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New Perspectives and Directions for UnderstandingrBactivity in Organizations

Uta K. Bindl & Sharon K. Parker

The growth of research on proactivity in organizas shows that it is an appealing
and important topic in management and organizalti@search. However, research on
proactivity in the workplace has been complex aisgetsed, as demonstrated by the
chapters in this volume. While each individual dieas rich in information and insights, and
thus stands alone in its value, our focus hera islentifying themes across chapters that we
find most interesting and informative for genergtinture progress in the field of proactivity
in organizations. We start by identifying core tlesnas well as interesting idiosyncrasies in
proactivity research thus far, and outline theiplications for future research directions. We
then summarize what we consider, based on theilbotitms in this volume, to be the most
important practical implications of the researchgoomoting a more proactive workforce.
We conclude this volume by encouraging future aesraf proactivity research that go
beyond the scope of what proactivity researchevs ttaus far predominantly focused on.

CORE THEMES AND IDIOSYNCRACIES IN PROACTIVITY RESEA RCH

In reviewing the contributions of this volume, & Bpparent that some aspects of
proactivity are rather indisputable. All of the easchers in this volume agreed the need for,
and importance of, studying proactivity in light tfe nature of modern workplaces. For
instance, De Stobbeleier et al (in this volume)edothat dynamic workplaces require
feedback to be exchanged on a more continuous thasighe traditional annual performance
appraisal, hence establishing proactive feedbaekisg as a key agenda for contemporary
workplaces. Similarly, Sonnentag (in this volume)ueed that employees, in modern protean
and boundaryless careers, need to agentically devieémselves and their work. Meanwhile,
Wang et al. (in this volume) argued that today'snptex and unpredictable workplaces

evoke the need for employees to adapt to changeslhsis self-initiate change in their jobs.
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Likewise, Ong and Asfhord (in this volume) put fothat “firms that actively cultivate the
proactivity of its middle managers and employedtlva better able to deal with hectic, fast-
changing and complex environments”. And so on! &hier consensus that the changing
demands of contemporary organizations highlight ub&juitous nature of proactivity for
achieving both individual and organizational endlgo

In what follows, we illustrate interesting contessies that exist across different
domains of proactivity and discuss how differenpra@ches can meaningfully complement
and learn from one another. We focus in our disonsen three key parameters that we
consider essential in understanding proactivityvatk, and that we encourage all future
research to explicitly consider in investigatiomgmactivity: Time, Process, andContext.

The Role of ‘Time’ for understanding Proactivity

All proactivity researchers would likely agree tieatmportant to consider ‘time’
as a relevant parameter when studying proactivitgrganizations, although the degree of
deliberate emphasis on ‘time’, across different dim® of proactivity research, has varied
greatly. Indeed, scholars in some domains of pinagchave yet to start considering the role
of time. For instance, Belschak and Den Hartoghis volume) observed in their review of
foci of proactivity that “the extant literature dlifferent foci of proactive behavior assumed a
static perspective to date” (p. X). Further, thoeenains of proactivity research that have
incorporated the role of time in proactivity, had@ne so in idiosyncratic ways. We highlight
these communalities and differences in the measameof time in proactivity research next.

Differences of time frame across distinct domains of proactivity

Of the different proactivity domains, issue sellirggearch (e.g., Dutton & Ashford,
1993) has tended to consider proactivity as oaegrover the longest period, explicitly
describing issue selling as a ‘process’ or evenveneent’, rather than a single behavioural

act (Ong & Ashford, in this volume). For instan@sue selling research has investigated one



single episode of issue selling environmental issaehe organization over a one year period
(Bansal, 2003) or even a six-year period (Howardr@ille, 2007). Obvious advantages of
using such longer time frame for studying proatgiare the inherent dynamics that can
occur: proactivity can have different outcomeshae short-term, rather than in the long-term,
and implementing bottom-up change in organizatidaedy requires a significant length of
time. However, probably due to the added complexégearchers in issue selling have not
focused on the timing-related micro-dynamics o thwerall grand issue selling process, such
as: When do issue sellers speak up and raise ifseies (Van Dyne, Cummings, McLean
Parks, 1995; Liang, Farh, & Farh, 2012)? Does swote depend on whether individuals are
recovered from work (Sonnentag, 2003; Sonnentat5before they choose to do so on a
given day? Here, research within other domainsrofgtivity that assume very short time
dynamics, in comparison, might add to the picture.

In particular, much of the proactive voice literguDavidson & Van Dyne, in this
volume) has been based on laboratory experimeamis, investigating the momentary time
dynamics of when individuals raise their ideas ighbr-up individuals. Similarly, research
on the role of recovery and affective processesirfdividuals’ engagement in proactivity
(e.g., Sonnentag, 2003; Cangiano, Parker, & Bimdlthis volume) have contributed to
understanding short-term processes, using daily desearch designs to assess how morning
affect influences afternoon engagements in prodgtie.g., Binnewies, Sonnentag, & Mojza,
2009), or how recovery from work over night inflees morning engagement in taking
charge at work (Sonnentag, 2003). We advocateriating forward, proactivity researchers
should incorporate these existing insights on tifmeem across distinct perspectives, in
particular in closely related domains of proacyivéuch as proactive voice and issue selling,
to inform an increased understanding of proactivenemenon in their particular domain.

Differences of time frame within domains of proactivity



In other domains of proactivity, the measuremérinoe has varied extensively even
within a given domain or literature — potentialgatling to measuring quite distinct
phenomenon under the same umbrella. In partigolarafting research emerged from
gualitative, retrospective research on how hosplesners increased meaningfulness in their
jobs, presumably over an extended period of timez@ahiewski & Dutton, 2001). In
contrast, job crafting research drawing on a Jom&wels-Resources (JD-R) perspective (e.g.,
Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetla®d 22 Wang, Demerouti, & Bakker, in this
volume), has employed diary designs to measurdwérson variations in job crafting on a
daily basis. These two distinct approaches to qutoedizing job crafting, through different
lenses of time, could complement and learn fromarether. For instance, Wang et al. (in
this volume) critically noted that some outcomegobfcrafting occur quite instantaneously
as a result of individuals’ crafting efforts (ferstance, experiencing greater needs
satisfaction), whereas other outcomes take more tinmanifest themselves (for instance,
performance in the job, or changes to the ovenalldesign of the incumbent). Likewise, Ong
and Ashford (in this volume) recommended for dormahproactivity that have used short
time intervals—for instance, job crafting researohducted from a Job Demands-Resources
(JD-R) perspective—to consider the more stratelgamges that occur in the overall
organization. For instance, future research coatssicler whether short-term engagements in
job crafting are more successful (or essentialinmes of organizational mergers, downsizing
or expansions, when uncertainty in the organizatdikely high.

Proactivity dynamics and short-term reciprocal processes

Of additional importance is the idea that proattivepresents fluctuating and dynamic,
rather than constant, intentions and actions a¥iddals in the organization. Questions that
proactivity researchers across domains have begasktin this regard are ‘how will

proactivity start and stop, how will earlier praaity shape later actions, and how does



success in proactivity shape future proactivitpeaking to the notion of initiating versus
stopping proactive engagement, De Stobbeleir allélagues (in this volume) argued that
individuals will likely start proactively seekingédback at work when person-environment
fit is low. Perceived misfit might inspire individis to changing the environment or
themselves, by seeking feedback on the contetieodtea of change. The authors also
proposed that repeated failure of reducing thiditmsy lead individuals to abandon their
proactive efforts, and even leave the job or orgtion altogether. Similarly, in line with
previous conceptual work (Ashford & Barton, 2012frauss and Kelly (in this volume)
argued that proactivity is likely identity-drivesiich that employees will choose to engage in
proactivity in organizational contexts that are sistent with how they hope for and wish to
see themselves as an individual. Importantly, asatithors note, proactive engagements, in
turn, may also influence individuals’ revised idgnat work.

The notion that what drives proactivity may alscalnemportant outcome of proactivity
itself has also been discussed in the contextvalsitigating affective experience in
proactivity (Cangiano, Bindl, & Parker, in this vohe). The authors argued that, in
particular, activated positive affect will oftenopnote proactive engagement at work. In turn,
activated positive feelings, e.g., of pride anchastasm, may result as a consequence of
successful proactive engagement and produce umpaals of proactivity over time. In
contrast, Belschak and Den Hartog (in this voluoteserved that, negative experiences with
a particular focus of proactivity (e.qg., failpdo-organizational proactive engagements)
might lead individuals to change proactive goalbdoome more pro-self-focused in their
expressions of proactivity at work. In this serike,goals for proactivity may well change
within individuals across time, based on their @agt ongoing experiences in proactivity.

In sum, all of these considerations imply that wiype of proactivity an individual will

engage in over time, even within the same job agdrozation, will likely vary depending



on past experiences with proactivity, goal progreapports within the environment, and
one’s personal development as an individual. Theadhcs of this process of the
disengagement of proactivity at work deserves &rrthquiry. How many times do you need
to fail before quitting? Over which time frame? Whale can others in the organization
play? For instance, in the context of proactivelbeek seeking, does it matter which
stakeholders (for instance, supervisors or managewse colleagues vs. customers or clients)
are involved in the failure experience? These sartpiestions highlight the value of
considering proactivity as a goal process (and Wlaeturn to this point, in a later section),
with recognition that proactive goal generationsloet always flow automatically on to goal
striving, and that reflection processes post-praigiwill shape and drive future proactivity.
Life span developmental perspectives and long-term devel opment processes in proactivty
Assuming a more encompassing time frame altogetksearch on aging in proactivity
(Zacher and Kooij, in this volume) and also capeactivity (Sonnentag, this volume) have
employed life span developmental perspectives tergtanding proactivity. In these
domains of research, the focus of time is on dffi@ating when and why employees— in
their own timespan of tenure in an organization eveh throughout their life course — will
engage in proactivity at work. For instance, asSbabbeleir and colleagues (in this volume)
also noted, employees’ choice of whether to engageoactive feedback seeking when
experiencing a person-environment misfit might aepen what life stage (e.g., being a
young parent) and career stage (e.g., being abossitement) they encounter themselves in.
More paradoxically, researchers in the domain oaptive personality (Crant et al., in
this volume), where proactive personality has l#efimed as a rather stable tendency of
individuals to impact on the environment acrossetand situations, similarly argued that
some developments may occur over the course osdifetime. In particular, drawing on

theories of personality development (e.g., Caspl.e2005), Wu and Li (in this volume),



specifically proposed that “an individual can beeomore proactive at a dispositional, deep
level if s/he encounters an environment that fatés this tendency over a time period” (p.
X). In contrast, as Zacher and Kooij (in this vokjnconclude in their extensive review of
ageing and proactivity, research suggests thahatable changes in proactive personality
within individuals — as a mere function of indivals’ biological age — are rather unlikely.

Finally, one of the core tenets of proactivity Isatt employees engage in change-
orientated action at work. To the extent that eiygés change their work environment or
themselves, time becomes an important parameieréstigate change not only in terms of
proactive employees changing the environment —-alad the reverse effects of transformed
environments on behaviors and performance of tipesactive individuals. In this vein,
seminal research in the context of the transitigoonomy of East Germany in the 1990s by
Frese et al. (2007) showed how work characteristitd personal initiative of employees
displayed reciprocal effects across four years.il&ity, recent findings over a three-year
period demonstrated recursive effects between woriditions (job demands and control)
and proactive personality, indicating a complex ayhamic interaction of employees’
proactivity with the external environment, over &rfLi, Fay, Frese, Harms, & Gao, 2014).

In sum, several important timing-related issueedesfurther consideration in
proactivity research. These yield important imdimas for research methods in investigating
proactivity. In particular, where possible, proaiti should be measured as a dynamic
process, using within-person research designsttiahd over a longer period of time and
incorporating multiple observations. Such reseatatuld optimally also take into account
different layers of the work environment that impiaclividuals and their goal processes.
Finally, investigations that assess individualgigmtivity across organizational tenures or

occupations over an individual’s life course wowield fascinating insights into how



proactivity in organizations may be promoted fromeaspective of individuals, and their
personal trajectories in proactivity, working fbiat organization at a given point in time.
The Role of ‘Process’ for Understanding Proactivity

Related, although distinct, to the discussioniafiét in proactivity is the notion that even
a single instance of proactivity at work may bestbnceived of as a process. In the overall
history of proactivity research in organizatiore tonceptualization of proactivity as a
process reflects a more recent development (séeP&Bindl, in this volume). From the
perspective of understanding proactivity as a gecseveral phases have been identified that
include anticipating or envisioning a differentdtg situation, planning to bring about the
desired change, the externally observable act pfamenting or enacting proactivity at
work, and proactivity-related reflection and leaign(Grant & Ashford, 2008; Parker et al.,
2010; Frese & Fay, 2001). To distinguish these ghaslikely important because employees
might be motivated to take charge of changingwasiin but never engage in implementing
this change. Alternatively, employees might procieeengage in an initiative without having
carefully planned for it, rendering the qualitytbéir actions inferior (see Brandstéatter et al.,
2003; De Vos et al., 20009; Raabe et al., 20073umn, a process perspective allows for
greater depth in investigating when proactivitylwé effective versus when it fails in the
workplace, and as we discuss below, different damaf proactivity have discussed the role
of process for understanding proactivity at workdistinct, and largely implicit, ways.
Conceptualizing proactivity as a process

Some scholars have explicitly adopted a procesgppetive on proactivity that varies

in part from the overall four phases of the proacprocess that we outlined below. In
particular, of the different domains of proactivitiie issue selling literature has most
explicitly investigated the different phases ofoserall process, differentiating particularly

issue packaging from selling the issue. However, as Ong and Ashford (in thlame) in



their review of the issue selling literature notere detailed understanding within the
different phases of issue selling is needed. Fiairte, “issue sellers could perhaps benefit
from a better understanding of who they shouldaliertg to, where they should hold these
discussions, when the best times to speak up adeh@v they should build and maintain
coalitional support” (p. XX). In this vein, Davids@nd Van Dyne (in this volume) make the
case that employees who wish to engage in proaative will need to frame their concern
or suggestions differently, dependent on the sanahey are in — emphasizing the
importance of planning considerations of individuas part of the goal generation process.
Empirical research in the voice literature to das often neglected this idea that voice may
represent a process; instead solely conceivingevasca one-off, one-shot behavioral action.

Similarly, in the context of understanding caresragtivity, Sonnentag (in this
volume) concluded that both the more cognitive elets of career planning (such as career
exploration, goal setting, and developing specificeer plans) and the more overt career
proactive behaviors (such as networking, findingemtor, and skill development)
independently predict career success. These fisdimticate the importance of investigating
both parts of the process, rather than assumirggcaroactivity in one overarching measure.
Likewise, Bateman (in this volume) emphasised mhgartance of the initial step of the
process, the generation of proactive goals. Theoaatrgued that different proactive goals
require explicit investigation in their predictioh proactive behavior, in particular, because
proactive goals likely differ largely from organt@a-provided goals. In this vein, proactive
goals are characterized bghavioral discontinuity, that is, proactive goals represent “a
gualitative or dramatic quantitative change in €grenance target and the behaviors required
to meet it” (p. XX). Thus, proactive engagemenghkinvolves distinct steps, or a ‘proactive
goal ladder’, that enable a translation of proacgweals into enacted proactivity at work

(Bateman, in this volume).



Another domain of proactivity research that hadieitly started to focus on the
importance of distinguishing proactivity as a prexes research on affective experience at
work (see Cangiano et al., in this volume). Théarg proposed that while most research to
date has focused on providing evidence for the mapce of feelings (moods and emotions)
for the implementation stage of proactivity, otpbases in the proactivity process are likely
informed by moods and emotions, thus requiring neon@irical substantive investigation of
proactivity as a process. In this context, someaeh has begun to investigate how moods at
work may encourage vs. demotivate employees fragaging in proactivity, depending on
the phase of the proactivity process in which dpef@elings occur (see Bindl et al., 2012).

Finally, focusing explicitly on the final phasemfactivity, Parker et al. (2010) included
the element of reflection as an important core @ss®f proactivity. These authors argued
that reflection can, in some cases, result in legrthat is then applied to current or future
instances of proactivity. Exactly when and how wndlials reflect on their proactivity, and
how these reflections feed-back in a dynamic wa&y ihe proactivity process, has had
relatively little attention, although research sestg such learning occurs: For instance, an
ethnographic study on issue selling (Howard-Gréeyvl007) showed how individuals may
learn from their past successes and failures,grgint different moves and tactics, to improve
their issue selling over time. To understand tlilecgon process and learning in proactivity
more generally, we encourage proactivity scholatsorrow insights from related literatures,
particularly, from leadership development. Foramsie, Lord and Hall (2005) distinguished
between three stages of identity-based leader dewent, encompassing novice to
intermediate to expert skill levels, which deterenthe degree of effort and automaticity
individuals will typically use to engage in requrbehaviors. Research on proactivity could,

similarly, incorporate the idea pfoactive novices, proactive intermediates, andproactive
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experts to more comprehensively investigate how individualoose to engage in the
different phases of the proactivity process, asnation of their proactive development.

Integrating different forms of proactivity within one process

Across contributions in this volume, it is strikitmobserve that several authors referred
to other forms of proactivity or proactivity domaim this volume as forming subparts, or
being somehow linked, with achieving effective mtbge outcomes in their own domain. For
instance, De Stobbeleir et al. (in this volumebhi@ir chapter on proactive feedback seeking,
suggested that feedback seeking might sometimestfe input necessary to prompt or
guide job crafting at work (see Wang et al., irs tholume). As such, these forms of
proactivity may in some cases be subsumed in oemthepisode of proactive engagement,
where feedback seeking takes on the role of a pigriactic, or initial action, towards
implementing job crafting at work. Similarly, Belsak and den Hartog (in this volume)
discussed the notion of ‘spillovers’ from proactlwehavior with a specific focus, i.e.,
directed at the organization (pro-organizatiordibgcted at the work group or colleagues
(pro-social), or directed at achieving one’s peaddih with the environment (pro-self) to
other forms of proactive behavior helping to ackiéve same goal. Thus, proactive
behaviour addressing a particular focus, suchlasiafting and feedback seeking which
likely help increase person-environment fit, maguwgointly in one episode of proactivity.

In addition, more macro-forms of proactivity maycempass several discrete forms of
proactivity in one episode. In this vein, issudisgl(Ong & Ashford, this volume) has been
conceptualized as “a lengthy, on-going influenaecpss, involving various behaviors such
as upward communication, negotiation, social netigy;, coalition building, and more” (p.
XX). In turn, networking and upward communicati@g(., proactive voice), for instance,

have been investigated as forms of proactivitgheir own right. To the extent that
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proactivity is conceived of as a process, the acbrag goal connecting all of these discrete
proactive behaviors is to sell one particular issude organization.

Finally, as Belschak and Den Hartog (in this volimated, distinct domains of
proactivity research have implicitly constrainedriselves in assuming that specific forms of
proactivity are inseparably linked with specifiopctive goals, while ignoring the possibility
that a specific form of proactivity could well bpgied in other contexts: For instance, the
concept of personal initiative (Frese et al., 19949 implicitly assumed a pro-organizational
focus of intending to improve the organizationatismnment; yet, most of the characteristics
of personal initiative (to have a long term fodasbe goal-directed and action-oriented, to
persist in the face of barriers and setbacks, ate tself-starting and proactive) could be
applied, and are very likely important, to the abexamples of proactively pursuing
feedback and crafting a job, too. Separating tine fof the behaviour from its motives or
goal intentions may thus facilitate for future praty research to build on existing
knowledge in domains of proactivity that have tfarsbeen treated in isolation. In essence,
we argue that much value arises in continuing itiktbf proactivity as a way of behaving or
a set of interrelated phases or processes thdiecapplied to multiple topic domains, with an
emphasis of increased synthesis of findings adhesse domains, rather than focusing to
study one domain of proactivity in isolation frorthers (see Parker & Bindl, in this volume).

The Role of ‘Context’ for Understanding Proactivity

It is well established that context shapes theallveccurrence of proactivity, and this is a
core theme of this volume (see, in particular, Gdrig Schmitt, in this volume; Den Hartog
& Belschak, in this volume; Harris & Kirkman, inishvolume). But context also operates in
other ways, such as by determining the overalldptioeness’ of proactive behaviors, by

rendering salient different motives that, in tuempke different forms of proactivity, and by
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shaping the relative effectiveness of proactivitythis section, we highlight communalities
and differences of how different proactivity litaxees have incorporated the role of context.

Context shapes the degree of proactivity

As noted above, a core theme in this volume isdbatext shapes the degree of
proactivity in a workplace. In other words, proaitsi researchers have established that key
aspects of the work environment facilitate or imgpedoactivity at work, such as work
design, leadership and teams, and climate in tip@niration (e.g., Baer & Frese, 2003;
Parker et al., 2006; Williams et al., 2010). Thagthors mostly argue that the context shapes
the degree of proactivity through shaping indivitkimotivation (e.g., the can do, reason to,
energized to motivational states discussed in @ndptParker & Bindl, in this volume),
although as discussed above, the context mightpatsaote proactivity via aiding the
acquisition of relevant knowledge and skills (§ee example, Parker & Wu, 2014).

In an interesting twist on the role of contexpnemoting proactive behaviour, Bateman
(in this volume) proposed a ‘gradated dimensioyatit proactive goals, arguing that the
degree of proactivity is best understood as a poatis quality, in connection to the context
in which it occurs. Bateman (in this volume) comigd that “the greater the personal
causation relative to environmental causationgtieater the proactivity” (p. X). In addition,
the author cautioned that truly proactive goalsralaively scarce, as revealed, for instance,
in goal-related studies investigating the degregroéctivity of goals set by organizational
leaders (Bateman, O’'Neill, & Kenworthy-U’Ren, 2003)milarly, in the context of career
proactivity, Sonnentag (in this volume) proposeat tirganizational context determines
whether some proactive career behaviors are tmalgqgbive, or not. For instance, companies
may already have mentoring programs in place andehproactively seeking for a mentor

might be less proactive in these highly supporsiigations. Similarly, Sonnentag (in this
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volume) argued that skill development “might bequad proactively or occur in the context
of a mandatory participation in an organizatiomé&rting program* (p. X).

Based on these above discussions, we encouragdipitgyaesearch to go back to its
beginnings, in this regard: Initial research ongotovity started by carefully developing
measures that were validated for proactivity inveg context. For instance, Parker et al
(2006) interviewed wire makers to determine exaethat was proactive behaviour within
that specific setting, and then used this knowlddg#evelop a context-specific measure of
proactive problem solving. Similarly, Frese andeadues (1997) developed a contextual
measure of personal initiative, largely based tuasional interviews etc. Over the years, the
trend in proactivity research has moved towardsr&mgenerally’ assessing proactivity using
generic scales of taking charge, voice, feedbaekisg, and the like. We encourage future
proactivity research to remember that proactistg icontinuum, not a dichotomy, and to
consider how truly ‘proactive’ the assessed behavi®within a given context.

Context evokes different motives and forms

Several bodies of research on proactivity show difegrent types of organizational
context evoke distinct motives, or reasons, in @yges to engage in proactivity at work. For
instance, De Stobbeleir and colleagues (in thismel) argued that context (the type of misfit
between the proactive individual and the environtnactivates distinct motives of proactive
feedback seeking. Thus, in cases where demandsfi@environment exceed individuals’
ability to do the job well, individuals will likelgngage in feedback seeking with an
instrumental motive, whereas in contexts where abilities exceed demand the
environment, employees who engage in feedbackrsgekll likely do so with an
impression management motive. The authors also highlighted how leaders, othgsleyees,

or highly public events, can render such feedbaekisag socially less acceptable.
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Similarly, in the context of safety proactivity, @urutu and Griffin (in this volume)
proposed that researchers need to understand rebwhanemployees will engage in
proactive safety behavior. Specifically, the aushmroposed that motivational bases matter
for proactivity, such that employees may seek gage in proactivity with @rotection
versus gromotion focus, i.e., either aiming to preserve efficieaeyl correct functioning, or
to promote and generate constructive changes gmeu@ments to a given context. In
addition, the authors, drawing on socio-technigatems theory, also advanced the
distinction of different targets of safety proadiy differentiating betweeperson versus
procedure-orientated behaviors. Thus, employees may chaodedct safety proactivity
mainly at supporting people or at improving progedun a given organizational context.

Other proactivity literatures have focused on howtext renders salience the relevance
for proactivity in employees. In particular, issadling research (see Ong and Ashford, in
this volume) has further illuminated the role ohtext for motivating proactivity, focusing
especially on contexts in which individuals areshikto sell issues. For instance, Sonenshein
(2006) surveyed employees and identified a broageaf issues that employees have been
prepared to raise issues on, including employesiaelissues, diversity issues, community
issues, ethical issues and environmental issuegeiMa al. (2013) identified as potentially
relevant issues those also relating to public healblitics, human rights and tax policies.

It is crucial to understand how different situa@and contexts can elicit or dampen
particular motives (or ‘reason to’), which theneaff proactive behaviour or its target. In this
context, Strauss and Kelly (in this volume) offesgtidentity-based perspective on why
employees engage in proactivity. As the authorsedgindividuals may perceive a situation
at work as relevant for proactive engagement degr@mah whether their personal identity
(their unique differences from other individual®lational identity (role-related relationships

at work), or even collective identity (membershipgroups) is activated in the workplace.
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Relevant to all of the above discussion is the gpe®f the extent that every context
lends itself to proactivity. For instance, whilédjorafting research has shown that employees
in generally creative jobs, such as at Google, gragtly benefit from crafting their jobs
(Wrzeniewski et al., 2012), and that bottom-linepagees with simplified jobs, such as
hospital cleaners, may increase the meaningfulbietb®ir job by imagining themselves as
part of the medical team (Wrzesniewski & DuttonQ2)) the same might not be true for all.
Perhaps, investment bankers, surgeons, or nudkeargngineers should not be as
explorative in crafting their jobs. For instancearks and Kirkman (in this volume) argued
that the most desirable option for medical teamg b#ato maintain a proactive orientation,
whilst not frequently having to engage in overtgotive behaviors. The authors also noted
the possibility that there may be ‘too much of ad@thing’ in regards to team proactivity,
particularly in these regulated environments. Wae#nd how organizations should best
encourage proactivity in high-reliability contexésnains to be investigated in the future.

Context shapes effectiveness of proactivity

Context also likely matters greatly in shaping hbe effectiveness of one’s proactive
efforts. Bolino et al. (in this volume), in partlay, discussed cases in which proactivity may
be harmful, rather than beneficial, to organizaiorhe researchers concluded, based on an
extensive review of the existing proactivity literee, that a large number of individual
boundary conditions prevail that determine whethterent forms of proactivity result in
positive, versus negative, outcomes for proactidividuals themselves, for their coworkers
and supervisors, as well as for the overall orgation. Importantly, the researchers note that
most existing insights on contingencies of effemtiess have been compiled in a rather
peace-meal fashion, and future research will needcorporate more integrative theoretical

frameworks that comprehensively explain the effertess of proactivity in organizations.
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Relatedly, when investigating the core issue oftiwieproactivity is ‘effective’, from a
contextual perspective, the question of ‘effectmewhom?’ needs to be considered. For
instance, job crafting researchers (WrzesniewsKkiugton, 2001; Wang et al., in this
volume) have emphasized that job crafting — whitssnimmediately benefiting the job
incumbent themselves who aim to increase the mgautimess of their jobs — might or might
not benefit the overall organization, dependenivbether the job crafting efforts are aligned
or misaligned with organizational objectives (el@emerouti, Bakker, & Halbesleben, in
press). Similarly, recent research on job crafinggests that individuals with a high
avoidance temperament (rather than, approach temmeet; Elliot & Thrash, 2010)
orientation may be more likely to reduce or elinndemands from their jobs (Bipp &
Demerouti, in press). It is easy to imagine howhsilype of ‘proactively simplifying one’s
job’ may be beneficial for the job incumbent, howewnot necessarily for his/her team
members (who might need to deal with the demamndgsponse), nor with the overall
organization. In a related vein, Sonnentag (in ¥bisme) additionally noted that career
proactivity research has focused mainly on quantatther than on quality, of individuals’
career exploration, highlighting the need to coasmbntext in determining effectiveness.

Finally, while the role of context has always beeknowledged to some extent in
proactivity research, we would like to propose ptivaty research should move deliberately
into understanding the role of proactivity ‘in thervice’ of resolving particular contexts. In
this vein, rather than partialling-out context sa@generalize insights into how typical
individuals in typical situations will behave weopose the value of advancing insights into
the nature and usefulness of proactivity for specibntexts, including those that go beyond
organizational confines. For instance, scholarddcose insights from existing proactivity
research to consider how proactivity may help nestthe pressing challenges of our times:

how to prevent climate change, how to reduce ctiwnphow to provide a more peaceful
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environment, or how to help resolve poverty in thiwld. There is scope for impact studies
and evidence-based policy advice on proactivitg, \@g encourage proactivity researchers to
‘think big’ and, indeed, to be proactive themseliedaring to challenge the status quo and
cross boundaries of intra-disciplinary domains rafggtivity research in ways that prove most
impactful in helping our society and that may asrfar as improving the future of our world.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS OF PROACTIVITY RESEARCH

In this section, we summarize some of the key pralaimplications of proactivity
research that have been discussed by contributtingssorolume, to help inform practical
application of research evidence, such as throutyhd interventions in organizations. We
discuss these themes within the different Humaro&egs functions to which they apply.
Recruitment and Selection for Proactivity

One of the core implications of the concept ofgotive personality (Crant et al., in
this volume) is that some individuals have a natigradency to be proactive across time and
situations. In turn, strong evidence on the powedss of proactive personality for overall
proactive behavior in the workplace implies thagaszations could usefully aim to select
for this personality trait, especially where proaetehavior is core to one’s job
performance. However, there is little or no reskdhat assesses whether assessing proactive
personality in the process of personnel recruitraentselection adds value. As Crant at al.
(in this volume) note, “we are unaware of any prade validity studies that have used the
proactive personality scale as a selection instnipieit the possibility is intriguing” (p. XX).
An alternative, selection-focused approach to ptarg@roactivity in organizations could
encompass selecting for those types of persortadiity that are typically associated with
more proactive behavior at work. In this vein, Wad d.i (in this volume) recommend one
feasible avenue for organizations that wish to mienproactivity at work is “to recruit

people who are more likely to engage in proactedeavior, such as those with higher
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extroversion, future orientation, positive selfqegtion, positive affectivity and proactive
personality” (p. X).

However, it is important to add some caveats. F@sant et al. (in this volume)
caution that the effectiveness of proactive persigna likely contingent on individuals’
additional ability to “read a situation” and to @ndtand how proactivity might be interpreted
by important stakeholders. Thus, it may not be sahle to simply select for proactive
personality but rather, to test and select thodwituals who are proactive and also high in
situational judgement (Chan, 2006). In additiosegrch suggests that a part of being able to
have a good situational judgment for proactivitstaely also stems from knowing one’s job
well, and clearly understanding the implication®oé’s actions in the organization. In this
sense, selection for proactivity needs to go harfthnd with training and development that
facilitate such in-depth understanding of the jod the organization (Parker & Wu, 2014).

In addition, even if proactive individuals are s¢éel, organizational context can still
suppress and constrain an individual’s naturallle’proactivity. In other words, there is
little point selecting a proactive individual arieeh putting her or him in an environment that
stifles proactive action. Research has shown steordgence for the power of the work
environment on proactive behavior, independenndifiduals’ proactive personality (e.g.,
Frese et al., 2007; Ohly & Schmitt, in this volurien Hartog & Belschak, in this volume),
and, in turn, organizational context should alwiagsonsidered in connection with selection.
Training and Development for Proactivity

It is also possible to enhance employee proactthityugh training and development.
Mensman and Frese (in this volume), in particukwiewed encouraging evidence that
interventions or training can increase proactiotymployees (e.g., Raabe, Frese, & Beehr,
2007), entrepreneurs (e.g., Glaub, Frese, Fiséheqppe, 2014), as well as job seekers

(e.g., Eden & Aviram, 1993). In this context, Meranand Frese (in this volume) provided
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several important recommendations to organizatonisow to train employees to become
more proactive. The authors proposed that suchiigalis possible ... with the development
of an active mindset ... which participants thenriotize and refine with the help of action
training within and outside of the training sitweti (p. XX). They also recommended an
evidence-based management approach (e.g., Roug6da) that largely draws on and
includes participants’ own situation at work wheaarting for personal initiative, highlighting
the important roles of context and personal expeador developing proactivity at work.

An important consideration that should be madeaiming for proactivity is to
examine which type of proactivity is most relevéotparticipants, given, for instance, their
career stage and position in the organizationifstance, Zacher and Kooij (in this volume)
conducted a systematic review of how age relatesfierent forms of proactive behavior at
work. The researchers concluded that younger erapkynay be more interested in engaging
in career-related proactivity, whereas older (58rge-) employees may be more motivated to
engage in organization-related proactivity. Thesdifmgs show that training for proactivity
may need to be tailored to the participants’ ingdlinl circumstances and preferences at work.
Importantly, Zacher and Kooij (in this volume) alsencluded that older employees may face
prejudices of other organizational members on bé&wgmroactive in the organization.

Hence, training for proactivity may need to extéegond focal employees to include wider
organizational development and elimination of bsa®svards different groups of individuals
at work.

Further, although small in number, other studies, suggest it is possible to train
individuals to be more proactivity. For examplethie context of developing a proactive
identity at work (see Strauss and Kelly, in thifwoe), Strauss and Parker (in press)
compared two types of training interventions amopgéice offices and police staff. For

overloaded individuals, a problem-focused interimnthat made salient individuals’
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discrepancies between their status quo and theat idork led to increased individual task
proactivity (proactivity directed towards an indluial’s work tasks). In contrast, and as
theorized, a vision-focused intervention that msaleent discrepancies between individuals’
status quo and an ideal future resulted in greatgnization-member proactivity (proactivity
directed towards improving the organisation), dlbely for individuals with a future
orientation. As well as their unique proactivitgrlents, both types of training incorporated
elements of any successful behavioural change, asigoal setting and action planning.
Importantly, successful proactivity at work mayaaunction not only of motivation

(which has been the core focus of proactivity rede¢hus far), but also of having the skills,
knowledge and other resources (e.g., networksigage in this type of behavior at work
effectively (Parker & Wu, 2014). For example, sitoaal judgment (Chan, 2006), and need
for cognition (Wu, Parker, and de Jong, 2014) lprdict proactive work behaviour and/or
its effectiveness, highlighting a cognitive compainef proactivity that has been rather
underplayed (see also Parker & Liao, in presshemptoposed value of ‘wise proactivity’).
Equipping individuals with the requisite knowledged motivating deeper or more effective
thinking, are likely to be important elements oy araining and development efforts.
Organizational Design for Proactivity

Overall, researchers agree that organizationagjdgsdays a very important role in
influencing proactivity, even for those employeeattare dispositionally high in proactive
personality. For instance, Wu and Li (in this vok)ngoncluded that “favorable situational
factors can play a role in facilitating proactivehlavior for people who are prone to be
proactive, motivating those who are not proactivdisposition to behave proactively, or/and

have a long-term effect in building people’s proatt at a deep, dispositional level” (p. X).
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Thus, it may not be sufficient to ‘select’ for pobi&e individuals, rather, context needs to be
designed such that proactivity in staff is factkh Next, we summarize some of the core
recommendations of contributors in this volumehow context may promote proactivity:
Leading for proactivity (Den Hartog & Belschak, in this volume): The authargued that
supervisors may exert considerable influence imeeipromoting or stifling proactivity in
their subordinates. Thus, the authors overall cated that “different types of leadership
behaviors and leader characteristics (e.g., ppéisie, ethical, supportive, and openness-
signaling behaviors, leader mood) can stimulatagtreity whereas other elements of
leadership (e.g., dominance, abusive supervisamk, f openness) may stifle employee
proactivity” (p.XX). In particular, leaders who eage in role modeling and intellectual
stimulation may be seen as signaling their openteegsoactivity; similarly, to provide a
vision likely enhances subordinates’ willingnessaontribute to the organization; through
individualized consideration, leaders may enharereqived safety of proactive engagements
in followers; finally, leaders who energize andgins followers more broadly will create an
important motivational pathway for proactivity abik.

Work design for Proactivity (Ohly & Schmitt, in this volume): The authors chrded
that, in the context of designing work characterssto promote proactivity in staff, it is
advisable to enhance employees’ job autonomy.iévidin, “employees need to be able to
make their own decisions on how to plan, schechée tasks and which methods to use in
their daily work. This could be accomplished byueidg unnecessary rules and regulations,
eliminating bureaucracy, providing alternative dlletible work arrangements such as
telecommuting or by establishing self-managing ®afp. XX). The authors also cautioned
that employees need to be sufficiently trained gunalified in their jobs to become proactive.

Team design for Proactivity (Harris & Kirkman, in this volume): The authors

recommended that organizations may promote pragctnvteams through different avenues.
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First, individual team members could be selectetdan high proactive personality,
previous proactive performance, as well as higlscemtiousness and extraversion. Second,
mangers should increase team empowerment, as svaléate a trusting and psychologically
safe environment, and to “engender norms withirtélaen that motivate high levels of team
proactivity” (p. XX). At the organizational levehe authors also recommended for the use of
team-based human resource policies, for instariceam-centric rewards, cross-training and
staffing decisions (see also Kirkman & Rosen, 1988) cautioned for the removal of any
structural hindrances, to promote greater ovegalfrt proactivity in organizations.

Finally, we would like to add a cautionary noteotganizations in the context of using
these existing insights as a “one size fits altipe to create a proactive workforce. What
should be clear from our discussion of communaliied idiosyncracies across domains of
proactivity is that organizations need to be comsd in their unique contexts, to arrive at
most effective or utile approaches and interverstimnpromote a proactive workforce. For
instance, although some aspects of organizatiesajd have been argued to overall promote
an overall proactive workforce — for instance, gltonomy or transformational leadership
behaviors — researchers also suggest that it isriaqt to consider unique characteristics of
the organizational context that may facilitaterdribit proactivity at work. For instance, in
non-western countries, transformational and empiogdrehaviors of leaders may be less
effective in promoting proactivity in their follow® if employees more generally assume a
high power-distance stance in their interactionth \authority (Wang et al., in this volume).

In sum, these existing insights from proactivitgearch are meant to provide overarching
suggestions for types of levers for proactivityttbiganizations can generally draw on —
however, to use these levers in the most meanimagidleffective way will then highly
depend on the resources, constraints, and particoitdext of the organization in question.

THE FUTURE OF PROACTIVITY RESEARCH
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In this section, we encourage additional avenueprmactivity research that go
beyond the scope of what proactivity researcheve peedominantly focused on. In
particular, based on the findings from this voluasewell as our own observations of
proactivity research, we advocate that future preidy research should focus more
substantially on improving measures and assessap@nbaches, on considering proactivity
more greatly as a social phenomenon, as well aste beyond individual-level proactivity.

Improving Measurement and Using Novel Assessment Apoaches

An interesting perspective on the underlying chmgss and opportunities of
proactivity is provided by research on the mosalesthed way of measuring proactivity —
‘proactive personality’ (see Crant et al., in thidume). As the authors report, the proactive
personality scale has been used in upwards of Blssped articles in the past 20 years.

This scale is poignantly raising the question @hdav many items’ do we need to fully
measure the concept of proactivity. While the argtwiginally developed a 17-item scale,
researchers have used 10-item versions (e.g.,i§elvant, & Kraimer, 1999), as well as six-
item or even four-item versions (e.g., Parker &i&pr1999) of the scale. In this context,
Claes et al. (2005) showed that a 6-item versiah@fproactive personality scale was
comparable across several different countries, estgy) that this core proactive personality
construct is readily assessable even with few itéfosvever, such systematic analyses are
largely missing for proactive behavior measures, fature research should carefully
investigate the best approaches for assessingfteedt, in particular for areas such as job
crafting (see Wang et al., in this volume), whesmgndifferent scales has been developed.
Other research domains in proactivity have notatl¢tbmprehensive measurements of core
forms of proactivity, such as issue selling (Onéghford, in this volume) and foci of

proactivity (Belschak & Hartog, in this volume) atl missing.
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Another question relating to measuring proactiistthe use of originally English-
language scales across different languages antferedt cultural contexts. Again, the
proactive personality scale has been leading mgef international use, including, as
identified by Crant et al. (in this volume) acresdeast the following languages: Chinese,
Dutch, Finnish, German, Italian, Turkish, and SpanHowever, as Crant et al. (and,
similarly, Claes et al., 2005) note, different laages and cultures may imply different
meanings in overall scores of proactivity. Futiesearch should now explore how different
types of proactive behavior differ in their mearsragross distinct cultural contexts. For
instance, in the context of proactive voice, fopémgees to score 3 on a 5-point scale of
proactively raising suggestions and voicing cons¢see Davidson & Van Dyne, in this
volume) may have very different meanings acrodemiht cultural settings. Thus, we
advocate that research needs to move beyond Westetexts to explore the meaning of
proactive behavior at work across national cult@®svell as, for instance, in highly distinct
economic contexts, such as for employees in emegg@momies.

Another area where future research may usefullglepmovel paradigms is in the
choice of study design: For instance, in the cantéproactive career behaviors, Sonnentag
(in this volume) argued for using a person-cerdggproach to understand ‘profiles of
proactivity’. In other areas of proactivity resdarmulti-level approaches may be particularly
beneficial. For instance, in the case of issuéngglto the extent that middle managers raise
issues that affect the entire organisation, or esgamety, this form of proactivity may
inherently reflect a multi-level nature. Similarly, the context of organizational safety,
Curcuruto and Griffin (in this volume) argued tlsafety proactivity should be studied not
only from the most dominant paradigm of individbahaviors, but also as a team property or
even as an organization-wide phenomenon. For iostdhe authors argued that team

mindfulness may be an expression of safety pro#ctwm a team level (see also Vogus &
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Sutcliffe, 2007) and future research should ingedg how safety proactivity across one level
of analysis is informed by others. Similarly, tepmactivity researchers (Harris & Kirman,

in this volume) recommended future research to ragpdicitly incorporate the multi-level
nature of organizations in studying proactivityairk.

Finally, we advocate that proactivity scholars frdistinct domains ‘cross-pollinate’
ideas on how best to assess proactivity. Issumgetisearch has produced excellent
examples of process-related research (Ong & Ashiorithis volume); job crafting
researchers (from the original Wrzesniewski & Dafte001, perspective) have used
retrospective interview-based study designs; proeaebice researchers have mainly focused
on laboratory-based experiments (Davidson & Vand)ym this volume); affect research has
often used daily diary studies (see Cangiano geinathis volume); personal initiative
researchers have made an excellent use of fielerigxents and interventions (Mensman &
Frese, in this volume); and scholars investigateaglership, work design and team-based
proactivity have tended to use longitudinal figlddses (Parker, Williams, Turner, 2006;

Ohly & Schmitt, in this volume; Harris & Kirkmam ithis volume). Most recently, research
on proactive personality has even started to iramatpe genetic measurements of proactivity,
introducing yet another development of assessingqgbivity at work (Li et al., in press).
Based on this review, we advocate that differemaas of proactivity should learn from
others in advancing and complementing assessmeptsaxctivity in their own domains.

Proactivity as a Complex Social Phenomenon

Proactivity has mostly been treated as a solitatip@, by which an employee takes
charge of and aims to implement changes to theik wovironment or themselves. However,
researchers have recognized that employees migimsielves, not be able to implement
proactivity without the support or co-operationcofleagues, for instance, in the context of

low autonomy work (e.g., Vough, Bindl, & Parker,12). In other cases, employees might
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need to liaise with colleagues to achieve changlearentire team. For instance, job crafting
researchers have suggested the distinction betwdmdual vs. collaborative job crafting,
where collaborative job crafting consists of teasmmbers jointly determining how to alter
task and relational boundaries of their jobs totnaeenmon goals (Leana, Appelbaum, &
Shevchuk, 2009). The extent to which individuahteaembers contribute to such team
proactivity may also vary. In this context, Hamusd Kirkman (in this volume) argued that
individual team members might differ in the extemtvhich they will influence overall team
proactivity, dependent both on their individualwetk position, as well as on the team’s
social network characteristics, such as its demsitycentrality (Borgatti & Halgin, 2011).
Similarly, findings by Williams and colleagues (Z)indicate that high levels of
heterogeneity in proactive personality in teams associated with unfavourable group
norms, and hence lower team proactivity indicathmg the social context, through the
composition of teams, may overpower individual Bpdsitions to engage in proactivity.
Another example where proactivity will likely behaghly social phenomenon is the
engagement in proactivity that goes beyond oneis wark environment, such as in the case
of proactive strategic behavior. In this contegsue selling research (Ong & Ashford, in this
volume) provide good evidence that successful pragcmay well consist of building
coalitions with colleagues or other important stakders, and that public forums in the
organizations may be used to influence top managetaepprove of one’s issue. In turn, it
can be argued that social behaviors, such as niatwgowith colleagues, and one’s network
in the organization may be very important influgrgcfactors, as well as mechanisms, by
which individuals enact in their proactivity. Forstance, recent research by Sun and van
Emmerik (in press) suggests that individuals’ jpadit skills, or their ability to influence other

people, can impact on the effectiveness of proagiersonality for performance. Similarly, a
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meta-analysis by LePine and colleagues (2008) sthdiad teams may be more effective in
selling issues to management if they manage thairteam dynamics well.

Researchers in this volume have also argued in dife2rent ways that the broader
social environment matters for understanding preigin individuals. For instance, Wu and
Li (in this volume) described how leaders and pesssvell as the overall organizational
climate, can help to shape employees’ proactiveguelity over time. Similarly, in the
context of career proactivity, Sonnentag (in trokume) argued that it will be important to
consider the dyadic relationship of the mentee pitoactively seeks out a specific mentor, as
well as the mentor’s characteristics, in more diegamilarly, Davidson and Van Dyne (in
this volume) argued, drawing on Construal-LeveldrggTrope & Liberman, 2010), that
“construal fit (the match between employee proactivice framing and supervisor construal
of the issue) predicts supervisor’'s sensemakinguhginents of proactive voice
effectiveness” (p. XX). Many of these more speaqiffocesses remain empirically unclear,
highlighting the need for future research to iniggge social processes in proactivity at work.

Considering Proactivity Beyond Individuals

Most proactivity research to date has focused divituals, both in understanding the
level of proactivity, as well as in understandihg tmplications of proactivity in
organizations. We encourage future proactivity aeseto expand its perspective in two core
ways: first, to consider proactivity that occurgtad team and even organizational level of
analysis and, second, to consider outcomes of pvagichat go beyond the focal proactive
individual.

Turning to the former, comparatively little resdato date has investigated questions of
when teams or organizations as a whole may be ordess proactive. Here, most research
has been conducted in the context of team-levelginaty. This body of research is

compelling in arguing that proactivity exists agier levels of the organization and is not
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only an individual-level phenomenon. In particuldarris and Kirkman (in this volume)
concluded that team proactive states and behalacedased on more than just the simple
aggregation of team member characteristics; rathey, reflect collective properties” (p. X).

Some preliminary insights also exist on the coms$tofl organization-level proactivity.

For instance, Aragén-Correa (1998) found orgariratii proactivity to predict greater
engagement in more modern environmental activagewell as more positive financial
performance (Aragon-Correa, Hurtado-Torres, Sha&m@arcia-Morales, 2008). Some
research has started to try and establish a libkemn how proactivity at the organization
level may impact individual proactivity. In thism@xt, Ramus and Steger (2000)
investigated the consequences of organization-faneelctivity directed at environmental
activities (indicated as the company providing aligined environmental policy supporting
sustainable actions) and higher individual engagemmeenvironment-related initiatives.
Future proactivity research needs to more cleartjeusstand the mechanisms and processes
that underlie organizational proactivity.

Regarding the question of outcomes of proactivitgst research has focused on
individual outcomes for the proactive individuagthselves, such as performance and career
success (e.g., Bindl & Parker, 2010, for a revidigwever, proactive employees often speak
out on and raise issues that do not only concamselves (e.g., Ong & Ashford, in this
volume) and have a focus of proactivity that is-prganizational, in impacting wider
organizational processes than influencing their gn(Belschak & Den Hartog, in this
volume). Whether these influences are positivdof@tanders, such as colleagues and
customers, other departments in the organizatiotineoorganization itself is not been
sufficiently understood, to date. Even if proadtivneets the issue sellers’ goals, for
instance, as Ong and Ashford (in this volume) arguaight not represent the most effective

use of the organizations’ scarce resources to drattention to and change processes in the
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organization as a response to this individualsaptieity. Similarly, employees who engage
in job crafting to increase meaningfulness in terk by eliminating a task they do not
identify with, might well leave this undesirableskato other colleagues who will need to
complete it, as a consequence (Wang et al., in/tlisme), and research has only begun to
investigate effects of one individuals’ job craffion colleagues (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, in
press).

Similarly, Bolino et al. (in this volume) propos#uiat proactivity may not always be
beneficial. Drawing on the framework of proactivity Parker and Collins (2010), the
authors integrated existing evidence in the liteeatndicating that any form of proactivity
(proactive work behaviors, proactive P-E fit beloas) as well as proactive strategic
behaviors) may result in substantial negative cueofor proactive individuals, as well as
other stakeholders in the organization. The authddstionally concluded that most
proactivity research to date has focused on anésteaf proactivity only, and that future
research will be needed to fully illuminate the sequences of proactivity at work, in
particular, with regard to how proactive employgepact on others in the organization. In
this context, the authors noted that “one of tlggest gaps we identified in our review is
research exploring the ways in which proactive bedrta may harm coworkers” (p. XX).

Finally, yet another question that remains unsolgdtbw proactive employees impact on
stakeholders outside the organization. As Wu an(hlthis volume) argue, proactive
personality can be developed over time throughddsegn of and interaction with one’s job.
How this change in proactivity from work spills ovato individuals’ family lives, e.g., in
their interactions with friends, spouses and ckitdiand whether this change will represent
necessarily a positive change — and from whichgaetsve — remains unclear.

CONCLUDING REMARKS ON THE FUTURE OF PROACTIVITY
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As the ancient Greek philosopher Heraclitus ono®ofasly remarked, “the only
constant in life is change”. To this end, givert tinacertainty and change in organizations
and, indeed, in the world is likely to remain higle believe that proactivity in organizations
will remain a fascinating and important topic fesearch in the foreseeable future. We hope
that this chapter will help guide future researnhpeooactivity in meaningful ways, and we
encourage scholars to remain dynamic, novel, aptbetive in their research approaches to
proactivity. We also urge scholars to strike a be¢abetween encouraging diverse and novel
perspectives and integrating and bridge-buildimpss existing topics and domains in
proactivity research. Both of these divergent amlvergent future directions are important
to stimulate theoretical development at the same prevent unmanageable proliferation of
overlapping constructs. We wish researchers alb#dst for these future endeavours on
understanding proactivity in organizations and mvjing recommendations to
management, workers, and policy makers on this rtapbtopic. And we hope to see, as a

result, more individuals and teams making goodghimappen in organizations and beyond!
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