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Personality assessment in organizations has mostly served as a tool for decision-making regarding selection and job 

performance. In this article the focus is shifted towards understanding the role of personality in individuals’ propensity 

to exhibit contemporary work-related behaviors, such as employee green behavior (EGB) and job crafting (JC), 

through a nomological network. From an indigenous perspective, the cultural applicability of EGB and JC was estab-

lished prior to investigating the external validity of the South African Personality Inventory (SAPI). The unidimensional 

EGB-framework developed by Ones and Dilchert (2009) was found to have a covert and an overt component in the 

South African context, while the JC-model developed by Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012) was unchanged. Within the 

nomological network, Positive Social-Relational Disposition did not display any predictive qualities. Conscientious-

ness and Negative Social-Relational Disposition were found to predict both EGB (covert) and JC. Extraversion, Open-

ness, and Neuroticism displayed predictive qualities only within the JC-model. Further investigation of these relation-

ships is suggested, using quantile regression. 
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The South African Personality Inventory (SAPI), an indige-

nous measuring instrument representative of personality in 

a multi-cultural society, has proven to address the chal-

lenges inherent to cross-cultural assessments and local em-

ployment equity legislation (Fetvadjiev, Meiring, van de 

Vijver, Nel, & Hill., 2015; Government Gazette, 1998; Nel, 

2008; Hill et al., 2013; Nel et al., 2016; Valchev et al., 2011, 

2012). The development of the SAPI has been grounded in 

an etic-emic approach to personality assessment, in which 

the etic approach represents the transporting and testing of 

Western personality models within non-Western contexts 

and the emic approach studies a specific cultural group’s 

personality traits by uncovering these traits through the spe-

cific culture’s viewpoint (e.g., literature, interviews) 

(Cheung, van de Vijver, & Leong, 2011; Nel et al., 2011). 

A combined etic-emic approach therefore describes person-

ality from both universal and indigenous points of view 

(Cheung et al., 2011). The SAPI commenced an emic ap-

proach with interviewing individuals from the 11 official 

language groups to determine how they view themselves 

and others in terms of personality (Cheung et al., 2011; Nel, 

2008). The interview responses were recorded across the 11 

language groups, transcribed, translated, and iteratively 

content-analysed until a multitude of descriptive personality 

traits were obtained (Fetvadjiev et al., 2015; Hill et al., 

2013; Nel, 2008; Valchev et al., 2012). Thus “…the initial 

set of over 50,000 utterances in different steps were reduced 

first to 550 subfacets, then to 191 facets, 37 subclusters, and 

9 clusters” (Cheung et al., 2011, p. 7). The initial nine-factor 

theoretical structure was “…partly informed by current, typ-

ically etic models in personality…” (Nel et al., 2011, p. 945) 

and represented Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability, 

Extraversion, Facilitating, Integrity, Intellect, Openness, 

Relationship Harmony, and Soft-Heartedness (Fetvadjiev et 

al., 2015; Hill et al., 2013; Nel, 2008; Valchev et al., 2012).  

The item generation phase during the development of the 

SAPI used the transcribed responses that represented the 

nine-factor theoretical structure and over 2,500 items were 

generated (Hill et al., 2013). These items underwent a rigor-

ous and extensive process of refinement1 which included us-

ing psychometric and practical principles iteratively, reduc-

ing the pool of items from 2,574 to 571 (Fetvadjiev et al., 

2015). The items were then translated from English to the 

10 remaining South African languages and another round of 

item elimination took place where items that were too com-

plex or too long were removed; 250 items remained (Fet-

vadjiev et al., 2015). The set of 250 items were administered 

to a large sample and to represent the six factors, 146 items 
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were selected. Items that reduced score reliability were re-

moved, and only items with loadings above .30 were re-

tained (Fetvadjiev et al., 2015). The six factors are Consci-

entiousness, Extraversion, Neuroticism, Openness, Positive 

Social-Relational Disposition and Negative Social-Rela-

tional Disposition (Fetvadjiev et al., 2015).  

Conscientiousness can be described as an orientation to-

wards achievement, order, consistently dependable, and tra-

ditionalism, while Extraversion represents the tendency to-

wards being sociable and talkative, interacting with people 

in a spontaneous manner by having fun and telling stories 

that make people laugh. Neuroticism describes the tendency 

of a person to be impulsive and to fluctuate between emo-

tions by being easily aggravated and apprehensive; and 

Openness portrays the quality of being well-informed and 

observant of external and internal things, being a rational 

and progressive thinker, and acquiring new experiences, 

knowledge, skills, and ideas. The Positive Social-Relational 

Disposition factor characterizes how and individual would 

positively manage relations with others; while the Negative 

Social-Relational Disposition describes how an individual 

may approach relations with others more controversially. 

These six factors and their associated facets (see meas-

uring instruments) have been found to contain model-fit and 

measurement invariance (see Fetvadjiev et al., 2015; Mor-

ton, 2018). It is therefore expected that the SAPI will again 

produce acceptable model fit and fit statistics (Hypothesis 

1). Having established an instrument that is replicable across 

cultures, researchers are now able to use it as a basis for ex-

pansion of research to differing contexts for further valida-

tion. The subsequent focus on the SAPI has shifted towards 

the work context. This paper reports on a nomological vali-

dation study which was conducted to inspect the extent to 

which the SAPI factors explain and predict behaviors exhib-

ited by working individuals.  

 
External validation of the SAPI 

 

To provide evidence for external validity for the SAPI, a no-

mological network was built, containing personality (SAPI), 

Job Crafting (JC), and Employee Green Behaviour (EGB). 

The concept of a nomological network was initially sug-

gested by Cronbach and Meehl (1955) who indicated the 

utility of such a network in evaluating the construct validity 

of psychometric measuring instruments. Li and Larsen 

(2011), based on theoretical stipulations by Cronbach and 

Meehl (1955), described a nomological network as (a) a the-

oretical framework reflecting the theoretical constructs and 

accompanying relationships, (b) an empirical framework 

highlighting the measurement instruments in the study and 

the possible relationships between them, and (c) the basis 

for linking the two frameworks. The latter relates to 

Cronbach and Meehl’s notion of construct validity, the cor-

respondence between the expected theoretical and observed 

patterns. Building a nomological network allows research-

ers to validate the respective theoretical models in order to 

obtain a more refined understanding of the latent constructs 

(Li & Larsen, 2011),  and to predict and examine possible 

relationships between variables (Larsen & Hovorka, 2012) 

through observed scores.  Li and Larsen (2011) did however 

note that nomological networks only provide the philosoph-

ical groundwork for construct validity and that the actual 

computations should be done using statistical programs. 

 
Personality assessments within the work context 
 

Personality assessments have been labelled as having high 

utility when explaining and predicting attitudes, behaviors, 

performance, and outcomes within organizations (Good-

stein & Lanyon, 1999; Ones, Dilchert, Viswesvaran, & 

Judge, 2007; Van Aarde, Meiring, & Wiernik, 2017). More 

specifically, such assessments are used to aid in decision-

making regarding personnel selection, management and 

leadership styles, assessment centers, training and develop-

ment, performance management (individual and team-

level), and everyday behaviors displayed in the work envi-

ronment (Bergh, 2013; Goodstein & Lanyon, 1999; Hough 

& Oswald, 2008). Personality assessments assist researchers 

in examining behavioral trends in organizations that are in 

line with general global changes, and the role personality 

plays in individuals exhibiting these behaviors. Such behav-

ioral trends include individuals engaging in Job Crafting 

(JC) (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012) and Employee Green 

Behavior (EGB) (Ones & Dilchert, 2012a; Ones & Dilchert, 

2012b), where the focus is on ensuring sustainability both 

for individuals and the organizations they form part of.  

The current study aims to expand the relationship be-

tween personality and JC, and personality and EGB, respec-

tively. It builds on the results from various research studies 

on JC (Bell & Njoli, 2016; Geldenhuys & Bakker, 2017) and 

EGB (Chiaburu, Oh, Berry, Li, & Gardner, 2011; Dilchert, 

2018; Ilies, Spitzmuller, & Johnson, 2009; Kim et al., 2014) 

by evaluating the possible predictive role of all six SAPI 

factors in explaining the respective organization related be-

haviors. However, the nomological validity of JC, EGB, and 

SAPI models depends on whether the assessments used in 

the study are valid and reliable within the South African 

context.  

 
Job crafting 
 

The complexity and challenges associated with contempo-

rary jobs require individuals to take initiative in managing 

their current level of job demands, to make their jobs more 

meaningful, engaging, and personally satisfying, thus en-

gaging in job crafting (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014). JC is 

said to occur within the task and relational boundaries of a 

job, requiring individuals to make physical, social, and cog-

nitive changes that will bring about meaningful work 

(Demerouti & Bakker, 2014; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 

2001), healthy and motivating working conditions (Petrou, 

Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012), and in-

creased job satisfaction and engagement, resilience, and 

achieving good results (Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 

2007). JC can further be said to have relational or proactive 

motivators, whereby individuals engage in JC to either ben-

efit others by creating task significance or to initiate, antici-

pate, and implement changes to the way jobs, roles, and 

tasks are executed (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014; also see 

Berg et al., 2007; Frese & Fay, 2001;  Hackman & Oldman, 
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1980). Furthermore, individuals do not change their jobs 

completely, but rather change incremental parts of their jobs 

(Berg & Dutton, 2008) such as seeking help or information 

from colleagues, seeking challenges to realize stimulation in 

their jobs, reducing their workload and emotionally intense 

situations, or increasing the social and structural resources 

associated with their jobs (Petrou et al., 2012).  

Measuring JC. Tims et al. (2012) developed a JC meas-

ure, the Job Crafting Scale (JCS) set within the Job De-

mands-Resources (JD-R) model in which they defined JC as 

“…the changes that employees may make to balance their 

job demands and job resources with their personal abilities 

and needs” (p. 174). The final JCS proved to consist of four 

underlying dimensions, namely, (a) increase social job re-

sources (social support, feedback, supervisory coaching), 

(b) increase structural resources (development opportuni-

ties, independence, resource variety), (c) increase challeng-

ing job demands (preventing boredom, taking on new pro-

jects), and (d) decrease hindering job demands (reducing 

cognitive demands) (Tims et al., 2012; Tims & Bakker, 

2013). Research has found the first two dimensions to relate 

to individuals’ work engagement (Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 

2012; Halbesleben, 2010; Peral & Geldenhuys, 2016; Sa-

lanova, Agut, & Peiro, 2005), while the third dimension can 

result in new skills and knowledge development (LePine, 

Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005) and the fourth relates to indi-

viduals avoiding negative consequences in their jobs (Bak-

ker, Demerouti & Euwema, 2005; Crawford, LePine, & 

Rich, 2010; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Van Rhenen, 2009).  

JC has recently gained more attention amongst South 

African researchers (De Beer, Tims, & Bakker, 2016; 

Geldenhuys & Bakker, 2017; Peral & Geldenhuys, 2016), 

with De Beer et al. (2016) suggesting that the four-factor 

model proposed by Tims et al. (2012) be altered to a three-

factor model when used in the South African context. Ac-

cording to De Beer et al.’s (2016) study, JC should be meas-

ured as (1) Increasing Social Resources, (2) Decreasing Hin-

dering Job Demands, and (3) Increasing Structural Job Re-

sources and Challenging Job Demands. Since De Beer et 

al.’s (2016) study took place within the South African con-

text, it is hypothesized that JC within this study will also be 

better represented by a three-factor model (Hypothesis 2). 

 
Employee green behavior 

 

Environmentally significant (green) behavior refers to an in-

dividual’s actions that change ecosystems, the biosphere, or 

the quantity of certain environmental materials or energy 

available (Stern, 2000). Subsequently, green behavior has 

been specifically noticed within consumer habits (Straughan 

& Roberts, 1999) and within the workplace (Norton, Parker, 

Zacher, & Ashkansasy, 2015). The current study focuses on 

EGB. 

According to Ones and Dilchert (2012), EGB represents 

the way in which employees measurably behave or act with 

regards to environmental sustainability, with either an ad-

vancing or damaging impact; this is different from refrain-

ing from partaking in positive environmental behaviors 

(Wiernik, Ones, Dilchert, & Klein, 2018). Displaying EGB 

may be an inherent job requirement, directly or indirectly 

impacting the core business of an organization, and there-

fore may be specified in an individual’s job description or 

systematically monitored and rewarded by an organization 

(Kim et al., 2014; McConnaughy, 2014; Norton et al., 

2015). However, an individual may also show personal ini-

tiative with regard to EGB which exceeds organizational ex-

pectations by prioritizing and lobbying environmental inter-

ests, initiating programs and policies to protect the environ-

ment, and encouraging others to engage in EGB (Kim et al., 

2014; McConnaughy, 2014; Norton et al., 2015). 

Ones and Dilchert (2012a & 2012b) developed a job-

based taxonomy to be used in the scaling and measuring of 

EGB within organizations, regardless of whether the green 

behavior is specified in an individual’s job description or 

systematically monitored and rewarded by an organization 

(see Kim et al., 2014). The taxonomy consists of working 

sustainably, conserving resources, influencing others, tak-

ing initiative, and avoiding harm (Ones & Dilchert, 2012a).  

Measuring EBS. In the South African context, limited 

research has been done to validate the Green Five taxonomy 

developed by Ones and Dilchert (2012). Ones and Dilchert 

(2009) developed a Brief Employee Green Behavior Scale 

(BEGBS) containing 15 items, aimed at measuring overall 

EGB performance. Ones and Dilchert (2009) found the reli-

ability of the scale to fall within the acceptable range 

(α=0.80), while Amenumey (2015) established a reliability 

coefficient of 0.93 for the same 15-item scale; in both in-

stances a one factor solution was employed. Ones, Wiernik, 

Dilchert, and Klein (2018) describes the BEGBS as one of 

the few assessments to adequately measure the green behav-

ior construct. The BEGBS has not been validated within the 

South African context, and therefore it is necessary to ascer-

tain the validity and reliability of the BEGBS through ex-

ploratory factor analyses (EFA). In line with Ones and 

Dilchert (2009) and Amenumey’s (2015) findings, it is ex-

pected that a valid and reliable one-factor structure will 

emerge (Hypothesis 3). 

 
Personality and job crafting 

 

The presence of personality factors has been acknowledged 

for influencing JC behaviors (Lyons, 2008). Personality as 

a driving force behind such behaviors has, however, re-

ceived limited attention (see Bakker et al., 2012; Bell & 

Njoli, 2016; Bipp & Demerouti, 2015; Demerouti & Bakker, 

2014; Tims et al., 2012). A summary of relevant research 

findings in which personality traits have shown to predict 

the various JC dimensions, follows, furthering the aim to es-

tablish a nomological network for the SAPI. 

Tims et al. (2012) found significant positive correlations 

between the Proactive Personality trait and the four JCS di-

mensions. The Proactive Personality trait according to Crant 

(1995) encompasses the individual who is resourceful, de-

termined, and recognizes and acts on opportunities in order 

to bring about meaningful change. Bakker et al. (2012) 

found that the Proactive Personality trait significantly pre-

dicted JC. Theoretically, the Proactive Personality trait cor-

relates to a certain extent to the SAPI’s Openness and Con-

scientiousness facets of being achievement orientated, ob-

servant, imaginative, and seeking new experiences. 
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Bipp and Demerouti (2015) investigated the degree to 

which the approach and avoidance temperaments predicted 

JC. The approach temperament clusters together measure of 

Extraversion as measured by the Big Five model, Positive 

Emotionality, and the behavioral activation system; the 

avoidance temperament groups measures of Neuroticism as 

measured by the Big Five model, Negative Emotionality, 

and the behavioral inhibition system together (Elliot & 

Thrash, 2002). Communalities can be found between the 

Big Five’s Neuroticism/Emotional Stability and Negative 

Emotionality on the one hand, and the SAPI’s Neuroticism 

factor on the other, in terms of apprehensiveness, anger, and 

being emotional. Similarly, the approach temperament finds 

associations within the Sociability facet of the SAPI’s Ex-

traversion factor. In Bipp and Demerouti’s (2015), the ap-

proach temperament positively predicted resource and chal-

lenge-seeking JC behaviors, while the avoidance tempera-

ment positively predicted demands-reducing JC behaviors.  

Bell and Njoli (2016) assessed the FFM factors’ predict-

ability of JC; the results indicated that Conscientiousness, 

Agreeableness, Openness to experience, and Neuroticism 

were practical and significant predictors of JC. As with the 

Big Five and Proactive Personality traits, there are definitive 

overlaps in terms of Conscientiousness, Openness, and Neu-

roticism between the FFM and the SAPI factors.  

Based on the frequency of the research findings, it is ex-

pected that Conscientiousness will predict all four JC di-

mensions (Hypothesis 4a); Openness will predict all four JC 

dimensions (Hypothesis 4b); Neuroticism will predict the 

Increasing Social Job Demands dimension (Hypothesis 4c); 

and Extraversion will predict the Increase Social Job Re-

sources, Increase Structural Resources, and Increase Chal-

lenging Job Demands dimensions (Hypothesis 4d).  

Lastly, the Social-Relational factors of the SAPI have 

been investigated for having moderating effects on individ-

uals’ likelihood to alter the relational and cognitive aspects 

of their jobs (Geldenhuys & Bakker, 2017), with Positive 

Social-Relational producing significant results. Valchev et 

al. (2015) found that, while the SAPI social-relational scales 

did correlate with the FFM’s Agreeableness, they were still 

empirically and theoretically different constructs. However, 

considering Geldenhuys and Bakker (2017) and Bell and 

Njoli (2016), it is expected that the Social-Relational factors 

will predict all four JC dimensions (Hypothesis 4e). 

 
Personality and employee green behavior 

 
EGB can be seen as an ‘extra role’ behavior that is closely 

aligned with the Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

(OCB) phenomenon, more specifically, the civic virtue di-

mension of OCB (see Borman, & Motowildo, 1993; George 

& Jones, 1997; Ilies et al., 2009; Organ, 1997). Both EGB 

and OCB have an underlying motive of a prosocial nature, 

where individuals commit to actions that promote and con-

tribute to an organization’s environmental sustainability 

(Renwick, Redman, & Maguire, 2013) and reflect their per-

sonal underlying motives to fulfil personal psychological 

needs (Kim et al., 2014). However, it should be noted that 

EGB “…are not limited to behaviors typically considered to 

be part of the OCB domain (e.g., helping, persistence, vol-

unteering)…” (Ones et al., 2018, p. 16-17), and can be evi-

dent in a person’s technical job performance, communica-

tion, general sustainable initiative, supportive leadership 

practices, as well as counterproductive work behavior 

(CWB) (Ones et al., 2018). The link between EGB and 

CWB is furthermore strengthened given that employees 

may partake in harmful and deviant behavior in terms of en-

vironmental sustainability (see Dilchert, 2018). Dilchert ex-

tended Ones and Dilchert’s (2012a, 2012b) taxonomy to de-

scribe Counterproductive Sustainability Behaviors (CSB) as 

an area of expression of CWB. Within CSB employees ap-

pear to be against the legitimate interests of the organization 

and to be more prone to harm the direct natural environment 

in which the organization operates (Dilchert, 2018).  

As part of establishing the nomological network for the 

SAPI, it is important to determine from previous research 

findings which personality factors may predict EGB specif-

ically, or OCB, CWB, and CSB in general.  

Norton et al. (2015) observed that the available proof 

from the various personality and EGB studies were limited 

to voluntary EGB; no studies within a context where EGB 

were prescriptive as part of the organizational requirements 

were found. Overall evidence linking personality and EGB 

within the work context were scant. However, Kim et al. 

(2014) did find that people with a high level of Conscien-

tiousness, as part of the Big Five personality model, will 

most probably think and act in an environmentally friendly 

manner at work. Barrick and Mount (1991) describes a con-

scientious person as someone who plans ahead, is organized 

and determined, as well as thorough and responsible. Taking 

the definition of the SAPI Conscientiousness factor into ac-

count, it is clear that there are communalities between these 

two definitions; with the exception that the SAPI also in-

clude a focus on being traditional. 

In a meta-analysis of the relationship between the Five-

Factor Model (FFM) and OCB, Chiaburu et al. (2011) noted 

the well-established findings that Conscientiousness and 

Agreeableness predict citizenship. Subsequently, Chiaburu 

et al. (2011) found that, over and above the influence of 

Conscientiousness and Agreeableness on OCB, “…Emo-

tional Stability, Extraversion, and Openness represent use-

ful additions to the prediction of citizenship behaviors, with 

most of the incremental validity originating from Openness” 

(p. 1148). Dilchert (2018) studied the relationship between 

the FFM of personality and CSB and found that Conscien-

tiousness and Agreeableness relate to individuals who avoid 

engaging in CSB, thus engaging in more EGB-related activ-

ities. Openness and Neuroticism had a similar effect, albeit 

to a lesser degree (Dilchert, 2018). 

Anglim, Lievens, Everton, Grant, and Marty (2018) 

found that the HEXACO model of personality significantly 

predicts OCB and CWB; more specifically, the Honesty-

Humility, Extraversion, Agreeableness, and Conscientious-

ness factors predicted lower CWB and higher OCB. Bragg 

and Bowling (2018) found that the personality traits Trait 

Aggression (conceptually part of Agreeableness and Neu-

roticism), Trait Industriousness (part of Conscientiousness) 

and Trait Self-Control (part of Conscientiousness and Emo-

tional Stability) predicted overall CBW.  
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Based on the communality between various Conscien-

tiousness definitions, as well as the frequency with which 

Conscientiousness is related to employee green behavior 

and associated activities, Hypothesis 5a expects Conscien-

tiousness to predict EGB. The Neuroticism, Openness, and 

Extraversion factors from both the SAPI and the FFM mod-

els seems to be theoretically related, and therefore it is ex-

pected that these factors will predict a person’s EGB (Hy-

pothesis 5b). Research findings do not indicate any signifi-

cant relationship between EGB and a person’s approach to 

relationships as described by the positive and negative so-

cial-relational factors of the SAPI and it is thus expected that 

these two factors will not predict EGB (Hypothesis 5c). 

 
METHOD 

 
Participants 

 

Table 1 presents the demographical information of the par-

ticipants in the study. The participants were a sample of em-

ployed individuals from various industries in the South Af-

rican workforce, at various levels found within organiza-

tions, and of South African descent (N = 313).  Most of the 

participants in the study were female (68%). Participants 

from all 11 official language groups in South Africa took 

part in the study, with most of the participants representing 

the Afrikaans (34%), Nguni (isiNdebele, isiXhosa, isiZulu, 

SiSwati: 26%), and English (25%) languages. The partici-

pants in the study were mainly aged between 30 and 39 

(43%) and represented mostly the African (43%) and White 

(45%) ethnic groups. Most of the participants had a post-

school qualification (81%) and the participants judged their 

own English reading ability to be good (30%) to very good 

(68%). Several industries were represented by the partici-

pants who fulfilled mainly non-managerial roles (61%).  

 
Procedure 
 

Convenience sampling was initially used to approach indi-

viduals and organizations willing to participate in the re-

search.  Towards  the  end of the study,  stratified sampling  

Table 1. Characteristics of participants (N=313) 

 
       

Characteristics n %  Characteristics n % 
       

Gender     English reading ability   

Male  101 32.3  Very poor 5 1.6 

Female  212 67.7  Poor 1 0.3 

Language     Good 93 29.7 

Afrikaans  105 33.5  Very good 214 68.4 

English  77 24.6  Industry   

IsiNdebele 4 1.3  Airlines and airports 2 0.6 

IsiXhosa 10 3.2  Automobile 6 1.9 

IsiZulu 65 20.8  Banking 25 8.0 

Sepedi 15 4.8  Construction 5 1.6 

Sesotho  7 2.2  Education 56 17.9 

Setswana  13 4.2  Electronics and/or engineering 8 2.6 

SiSwati  2 0.6  Entertainment and/or leisure 2 0.6 

Tshivenda 7 2.2  Finance 27 8.6 

Xitsonga 5 1.6  Food and Beverages 2 0.6 

Other 3 1.0  Government 13 4.2 

Age     Hospitality 1 0.3 

20-29 93 29.7  Information Technology and Computing 17 5.4 

30-39 135 43.1  Insurance 4 1.3 

40-49 63 20.1  Legal 7 2.2 

50-59 17 5.4  Media and/or Publishing 3 1.0 

60-69 5 1.6  Mining 10 3.2 

Ethic Group     Oil and Gas 5 1.6 

African  133 42.5  Real Estate 3 1.0 

Indian/Asian 13 4.2  Retail 8 2.6 

Coloured  24 7.7  Telecommunications 2 0.6 

White  141 45.0  Wholesale 1 0.3 

Other  2 0.6  Professional Services/ Consulting 18 5.8 

Education     Human Resources 35 11.2 

Grade 9 1 0.3  Other 53 16.9 

Grade 12 54 17.3  Managerial Position   

Certificate  42 13.4  Executive Management 26 8.3 

Diploma  50 16.0  Senior Management 19 6.1 

Bachelors  71 22.7  Middle Management 68 21.7 

Post-graduate 89 28.4  Non-managerial 190 60.7 

Other  6 1.9  Other 10 3.2 
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was used to ensure that the language, racial, and cultural 

groups in focus were well represented within the sample. 

Participants had to be employed at the time of completing 

the questionnaires and had to be a South African citizen. 

Prior to completing the online questionnaire, participants 

were informed of (a) the aim of each of the questionnaires 

(to collect information regarding personality and organiza-

tion-related behaviors), (b) the secure nature of the data col-

lected, (c) the lack of psychological risk associated with the 

study, (d) the confidentiality with which the research project 

was being conducted, and (e) the aggregate use of the data. 

Participants had to give consent before commencing with 

the online questionnaires. Ethical clearance for the study 

was provided by the institution’s research ethics committee. 

 
Measures 

 

SAPI-188-E. The 188 item English version of the SAPI 

was used to measure the six personality factors as identified 

by Fetvadjiev et al. (2015) and Morton (2018). The six SAPI 

factors are represented by 20 facets (Conscientiousness: 

Achievement Oriented, Orderliness, Traditionalism-Religi-

osity; Extraversion: Playfulness, Sociability; Neuroticism: 

Emotional Balance, Negative Emotionality; Openness: 

Broadmindedness, Epistemic Curiosity, Intellect; Negative 

Social-Relational Disposition: Arrogance, Conflict Seek-

ing, Deceitfulness, Hostility/Egoism; and Positive Social-

Relational Disposition: Empathy, Facilitating, Integrity, In-

terrelatedness, Social Intelligence, Warm-Heartedness). Ex-

ample items for each factor include Conscientiousness: “My 

work motivates me” (Achievement Oriented), Extraversion: 

“I can tell good stories”(Playfulness), Neuroticism: “My 

emotions is out of my control” (Emotional Stability), Open-

ness: “I like to learn” (Epistemic Curiosity), Negative So-

cial-Relational Disposition: “My opinion of others is not 

high” (Hostility/Egoism), Positive Social-Relational Dispo-

sition: “I consider myself to be a friendly person” (Warm-

Heartedness). The items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type 

scale. Responses ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 

(Strongly Agree) for the six factors were found to range be-

tween α=0.70 and α=0.89 (see Morton, 2018 for an over-

view of the reliability coefficients of the SAPI facets). 

Additionally, the SAPI includes 18 Social Desirability 

items as part of the original 188 items, but these were not 

included in this study’s analyses. 

Job Crafting Scale (JCS). The 21-item JCS (Tims et al., 

2012) was used to measure four independent job crafting di-

mensions namely (a) increased social job resources (Five 

items; e.g., “I make my own decisions on how to do things”), 

(b) increased structural job resources (Six items; e.g., “I 

prefer not to be involved in difficult decision-making at 

work”), (c) increased challenging job demands (Five items; 

e.g., “I seek guidance from my peers at work”), and (d) de-

creased hindering job demands (Five items; e.g., “I offer to 

do extra work, even if I do not get paid for it”). The four 

dimensions measure individuals’ behavioral efforts to align 

their jobs to their personal preferences, motives, and pas-

sions (Tims et al., 2012), demonstrating reliabilities that 

range between α=0.75 and α=0.80. A 5-point Likert-type 

scale was used to rate the items (1 = never and 5 = always).  

Brief Employee Green Behavior Scale (BEGBS). The 

BEGBS (Ones & Dilchert, 2009) was used to measure indi-

viduals’ environmental behaviors within their place of 

work. The scale consists of 15 items, such as “I monitor the 

impact of my behavior on the environment” and “I teach oth-

ers how to act environmentally friendly at work” that had to 

be scored on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = never and 5 = 

always).  

Controls. Two dichotomously scored variables were 

controlled for, namely Gender (Male/Female) and Manage-

rial Position (Yes/No). Valchev et al. (2014) investigated 

whether differences existed between men and women with 

regards to the SAPI Social-Relational scales and found no 

significant differences. However, no studies about the dif-

ferences between genders in terms of the remaining four 

SAPI factors have been conducted. Since meta-analyses 

conducted by Feingold (1994) and Costa, Terracciano, and 

McCrae (2001) did indeed find differences between the two 

genders, and Klein, D’Mello, and Wiernick (2012) sug-

gested that gender was weakly correlated with EGB, it was 

considered prudent to control for the possible effect of gen-

der in the regression model. Furthermore, researchers iden-

tified the facilitating role that managers may have in the job 

crafting process (Berg, Wrzesniewski, & Dutton, 2010; 

Tims et al., 2013), creating an environment where job craft-

ing is possible for their subordinates. Care should, however, 

be taken that it does not go against organizational goals 

(Berg et al., 2007). As such, the managerial position of the 

participants were also controlled for.  

 
Analyses 

 

Data cleaning and screening. Prior to the analyses, data 

screening was done to explore the dataset (N = 410). The 

data obtained from the questionnaires were inspected for 

missing values and cases with >10% missing values were 

deleted, while the missing values of cases with <10% were 

replaced with linear trend at point. In the present study, 97 

cases were removed from further analyses and the final 

number of participants were 313. When relevant, items were 

reversed scored. The data further reflected no multivariate 

outliers, skewness or kurtosis, indicating that the dataset 

was normally distributed. Figueiredo Filho et al. (2013) con-

sidered a sample of n>300 as large enough and since the 

items in the assessment battery were defined as continuous, 

confidence levels of 99% (p ≤ 0.01) and 95% (p ≤ 0.05) were 

set in all the analyses to test for statistical significance.   

Data analytic strategy. Mplus Version 8.0 (Muthén & 

Muthén, 2017) was used to inspect the model fit of the SAPI 

and JC factor structures by conducting an Exploratory 

Structural Equation Model (ESEM) analysis using a Maxi-

mum Likelihood estimation with targeted rotation. ESEM 

analysis has been identified as the default method of analy-

sis when researchers aim to get a more precise understand-

ing of a confirmed, hypothesized model (Asparouhov & 

Muthèn, 2009; Marsh, Morin, Parker & Kaur, 2014), and is 

known to combine the strengths of exploratory- and con-

firmatory factor analyses (Marsh et al., 2014). The con-

firmed six factor structure of the SAPI was examined to de-

termine  its  fit within the current  study,  while the original  
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four-factor solution for the JCS (Tims et al., 2012) was com-

pared with the suggested three-factor solution by De Beer et 

al. (2016). Absolute and incremental fit indices were used 

to evaluate model fit.  

Absolute indices include the chi-square statistic (χ2; val-

ues > 2.0 are acceptable), the Root Mean Square Error of 

Approximation (RMSEA; values ≤ 0.05 are acceptable) and 

the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR; valu- 

es ≤ 0.10 are acceptable), while the incremental fit indices 

include the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI; values ≥ 0.90 is ac-

ceptable) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI; values ≥ 0.95 

is acceptable) (Byrne & van de Vijver, 2010; Cangur & Er-

can, 2015; Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010; Hu & 

Bentler, 1999; Jackson, Gillaspy, & Purc-Stephenson, 2009; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Yu, 2002). Assessing model-fit 

also involved inspecting the Akaike Information Coefficient 

(AIC) to examine the trade-off between the measuring in-

struments used. There is no clear cut-off point for the AIC 

scores, however, the lowest value is commonly accepted as 

it yields the best trade-off between the theoretical models 

(Van de Schoot, Lugtig, & Hox, 2012). 

Next, the factor structure of the BEGBS was inspected. 

The BEGBS had not previously been administered in the 

South African context and the researchers deemed it neces-

sary to inspect the factor structure of the measuring instru-

ment by conducting an EFA on the model. The eigenvalues 

>1 and scree plot, obtained from a principle component 

analysis, were inspected to determine the number of factors 

to extract. Since the data were normally distributed, a max-

imum likelihood analysis with Geomin rotation (Muthen & 

Muthen, 2017) was used to inspect the validity of the 

BEGBS. The Geomin rotation factor loadings were in-

spected to determine which items sufficiently represented 

the identified factors (> .30). The EFA model was then com-

pared to the a-priori BEGBS model as suggested by Ones 

and Dilchert (2009) and Amenumey (2015) by examining 

the absolute- and incremental fit indices.  

SPSS 24.0 (SPSS Inc., 2018) was used to examine the 

descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations), relia-

bilities, and correlations of the various control, personality, 

green behavior, and job crafting variables. As a final step, 

hierarchical regression analysis was conducted using SPSS, 

since the SAPI factors were then entered into the regression 

model one at a time in accordance with their theoretical rel-

evance (see hypotheses). The standardized scores of all the 

variables were used in the analyses. The amount of variance 

of green behavior and job crafting that is explained and pre-

dicted by the six factors in the SAPI model was investigated 

after controlling for gender and managerial position. The 

unstandardized and standardized weights were reported, to-

gether with the Part Correlation that accounts for the rela-

tionship between the predictor and outcome variables, while 

controlling for the effect of the remaining predictors (Field, 

2005). Lastly, the R-square, R-square change, and the sig. 

F-change statistic in each step was inspected to assess the 

goodness of fit of the model. 

 
RESULTS 

 
Testing of the measurement models 

 
ESEM was used to examine the two hypothesized measure-

ment models of the SAPI and JCS respectively to establish 

to what extent the items or facets significantly loaded onto 

the relevant scales. The χ2 (85) value of 176.62 (p = .000) 

was attained for the SAPI measurement model; the fit sta-

tistics for the SAPI model (CFI = .98, TLI = .95, RMSEA = 

.06 [90% confidence interval (CI) =.05, .07], and SRMR = 

.02) proved to be very good. Hypothesis 1 was therefore ac-

cepted.  

For the three-factor model of the JCS, a χ2 (150) value of 

753.71 (p = .000) was attained for the JCS and the fit statis-

tics was less than desirable (CFI = .79, TLI = .71, RMSEA 

= .11 [90% confidence interval (CI) =.11, .12], and SRMR 

= .06). The four-factor model of the JCS produces a χ2 (132) 

value of 415.40 (p = .000) with moderately acceptable fit 

statistics (CFI = .90, TLI = .85, RMSEA = 0.08 [90% CI = 

0.07, 0.09], and SRMR = 0.04). The AIC value was also 

substantially smaller for the four-factor model (AIC = 

302.31). No substantive correlations were found within the 

four-factor JCS solution, ranging between .13 and .53. Hy-

pothesis 2 was rejected. 

Table 2. Geomin factor loadings of the BEGBS  
  

Factors and Items F 
  

Covert Green Behaviour  

Item 5: Coming up with new environmentally responsible ideas 0.84 

Item 3: Developing plans and schedules for the implementation of new, environmentally sustainable ideas 0.81 

Item 6: Educating or training others on how to be environmentally friendly at work 0.64 

Item 8: Persuading others to use environmentally responsible products 0.60 

Item 7: Switching products being used for environmental reasons 0.51 

Item 2: Stopping an environmental policy or program 0.48 

Overt Green Behaviour  

Item 15: Reusing something instead of throwing it away 0.72 

Item 14: Disposing of waste properly 0.70 

Item 13: Collecting and recycling paper, glass, or cans 0.67 

Item 11: Supporting someone else's environmental efforts 0.52 

Item 4: Behaving in an environmentally responsible way even when it is inconvenient 0.50 

Item 10: Using resources frugally (sparingly) 0.37 
Note: BEGBS = Brief Employee Green Behaviour Scale. All indices in Table 2 are statistically significant at p<0.05 
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Exploratory factor analysis for EGBM 

 

Both the eigenvalue criteria of > 1 and the scree plot indi-

cated that two factors should be extracted, with the two-fac-

tor model (χ2 (76) = 245.35, p = .000) fitting the data better  

than the one-factor model (χ2 (90) = 545.77, p = .000). Fur-

thermore, the overall model fit of the two-factor model was 

good as indicated by the SRMR (.04), and acceptable as 

shown the CFI (.92), TLI (.88), and the RMSEA (.08), com-

pared to the weak fitting one-factor model (CFI = .77, TLI 

= .73, RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .09). The AIC value was also 

substantially smaller for the two-factor model (AIC = 

272.43). One item did not load sufficiently on any factor and 

two items had double loadings; these items were omitted 

from further analyses. The first factor was labelled Covert 

Green Behavior (six items) and represents adherence to or-

ganizational rules and regulations, and interventions used to 

encourage green behavior. The second factor was labelled 

Overt Green Behavior (six items) and denotes individual ac-

tion taken to demonstrate green behavior at work. The mag-

nitude of the Geomin factor loadings (Table 2) was accepta-

ble (>.35) (DiStefano, Zhu, & MinDrilắ, 2009). Since the 

two-factor model fit the data better, Hypothesis 3 was re-

jected. 

 
Descriptive statistics, reliabilities, and correlations for 

BEGBS, JSC, and SAPI 

 
The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients of all the sub-

scales/facets are presented in Table 3. All subscales adhered 

to the traditional criterion of α > .70 (Nunnally & Bernstein, 

1994), except for Neuroticism which was slightly below .70. 

The means of all of the variables are also presented in Table 

3, with the standard deviations presented in brackets. Lastly, 

Table 3 presents the correlations of the study variables and 

whether or not the correlation was statistically significant.   

The mean scores for the Decreasing Hindering Job De-

mands and the Increasing Social Job Resources subscales, 

the two EGBS subscales, as well as the SAPI’s Neuroticism 

factor were around the scale midpoint (3). The Increasing 

Structural Job Resources, Increasing Challenging Job De-

mands, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Openness, and So-

cial-Relational Positive subscales scores were well above 

the midpoint, while Social-Relational Negative scores were 

well below the midpoint.  

The Pearson Product Moment indicated that Gender was 

significantly correlated with Covert Green Behavior, De-

creasing Hindering Job Demands, Neuroticism, Openness, 

and Social-Relational Negative. While Managerial Position 

was significantly correlated with all of the independent and 

dependent variables, except for Extraversion and Social-Re-

lational Negative. Furthermore, the results revealed weak to 

moderate positive and significant correlations between Con-

scientiousness and all the BEGBS subscales and three of the 

JCS subscales; no significant correlations were found be-

tween Conscientiousness and Decreasing Hindering Job De-

mands (r = .07). Extraversion had weak to moderate positive 

and significant correlations with all the outcome variables. 

Neuroticism displayed weak to moderate negative and sig-

nificant correlations with the two BEGBS variables, as well 

as two of the JCS subscales, namely, Increasing Structural 

Job Resources and Increasing Challenging Job Demands. 

Openness showed weak to moderate positive and significant 

correlations with all the outcome variables bar Decreasing 

Hindering Job Demands (r = .11). The Social-Relational 

Negative facet only had weak to moderate negative and sig-

nificant correlations with Overt Green Behavior, Increasing 

Structural Job Resources, and Decreasing Hindering Job 

Demands. Social-Relational Positive showed weak to mod-

erate and significant correlations with all the outcome vari-

ables except for Decreasing Hindering Job Demands (r = 

.05). 

 
Regression analyses 

 
The Tables 4 and 5 present the model statistics and coeffi-

cients for the various models. Before hierarchical regression 

analyses between the personality and job crafting dimen-

sions were processed, the effect of the control variables 

Gender and Managerial Position were examined. The results 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics, reliabilities and correlations of the control variables, the SAPI and the BEGBS and JCS variables 
 

     SAPI 

 Cronbach 

Alpha Mean  (SD) Gender 

Managerial  

Position C E N O 

S-R 

Negative 

S-R 

Positive 

Cronbach Alpha - - - - .79 .72 .61 .78 .83 .88 

Mean 

(SD) 

- 
- 

- - 4.09 

 (0.39) 

3.7 

 (0.60) 

2.62 

 (0.53) 

4.07 

 (0.40) 

2.07  

(0.45) 

4.11  

(0.38) 

Gender - - - - -.01  .01     .23** -.14*  -.12* .03 

Managerial Position - - - -    -.15** -.09    .14*   -.15** -.03  -.14** 

BEGBS-Covert Green Behaviour .85 2.54 (0.92)    -.23** -.16**     .31**     .25**    -.27**    .35** -.02   .30** 

BEGBS-Overt Green Behaviour .78 3.43 (0.78) -.11 -.15**     .40**     .18**    -.24**    .36**    -.19**    .38** 

Increasing Structural Job Resources .81 4.25 (0.53) -.06 -.15**     .35**   .10    -.32**    .46**    -.16**    .27** 

Decreasing Hindering Job Demands .83 3.26 (0.80)    -.20**  .17**   .07     .18** -.07 .11    .12* .06 

Increasing Social Job Resources .84 3.41 (0.86) -.07 .11*      .23**     .30** -.08    .28**   .01    .27** 

Increasing Challenging Job Demands .83 3.61 (0.76) -.10 -.28**     .39**    .15*    -.28**    .48**  -.07    .30** 
Note: SAPI (South African Personality Inventory), C=Conscientiousness, E=Extraversion, N=Neuroticism, O=Openness, S-R= Social-Relational; the 

BEGBS (Brief Employee Green Behavior Scale) is represented by two factor-based scales: Covert Green Behavior and Overt Green Behavior, JCS = Job 

Crafting Scale; all these scales are scored 1-5;  *p < .05. **p < .01. 
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showed that Gender only explained 4% of the variance 

within the Decreasing Hindering Job Demands dimension 

(R2 = 0.04); while Managerial Position accounted for 14% 

of the variance within Increasing Structural Job Resources 

(R2 = 0.02), Decreasing Hindering Job Demands (R2 =  

0.03), Increasing Social Job Resources (R2 = 0.01), and the 

Increasing Challenging Job Demands (R2 = 0.08) dimen-

sions. In the four final models, Gender significantly pre-

dicted Decreasing Hindering Job Demands (β = -0.18), and 

Managerial Position significantly predicted Decreasing 

Hindering Job Demands (β = 0.22), Increasing Social Job 

Resources (β = 0.18), and the Increasing Challenging Job 

Demands (β = -0.20). 

With regards to the relationships between personality 

and JC, Conscientiousness explained a significant amount 

of variance in Increasing Structural Job Resources (R2 = 

0.11), Increasing Social Job Resources (R2 = 0.06), and In- 

creasing Challenging Job Demands (R2 = 0.13); while only 

Increasing Challenging Job Demands was significantly pre-

dicted by Conscientiousness (β = 0.21) in its final model. 

Hypothesis 4a was therefore partially accepted. Openness 

significantly  accounted  for  a  total of  18% variance in In- 

Table 4. Regression coefficients of the SAPI factors with the Job Crafting factors 
 

Variables Coefficients Statistics Model Statistics 

 Increasing Structural Job Resources 

 B β Part Correlation R2 ∆ R2 

Constant  0.07  - - - - 

Gender  0.10  0.05 0.05 0.00 0.00 

Managerial Position -0.15 -0.07 -0.07 0.02   0.02* 

Conscientiousness  0.11  0.11 0.06 0.13     0.11** 

Openness  0.47      0.47** 0.29 0.22     0.08** 

Neuroticism -0.12   -0.12* -0.10 0.23   0.01* 

Extraversion -0.11 -0.11 -0.08 0.25     0.02** 

Social-Relational Negative  0.00  0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 

Social-Relational Positive -0.14 -0.14 -0.07 0.25 0.01 

  

 Decreasing Hindering Job Demands 

 B β Part Correlation R2 ∆ R2 

Constant -0.08  - - - - 

Gender -0.39     -0.18** -0.17 0.04    0.04** 

Managerial Position  0.45      0.22**  0.22 0.07    0.03** 

Conscientiousness  0.18  0.18  0.10 0.08 0.01 

Openness -0.04 -0.04 -0.02 0.09 0.00 

Neuroticism -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 0.09 0.00 

Extraversion  0.20      0.20**  0.16 0.12     0.03** 

Social-Relational Negative  0.17    0.17*  0.13 0.14     0.02** 

Social-Relational Positive -0.08 -0.08 -0.04 0.14 0.00 

  

 Increasing Social Job Resources 

 B β Part Correlation R2 ∆ R2 

Constant -0.40  - - - - 

Gender -0.12 -0.05 -0.05 0.00 0.00 

Managerial Position  0.37      0.18**  0.18 0.02   0.01* 

Conscientiousness  0.11  0.11  0.06 0.08     0.06** 

Openness  0.10  0.10  0.06 0.11     0.03** 

Neuroticism  0.02  0.02  0.01 0.11 0.00 

Extraversion  0.18      0.18**  0.14 0.15     0.04** 

Social-Relational Negative  0.13  0.13  0.10 0.16 0.01 

Social-Relational Positive  0.11  0.11  0.06 0.16 0.00 

  

 Increasing Challenging Job Demands 

 B β Part Correlation R2 ∆ R2 

Constant  0.65  - - - - 

Gender  0.00  0.00  0.00 0.01 0.01 

Managerial Position -0.40     -0.20** -0.19 0.09     0.08** 

Conscientiousness  0.21    0.21*  0.12 0.21     0.13** 

Openness  0.41      0.41**  0.25 0.28     0.07** 

Neuroticism -0.07 -0.07 -0.05 0.28 0.00 

Extraversion -0.08 -0.08 -0.07 0.29 0.01 

Social-Relational Negative  0.11  0.11  0.09 0.30    0.01* 

Social-Relational Positive -0.10 -0.10 -0.05 0.30 0.00 
Note: ** p < 0.01; *p < 0.05 
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creasing Structural Job Resources (R2 = 0.08), Increasing 

Social Job Resources (R2 = 0.03), and Increasing Chal-

lenging Job Demands (R2 = 0.07). Furthermore, Openness 

significantly predicted Increasing Structural Job Resources 

(β = 0.47), and Increasing Challenging Job Demands (β = 

0.41) in the respective final models; providing partial sup-

port  for  Hypothesis 4b.  Neuroticism  accounted for 1% of 

the variance in Increasing Structural Job Resources, and in 

the final model, only Neuroticism (β = -0.12) significantly 

predicted the Increasing Structural Job Resources dimen-

sion of JC. Hypothesis 4c was therefore rejected. Partial sup-

port was found for Hypothesis 4d since Extraversion only 

significantly predicted Decreasing Hindering Job Demands 

(β = 0.20) and Increasing Social Job Resources (β = 0.18). 

Extraversion did however explain 2% of the variance in In-

creasing Structural Job Resources, 3% of the variance in De-

creasing Hindering Job Demands, and 4% of the variance in 

Increasing Social Job Resources. The Social-Relational 

Negative factor accounted for a significant amount of vari-

ance of Decreasing Hindering Job Demands (R2 = 0.02) 

and Increasing Challenging Job Demands (R2 = 0.01); 

while only significantly predicting Decreasing Hindering 

Job Demands (β = 0.17) in its final model. The Social-Rela-

tional Positive factor did not account for any significant 

amount of variance in the JC dimension, nor did it signifi-

cantly predict any of the JC dimensions. As a result, Hypoth-

esis 4e was partially accepted. 

Next, the EGB models were examined. The analyses re-

vealed that Gender and Managerial Position contributed sig-

nificantly towards the overall regression model of Covert 

Green Behavior (R2 = .08), however, only Gender made a 

unique contribution towards the prediction of Covert Green 

Behavior (β = -0.18) in the final model. With regards to 

Overt Green Behavior, 2% of its variance was significantly 

explained by Managerial Position, but no significant predic-

tive relationships were found. 

After the effect of the control variables were accounted 

for, Conscientiousness significantly explained a total of 

23% within EGB (Covert Green Behavior: R2 = 0.09; 

Overt Green Behavior: R2 = 0.14), and also significantly 

predicted both EGB factors (Covert Green Behavior: β = 

0.20; Overt Green Behavior: β = 0.18) in the final models. 

Hypothesis 5a was therefore accepted. Although Neuroti-

cism (R2 = 0.01), Openness (R2 = 0.01), and Extraversion 

(R2 = 0.02) significantly explained variance within the 

Covert Green Behavior factor, only Neuroticism predicted 

Covert Green Behavior (β = -0.14) in its final model. Thus 

Hypothesis 5b was partially accepted. Lastly, of the Social-

Relational factors, only Social-Relational Negative signifi-

cantly explained 1% of the variance in Covert Green Behav-

ior, and also significantly predicted Covert Green Behavior 

(β = 0.14) in the final model; which refute Hypothesis 5c. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
The overall objective of the study was to determine the ex-

ternal validity of the SAPI by generating a nomological net-

work in which the SAPI personality traits predict organiza-

tional-related behavior (JC and EGB). However, before the 

nomological network could be established, the various 

measurement models had to be validated.  

The SAPI model proved to be in accordance with recent 

studies (see Morton, 2018; Fetvadjiev et al., 2015), indicat-

ing indigenous personality factors to be both evident and 

well represented in the multi-cultural context of South Af-

rica. The six personality factors provide an overview of per-

sonality in South Africa, showing that the conceptions, con-

victions, and descriptions of personality attributes are suffi-

cient to adequately describe the differences between indi-

viduals on these conceptions, convictions, and descriptions 

attributes (Morton et al., 2018).  

De Beer et al. (2016) proposed a three-factor structure of 

the JCS should be used within the South African context; 

however, the JCS subscales proved to instead adequately 

represent the four-factor model proposed by Tims et al. 

(2013).  

The BEGBS was found to have two underlying factors, 

contrasting the one-factor model proposed by Ones and 

Dilchert (2009). The factors were labelled Covert and Overt 

Green Behavior; corresponding with the theorized task-re-

lated green behavior (covert) and voluntary green behavior 

(overt) respectively (Kim et al., 2014; Norton et al., 2015). 

The Green Five Taxonomy of Ones and  Dilchert (2012a & 

Table 5. Standardized regression coefficients of the SAPI factors with the Green Behaviour factors 
  

 Covert Green Behaviour  Overt Green Behaviour 

Variables Coefficients Statistics Model Statistics  Coefficients Statistics Model Statistics 

 B β 

Part  

Correlation R2 ∆ R2  B β 

Part  

Correlation R2 ∆ R2 

Constant   0.85 - - - -   0.60 - - - - 

Gender -0.38   -0.18* -0.17 0.06     0.06**  -0.20 -0.09 -0.09 0.01 0.01 

Managerial Position -0.14 -0.07 -0.07 0.08     0.02**  -0.17 -0.08 -0.08 0.03     0.02** 

Conscientiousness   0.20    0.20*  0.12 0.16     0.09**   0.18    0.18*  0.10 0.18     0.14** 

Neuroticism -0.14   -0.14* -0.11 0.17   0.01*  -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 0.18 0.00 

Openness   0.06  0.06  0.04 0.18   0.01*   0.08   0.08  0.05 0.19 0.01 

Extraversion   0.12  0.12  0.09 0.20   0.02*  -0.02  -0.02 -0.02 0.19 0.00 

Social-Relational Positive   0.05  0.05  0.03 0.20 0.00   0.18   0.18  0.09 0.20 0.01 

Social-Relational Negative   0.14    0.14*  0.11 0.21   0.01*  -0.01  -0.01 -0.01 0.20 0.00 
Note: *** p < 0.01; *p < 0.05 
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2012b) was very well represented in both factors. These two 

factors prove to fit well within the conclusions of some re-

searchers that EGB may be an inherent part of an individ-

ual’s job, or be a voluntary stance the individual takes on 

(see Kim et al., 2014; McConnaughy, 2014; Norton et al., 

2015). 

Validating the SAPI, JCS, and BEGBS sets the scene for 

creating the nomological network necessary to inspect the 

predictability of EGB and JC using SAPI factors. A nomo-

logical network consists of a theoretical framework, an em-

pirical framework, and the link between these two frame-

works. The current study established a theoretical frame-

work in which all six of the SAPI factors were expected to 

predict certain aspects of JC, while only Conscientiousness, 

Openness, Neuroticism, and Extraversion was expected to 

predict EGB. The empirical results indicated that only five 

of the six personality factors predicted certain JC factors, 

and Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Social-Relational 

Negative predicted EGB. These results therefore support the 

construct validity of the SAPI and as such the SAPI can be 

used as a valid and reliable measure of personality within 

the South African context. 

To understand the link between the theoretical frame-

work and the empirical framework, as required when estab-

lishing a nomological network, some of the most significant 

relationships are briefly discussed.  

In this study, the focus of conscientious individuals on 

personal achievement may prompt them to avoid getting 

bored by taking on new projects (Increasing Challenging 

Job Demands). Bell and Njoli (2016) also found that consci-

entious individuals would change their job characteristics if 

it assisted in achieving organizational goals. Bell and Njoli 

(2016) questions the soundness of this finding, yet the defi-

nition of Conscientiousness relates to the description of JC’s 

Increasing Challenging Job Demands dimension, since both 

have an aspect of being motivated towards achievement and 

change. Being consistently dependable may increase the de-

sire to act in an environmental sustainable manner, since a 

greater consciousness exist about the lasting effect of eco-

logical damage (see Kim et al., 2014); explaining the rela-

tionship between Conscientiousness and EGB. Those who 

seek new experiences, skills, and knowledge (Openness fac-

tor) would be highly engaged in development opportunities 

and taking on new projects (Increasing Structural Job Re-

sources, Increasing Challenging Job Demands) (see Bell & 

Njoli, 2016). In the current study it appears that a person 

who scores high on the Neuroticism factor may be appre-

hensive of development opportunities (Increasing Structural 

Job Resources), as well as engage in possible “…negative 

ungreen behaviors that are harmful to the environment…” 

as described by Wiernick et al. (2018, p. 8). While previous 

research found relationships between the SAPI definition of 

Extraversion and OCB and CWB (Anglim et al., 2018; 

Chiaburu et al., 2011), it seems in this study, the results re-

garding Extraversion does not extend beyond the OCB and 

CWB domains into EGB domains. EGB can be seen as an 

important and weighty behavior, while Extraversion as de-

fined by the SAPI relates more to having fun and enjoying 

the company people. Despite high correlations between Ex-

traversion and EGB, when controlling for other factors, the 

effect of Extraversion reduces significantly and therefore 

the two constructs seem disconnected from each other. 

Building onto theoretical linkages between personality 

and EGB and JC, the relationship with Social-Relational 

Negative is yet to be established within a theoretical frame-

work.  The results obtained suggested that individuals scor-

ing high on Social-Relational Negative would be more 

likely to attempt to decrease hindering job demands, as well 

as engage in task-related green behavior such as conserva-

tion, harm avoidance, influencing others, and taking initia-

tive. While these findings are counter-intuitive, it may be 

that a Social-Relational Negative person may act in a force-

ful and controversial manner when conveying strong ideas 

such as how to approach JC and EGB. A possible explana-

tion in terms of the Social-Relational Negative and JC could 

be that a person that is arrogant and conflict-seeking may 

more confidently challenge the status quo in terms of work 

expectations and thus be more successful in job crafting. 

Looking at the histogram of Covert Green Behavior, the cur-

rent sample rated their own Covert Green Behavior mainly 

as a rare occurrence. Therefore, it could be postulated that 

within the current study’s context, individuals who are so-

cially disruptive, intrusive, and aggressively promoting their 

own opinions (such as green behavior) will be more liberal 

in engaging in task-related green behavior. Lastly, although 

significant correlations were found between Social-Rela-

tional Positive and five of the six outcome variables, these 

relationships disappear when controlling for the effect of the 

demographic and personality variables.  

In general, the results obtained proved satisfactory in at-

taining the objectives of the study. The SAPI produced re-

sults in accordance with recent validation and model-fit 

studies (see Fetvadjiev et al. 2015; Morton, 2018), increas-

ing the confidence levels with which generalizations can be 

made. The four-factor structure of the JCS as suggested by 

Tims et al. (2012) was confirmed. The BEGBS was vali-

dated within the South African context and consists of two 

scales. And lastly, a nomological network between the SAPI 

and two outcome variables (JC and EGB) were established 

based on theory, empirical results and the link between these 

two aspects. The SAPI therefore possess external validity. 

Limitations. With the results reported and postulations 

made, one needs to take into consideration the possible lim-

itations of the study and its effects. Greater attempts could 

have been made to collect data from the Indian and Colored 

ethnic groups, in order to affirm with confidence that the 

results represent all ethnic groups within South Africa. Also, 

while the SAPI has been developed for a multi-cultural con-

text but limited or no research has been done to increase the 

cultural appropriateness of Employee Green Behavior and 

Job Crafting.  

Future research.  A point of  departure for  future re-

search  would  be a confirmatory study on BEGBS to deter-

mine the presence and validity of the two-factor model 

found in the study or to increase the cultural appropriateness 

of the model developed by Ones and Dilchert (2012), by us-

ing the 36-item EGBS (see Dilchert, 2018). Further studies 

are also recommended on the limited presence of the Social-

Relational clusters of the SAPI in both Employee Green Be-

havior and in  Job Crafting.  Last, it is recommended that a 
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quantile regression (Koenker & Basset, 1978) be done to 

obtain a more detailed understanding of the relationship be-

tween the SAPI, BEGBS and JCS by allowing for modelling 

of shape and location shift (Hao & Niaman, 2007) to occur.  
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