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ABSTRACT  Previous efforts to elucidate dispositional antecedents
of organizational citizenship behaviors have yielded equivocal results.
The current study presents and tests a theoretical argument for expecting
conscientiousness to interact with interpersonal dimensions of personality
in predicting helping behaviors. As hypothesized, the responses of 374
women and their supervisors reveal significant interactions between con-
scientiousness, on the one hand, and agreeableness, extraversion, and
emotional stability, on the other, in predicting helping behaviors. Clar-
ifying the relationship between personality and helping, these results sug-
gest that the impact of conscientiousness in a social context depends on a
positive interpersonal orientation. The implications of these findings for
research and practice are discussed.
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The increasing use of teams, flexible and networked organizations,
and a global workforce (e.g., LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002) places
heightened importance on understanding the determinants of inter-
personal workplace behaviors. Such behaviors have been studied
under the rubrics of organizational citizenship behavior, organiza-
tional spontaneity, contextual performance, and prosocial behavior
(Borman & Motowidlo, 1997; George & Brief, 1992; Organ, 1988).
Regardless of which of these constructs is adopted, a major subset of
the behaviors in question, which is included in the domains of each
of the aforementioned constructs, refers to voluntarily helping others
with work-related tasks and problems. Teams are highly dependent
upon interpersonal helping for effective functioning. More generally,
as work moves from being more routinized and preprogrammed to
being more flexible and adaptive to a dynamic and changing envi-
ronment, the importance of interpersonal helping is only likely to
increase. Likewise, increasing globalization necessitates the sharing
of information, products, services, technology, and procedures
across cultures and country borders; such sharing is highly depend-
ent on cooperative employees willingly helping others understand
the dynamics of the business across geographic and social divisions.

In considering research on the antecedents of interpersonal help-
ing, an interesting paradox emerges. On the one hand, personality is
expected to be a significant determinant of behavior in “weak” or
ambiguous situations in which there are few situational constraints
on behaviors (Mischel, 1977; Organ, 1994). When situational pres-
sures or constraints on behavior are few, people are freer to express
themselves and behave according to their characteristic tendencies,
predispositions, or innate traits. Using Michel’s taxonomy of strong
and weak situations, interpersonal helping takes place, in many or-
ganizational contexts, in a relatively weak situation. Although there
are some occupations in which general helping behaviors are role
prescribed (e.g., nursing, sales), workers are typically not required to
come voluntarily to the aid of a coworker who is having trouble with
an assignment, task, computer program, or piece of equipment.
Hence, helping is one subset of behaviors that is included in virtually
all conceptualizations of extra-role behavior. On the other hand,
studies that have explored the relationship between personality and
extra-role behaviors, including helping, have reached equivocal con-
clusions (e.g., Hurtz & Donovan, 2000; Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Beth, & Bachrach, 2000). In fact, job performance (which is role
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prescribed and thus under considerable situational pressures or con-
straints) has generally been shown to have more consistent relations
with personality traits such as conscientiousness (Barrick, Mount, &
Judge, 2001; Hogan, Hogan, & Roberts, 1996) than has interper-
sonal helping (cf. Borman, Penner, Allen, & Motowidlo, 2001).

In an attempt to resolve this paradox, we adopt a more holistic
and interactive perspective on personality and its relation to inter-
personal helping. In particular, we theoretically reason how combi-
nations of traits may be meaningfully associated with interpersonal
helping. Our article unfolds as follows: First, we review literature on
interpersonal helping as a form of extra-role behavior. Then, we
discuss prior theorizing and research on potential relationships be-
tween personality traits and interpersonal helping. Building from
this discussion, we theorize how an interactive approach to person-
ality holds promise for understanding the relation between person-
ality and interpersonal helping, and we develop specific hypotheses
based on this approach. Lastly, we report the results of a field study
that tests our theoretically driven hypotheses.

Helping Behaviors

The increased emphasis on flexibility, collaboration, and teamwork
in contemporary organizations (Ilgen & Pulakos, 1999) underscores
the importance of positive interpersonal behaviors in the workplace.
However, even within the domain of interpersonal behaviors in the
workplace, there remains some confusion over the labels, definitions,
and dimensions of these behaviors. At a broad level, Borman and
Motowidlo (1997) distinguish between the constructs of task per-
formance and contextual performance. This differentiation parallels
the distinction between in-role behaviors and extra-role behaviors
(Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks, 1995; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998).
In-role behaviors refer to those behaviors that are formally required
by a job and result in task performance. Extra-role behaviors are
discretionary behaviors that are not role prescribed and result in
contextual performance.

Within the category of extra-role behaviors that result in contex-
tual performance, researchers have most commonly investigated
organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), which consist of those
actions that ““contribute to the maintenance and enhancement of the
social and psychological context that supports task performance”
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(Organ, 1997, p. 95). Organ’s (1988) original taxonomy of OCBs
included five components: altrusim, conscientiousness, sportsman-
ship, courtesy, and civic virtue. Additional overlapping taxonomies
have been developed such as Podsakoff et al.’s (2000), which includes
seven dimensions: helping behavior, sportsmanship, organizational
loyalty, organizational compliance, individual initiative, civic virtue,
and staff development. Interestingly, a few decades ago, Katz (1964)
underscored the importance of extra-role behavior in his discussion
of three important behavior patterns of effective organizations: at-
tracting and retaining people in the organization, dependable role
performance, and voluntarily performed extra-role behaviors. Build-
ing from Katz (1964), George and Brief (1992) articulated five forms
of organizational spontaneity (i.e., citizenship behaviors): helping
coworkers, protecting the organization, making constructive sugges-
tions, developing oneself, and spreading goodwill.

In this study we focus on the interpersonal dimension of extra-role
behavior that is common across different conceptualizations, tax-
onomies, and research—helping behaviors (Podsakoff et al., 2000).
Following Organ (1988), George and Brief (1992), George (1991),
and others, helping behaviors are behaviors voluntarily performed to
aid or assist other organizational members with work-related tasks.
Helping behaviors have been studied widely across organizational
and social psychological research. One important example is the
classic research regarding bystander intervention as a function of the
presence of others and the diffusion of responsibility (Latane &
Darley, 1969). In the workplace, helping behaviors are typically nei-
ther prescribed in job descriptions nor can they be planned for or
anticipated in advance. Helping a coworker navigate an unfamiliar
computer program, fixing a broken machine, and helping another
group solve a problem are all examples of spontaneous or voluntary
acts occurring in organizations that are often taken for granted. How-
ever, these instances of helping are essential for smooth organizational
functioning and have been linked to positive organizational outcomes
(Podsakoff, Ahearne, & McKenzie, 1997; Walz & Niehoff, 1996).

Given their importance, it is not surprising that an extensive and
growing body of literature focuses on the antecedents of helping be-
havior in the workplace (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998). In addition to
consideration of leader, task, and organizational antecedents of cit-
izenship behaviors, research has also focused on personality as a
predictor of interpersonal helping (Podsakoff et al., 2000). Because



Linking Personality to Helping 589

helping behaviors are discretionary, extra-role behaviors that are not
formally required of an individual in the workplace and often cannot
be prescribed a priori, it stands to reason that “we should expect to
find in OCB the kind of ‘performance’ that is attributable to per-
sonality” (Organ, 1994, p. 466). While personality traits typically do
not account for much meaningful variance in behaviors in tightly
controlled or role-prescribed situations (e.g., George & Zhou, 2001;
Mischel, 1977), personality does play a role in behaviors that are
discretionary or performed in weak situations with limited external
constraints.

Hence, we return to the paradox described earlier. At best, per-
sonality traits appear to have weak relationships with extra-role be-
haviors, including helping. For example, results of one meta-analysis
suggest that personality traits have lower predictive validities for
helping behaviors than attitudes such as job satisfaction and organ-
izational commitment, mood state, and perceptions of fairness (Or-
gan & Ryan, 1995). When controlling for monomethod bias,
personality traits appear to play an even smaller role in the etiology
of interpersonal helping with only the trait of conscientiousness
demonstrating some consistent relations across studies (Podsakoff
et al., 2000). It is important to note that a more recent review cited
stronger relationships between personality and helping (Borman
et al., 2001). Specifically, when including 20 studies conducted since
Organ and Ryan’s meta-analysis, a ‘“‘somewhat higher” mean un-
corrected correlation coefficient emerged (Borman et al., 2001,
p. 65). However, given that personality reflects enduring tendencies
to think, feel, and behave in certain ways and that helping behaviors
are discretionary, these findings are paradoxical. In an attempt to
resolve this contradiction, we take a more in-depth look at the Five-
Factor personality traits and how and when they might be associated
with interpersonal helping.

Personality can potentially yield helping behaviors in the work-
place through several simultaneous and interrelated processes. First,
differences in personality may influence how individuals are moti-
vated (Judge & Ilies, 2002; Rioux & Penner, 2001). For example,
individuals who are high in agreeableness may be more likely to be
motivated to maintain relationships rather than preserve their own
self-interest. Thus, motivation may be a mechanism by which
personality yields helping. Second, personality characteristics may
also affect how individuals interpret situations that arise and the
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likelihood that they react in an interpersonally facilitative manner.
For example, individuals low in emotional stability tend to view sit-
uations in a negative light (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Such individuals
may interpret coworkers’ help-seeking behaviors as annoyances or as
threatening to status hierarchies, and may withhold helpful respons-
es. Third, job satisfaction may mediate the relationship between
personality factors and helping behaviors (LePine et al., 2002).
Through these and other processes, it is likely that personality will
influence interpersonal helping.

Personality Traits and Interpersonal Helping

Though not without its critics (see Block, 1995; Eysenck, 1992), the
Five-Factor Model of personality is the most widely accepted and
robust taxonomy of personality traits. The Five- Factor traits—con-
scientiousness, agreeableness, extraversion, emotional stability, and
openness to experience—describe dispositions at the highest level of
a hierarchy of personality traits (James & Mazerolle, 2002). This
structure has been detected in longitudinal research of children and
adults (Costa & McCrae, 1985) and has been confirmed across cul-
tures and with various assessment techniques (McCrae & John, 1992;
Piedmont, McCrae, & Costa, 1991). Though the Five-Factor traits
can be utilized solely for descriptive purposes (Hough, 1992), their
predictive power is of particular interest for organizational psychol-
ogists. The Five-Factor traits have been studied extensively as pre-
dictors of extra-role behaviors, including interpersonal helping, with
disappointing results. In order to understand these results and build
from them, we briefly describe each of the Five-Factor traits and
findings regarding their relations with interpersonal helping.

Conscientiousness. Commonly associated with efficiency, organiza-
tion, reliability, and thoroughness, conscientiousness is a dimension
of personality that may both organize and direct behavior (McCrae
& John, 1992). Theoretically, conscientiousness may be an important
predictor of workplace behaviors because it provides the organiza-
tion and direction that are necessary to produce targeted behaviors.
Individuals high in conscientiousness often have long-term plans
(McCrae & Costa, 1991). Thus, it is not surprising that this is the
Five-Factor trait most consistently linked to performance on the job
(Barrick et al., 2001; Borman et al., 2001), and is the personality
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dimension that managers rate as being the most important (Dunn,
Mount, Barrick, & Ones, 1995). In their meta-analysis of the rela-
tionship between personality and OCBs, Organ and Ryan (1995)
found that conscientiousness was the most consistent, albeit weak,
personality predictor of helping.

Agreeableness. Agreeableness refers to “‘the more humane aspects
of humanity—characteristics such as altrusim, nurturance, caring,
and emotional support at one end of the dimension, and hostility,
indifference to others, self-centeredness, spitefulness, and jealousy at
the other” (Digman, 1990, p. 422). Individuals high in agreeableness
are kind, sympathetic, and generous (McCrae & John, 1992) and
deal with conflict cooperatively or collaboratively (Digman, 1990).
Not surprisingly, then, agreeableness has been shown to predict
performance in several interpersonally oriented jobs (Hurtz &
Donovan, 2000). In their meta-analysis, Organ and Ryan (1995)
likewise found agreeableness to be a weak, yet significant, predictor
of helping.

Extraversion. Individuals high in extraversion are described by ad-
jectives such as active, assertive, energetic, enthusiastic, and outgo-
ing (McCrae & John, 1992). Though there is some evidence that
extraversion is characterized by surgency to a greater degree than
sociability (e.g., Hogan & Holland, 2003), individuals high in extra-
version tend to be highly social, talkative, and affectionate (Schultz
& Schultz, 1994) and commonly have numerous friendships and
good social skills (McCrae & Costa, 1989). Extraversion has been
found to relate positively to training proficiency (Barrick & Mount,
1991; Hough, 1992) and to job performance in occupations that ne-
cessitate social interactions (Barrick & Mount, 1991). However,
when extraversion is included in studies of dispositional predictors
of helping, the relationship is usually not significant (e.g., Barrick,
Mount, & Strauss, 1992; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983).

Emotional Stability. Individuals who are high on emotional stabil-
ity tend to be calm, content, well-adjusted, and stable. They are not
prone to getting upset and anxious. Emotional stability is often
defined in terms of the low pole of the trait and referred to as neu-
roticism or negative affectivity (John & Srivastava, 1999). Individ-
uals high in neuroticism (or low in emotional stability) tend to worry
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a great deal and feel insecure and nervous (Schultz & Schultz, 1994).
Individuals high on neuroticism are described as anxious, self-pity-
ing, tense, touchy, unstable, and worrying (McCrae & John, 1992).
With regard to helping behaviors, emotional stability (or neurotic-
ism) has not been found to be a meaningful predictor (e.g., Barrick
et al., 1992).

Openness to Experience. Openness to experience encompasses ar-
tistic, imaginative, insightful, and creative tendencies (McCrae &
John, 1992). It may also include an aesthetic sensitivity, a need for
variety, and wide-ranging intellectual interests. Preliminary research
suggests that openness to experience is related to creative behaviors
in the workplace when the work context is supportive of such be-
haviors (George & Zhou, 2001), but there is little support for a re-
lationship with global measures of job performance (Barrick et al.,
2001) or interpersonal helping.

Combined Effects of Personality Traits

Aside from the weak situation argument, why should any of the
Five-Factor traits be linked, singly, or in combination, with inter-
personal helping? To answer this question, it is important to consider
how different predispositions or traits might encourage interpersonal
helping in the workplace. Recall our earlier definition of helping,
which is highly consistent with theorizing and research in this area:
behaviors voluntarily performed to aid or assist other organizational
members with work-related tasks. There are three key components
of this definition: the behaviors are voluntary, they entail taking the
initiative to do something that is good for the organization, and they
involve initiating an interpersonal exchange to help another person.
Given that interpersonal helping entails actions that are driven from
at least two different motives—the motive to engage in discretionary
behaviors for the good of the organization (e.g., solving or prevent-
ing a work-related problem) and the motive to volunteer to help
other people (e.g., behaving prosocially to help a coworker with a
difficult task), perhaps it is unrealistic to expect that any single trait
such as conscientiousness will have much explanatory power
(Hough, 1992; Organ, 1997).

Conscientiousness may be a necessary antecedent of interpersonal
helping as it provides the diligence, responsibility, and dedication
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required by the first motive—taking the initiative to voluntarily
engage in behaviors that are not required for the good of the
organization. However, it may not be sufficient as people high in
conscientiousness can express their dedication in multiple ways that
may or may not involve interpersonal helping. Furthermore,
there are other dispositions that might discourage the expression
of conscientiousness and dedication through interpersonal helping.
For example, a person who is very shy or very distrustful of others
may be reluctant to initiate helping behaviors unless asked to
do so. People can express conscientiousness in multiple ways in or-
ganizations (e.g., through their own job performance) and volun-
tarily helping others might not be the most readily chosen route
unless an individual is also positively predisposed toward the second
motive of interpersonal helping—taking the initiative to offer and
supply help to other organizational members. In fact, under certain
circumstances, individuals high on conscientiousness may actually
be very reluctant to engage in interpersonal helping. For example,
individuals high on conscientiousness are motivated to meet dead-
lines and achieve their goals (McCrae & Costa, 1989). Individuals
high on conscientiousness may seek to avoid helping others to the
extent that time spent helping detracts from time spent on role-
prescribed behaviors and jeopardizes meeting a deadline or achiev-
ing a goal. Because helping behaviors are not formally required of
individuals on the job, taking the time to undertake such behaviors
may actually interfere with those behaviors that are required. As
such, being high on conscientiousness may only support helping be-
haviors to the extent that individuals also possess a positive
interpersonal orientation. Without the influence of a positive inter-
personal orientation, conscientiousness could actually inhibit inter-
personal helping.

To the extent that individuals who are high in conscientiousness
also possess a positive interpersonal orientation, helping behaviors
are likely to be exhibited. A positive interpersonal orientation may
be derived from three Five-Factor traits or dispositions: agreeable-
ness, extraversion, and emotional stability.

Agreeableness encompasses a “‘prosocial and communal orienta-
tion” (John & Srivastava, 1999, p. 121), which suggests that indi-
viduals who are high on agreeableness might be more likely to
engage in helping behavior than individuals low on this trait. When
conscientiousness is high, individuals are dedicated to doing what is
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good for the organization and this, in combination with agreeable-
ness, should make them more likely to take the initiative to help
coworkers with work-related problems and tasks. Conversely, when
highly conscientious individuals are low in agreeableness, their lack
of concern for others may inhibit the degree to which they are willing
to help others and their dedication may be expressed in role-pre-
scribed behaviors. Thus, we expect that conscientiousness will have a
stronger, positive relation to interpersonal helping at work when
agreeableness is high than when agreeableness is low (H1).

People who are high on extraversion are enthusiastically engaged
in the social world, are proactive, and have a tendency to view other
people and social interactions positively (John & Srivastava, 1999).
Their outgoing and assertive nature, along with their tendencies to
view others and opportunities for social interaction positively, may
make them likely to be helpful to others. For individuals who are
high on conscientiousness, a high level of extraversion is likely to
result in their dedication and initiative being expressed in interper-
sonal helping at work. Consistent with this reasoning, results of
a recent meta-analysis suggest that extraversion is positively asso-
ciated with vocational interests of the social type (Barrick, Mount,
& Gupta, 2003). Individuals who are high on conscientiousness
and low on extraversion, alternatively, may be reluctant to initiate
social interactions spontaneously to help others and may be task
focused in terms of their own responsibilities and goals. Further-
more, individuals who are low on extraversion may not possess
sufficient social confidence to offer their help to coworkers. It
follows that conscientiousness will have a stronger positive relation
to interpersonal helping when extraversion is high than when extra-
version is low (H2).

Individuals who are high on emotional stability are well adjusted,
calm, and confident. For those who are high on conscientiousness, a
high level of emotional stability is likely to promote interpersonal
helping as these highly dependable individuals will be able to calmly
and confidently offer their assistance to coworkers tackling work-
related problems. However, individuals who are low on emotional
stability (or high on neuroticism) are more likely to be consumed by
their own anxieties and stress, and in need of help rather than being
able to offer it to others. A combination of high conscientiousness
and low emotional stability is likely to result in individuals striving
to perform at a high level and feeling nervous and anxious about
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being able to achieve their own goals and objectives. Helping others
might not even occur to such individuals, and if it does, they often
might feel too pressured themselves to take the time to lend a hand to
others. Thus, conscientiousness will have a stronger positive relation
with interpersonal helping when emotional stability is high than
when emotional stability is low (H3).

With an emphasis on intellect and creativity, openness to experi-
ence is not particularly relevant to the interpersonal side of work-
place behaviors. An orientation toward aesthetics and a wide range
of intellectual interests is unlikely to contribute to a positive social
orientation, or to be related to the degree to which workers engage in
helping behaviors. Thus, we do not hypothesize an interaction effect
between conscientiousness and openness to experience in predicting
interpersonal helping (H4).

In hypothesizing and testing interaction effects between consci-
entiousness and dispositions that underlie a positive interpersonal
orientation in predicting helping behavior at work, our study has the
potential to make several important contributions to the literature.
First, we may help resolve the paradox described earlier (OCBs, be-
ing voluntarily performed with little situational pressures, are pre-
cisely the kinds of behaviors that should be related to personality yet
prior research yields equivocal findings) and contribute to an un-
derstanding of how and when personality is related to helping at
work. Second, to our knowledge, this is the first study to look at how
personality traits might interact to influence helping behavior, or
more generally, any dimensions of extra-role behaviors in the work-
place. Lastly, and more broadly, our development and testing of
theoretically based hypotheses concerning how personality traits
might interact to influence specific behaviors in the workplace has
the potential to contribute to an understanding of the role of per-
sonality in the world of work. With the exception of research by Witt
and colleagues (Witt, 2002; Witt et al., 2002), the burgeoning number
of studies on personality in the workplace have tended to adopt a
unidimensional approach, focusing on single traits as predictors of
outcomes. However, given that personality is composed of multiple
traits that have the potential to operate in consort, the field might be
advanced by considering how traits may or may not work together
to influence behaviors of concern. Witt and his colleagues’ focus on
task performance is a crucial first step in the examination of inter-
actional effects but is limited by its focus on role-prescribed task
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performance. Importantly, we have focused on the specific motives
likely to underlie helping behaviors and how alternative global
dimensions of personality may underlie these motives.

METHODS

Participants

As part of a larger study, potential participants were drawn from the
membership directory of the National Association of Women in Con-
struction (NAWIC). This membership is comprised of 5,000 women from
a wide range of organizations and positions including tradeswomen, con-
struction company owners, architects, engineers, and secretaries who
work in the construction industry. Due to time and cost constraints, we
randomly selected 2,650 of 4,570 NAWIC members (approximately 60%)
to whom the survey would be sent. An additional 350 women from 385
(approximately 90%), who were identified by NAWIC as being trades-
women, were selected in order to increase the probability that this par-
ticular type of job would be represented in the full sample. We collected
data from two sources: (1) NAWIC members who completed a question-
naire and (2) their supervisors who completed rating forms for the
NAWIC members.

We received a total of 657 questionnaire responses back from the 3,000
distributed to NAWIC members for a 21.9% response rate. Similarly, the
response rate for just those women who worked in trades-related positions
was approximately 17%. Because 32 surveys were returned incomplete
(e.g., retirement, death) or incorrectly completed, there were 625 usable
responses. Of the women who responded, most were Caucasian (91.9%),
with relatively equal representation of African American, Hispanic, Asian,
and Native American respondents. Though NAWIC does not maintain
complete records of the demographic composition of its membership,
NAWIC staff reported that they have found that the vast majority of
their survey respondents are Caucasian, with approximately equal distri-
butions among other ethnic groups. Most of the participants (57.7%) were
married, though 22.8% were divorced and 15.3% were single. The mean
age of the participants was 45.44 years (SD = 10.60), and the average
length of time working in the industry was 16.06 years (SD = 10.24).

We also received a total of 465 supervisor rating forms for a 73.4%
response rate among supervisors who received the rating form (i.e., their
subordinates returned a completed questionnaire). Of the supervisor sur-
veys, 88 were returned incomplete due to the fact that the employees were
owners without supervisors. An additional three supervisor surveys
were completed incorrectly (e.g., filled out about themselves) and were
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not included in the analyses. Overall, there were 374 interpretable super-
visor rating forms (59.1% among those who received the form).

To test for potential differences between employees whose supervisors
returned a survey and those whose supervisors did not, we conducted a
binary logistic regression analysis. The results indicate that the partici-
pants’ ethnicity (p = — .43, ns), marital status (B =.06, ns), and age
(B = .01, ns) did not predict whether their supervisors completed and re-
turned a survey. Furthermore, neither the supervisor’s gender (B = — .48,
ns) nor the ratio of women to men in participants’ organizations ( = .28,
ns) was related to supervisor response. However, participants with higher
educational levels were significantly less likely to have supervisors who
completed a survey (B = — .22, p<.05). This is likely due to the fact that
participants with higher levels of education tended to be their own su-
pervisors. As such, the analyses reported in the current study are based on
a sample of 374 employees and their supervisors.

Procedures

The participants were sent a large envelope that included a cover letter
addressed to them, a 15-page survey for them to complete, a cover letter
addressed to their supervisors, a two-page survey (rating form) for their
supervisors to complete, and two postage-paid envelopes addressed to the
researchers. The participant cover letter explained the purpose of the
study, encouraged the respondents to participate by completing the sur-
vey, asked them to give the second survey and envelope to their super-
visors, and guaranteed confidentiality of the results. The cover letter
addressed to the supervisors requested their evaluation of the target em-
ployee and ensured confidentiality of their responses.

Measures

Personality. Participants’ completed the NEO-FFI as a measurement of
their personality (McRae & Costa, 1989). This widely used 60-item as-
sessment tool measures the Big- Five factors of personality, but not its
narrower facets. All constructs were assessed with a five-point response
format anchored with (1) “strongly disagree and (5) “‘strongly agree.”
The Conscientiousness scale (M =45.72, SD=4.96) includes 12
items, such as “I keep my belongings clean and neat.” The measure of
Agreeableness is also comprised of 12 items, including “I try to be cour-
teous to everyone I meet” (M = 45.90, SD = 5.39). A sample from the 12-
item Extraversion scale is “I like to have a lot of people around me”
(M =44.51, SD =6.16). A sample item from the 11-item Emotional Sta-
bility/Neuroticism scale is “I am not a worrier” (M = 41.45, SD = 6.42).
One item from the Emotional Stability/Neuroticism scale of the original
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NEO-FFI was mistakenly omitted from the questionnaire (i.e., “I waste a
lot of time before settling down to work™) and thus could not be included
in the current analyses. Emotional Stability was scored such that higher
scores reflected a higher level of Emotional Stability. Openness to Expe-
rience (M = 39.79, SD = 5.27) was measured with 12 items that included
“I am intrigued by patterns I find in art and nature.”” The internal con-
sistency reliabilities for each of the Five-Factor personality traits were all
above .70, as indicated in Table 1.

Helping behaviors. Supervisor ratings of the extent to which the target
employees exhibited helping behaviors were measured using a seven-item
scale (Podsakoff et al., 1997) with a 7-point response format anchored
with (1) “strongly disagree” and (7) “‘strongly agree.” This scale was
created with the intention of examining multiple, distinct dimensions of
organizational citizenship, including civic virtue, sportsmanship, and
helping behaviors. A sample item from the helping scale is “helps co-
workers if they fall behind in their work.” In the current study, the in-
ternal consistency reliability for this scale was .86.

RESULTS

Recall that Hypothesis 1 predicted that Conscientiousness would
have a stronger positive relation to interpersonal helping when
Agreeableness is high than when Agreeableness is low. To test this
hypothesis, we conducted hierarchical moderated regression analy-
sis. At the first step, we entered the two main effects and at the sec-
ond step, we entered the two-way, cross-product term. Support for

Table 1
Intercorrelations and Reliabilities for Study Variables

Consci- Agree-  Extra- Emotional
entiousness ableness version  Stability  Helping

Conscientiousness .80

Agreeableness 2 5%k 12

Extraversion 26%* 36%* 17

Emotional Stability 35k 30 S0 .80

Helping .07 A1* 18 .08 .86

*<.05. ¥*p<.01.
Note: Internal consistency reliabilities are reported on the diagonal.
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Table 2
Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Conscientiousness and
Agreeableness on Helping

Step Predictors § Total R’ AR?
1 Conscientiousness .05
Agreeableness .10 .01 .01
2 Conscientiousness X 1.66* .03* .02%*
Agreeableness

*p<.05. ®¥p<.01.

Hypothesis 1 would be indicated by a significant change in R” at Step
2 and a pattern of results consistent with those hypothesized (Cohen
& Cohen, 1983). As indicated in Table 2, the Conscientiousness x
Agreeableness interaction explained a significant incremental
amount of variance in interpersonal helping after controlling for
the two main effects (4R’ = .02; p<.05). To examine the nature of
this interaction, we plotted the relation between Conscientiousness
and helping for high and low levels ( 4+ 1 standard deviation from
the mean) of Agreeableness (Aiken & West, 1991). As indicated in
Figure 1, Conscientiousness had a strong positive relation with
helping when Agreeableness was high (slope = 1.10) and a negative
relation with helping when Agreeableness was low (slope = — .40).
These results support Hypothesis 1.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that Conscientiousness would have a
stronger positive relation to interpersonal helping when Extraver-
sion is high than when Extraversion is low. Results of the hierar-
chical moderated regression analysis to test Hypothesis 2 are
reported in Table 3. Consistent with Hypothesis 2, the Conscien-
tiousness x Extraversion cross-product term explained a significant
incremental amount of variance in helping after controlling for the
two main effects (AR? = .01; p<.05). And as indicated in Figure 2,
Conscientiousness was positively related to helping when Extraver-
sion was high (slope = .93) and negatively related to helping when
Extraversion was low (slope= —.32). These results support
Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that Conscientiousness would have a
stronger positive relation with interpersonal helping when Emotion-
al Stability is high than when Emotional Stability is low. Results of
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Figure 1
The interaction of Conscientiousness and Agreeableness on helping.

the hierarchical moderated regression analysis to test Hypothesis 3
are reported in Table 4. Consistent with Hypothesis 3, the Consci-
entiousness X Emotional Stability interaction explained a significant
incremental amount of variance in helping above and beyond that
accounted for by the main effects (AR’ = .01; p<.05). As indicated
in Figure 3, when Emotional Stability was high (slope = 1.08), Con-
scientiousness had a positive relation with helping, and when Emo-
tional Stability was low, Conscientiousness was negatively related to
helping. These results support Hypothesis 3 (slope = — .20).

As predicted in Hypothesis 4, results of the hierarchical moder-
ated regression analyses revealed that the relationship between Con-
scientiousness and helping behaviors did not depend on Openness to
Experience (AR’ =.00; p>.05)

Table 3
Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Conscientiousness and
Extraversion on Helping

Step Predictors B Total R’ AR®
1 Conscientiousness .03

Extraversion 17 .03%** Q3%
2 Conscientiousness x 1.30%* .04+ 01*

Extraversion

9 <.05. #*p<.0].



Linking Personality to Helping 601

45 ~
44
o 43 1 —e—Low
£ Extraversion
L2 42 .
[ —— High
T 41 - \ Extraversion
40 -
39 T T 1

Low Medium High

Conscientiousness

Figure 2
The interaction of Conscientiousness and Extraversion on helping.

DISCUSSION

One of the few axioms in personality research and interactional psy-
chology is that personality is more likely to influence behavior when
there are fewer, as opposed to greater, situational constraints or
pressures (i.e., the situation is weak as opposed to strong) (e.g., Car-
son, 1989; Mischel, 1977; Organ, 1994; Pervin, 1985). In the organ-
izational psychology literature, however, just the opposite appears to
emerge when looking at relationships between the Five-Factor traits
on the one hand, and performance and organizational citizenship
behavior, on the other. That is, performance (which is typically sub-
ject to greater situational pressures) tends to have more consistent
relations with global dimensions of personality than do extra-role
behaviors (which, by definition, are more voluntary in nature) (e.g.,
Podsakoff et al., 2000).

In this article, we sought to resolve this paradox by reasoning
theoretically how and when the Five-Factor traits may or may not be

Table 4
Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Conscientiousness and Emotional
Stability on Helping

Step Predictors B Total R’ AR?
1 Conscientiousness .05

Emotional Stability .05 .01 .01
2 Conscientiousness x 1.30%* .02%* .01*

Emotional Stability

<05, #*p<.0l.
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The interaction of Conscientiousness and Emotional Stability
on helping.

related to one of the most universally identified dimensions of extra-
role behavior in organizations: interpersonal helping. We reasoned
that at least two salient motives might underlie voluntary acts of
helping others with work-related problems and tasks. First,
people must be predisposed to engage voluntarily in behaviors
for the good of the organization. Second, people must be predis-
posed to initiate interpersonal interactions with others. Conscien-
tiousness, with its emphasis on responsibility and dedication, is likely
to underlie the first motive for interpersonal helping—taking the in-
itiative to engage in behaviors for the good of the organization.
However, we also reasoned that conscientiousness alone might not
be enough. That is, conscientiousness can be expressed in numerous
ways in organizations and, most obviously, in terms of job perform-
ance (hence, the well-documented relationship between conscien-
tiousness and job performance). In order for helping to take place,
individuals high on conscientiousness must also have a positive in-
terpersonal orientation.

We examined three alternative ways in which a positive interper-
sonal orientation might be encouraged—through high agreeableness,
through high extraversion, or through high emotional stability. In
the presence of a positive interpersonal orientation, we proposed
that increasing levels of conscientiousness should lead to increasing
levels of helping. In each case, the hypothesized interaction effect
was statistically significant and in the expected direction. Interest-
ingly enough, for each of the three moderator traits (agreeableness,
extraversion, and emotional stability), when the trait was high, the
relation between conscientiousness and helping was positive, while it
was negative when the moderator trait was low. In thinking about
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the nature of these three moderators, the negative relation when the
moderator was low is understandable. Individuals who are low in
agreecableness are characterized as being antagonistic and rude, in-
dividuals low in extraversion are characterized by being independent
and preferring to be alone, and individuals who are low in emotional
stability are characterized by being distressed, hostile, and angry
(Costa & McCrae, 1992; John & Srivastava, 1999). As conscien-
tiousness increases, it stands to reason that those low on any one of
these traits would not be likely to express their dedication by helping
others. Rather, they would likely focus on their own individual task
performance.

Our results suggest that extra-role behaviors may be meaningfully
linked to personality. However, rather than simply correlating a
multitude of traits with a multitude of dimensions of extra-role be-
havior, what is needed are theoretically based investigations of how
and when different personality traits promote extra-role behavior.
Moreover, given that individuals’ personalities are comprised of
multiple traits in a trait hierarchy, it is informative to consider the
combined effects of traits that, theoretically, are expected to interact
in ways to promote or inhibit a given behavior.

As with most field research, this study is not without limitations.
One potential limitation is that we obtained a moderately low re-
sponse rate. However, the rate is roughly equivalent to that of sim-
ilar research and is likely explained by the length of the survey.
Another potential limitation is that the current sample is comprised
entirely of women in male-dominated organizations. On the one
hand, this raises questions about the generalizability of our results to
other populations and contexts. On the other hand, it might actually
result in a conservative test of our hypotheses. That is, women in
male-dominated organizations may be reluctant to volunteer help to
their male coworkers for a variety of reasons (e.g., fear that their
offers of assistance will be rebuffed or resented). However, our the-
oretically based hypotheses concerning how the interaction of per-
sonality traits might promote helping were supported in a sample in
which helping behaviors, though discretionary, might actually be
discouraged due to interpersonal dynamics resulting from gender
composition. This suggests that the interactions of the relevant traits
are significant determinants of helping behavior and influential
enough to overcome any reluctance due to the social context. In
other contexts in which helping might not be subtly discouraged,
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even stronger results might be obtained. In any case, future research
is needed to determine the extent to which these conjectures are
supported and our results generalized to other contexts. Another
limitation is that the current study considers only pairs of personality
traits in relation to each other and does not take more complex
constellations of personality into account. Finally, the effect sizes are
somewhat small, but that is not unexpected given the difficulty of
detecting interactions in field research of this kind (Aiken & West,
1991). We hope that future research will be encouraged by the cur-
rent results and continue to examine theory-driven combinations of
personality characteristics.

CONCLUSIONS

The results of the current study suggest that, despite previous equiv-
ocal findings, dispositional factors are meaningfully related to extra-
role behaviors. In order to understand these relations, it is important
to determine theoretically how personality traits may be linked to
extra-role behaviors and take into account the combined effects of
relevant traits. The results of the current study, in conjunction with
the escalating importance of interpersonal behaviors in the work-
place (e.g., Illgen & Pulakos, 1999), suggest that continued attention
be paid to the dispositional antecedents of extra-role behaviors.
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