by multiple goals, there is no specific
pattern of motivators leading to it. Motivators may be related to anticipation of
short- and long-term positive outcomes (e.g. ease of work, improvement of
work process, a reduction of a stressor, a reward, increase in competencies) that
may also involve one’s emotions (e.g. pride, feeling valued by others).
Research should also study the interplay between motivators on the one hand
and qualification and cognitive ability on the other hand in the production of
PL

Microprocesses should also be involved in the impact of stressors at work
and dissatisfaction on PI. When people are stressed and dissatisfied, they are
more likely to take PI right then and there. However, in the long-term, they may
be quite satisfied with the work place and have little stress because they are able
to change their job conditions by displaying high PI.

Barriers may sometimes lead to giving up PI and sometimes may actually
increase the motivation to pursue a self-set goal; this needs to be understood on
the micro level. One theory that might help to cast light on these processes is
the Rubicon theory presented by Heckhausen, Gollwitzer, and coworkers
(Gollwitzer, 1993; Gollwitzer, Heckhausen & Ratajczak, 1990; Gollwitzer,
Heckhausen & Steller, 1990; Heckhausen & Kuhl, 1985). This theory
differentiates between goal intention and implementation intention. The goal
intention implies that one is motivated to pursue a certain goal. However, this
does not imply full commitment to an action; full commitment is a
consequence of an implementation intention, which, in turn, results from
having a plan of action. After an implementation intention is formed, people are
in the actional phase in which there is a high degree of commitment to the goal
(much higher than in the phase before an implementation intention has been
formed), and all actions are geared toward the goal in spite of difficulties,
barriers, and scarce resources (“implementation intentions commit the person
to executing an intended goal-directed behavior once the specified situational
context is encountered,” Gollwitzer, 1993, p. 152). The Rubicon theory
suggests that rational choice approaches are useful before an implementation
intention is formed. Thus, a rational choice concept such as Vroom’s (1964)
value x expectancy model explains that a high degree of barriers (or of low
expectancy) leads to giving up a goal. However, after forming an implementa-
tion intention (after an action plan is formed), barriers should actually increase
efforts to overcome the goal. Thus, overcoming barriers in the pursuit of an
action that has already began leads to a higher persistence than a situation in
which the action plan has not yet been formed. According to this theory, high-
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PI people may be faster in forming an implementation intention or they may be
better in developing action plans than low-PI people.

‘We have argued that supervisor support for PI should influence PI positively,
but there is still little evidence in support of this hypothesis. We need to know
more about the conditions under which help and support either erode or
enhance Pl This is also important, for example, for the discussion on whether
societal support (in the sense of welfare) helps or hinders the development of
PI and under which conditions such effects appear.

Clearly, more research is needed on the relation between PI and
performance. Whereas the evidence so far is interesting and suggestive, this
relation needs to be made more watertight. It can also be supposed that there
are additional moderators; for example, PI should have an effect on individual
performance only when control at work is high enough.

PI may also function as a moderator of traditionally researched relationships.
For example, Hunter (1986) argued that cognitive ability leads via knowledge
and skills to higher performance. We would argue that PI should moderate the
path from knowledge and skills to long-term performance. It is not enough to
have high knowledge and skills; employees also have to implement knowledge
and skills fully, and this often requires them to initiate and work on changes to
achieve long-term high performance.

It is also interesting to look at the effects of PI on learning. Our argument
was that high-PI individuals are superior in the long-term since PI enhances the
rate of learning; high-PI individuals act more and receive better feedback; even
when the individuals were wrong with their original approach, high PI helps
them to get better feedback, producing a steeper learning curve. This needs to
be verified empirically.

A further issue is the relationship between leadership and PI, particularly
whether the performance effects of charismatic leadership could be due to an
increase of PI (Bass, 1990). Since charismatic or transformational leadership
has an influence on the general motivation and self-efficacy of the “followers,”
and since visions give a general sense of direction, PI may be the important
variable to be affected.

Practical Implications

There is a need for a better understanding of what happens when people show
personal initiative. New job creation, use of innovation potential, protection of
the environment, service provided by voluntary organizations — all these may
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be results of PI. In the affluent West, this may not be a matter of survival.
However, in the underdeveloped world, PI impacts directly on the survival and
the positive development of societies and cultures alike. If people were not to
take the initiative to develop their own small companies and thus produce jobs
in the informal sector, much of Africa would not survive, much less show
growth. Microbusinesses are the most important contributors to new job
creation in these countries (McPherson, 1998). Thus, PI may be one of the
factors that contribute not only to the development of societies and cultures but
also to one’s working life in such a way as to make it interesting and
worthwhile,

We would like to argue that PI research may also help to understand the
concept of employability, which is as yet little understood and not well defined.
Employability implies that people are able to find another job and that they are
able to handle the uncertainty of the modern job markets. In our studies, the
impression of employability was higher in people showing high PI. Moreover,
PI helped to find a new job after having been unemployed.

An important policy implication of our theory is that people in need should
not just receive non-contingent help (which, given alone, may reinforce a
“victim” image), but should be shown how to increase PI so that they can help
themselves (e.g. in the case of unemployment). However, PI is more effortful
than non-PI. Therefore, although people are glad to receive help when they
know that this help does not have to be paid back, non-contingent help reduces
the feeling of responsibility, which is one prerequisite for developing PI. We
are now developing a training program to enhance PI by making people feel
responsible for their own situation, for example, when they are unemployed
(Frese et al., in press).

The most important practical implication for management is to increase PI
by rearranging the organizational situation. This means that Pl-enhancing
conditions must be put in place, and that those orientations that increase the
chance to show PI must be supported. In principle, we favor a contingency
model: Highly volatile, unstable, hostile, and unpredictable environments as
well as highly educated employees should make systematic organizational
support for PI more functional than environments that are stable, munificent,
and predictable (Parker et al., 1997; Wall & Jackson, 1995).

A final issue may be related to consulting: Consultants differ in the degree
to which they present blueprints to their clients and to the extent to which they
activate them (Rassam, 1999). We would suggest that those consultants who
present detailed blueprints and present their clients with solutions for every
step on the way reduce organizational initiative and might, therefore, have a
negative effect on organizational performance. Such consultants present a
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copycat solution that is “normal” and routine in an industry and among
competitors. As a result, the companies apply a reactive and passive strategy
and do not self-start a solution to their problems, are not proactive with regard
to future threats and opportunities, and do not overcome barriers by
themselves. Personal initiative is eroded under such circumstances. Indeed, our
findings show that reactive small-scale business owners do less well because
they use more conventional, normal, and routine approaches to their business
problems.

We think that there are various practical and research implications of PI
which we have not yet discussed. As a new concept, PI should enhance the
study of active approaches to work behavior (e.g. along the lines of Table 1)
and we hope that this concept will contribute to understand the active nature of
human work and organizations.

NOTES

1. Goal setting theory also discusses “self-set” goals, but this does not mean self-
starting in our sense. Self-set goals refer to setting goal difficulty but not to what kind
of goals are approached.

2. Frese and Zapf (1994) have used the term “orientation” to signify “collecting
information and prognosis.” We have refrained from using orientation in this chapter,
because we shall use it in a different sense further below.

3. There are, of course, some people who tend to show high PI even in short-term
situations (such as in part-time or contract work). One reason may be that they have
strong professional values and, therefore, suggest improvements even in temporary
situations.

4. McClelland (1987) argues that a questionnaire measure of achievement motive is
less valid and, therefore, recommends his specially developed projective technique. In
one study (Fay et al., 1998), we used this projective technique to measure the
achievement motive; however, there was no significant correlation with PI (unpublished
data; see Fay & Frese, 2001).

5. We are grateful to David Guest for suggesting this idea.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research was supported as Project AHU.S. (Aktives Handeln in einer
Umbruch-Situation — active actions in a radical change situation) by the
Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, No Fr 638/6-2 to 6) (principal
investigator: Prof. Frese). We are grateful to Dan Ilgen and Bob Wood for
commenting and critiquing prior versions of this article and to Elizabeth W.
Morrison for various discussions on the topic.



180 MICHAEL FRESE AND DORIS FAY
REFERENCES

Abramson, L. Y., Seligman, M. E. P.,, & Teasdale, J. D. (1978). Learned helplessness in humans:
Critique and reformulations. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 87, 49-74.

Amabile, T. M., Conti, R., Coon, H., Lazenby, J., & Herron, M. (1996). Assessing the work
environment for creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 39, 1154-1184.

Ash, M. K. (1995). Mary Kay. Rocklin, Calif.: Prima.

Ashford, S. J., & Black, J. S. (1996). Proactivity during organizational entry: The role of desire for
control. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 199-214.

Ashford, S. J., Rothbard, N. P, Piderit, S. K., & Dutton, J. E. (1998). Out on a limb: The role of
context and impression management in selling gender-equity issues. Administrative
Science Quarterly, 43, 23-57.

Ashford, S. J., & Tsui, A, S. (1991). Self-regulation for managerial effectiveness: The role of
active feedback seeking. The Academy of Management Journal, 34(2), 251-280.

Baer, M., & Frese, M. (2001). Climate for initiative and psychological safety, process innovation,
and firm performance. Dept. of Psychol., Univ. of Giessen. Submitted for publication.

Baltes, P. B., & Staudinger, U. M. (1993). The search for a psychology of wisdom. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 2, 1-6.

Bandura, A. (1989). Human agency in social theory. American Psychologist, 44, 1175-1184.

Bandura, A. (1991). Social cognitive theory of self-regulation. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 50, 248-287.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: Freeman and Co.

Bateman, T. S., & Crant, J. M. (1993). The proactive component of organizational behavior: A
measure and correlates. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 14, 103-118,

Bass, B. M. (1990). Bass and Stogdill’s handbook of leadership (3rd ed.). New York: Free Press.

Becker, B., & Gerhart, B. (1996). The impact of human resource management on organizational
performance: Progress and prospects. Academy of Management Journal, 39, 779-801.

Beekun, R. A. (1989). Assessing the effectiveness of sociotechnical interventions: Antidode or
fad? Human Relations, 42, 877-897.

Begley, T. M. (1998). Coping strategies as predictors of employee distress and turnover after an
organizational consolidation: A longitudinal analysis. Journal of Occupational and
Organizational Psychology, 71, 305-329.

Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1993). Expanding the criterion domain to include elements
of contextual performance. In: N. Schmitt & W. C. Borman (Eds), Personnel Selection in
Organizations (pp. 71-98). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bridges, W. (1995). Jobshift. London: Allen & Unwin.

Cacioppo, 1. T., & Petty, R. E. (1982). The need for cognition. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 42, 116-131.

Campbell, D. J. (2000). The proactive employee: Managing workplace initiative. Academy of
Management Executive, 14(3), 52—-66.

Campbell, J. P. (1999). The definition and measurement of performance in the new age. In: D. R.
ligen & E. D. Pulakos (Eds), The Changing Nature of Performance: Implications for
Staffing, Motivation, and Development (pp. 399-429). San Francisco, Calif.: Jossey-Bass.

Campbell, J. P., McCloy, R. A,, Oppler, S., & Sager, C. E. (1993). A theory of performance. In:
N. Schmitt, W. C. Borman & ass. (Eds), Personnel Selection in Organizations (pp. 35-79).
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.



Personal Initiative: An Active Performance Concept for Work in the 21st Century 181

Carroll, J. M., Mack, R. L., Lewis, C. H., Grischkowsky, N. L., & Robertson, S. R. (1985).
Exploring a word processor. Human-Computer Interaction, 1, 283-307.

Castaneda, M., Kolenko, T. A., & Aldag, R. J. (1999). Self-management perceptions and practices:
A structural equation analysis. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 20, 101-120.

Clegg, C. (2000). Sociotechnical principles for system design. Applied Ergonomics, 31, 463-477.

Cooper, C. L., & Marshall, J. (1976). Occupational sources of stress: A review of the literature
relating to coronary heart disease and mental ill health. Journal of Occupational
Psychology, 49, 11-28.

Crant, J. M. (1995). The proactive personality scale and objective job performance among real
estate agents. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 532-537.

Crant, J. M. (2000). Proactive behavior in organizations. Journal of Management, 26, 435-462.

Daft, R. L., Sormunen, J., & Parks, D. (1988). Chief executive scanning, environmental
characteristics and company performance: An empirical study. Straregic Management
Journal, 9, 123-139.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human behavior.
New York: Plenum Press.

Dérmer, D. (1996). The logic of failure. Reading, Mass.: Addision Wesley.

Dérner, D., & Schaub, H. (1994). Errors in planning and decision-making and the nature of human
information processing. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 43, 433—454.
Dormann, T., & Frese, M. (1994). Error training: Replication and the function of exploratory

behavior. International Journal of Human-Computer Interaction, 6(4), 365-372.

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes. San Diego, CA: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich.

Eisenberger, R., & Cameron, J. (1996). Detrimental effects of reward: reality or myth? American
Pychologist, 51(11), 1153-1166.

Emery, F. E.,, & Trist, E. L. (1969). Socio-technical systems. In: F. E. Emery (Ed.), Systems
Thinking. London: Penguin.

Far, J. L., & Ford, C. M. (1990). Individual innovation. In: M. A. West & J. L. Farr (Eds),
Innovation and Creativity at Work (pp. 63-80). Chichester: Wiley.

Fay, D., & Frese, M. (2000a). Conservative approach to work: Less prepared for future work
demands. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 30, 171-195.

Fay, D., & Frese, M. (2000b). Working in East German socialism in 1980 and in capitalism 15
years later: A trend analysis of a transitional economy’s working conditions. Applied
Psychology: An International Review, 49, 63—657.

Fay, D., & Frese, M. (2000c). Self-starting behavior at work: Toward a theory of personal
initiative. In: J. Heckhausen (Ed.), Motivational Psychology of Human Development:
Developing Motivation and Motivating Development (pp. 307-337). Amsterdam, The
Netherlands: Elsevier.

Fay, D., & Frese, M. (2001). The concept of personal initiative: An overview of validity studies.
Human Performance, 14(1), 97-124.

Fay, D., & Sonnentag, S. (1998). Stressors and Personal Initiative: A Longitudinal Study on
Organizational Behavior (manuscript submitted for publication).

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, . (1974). Attitudes toward objects as predictors of single and multiple
behavioral criteria. Psychological Review, 81, 59-74.

Folkman, S. (1984). Personal control and stress and coping processes: A theoretical analysis.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 46, 839-852.



182 MICHAEL FRESE AND DORIS FAY

Frese, M. (1982). Occupational socialization and psychological development: An under-
emphasized research perspective in industrial psychology. Journal of Occupational
Psychology, 55, 209-224.

Frese, M. (2000). Executive summary, conclusions and policy implications. In: M. Frese (Ed.),
Success and Failure of Microbusiness Owners in Africa: A Psychological Approach.
Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Publishers.

Frese, M., Bryant, S., & Stoel, R. (in prep.). Dealing with errors as a predictor of personal
initiative: Results from a longitudinal and an intervention study. Amsterdam: Univ. of
Amsterdam.

Frese, M., Erbe-Heinbokel, M., Grefe, J., Rybowiak, V., & Weike, A. (1994). “Mir ist es lieber,
wenn ich genau gesagt bekomme, was ich tun muB” — Probleme der Akzeptanz von
Verantwortung und Handlungsspielraum in Ost und West (“I prefer to be told exactly what
to do” — Acceptance of responsibility and job discretion in East and West Germany).
Zeitschrift fiir Arbeits- und Organisationspsychologie, 38, 22-38.

Frese, M., Fay, D., Hilburger, T., Leng, K., & Tag, A. (1997). The concept of personal initiative:
Operationalization, reliability and validity in two German samples. Journal of Organiza-
tional and Occupational Psychology, 70, 139-161.

Frese, M., Garst, H., & Fay, D. (2000). Control and Complexity in Work and the Development of
Personal Initiative (PI): A Four-Wave Longitudinal Structural Equation Model of
Occupational Socialization. Univ. of Giessen: submitted for publication.

Frese, M., Garman, G., Garmeister, K., Halemba, K., Hortig, A., Pulwitt, T., Schildbach, S. (in
press) Training zur Erhohung der Eigeninitiative bei Arbeitslosen: Bericht iiber einen
Pilotversuch [Training to increase personal initiative in unemployed: a pilot study).
Zeitschrift fiir Arbeits- und Organisationspsychologie.

Frese, M., & Hilligloh, S. (1994). Eigeninitiative am Arbeitsplatz im Osten und Westen
Deutschlands: Ergebnisse einer empirischen Untersuchung [Personal initiative at work in
East and West Germany: Results of an empirical study]. In: G. Trommsdorf (Hrsg.),
Psychologische Aspekte des Sozial-politischen Wandels in Ostdeutschiand. Berlin:
DeGruyter.

Frese, M., Krauss, S. L., & Friedrich, C. (2001). Microbusiness owners and their success: The role
of action strategy characteristics in an African environment. Giessen: Univ. of Giessen.
Unpublished paper.

Frese, M., Kring, W., Soose, A., & Zempel, J. (1996). Personal Initiative at work: Differences
between East and West Germany. The Academy of Management Journal, 3%(1), 37-63.

Frese, M., & Pliiddemann, K. (1993). Umstellungsbereitschaft im Osten und Westen Deutsch-
lands: Inflexibilitit als Gefahrenzeichen? (Change orientation in East and West Germany:
Inflexibility as a sign of problems ahead?). Zeitschrift fiir Sozialpsychologie, 24, 198-210.

Frese, M., Stewart, J., & Hannover, B. (1987). Goal-orientation and planfulness: Action styles as
personality concepts. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 1182-1194.

Frese, M., Teng, E., & Wijnen, C. ]. D. (1999). Helping to improve suggestion systems: Predictors
of giving suggestions in companies. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 20, 1139-1155.

Frese, M., van Gelderen, M., & Ombach, M. (2000). How to Plan as a Small Scale Business
Owner: Psychological Process Characteristics of Action Strategies and Success. Journal of
Small Business Management, 38(2), 1-18.

Frese, M., & Zapf, D. (1994). Action as the core of work psychology: A German approach. In: H.
C. Triandis, M. D. Dunnette & L. Hough (Eds), Handbook of Industrial and Organizational
Psychology (Vol. 4, pp. 271-340). Palo Alto, California: Consulting Psychologists Press.



Personal Initiative: An Active Performance Concept for Work in the 21st Century 183

Gal, R., & Lazarus, R. S. (1975). The role of activity in anticipating and confronting stressful
situations. Journal of Human Stress, 1(4), 4-20.

Gollwitzer, P. M. (1993). Goal achievement: The role of intentions. In: W. Stroebe & M. Hewstone
(Eds), European Review of Social Psychology (Vol. 4, pp. 141-185). London: Wiley.

Gollwitzer, P. M., Heckhausen, H., & Ratajczak, H. (1990a). From weighing to willing:
Approaching a change decision through pre- and postdecisional mentation. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 45, 41-65.

Gollwitzer, P. M., Heckhausen, H., & Steller, B. (1990b). Deliberative and implemental mind-sets:
Cognitive tuning toward congruous thoughts and information. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 5%6), 1119-1127.

Graen, G. (1976). Role-making processes within complex organizations. In: D. Dunnette (Ed.),
Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology (pp. 1201-1245). Chicago: Rand
McNally.

Greenberger, D. B., & Strasser, S. (1991). The role of situational and dispositional factors in the
enhancement of personal control in organizations. In: L. L. Cummings & B. M. Staw (Eds),
Research in Organizational Behavior (Vol. 13, pp. 111-146). Greenwich, Conn.: JAI
Press.

Greenberger, D. B., Strasser, S., Cummings, L. L., & Dunham, R. B. (1989). The impact of
personal control on performance and satisfaction. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 43, 29-51.

Hacker, W. (1985). Activity: A fruitful concept in industrial psychology. In: M. Frese & J. Sabini
(Eds), Goal Directed Behavior: The Concept of Action in Psychology. Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Hacker, W. (1986). Arbeitspsychologie. Bern: Huber.

Hacker, W. (1992). Expertenkinnen [Expert Knowledge]. Gottingen: Verlag fiir Angewandte
Psychologie.

Hacker, W. (1998). Aligemeine Arbeitspsychologie. Bern: Huber.

Hacker, W. (1999). Konstruktives Entwickeln als Titigkeit — Versuch einer Reinterpretation des
Entwurfsdenkens (design problem solving) [Constructive development as activity — An
attempt to reinterpret design problem solving). Zeitschrift fiir Sprache und Kognition, 18,
88-97.

Hackman, J. R. (1970). Tasks and task performance in research on stress. In: J. E. McGrath (Ed.),
Social and Psychological Factors in Stress (pp. 202-237). New York: Holt, Rinehart &
Winston.

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1975). Development of the job diagnostic survey. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 60, 259-270.

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1976). Motivation through the design of work: Test of a theory.
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 16, 250-279.

Hamel, G., & Prahalad, C. K. (1994). Competing for the future. Boston, Mass.; Harvard Business
Review.

Hayes-Roth, B., & Hayes-Roth, F. (1979). A cognitive model of planning. Cognitive Science, 3,
275-310.

Heckhausen, H., & Kuhl, J. (1985). From wishes to action: The dead ends and short cuts on the
long way to action. In: M. Frese & J. Sabini (Eds), Goal Directed Behavior: The Concept
of Action in Psychology (pp. 134-160). Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Heckhausen, J., & Schulz, R. (1995). A life-span theory of control. Psychological Review, 102,
284-304.



184 MICHAEL FRESE AND DORIS FAY

Howell, J. M., & House, R. J. (1995). Socialized and personalized charisma: A theory of the bright
and dark sides of leadership: Western Business School, Univ. of Western Ontario,
Canada.

Hunter, J. E. (1986). Cognitive ability, cognitive aptitudes, job knowledge and job performance.
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 29, 340--362.

Iaffaldano, M. T., & Muchinsky, P. M. (1985). Job satisfaction and job performance: A meta-
analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 97(2), 251-273.

Iigen, D. R., & Hollenbeck, J. R. (1991). The structure of work: Job design and roles. In: M. D.
Dunnette & L. M. Hough (Eds), Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology
(Vol. 2, pp. 165-208). Palo Alto, Calif.: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Iligen, D. R., & Pulakos, E. D. (1999). Introduction: Employees performance in today’s
organizations. In: D. R. ligen & E. D. Pulakos (Eds), The Changing Nature of Performance
(pp. 1-18). San Francisco, Calif.: Jossey-Bass.

Kahn, R. L., & Byosiere, P. (1992). Stress in organizations. In: M. D. Dunnette & L. Hough (Eds),
Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology (2nd ed., Vol. 3, pp. 571-650).
Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Kanfer, R. (1992). Work motivation: New directions in theory and research. In: C. L. Cooper &
I. T. Robertson (Eds), International Review of Industrial and Organizational Psychology
(Vol. 7, pp. 1-54). Chichester: Wiley.

Karasek, R. A. (1979). Job demands, job decision latitude and mental strain: Implictions for job
redesign. Administrative Science Quarterly, 24, 385-408.

Karasek, R. A., & Theorell, T. (1990). Healthy work. Stress, productivity, and the reconstruction
of working life. New York: Basic Books.

Karoly, P. (1993). Mechanisms of self-regulation: A systems view. Annual Review of Psychology,
44, 23-52.

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1978). Social psychology of organizations (2nd ed.). New York: Wiley.

Kohn, M. L., & Schooler, C. (1978). The reciprocal effects of the substantive complexity of work
and intellectual flexibility: A longitudinal assessment. American Journal of Sociology, 84,
24-52.

Kohn, M. L., & Schooler, C. (1982). Job conditions and personality: A longitudinal assessment of
their reciprocal effects. American Journal of Sociology, 87, 1257-1286.

Koop, S., De Reu, T., & Frese, M. (2000). Sociodemographic factors, entrepreneurial orientation,
personal initiative and environmental problems in Uganda. In: M. Frese (Ed.), Success and
Failure of Microbusiness Owners in Africa: A Psychological Approach (pp.55-76).
Westport, Ct.: Quorum.

Kozulin, A. (1986). The concept of activity in Soviet psychology. American Psychologist, 41,
264-274.

Kuhl, J. (1992). A theory of self-regulation: Action versus state orientation, self-discrimination,
and some applications. Applied Psychology: An International Review, 41, 97-129.

Latham, G. P,, & Saari, L. M. (1984). Do people do what they say? Further studies on the
situational interview. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69, 569-573.

Lazarus, R. S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal and coping. New York: Springer.

LePine, 1. A., & Van Dyne, L. (1998). Predicting voice behavior in work groups. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 83, 853-868.

Locke, E. A. (1997). Prime movers: The traits of great business leaders. In: C. L. Cooper & S. E.
Jackson (Eds), Creating Tomorrow's Organizations (pp.75-96). Chichester, England:
Wiley.



Personal Initiative: An Active Performance Concept for Work in the 21st Century 185

Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990). A theory of goal setting and task performance. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (1996). Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation construct and
linking it to performance. Academy of Management Review, 21, 135-172.

Maslow, A. H. (1943). A theory of motivation. Psychological Review, 50, 370-396.

McClelland, D. C. (1987). Human motivation. Cambridge, England: Cambridge Univ. Press.

McGregor, D. (1960). The human side of enterprise. London: McGraw-Hill.

McPherson, M. A. (1998). Zimbabwe: A third nationwide survey of micro and small enterprises.
Final Report. Bethesda, MD: U.S. Agency for International Development.

Miller, G. A., Galanter, E., & Pribram, K. H. (1960). Plans and the structure of behavior. London:
Holt.

Morrison, E. W. (1993a). Longitudinal study of the effects of information seeking on newcomer
socialization. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 173-183.

Morrison, E. W. (1993b). Newcomer information secking: Exploring types, modes, sources and
outcomes. Academy of Management Journal, 36, 557-589.

Morrison, E. W., & Phelps, C. C. (1999). Taking charge at work: Extra-role efforts to initiative
workplace change. Academy of Management Journal, 42, 403—419.

Motowidlo, S. J., Borman, W. C., & Schmit, M. J. (1997). A theory of individual differences in
task and contextual performance. Human Performance, 10, 71-84.

Murphy, P. R., & Jackson, S. E. (1999). Managing work role performance: Challenges for twenty-
first century organizations and employees. In: D. R. Ilgen & E. D. Pulakos (Eds), The
Changing Nature of Performance: Implications for Staffing, Motivation and Development
(pp. 325-365). San Francisco, Calif.: Jossey-Bass.

Organ, D. (1988). Organizational citizenship behavior: The good soldier syndrome. Lexington,
MA: Lexington Books.

Parker, S. K. (1998). Enhancing role breadth self-efficacy. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83,
835-852.

Parker, S. K. (2000). From passive to proactive motivation: The importance of flexible role
orientations and role breadth self-efficacy. Applied Psychology: An International Review,
49, 447-469.

Parker, S. K., Wall, T. D., & Jackson, P. R. (1997). That’s not my job: Developing flexible
employee work orientations. Academy of Management Journal, 40, 899-929.

Pasmore, W., Francis, C., Haldeman, J., & Shani, A. (1982). Sociotechnical systems: A North
American reflection on empirical studies of the seventies. Human Relations, 12,
1179-1204.

Perrewe, P. L., & Zellars, K. L. (1999). An examination of attributions and emotions in the
transactional approach to the organizational stress process. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 20, 739-752.

Peters, T. J., & Waterman, R, H. (1982). In search of excellence. New York: Warner.

Pfeffer, J., & Sutton, R. I. (2000). The knowing-doing gap. Boston, Mass.: Harvard Business
School Press.

Podsakoff, P. M., Aheamne, M., & MacKenzie, S. B. (1997). Organizational citizenship behavior
and the quantity and quality of work group performance. Journal of Applied Psychology,
82, 262-270.

Pulakos, E. D., Arad, S., Donovan, M. A,, & Plamondon, K. E. (2000). Adaptability in the
workplace: Development of a taxonomy of adaptive performance. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 85, 612-624.



186 MICHAEL FRESE AND DORIS FAY

Rassam, C. (1999). Presenting advice and solutions. In: P. Sadler (Ed.), Management Consultancy
(pp. 125-136). London: Kogan Page.

Reither, F.,, & Stiudel, T. (1985). Thinking and action. In: M. Frese & J. Sabini (Eds), Goeal
Directed Behavior: The Concept of Action in Psychology (pp. 110-122). Hillsdale, N.J.:
Erlbaum.

Rifkin, J. (1995). The end of work. New York: Putnam.

Rotter, J. B., Chance, J. E., & Phares, E. J. (1972). An introduction to social learning theory. In:
J. B. Rotter, J. E. Chance & E. J. Phares (Eds), Applications of a Social Learning Theory
of Personality (pp. 1-44). New York: Holt.

Rummel, A., & Feinberg, R. (1988). Cognitive evaluation theory: A meta-analytic review of the
literature. Social Behavior and Personality, 16, 147-164.

Schénpflug, W. (1985). Goal directed behavior as a source of stress: Psychological origins and
consequences of inefficiency. In: M. Frese & J. Sabini (Eds), Goal Directed Behavior: The
Concept of Action in Psychology (pp. 172-188), Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Seligman, M. (1975). Helplessness: On depression, development and death. San Francisco:
Freeman. )

Shaw, G. B. (1984). Mrs. Warren’s profession. Stuttgart: Reclam.

Semmer, N., & Schallberger, U. (1996). Selection, socialisation, and mutual adaptation: Resolving
discrepancies between people and work. American Psychologist, 263-288.

Sonnentag, S. (1998). Expertise in professional software design: A process study. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 83, 703-715.

Spector, P. E. (1986). Perceived control by employees: A meta-analysis of studies concerning
autonomy and participation at work. Human Relations, 11, 1005-1016.

Sprenger, R. K. (1998). Die Entscheidung liegt bei Dir [the decision is yours]. Frankfurt:
Campus. .

Statistisches Bundesamt (Ed.) (1994). Bevilkerung und Erwerbstitigkeit [Population and
employment], Fachserie 1, Reihe 4.1.1. Stuttgart: Metzler-Poeschel.

Statistisches Bundesamt (Ed.) (1995). Bevolkerung und Erwerbstdtigkeit [Population and
employment], Fachserie 1, Reihe 4.1.1. Stuttgart: Metzler-Poeschel.

Staw, B. M., & Boettger, R. D. (1990). Task revision: A neglected form of work performance.
Academy of Management Journal, 33, 534-559.

Staw, B. M., & Ross, J. (1987). Behavior in escalation situations: Antecedents, prototypes and
solutions. Research in Organizational Behavior, 9, 39-78.

Stajkovic, A. D., & Luthans, F. (1998). Self-efficacy and work-related performance: A meta-
analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 124, 240-261.

Tang, S. H., & Hall, V. C. (1995). The overjustification effect: A meta-analysis. Applied Cognitive
Psychology, 9, 356-404.

Trist, E. L., & Bamforth, K. W. (1951). Some social and psychological consequences of the long-
wall method of coal getting. Human Relations, 4, 3-38.

Van der Linden, D., Sonnentag, S., & Frese, M. (in press). Fatigue, strategies and error
consequences when learning to solve a complex computer task. Behaviour and Information
Technology.

Van Dyck, C., Frese, M., & Sonnentag, S. (2001). Error management culture and organizational
performance: On mastering the challenges of errors (submitted for publication).
Amsterdam: Dept. of Psychology, University of Amsterdam.

Van Dyne, L., & LePine, J. A. (1998). Helping and voice extra-role behaviors: Evidence of
construct and predictive validity. Academy of Management Journal, 41, 108-119.



Personal Initiative: An Active Performance Concept for Work in the 21st Century 187

Van Gelderen, M., Frese, M., & Thurik, R. (2000). Strategies, uncertainty and performance of
small business startups. Small Business Economics, 15, 165-181. '

Van Maanen, J. (1976). Breaking in: Socialization to work. In: R. Dubin (Ed.), Handbook of Work,
Organization and Society (pp. 67-130). Chicago: Rand McNally.

Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and motivation. New York: Wiley.

Volpert, W. (1974). Handlungsstrukturanalyse als Beitrag zur Qualifikationsforschung. Cologne,
Germany: Pahl-Rugenstein.

Wall, T. D., & Jackson, P. S. (1995). New manufactoring initiatives and shopfloor job design. In:
A. Howard (Ed.), The Changing Nature of Work (pp. 139-174). San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

Weick, K. E. (1969). The social psychology of organizing. Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley.

Weinert, F. E., & Kluwe, R. H. (1987). Metacognition, motivation, an understanding. Hillsdale,
NI: Erlbaum.

West, M. A, & Anderson, N. R. (1996). Innovation in top management teams. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 81, 680-693.

White, R. W. (1959). Motivation reconsidered: The concept of competence. Psychological Review,
66, 297-333.

Wicklund, R. A. (1974). Freedom and reactance. Hillsdale: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Wilk, S. L., Desmarais, L. B., & Sackett, P. R. (1995). Gravitation to jobs commensurate with
ability: Longitudinal and cross-sectional tests. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80, 79-85.

Wilson, G. D. (1973). The psychology of conservatism. New York: Academic Press.

Wortman, C. B., & Brehm, J. W. (1975). Responses to uncontrotlable outcomes: An integration of
reactancce theory and the learned helplessness model. In: L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology. New York: Academic Press.

Zapf, D., Dormann, C., & Frese, M. (1996). Longitudinal studies in organizational stress research:
A review of the literature with reference to methodological issues. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 1, 145-169.

Zempel, J. (1994). Psychologische Strategien der Handlungsplanung. Univ. of Giessen, Giessen.

Zempel, J. (1999). Selbstaendigkeit in den neuen Bundeslaendem: Praediktoren, Erfolgsfaktoren
und Folgen - Ergebnisse einer Laengsschnittuntersuchung. In: K. Moser, B. Batinic & J.
Zempel (Eds), Unternehmerisch Erfolgreiches Handeln (pp. 69-91). Goettingen, Ger-
many: Verlag fuer Angewandte Psychologie.



