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For organisations to stay competitive in current circumstances entailing great uncertainties, 

swift changes, and continuous development, they need employees who are willing to both 

initiate and adapt to such changes. Therefore, the focus of this study has been to analyse both 

individual and organisational antecedents of employees’ change-oriented behaviours. By 

examining previous research and by following the notions of self-regulation theory, we found 

that an extensive focus had been placed on individual change-oriented actions, simply 

acknowledging them as proactive, whilst less focus had been placed on the contrasts between 

being adaptive and being proactive. As such, individuals’ levels of self-efficacy have been 

shown to impact their use of the change-oriented behaviours while organisational conditions 

have been suggested to generate further effects. Our results confirmed that individuals’ 

beliefs in their own capabilities had a positive impact on their use of both change-oriented 

behaviours. However, by differentiating between adaptive and proactive behaviours, we also 

found indications that this impact was stronger on adaptive than proactive behaviours. 

Furthermore, we found that employees who perceived high levels of ambiguity in their 

organisation were less likely to use adaptive behaviours, whilst employees that perceived 

high levels of accountability were more likely to use proactive behaviours. As such, we 

propose that a differentiation of the concepts is needed, both in future research on the matter 

and for organisations that strive to remain competitive. Moreover, we discuss how the results 

of this study can provide direction for both researchers and organisations when tackling the 

uncertain future.  
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Acting Competitively in a Constantly Changing Context 

During the last decades, continuous technological advancements (Autor, 2015) along 

with an increased focus on sustainability (Dao et al., 2011) have made some substantial 

impacts on the labour market and working force (Autor et al., 2015). As our society evolved 

to assign greater value to corporate sustainability (Renwick et al., 2013) and incorporate 

different technological advancements such as automation, the demand for different working 

tasks changed. In particular, the manufacturing sector has experienced a substantial decline in 

their labour force (Nedelkoska & Quintini, 2018) when the conversion ultimately led to 

changing, as well as ambiguous, skill requirements for the employees (Autor, 2015). 

However vague or unclear the future requirements may be, one unifying factor seems to be 

the pressure placed on organisations to be more innovative and flexible (Dachner et al., 2021) 

in order to gain and retain competitive advantage (Noe et al., 2014). 

 In order to keep up with societal changes, it is important that companies attract and 

retain skilled workers who both have the capacity, but are also prone, to manage a broader 

position (Axtell & Parker, 2003; Parker, 1998). When adjusting to the changing requirements 

of the labour market, organisations could further benefit from making use of their human 

capital resources and additionally from continuing to expand these resources by various 

learning (Crook et al., 2011) and developmental activities (Noe et al., 2014). Thus, to retain 

or obtain competitive advantage, organisations must not only develop an understanding of the 

latest technology to be competitive in the industry (Rangraz & Pareto, 2021), they also need 

to encourage both spontaneous and continuous learning (Bates & Khasawhen, 2005; Day & 

Khoshgoftaar, 2017; Tannenbaum et al., 2010) by creating an environment where proactive 

behaviours can take place (Parker et al., 2010). Until this point in time however, despite 

recommendations of sharing responsibility for employee development, it seems like 
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development of the workforce has increasingly been driven by individual employees 

(Dachner et al., 2021). 

 Following the changes and ambiguity of the labour market (Autor, 2015), the 

structure of employment (Fugate et al., 2004) as well as the relationship between employee 

and employer has changed as the expectations of both parties have shifted (Hall & Mirvis, 

1995). To be able to sustain their own career, employees are pressured to be more active and 

adaptable regarding their own development (Dachner et al., 2021), meaning that a large part 

of employees can no longer assume they will learn one job or a narrowed type of skills and 

solely apply those throughout their whole working career (Pulakos et al., 2000). Expectations 

placed on them have for example been to learn new ways of managing their jobs (Pulakos et 

al., 2000), handle increasingly broader roles (Bateman & Crant, 1993), and to be ready for 

future job demands (London & Smither, 1999). Thus, a growing focus has been placed on the 

role workers possess, not only to be more active in shaping their own context, but also to 

influence it by setting up their own goals and further making their own rewards (Crant, 2000; 

Grant & Ashford, 2008). In other words, what is desired from individual employees in these 

uncertain contexts goes well beyond merely meeting the preestablished requirements of the 

job. Ensuring one's future employability in an uncertain context calls for employee flexibility 

which can be found in change-oriented behaviours displayed both in actions of adapting to 

changes, and in proactive actions which anticipate or initiate change (Griffin et al., 2007). 

 Adopting such adaptive and proactive actions often means that one must change the 

current situation, which is not always preferred when asking either managers or employees. 

This is because change-oriented behaviours bring about uncertain outcomes which may be 

accompanied by further risks (Parker et al., 2010; Sun et al., 2021). By the term resistance to 

change one can see that negative reactions toward organisational change have been accepted 

as a part of life, and widely studied as such (Dent & Goldberg, 1999). However, the higher 
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demand placed on employees to take responsibility for their own working roles (Grant & 

Ashford, 2008) and careers (Rousseau et al., 2006), and the organisational benefits which 

accompany such actions (Dachner et al., 2021) has made it even more vital to understand 

what motivates individual employees to adopt such behaviours (Crant, 2000). 

Correspondingly, there has been a call for more research which focuses on positive 

organisational behaviours (Luthans, 2002) incorporating and differentiating positive reactions 

such as adaptivity and proactivity (Griffin et al., 2010; Park & Park, 2021). 

 Following the uncertainties and developments of our time (Rangraz & Pareto, 2021), 

the great responsibilities placed on employees to foster their own development (Dachner et 

al., 2021), and the belief that mastering these aspects could bring competitive advantage to 

the organisation (Dachner et al., 2021; Rangraz & Pareto, 2021), the aim of this study is to 

examine if employees’ beliefs in their own capabilities have impact on their change-oriented 

behaviours, and if these behaviours are affected by their organisational conditions. Hence, the 

following two research questions will be examined: 

• Do employees’ beliefs in their own capabilities affect their use of change-oriented 

behaviours? 

• Do employees’ perceptions of their organisational conditions affect their use of 

change-oriented behaviours? 

Previous Research and Theoretical Framework 

Proactively Initiating Change 

In search for self-initiated, anticipatory actions and behaviours, the concept of 

proactivity guides the way (Grant & Ashford, 2008). The concept of proactivity is about 

improvements of existing circumstances as well as the shaping of new ones. As such, it lays 
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focus on challenging rather than passively adapting to the environment (Crant, 2000). 

Proactivity is also about looking long-term and envisioning upcoming issues or possibilities 

(Parker et al., 2010).  

 The tendency of acting out what is called proactive behaviours has previously been 

studied as either stemming from traits which are more or less constant within the individual 

(e.g., Bateman & Crant, 1993; Seibert et al., 1999), or as behaviours that are interchangeable 

depending on the surroundings of the individual (e.g., Parker et al., 2010; Strauss et al., 

2012). In the first case, change oriented behaviours such as proactivity are said to be innate to 

the individual; a differentiation is made between individuals that are, and individuals that are 

not proactive (Bateman & Crant, 1993). In the second case, which is the perspective used in 

this study, change-oriented behaviours such as proactivity are not seen as fully dependent on 

specific personal tendencies, but rather focused on the situational self-initiated behaviour of 

striving to solve problems before they happen (Grant & Ashford, 2008). The current study 

attends to the situational perspective of proactivity by using the concept of proactive 

behaviours, that is, the state of proactivity that is shown as an action, which can be followed 

by non-proactive actions (Cangiano et al., 2021). 

Adapting to Changes 

The notion of adapting to change, rather than initiating it, is better explained by the 

concept of adaptivity which concerns the ability and willingness to adapt to changes initiated 

by others (Frese & Fay, 2001). This concept has shown relevance in the recent decades 

largely due to the technological developments mentioned earlier, but also due to an increased 

focus on continuous learning within organisations (Pulakos et al., 2000). One angle of 

adaptivity which is discussed extensively in previous research points to the aspect of learning 

new ways to manage job performance or learning new skills in order to reskill for another job 
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role (e.g., Ghitulescu, 2013; Jonge & De Ruyter, 2004). Adaptivity has furthermore been 

exemplified as “creative problem solving, coping with complex and unpredictable work 

situations, adjustment to technological innovations, and interpersonal adaptability” (Jong & 

De Reuter, 2004, p.459).  

 In essence, adaptive behaviours are distinguished by their adjustive, responding and 

coping nature. The concept encapsules the extent to which employees adapt well to changes 

within their work environment, for example during reorganisations or mergers (Griffin et al., 

2007).  

Differentiating the two Concepts of Change-Oriented Behaviour 

Integrating the two concepts of proactivity and adaptivity has been seen as useful 

when elevating the overall effects which an individual can pose on both themselves and the 

environment around them. In such instances, the integration of both behaviours has been 

referred to as proactive (Grant & Ashford, 2008). On another note, a differentiation of the 

concepts allows for examination of the different behaviours which stimulate organisational 

change, as well as how one can affect and predict such behaviours (Ghitulescu, 2013). 

Following this study’s situational focus on specific behaviours, adaptivity has been defined as 

a more reactive answer to organisational changes in comparison to proactivity, which instead 

has been seen as a more active response. In this context, adaptivity has been said to supply 

employees with necessary means such as objects, conditions, or personal characteristics 

which gives them the possibility to later behave proactively. This would thus make adaptivity 

a requirement which creates ground for proactivity during organisational changes (Strauss et 

al., 2015). In yet another study, adaptivity has been explained as a way of secondary control 

pointed at individuals trying to oblige to different situations, whilst proactivity has been 

associated with primary control and thus endeavours to change objective situations (Bateman 
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& Crant, 1993). 

 Differences between the concepts are furthermore found in their temporal focus. 

Whilst proactivity focuses on how well one effectively foresees, prepares for, and learns 

future job demands (Frese & Fay, 2001; Grant & Ashford, 2008; Strauss et al., 2015), 

adaptivity focuses on how effectively one manages ongoing ambiguous and indefinite work 

situations overall (Strauss et al., 2015). Thus, for a change-oriented action to be deemed 

proactive, it must be adhering to something that the individual presumes to be a potential 

problem or opportunity occurring in the future (Parker et al., 2010). Secondly, whilst 

proactivity focuses on initiating and creating change (Crant, 2000; Grant & Ashford, 2008; 

Strauss et al., 2015), adaptivity focuses on adapting to it (Frese & Fay, 2001). 

 To simplify the differences between the concepts, the helpful distinction between 

proactive and adaptive behaviours presented by Griffin et al. (2007), has been used. Whilst 

adaptivity is explained as adhering to behaviours that deal with, answer to, and fosters 

change, proactivity is explained as adhering to behaviours that initiate and create change 

while at the same time targeting future circumstances or situations (Griffin et al., 2007). 

Introducing Self-Regulation Theory 

Although it may be difficult to directly generate change-oriented behaviours such as 

proactivity and adaptivity in employees simply by ordering them to do so (Ghitulescu, 2013; 

Griffin et al., 2010), there are some ways in which one could predict and impact their 

readiness to display such behaviours. One antecedent condition which has shown itself 

crucial for predicting proactive employee behaviour is the individual’s belief in their own 

self-efficacy (Hirschi et al., 2013; Parker et al., 2010). According to self-regulation theory, 

the individuals’ beliefs in their own capabilities to control their lives in the direction they 

want, that is, the individuals’ beliefs in their own self-efficacy, determines the extent of their 
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goals as well as the likeliness that they will pursue these goals. Individuals that believe they 

can accomplish, change or impact something, that is, individuals with high self-efficacy 

beliefs, are more likely to see different options, and more likely act upon them (Bandura, 

1997; Wood & Bandura, 1989). On the other hand, if individuals do not believe that they can 

accomplish, change or impact something, they are less likely to act upon it and less likely to 

find other options (Bandura, 1997; Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012). 

 In essence, self-regulation theory and its views of self-efficacy rests on the ideas of 

self-monitoring, self-perception and self-reaction which are interrelated functions that 

together provide explanations for different behaviours (Bandura, 1991). Firstly, the function 

of self-monitoring incorporates the ways that individuals manage, observe, and think about 

themselves and their behaviour. Secondly, the function of self-perception incorporates how 

individuals perceive their behaviours depending on both their personal values as well as the 

external context of the enacted behaviour. Lastly, the function of self-reaction explains how 

the monitoring and perception leads up to the enactment of a specific behaviour where the 

individual tries to gain positive emotions and avoid negative ones. In other words, an 

individual’s belief in their own self-efficacy, changes the basic ways in which their self-

regulation functions (Bandura, 1991). 

Self-Efficacy in the Context of Working Life 

Guiding the broad notion of self-efficacy into the realm of working life is the more 

concentrated idea of role breadth self-efficacy (RBSE). This concept was presented decades 

ago in order to capture workers' interpreted ability to manage wider and more flexible job 

assignments which would go further than the prescribed demands placed on them (Parker, 

1998). RBSE places larger focus on proactive tasks included in a wider work role such as 

handling long-term issues and creating better courses of actions (Axtell & Parker, 2003). 
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Since its presentation, RBSE has been used as a common operationalization measure for 

predicting employees use of proactive behaviours (e.g., Hong et al., 2016; Wu & Parker, 

2017; Zhang & Inness, 2019). Such studies have shown various ways that RBSE relates to 

proactive behaviours, for example as an antecedent condition predicting the use of proactive 

behaviours (Axtell & Parker, 2003; Wu & Parker, 2017), or as mediating the relationship 

between both transformational leadership as well as leadership support and employees’ use of 

proactive behaviours (Wu & Parker, 2017; Zhang & Inness, 2019). 

 RBSE further follows the situational focus of this study as it fluctuates simultaneously 

as the environmental context and employees’ work experiences do (Crant, 2000; Van Dam et 

al., 2008). This ability to manage broader and more fluctuating job assignments is of 

particular importance when changes occur within organisations and the employees might 

need to manage new job roles (Van Dam et al., 2008). Although most previous studies have 

not differentiated between proactive and adaptive behaviours, one of the studies that has 

made this differentiation stated that strong leader vision has been proven most effective to 

produce proactive behaviours if the employee reported high levels of RBSE, and adaptive 

behaviours if the employee reported high levels of openness to work role change. If the 

employee instead showed low levels of openness to work role change or RBSE, strong leader 

vision would decrease their use of adaptive and proactive behaviour respectively. The authors 

of the study did however emphasise that limitations concerning the sample should be noted in 

regard to the study’s results (Griffin et al., 2010). Thus, we hypothesise that employees’ 

levels of RBSE is associated with their reported use of both adaptive and proactive 

behaviours. 
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Organisational Context for Change-Oriented Behaviours 

Following the notions of self-regulation theory, the direction in which the individuals’ 

steer themselves is greatly influenced by their surroundings (Bandura, 1991). Although this 

incorporates influences and judgements perceived throughout life, it is also about the explicit 

context of particular situations. This means that social contexts and people that are important 

to the individual have an influence on their actions, reactions, and goals (Bandura, 1991). As 

such, an understanding of the power that working environments can have on proactivity can 

further facilitate managers' understandings of how important the work context could be for 

encouraging both adaptive and proactive behaviours in their employees (Ghitulescu, 2013). 

In previous research focusing on change-oriented behaviours as situational, certain 

circumstances such as ambiguity, accountability and autonomy have been said to boost the 

use of such behaviours (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Crant, 2000). 

 Starting with the organisational condition of ambiguity, the benefits of proactive and 

adaptive behaviours are, for example, said to be dependent on the level of uncertainty in the 

context where the action is taken. As such, organisations in ambiguous contexts might draw 

further profits from adaptive and proactive behaviours than organisations in steady or secure 

contexts (Griffin et al., 2007). In fact, being prepared for unforeseen circumstances could be 

crucial in order to sustain a position as a successful organisation (Katz & Kahn, 1978). 

Furthermore, such preparation is based on human resources and individuals which are able 

and willing to use proactive as well as adaptive behaviours (Griffin et al., 2007; Katz & 

Kahn, 1978). However, when individuals are placed in ambiguous contexts, providing them 

with informative feedback regarding their performances could be of great importance for the 

organisation. According to self-regulation theory, the individual’s capacity to regulate their 

own behaviour and performance, especially in relation to a set goal, is based on them 
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knowing the effects of their performance. Thus, ambiguous contexts can also cloud the 

individual’s self-monitoring process, creating a need for informative feedback regarding 

performance in order to steer the employee in the right direction (Bandura, 1991). Previous 

research has found some complex relationships moderating and mediating the relationship 

between ambiguity and proactive behaviour. For example, one study has found that the ways 

in which ambiguous expectations affects proactive behaviours is moderated by the employees 

pro-social and security values (Grant & Rothbard, 2013). Other research has found that the 

effects which ambiguity had on initiative behaviours was in fact fully mediated by their 

willingness to be flexible in their working role (Maden-Eyiusta, 2021). 

 Accountability, the second organisational condition which is said to boost the use of 

change-oriented behaviours (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Morrison & Bies, 1991), describes 

situations where there is an anticipation for workers to justify and describe their reflections, 

behaviours and feelings (Lerner & Tetlock, 1999) as well as handle feedback (Winstone & 

Carless, 2021). In situations where employees would be held accountable for their actions no 

matter what behaviour is enacted, it is argued that the risks which proactive behaviours 

otherwise possess (see Parker et al., 2010; Sun et al., 2021), are minimised (Grant & Ashford, 

2008; Morrison & Bies, 1991). Employees that are held accountable could collect large 

amounts of important information helping them to further enhance their effectiveness, whilst 

the perceived losses of failure are kept insignificant (Bandura & Cervone, 1986). In situations 

incorporating accountability, the workers could therefore focus on possible gains and enhance 

their odds of succeeding by showing initiative through proactively envisioning, planning, and 

performing (Bandura & Cervone, 1986; Grant & Ashford, 2008). In fact, previous research 

has shown that although individuals inhibited high resistance to change, receiving feedback 

would increase their use of both proactive (Battistelli et al., 2013) and adaptive behaviours 

(Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012). The idea of feedback is further elaborated in self-regulation 
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theory which states that when setting proactive goals for oneself, receiving negative feedback 

of one’s performance increases the level of performance in relation to what the level of 

performance would be, had one not received any feedback (Bandura & Cervone, 1986). 

However, acting on the feedback which one receives is by self-regulation theory explained as 

a reactive action (Bandura, 1991) thus adhering to the definition of adaptive behaviours 

presented in this study. The theory continues to elaborate on this course of action by stating 

that although feedback might guide individuals in the right direction, people with high levels 

of self-efficacy would eventually break the feedback-cycle and take on new challenges in 

order to stay proactive (Bandura, 1991). Furthermore, people who take responsibility for their 

own learning and prepare for potential changes and further development are deemed most 

valuable for organisational success (Katz & Kahn, 1978). 

 Autonomy, the last organisational condition, is argued to give workers space for self-

determination where they can decide how to encounter and manage tasks, feel more 

ownership and that they get to have a greater influence on the results. The act of providing 

employees with autonomy is furthermore argued to make employees more eager to accept 

accountability and endure regardless of potential hindrance (Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012). 

Previous research has shown that workers in general show an increase in proactive 

behaviours when possessing enhanced autonomy (Frese et al., 1996), and as managers are the 

ones regulating the ways in which work is performed, they also have the capability of 

inducing proactive behaviours by assigning employees higher levels of autonomy (Fuller et 

al., 2010). However, another study has shown that the effect which autonomy has on the 

enactment of proactive behaviours could be diminished when the individual is highly 

resistant to change. Such individuals might instead try to stabilise the sense of uncertainty 

which autonomy inhibits by reacting to feedback with adaptive behaviours (Battistelli et al., 

2013). Furthermore, other research has shown that the relationship between change-oriented 
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behaviours and autonomy is not as clear cut as has previously been presented. For example, 

the level of autonomy that employees perceive has been shown to be divergent from the 

formal autonomy that they are given (Berg et al., 2010). 

 The divergence between perceived and formal autonomy becomes increasingly 

apparent when having reviewed literature that examined proactive actions taken within 

employees prescribed working roles (e.g., Crant, 2000; Frese & Fay, 2001), that is, actions 

such as employees finishing assignments before deadline or collecting resources in order to 

accomplish prescribed tasks (Grant & Ashford, 2008). When looking at proactive actions in 

this way, the discussion has occasionally been limited to jobs that possess low autonomy and 

freedom, where the means and ends of the duties are more specific (Hackman & Oldham, 

1976). This has been problematized by pointing out that prescribed tasks, roles, and positions 

limits employees' space for acting proactively. As such, expecting proactive actions from 

employees with clear boundaries could be contradictory (Berg et al., 2010). However, the 

latest decades increasing advancements within, for example, information technology, have 

come with increasing uncertainties in both the labour market, and regarding jobs (Autor et al., 

2015). This has enhanced the levels of both autonomy (Choi & Kang, 2019) and ambiguity, 

and although the ends have been specifically pointed out, the means have not (Grant & 

Ashford, 2008). Therefore, we hypothesise that employees’ perceptions of their 

organisational conditions (ambiguity, accountability, and autonomy) are associated with their 

reported use of adaptive and proactive behaviours. 

Aim and Research Questions 

In order to satisfy the aim of this study; to see whether employees’ beliefs in their own 

capabilities have an impact on their change-oriented behaviours, and whether these 
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behaviours could furthermore be impacted by their organisational conditions, the following 

two research questions with attached hypotheses have been examined: 

• Do employees’ beliefs in their own capabilities affect their use of change-oriented 

behaviours? 

o Hypothesis 1a: Employees’ perceived RBSE is associated with their use of 

adaptive behaviours. 

o Hypothesis 1b: Employees’ perceived RBSE is associated with their use of 

proactive behaviours. 

• Do employees’ perceptions of their organisational conditions affect their use of 

change-oriented behaviours? 

o Hypothesis 2a: Employees’ perceptions of ambiguity are associated with their 

use of adaptive behaviours. 

o Hypothesis 2b: Employees’ perceptions of ambiguity are associated with their 

use of proactive behaviours. 

o Hypothesis 3a: Employees’ perceptions of accountability are associated with 

their use of adaptive behaviours. 

o Hypothesis 3b: Employees’ perceptions of accountability are associated with 

their use of proactive behaviours. 

o Hypothesis 4a: Employees’ perceptions of autonomy are associated with their 

use of adaptive behaviours. 

o Hypothesis 4b: Employees’ perceptions of autonomy are associated with their 

use of proactive behaviours. 
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Method 

Participants 

This study was conducted in collaboration with a Multinational Company (MNC) 

based in Sweden. In order to get in touch with our study population, consisting of the 

company’s white-collar workers employed in Sweden, a gatekeeper employed at the 

company was contacted. The gatekeeper provided a randomly selected list of 600 white-

collar workers who were sent a questionnaire through company e-mail. In order to collect 

additional data and thus enlarge our sample population, convenience sampling was later used 

to invite an addition of 15 participants chosen by our gatekeeper as well as another contact 

person within the company. Descriptive statistics of the sample are presented in Table 1. 

 The survey questionnaires were conducted in English and pilot-tested in three stages, 

firstly with four people not employed by the MNC but related to the authors of the study, 

secondly by the authors University Supervisor and the contact person from the MNC, and 

lastly by six people employed by the MNC. The survey was available to the original 600 

participants for a total of 21 days within which the participants received a total of three 

reminders to complete it. The additional 15 participants, chosen through convenience 

sampling received a total of 11 days to complete the questionnaire but for confidentiality 

reasons received no reminders to do so. 

 Out of the total 615 people that were sent the questionnaire 185 of them completed it, 

leading to a response rate of 30.1%. No internal fallout was recorded, meaning that all fallout 

was external. The fallout-rate could have been partly dependent on participants being absent 

from work due to various reasons such as participants being on sick-leave, vacation, caring 

for sick children and so forth. It is furthermore thought to have been impacted by surveys that 

the company had sent out prior to this study, meaning that the motivation and time to answer  
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics of the Sample 

Variable n(%) 

Age 185 

     Below 30 25(13.5%) 

     31-35 31(16.8%) 

     36-40 13(7.0%) 

     41-45 27(14.6%) 

     46-50 37(20.0%) 

     51-55 24(13.0%) 

     56+ 28(15.1%) 

Gender 185 

     Women 57(30.8%) 

Academic Degree 185 

     No- or High School degree 50(27.0%) 

     Bachelors’ degree 48(25.9%) 

     Masters’ degree 87(47.0%) 

Department 185 

     Product Creation 53(28.6%) 

     Engineering & Operations 97(52.4%) 

     Commercial Operations 16(8.6%) 

     Corporate Function 19(10.6%) 

Position 185 

     Employee 161(87.0%) 

     Manager 24(13.0%) 

Years of employment 185 

     0-2 19(10.3%) 

     3-5 45(24.3%) 

     6-15 47(25.4%) 

     16-25 40(21.6%) 

     26+ 34(18.4%) 
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the survey was limited. Since all participation was handled anonymously, it is not possible to 

say if there is any systematic fallout. 

Material 

In order to identify if the employees' change-oriented behaviours were impacted by 

their RBSE, and if these behaviours were additionally impacted by the way that the 

employees perceived their organisational conditions, surveys were dispatched and 

quantitative data on an individual level was collected. The survey was created in the program 

Microsoft Forms and most of the questions were based on previously tested questionnaires in 

order to ensure the validity of the answers received (see full survey in Appendix 1).  

Measures 

The employees’ levels of RBSE were measured by nine out of ten questions from a 

previously tested and validated questionnaire published by Parker (1998), incorporating 

statements of how confident they would feel when, for example, “Designing new procedures 

for your work area” or “Presenting information to a group of colleagues” with answers 

ranging from 1 (not at all confident) to 5 (extremely confident). Answers for the nine 

incorporated items were later summed into a factor where the scores ranged from 9 (low 

RBSE) to 45 (high RBSE). Univariate statistics and the alpha-value of each factor can be 

found in Table 2. 

 The organisational condition of accountability was measured by the two statements “I 

am held personally responsible for my actions and behaviour” and “I receive feedback 

relevant to my individual performance and ideas”. These questions were inspired by Grant  
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Table 2 

Univariate Statistics 

Factor n(%) α �̅� / SD 

RBSE 185(100%) .855 33.481/5.439 

Proactive behaviours 185(100%) .747 22.346/4.122 

Adaptive behaviours 185(100%) .881 16.011/2.778 

Accountability 185(100%) .392 3.660/.992 

Ambiguity* 185(100%) .852 7.670/2.835 

Autonomy 185(100%) .792 8.567/1.525 

Note. *: Scales reversed 

and Ashford’s (2008) explanation of the ways that accountability relates to the use of 

proactive behaviours and questions regarding feedback revised by Idaszak and Drasgows’ 

(1987), originally presented by Hackman and Oldham (1974). Answers to these statements 

ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). As the Cronbach’s alpha for this 

factor turned out to be lower than the commonly accepted value of .7 (Field, 2018), an 

additional correlation analysis was made in order to ensure the distinctiveness of the 

questions (Q16 and Q17). The correlation analysis showed a weak positive correlation 

between the questions (r=.244, p<.001) and therefore a decision was made to exclude Q16 

and keep Q17 as the only question measuring accountability, focusing on its feedback aspect.  

 The organisational condition of ambiguity was measured by the three statements “I 

always know what my responsibilities are”, “I always feel certain about how much authority I 

have” and “I always know exactly what is expected of me” inspired by item number 12, 2 and 

20 found in Rizzo et al.s’ (1970, p.156) questionnaire regarding role ambiguity. Answers to 

these three statements ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). However, as 
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these statements were reverse scored, their values were turned around before conducting the 

analysis, meaning that 1 = strongly agree and 5 = strongly disagree for those specific 

questions (see Table 2).  The three items measuring ambiguity thus resulted in a factor score 

ranging from 3 (low autonomy) to 15 (high autonomy). 

 The last organisational condition of autonomy was measured by the two statements “I 

am given opportunity to act independently and freely when I carry out my tasks” and “I am 

given a chance to use personal initiative and judgement in my work” inspired by Idaszak and 

Drasgows’ (1987) revision of the Job Diagnostics Survey originally presented by Hackman 

and Oldham (1974). Answers to these two statements also ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) 

to 5 (strongly agree), resulting in a factor score ranging from 2 (low autonomy) to 10 (high 

autonomy). 

 Employees’ proactive behaviours were measured by edited versions of question 5-10 

presented and validated by the study of Strauss et al.’s (2012) as a measure for proactive 

career behaviour. The questions were edited in order to focus on enacted behaviours, as well 

as to get a clear distinction between proactive and adaptive behaviours. For example, the 

question “I gain experience in a variety of areas to increase my knowledge and skills” 

(Strauss et al., 2012, p.598) was presented in the survey as “I have gained experience in a 

variety of areas to increase my general knowledge and skills”. The answers ranged from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), creating a factor score ranging of 6 (low proactivity) 

to 30 (high proactivity). 

 The measures for adaptive behaviours have furthermore been inspired by the same 

questions as proactive behaviours (see Strauss et al., 2012) and edited to reflect adaptive 

behaviours, resulting in three questions such as “In order to support goals set by others, I 

have made sure to develop additional knowledge and skills” and “I adapt my work aspirations 

and goals to what is expected of, or recommended for me”. The measures for adaptive 
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behaviours were furthermore inspired by Griffin et al.’s (2007) differentiation between 

adaptive and proactive behaviours which resulted in questions such as “When faced with 

changing requirements in my core tasks, I have made sure to develop the skills and 

competence needed to handle such change.”. The answers for the items ranged from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). As the reliability analysis showed that Cronbach’s 

alpha for the factor adaptive behaviours would increase if Q33 and Q34 were removed, these 

questions were excluded from further analysis, resulting in a factor score ranging between 4 

(low adaptivity) to 20 (high adaptivity). Numbers presented in Table 2 represents the factor 

values after Q33 and Q34 had been removed. 

 Furthermore, since the concepts of proactivity and adaptivity have previously been 

presented as one and the same construct (Grant & Ashford, 2008), a principal component 

analysis was conducted in order to check the convergent validity of the two measures and 

thus ensure the construct validity of each factor. This analysis found three components, two 

of them adhering to the measures of proactive behaviours (Q23-Q25 and Q26-Q28) and one 

component for the measures of adaptivity (Q29-Q32). The two components found within the 

measures of proactivity were addressing somewhat different aspects of proactive behaviour 

as one of them seemed to be directed towards the aspect of self-management (Q23-25) and 

one towards effective communication (Q26-Q28). As such, the components were considered 

sub-themes within the concept of proactivity which were still adhering to the same overall 

construct, namely proactivity. Considering the aim and research questions of this study, these 

sub-themes were deemed insignificant and thus, the two previously presented constructs of 

proactivity and adaptivity were preserved. 

 Lastly, the participants were asked six sociodemographic questions relating to their 

age, gender, academic degree, organisational department, hierarchical position, and years of 

employment within the company. Due to restrictions in the available survey tool, the ages of 
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the participants were measured in ten clusters ranging from -25 to 65+, which were later 

divided into the categories -30, 31-35, 36-40, 41-45, 46-50, 51-55, and 56+ in order to even 

out the distribution between groups. The same way applied for answers relating to the 

participants years of employment within the company which were measured in eight clusters 

ranging from 0 to 31+, later divided into the categories of 0-2, 3-5, 6-15, 16-25 and 26+. 

Answers relating to the participants gender were coded as “woman”, “man”, and “I don’t 

identify myself as one of the above/I prefer not to answer”. In order to create more equal 

groups, answers relating to hierarchical position (employee, first level manager or second 

level manager or higher) were also changed to form the two groups of employee and 

manager. 

Ethical Considerations 

This study has followed the ethical considerations presented by Vetenskapsrådet 

(2017). Thus, the participants were previous to participation made aware of the purpose of the 

study, that participation was completely voluntary, what types of questions they would be 

answering, that the survey would take about ten minutes to complete, that they could choose 

to exit the survey and thus cancel their participation at any time, that the data would be 

collected anonymously and handled only on group level, that the authors of the study would 

only have access to the data during the time of the study period, that the MNC would store 

the data for possible further use, and that the results of the study would later be published in 

the database Guepea. The participants also received contact information to the authors of the 

study in case they had any questions or concerns regarding either its questions or their 

individual participation. 

 When starting the data collection, the survey was originally dispatched to a list of 600 

randomly selected participants through the authors accounts in the MNC’s internal e-mail 
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system. The e-mails were sent through the blind carbon copy function, meaning that each 

recipient could not see the identities of the other recipients, keeping their invitations 

confidential. Ten days after the initial e-mail was sent out, 88 out of the 600 participants had 

completed the survey and 17 participants had sent automatic replies informing that they were 

out of office for reasons such as vacation, sick-leave, home with sick children, and so forth. 

In order to gain as many responses as possible, the participants were, ten days after the initial 

e-mail invitation, sent a reminding e-mail to answer the survey. At this point a decision was 

made to invite additional participants to participate in order to enlarge the sample population 

of the study, resulting in 615 participants receiving the second invitation. Five days after the 

second invitation, 149 replies had been received and 45 participants had sent automatic 

replies informing that they were out of office for reasons such as vacation, sick-leave, home 

with sick children, and so forth. In order to expand the sample size, a decision was made to 

prolong the time of data collection and the original set of 600 participants were sent a third 

reminder to answer the survey within six days. When having sent out the third reminder, 28 

participants had sent automatic replies informing that they were out of office for reasons such 

as vacation, sick-leave, home with sick children, and so forth. Due to restrictions of time 

when conducting this study, the survey was closed, and data was collected after a total of 21 

days. 

  When having collected the data, the data was coded and transferred to a password 

protected USB-drive which only the authors of the study had access to. Initial checks of the 

data were made, and a reliability analysis was performed in order to establish reliability of the 

previously tested factors. 
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Results 

Bivariate Correlations 

In order to understand the correlations between our focal dependent variables (the two 

change-oriented behaviours of proactive and adaptive behaviours), our focal independent 

variable (RBSE) at individual level, and our independent variables (the organisational 

conditions of accountability, autonomy and ambiguity) at organisational level, an initial 

bivariate correlation analysis was conducted (see Table 3). 

 The correlation analysis showed a significant positive relationship between 

employees’ levels of RBSE and their use of proactive behaviours, as well as a positive 

relationship between employee’s levels of RBSE and their use of adaptive behaviours. It 

furthermore showed significant relationships between employees’ use of proactive as well as 

adaptive behaviours and their perceptions of each of the organisational conditions of 

accountability, ambiguity, and autonomy. However, no significant relationships between  

Table 3 

Bivariate Correlations Between Independent and Dependent Variables. 

 

 

 

RBSE 

Proactive 

behaviours 

Adaptive 

behaviours 

 

Accountability 

 

Ambiguity 

Proactive behaviours .239** .    

Adaptive behaviours .386*** .476*** .   

Accountability -.011 .398** .206** .  

Ambiguity -.064 -.231** -.299*** -.507*** . 

Autonomy .127 .291*** .147* .393*** -.429*** 

Note. *: p<.05, **: p<.01, ***: p<.001 
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employees’ levels of RBSE and their perceptions of any of the organisational conditions were 

found. Furthermore, the bivariate correlation analysis showed a positive relationship between 

employees’ use of proactive and adaptive behaviours. Between the organisational conditions 

of accountability and ambiguity, there was a negative relationship. Between the 

organisational condition of accountability and autonomy, there was a positive relationship, 

and lastly, between ambiguity and autonomy, there was a negative relationship. 

Regression Models 

As a second step of analysis, two linear regression analyses were conducted in order 

to examine the relationship between employees’ RBSE, organisational conditions 

(accountability, adaptivity and autonomy), and adaptive and proactive behaviours 

respectively. The regression models also controlled for age, gender, degree, cluster, position 

and years of employment.  

 Model 1 in the first regression analysis showed a significant relationship between 

employees' use of adaptive behaviours and their levels of RBSE. This relationship held 

significant in model 2 when controlling for age, gender, degree, cluster, position, and years of 

employment. In model 3 and 4, the relationship held significant after including 

accountability, ambiguity, and autonomy and all covariates. Moreover, ambiguity had a 

significant negative relationship with adaptive behaviours. See Table 4. 

 Furthermore, in the first regression analysis, Model 1 showed that the variable of 

RBSE explained 14.4% of the total variance in employees’ use of adaptive behaviour. Model 

2 including the predictor RBSE as well as the control variables of, gender, degree, cluster, 

position, and years of employment explained 14.7% of the total variance in employees’ use of 

adaptive behaviour. Model 3 consisting of the predictor RBSE as well as the independent  
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Table 4 

Effects of Independent Variables on an Employee’s use of Adaptive and Proactive Behaviour. (n = 185) 

 Adaptive behaviours Proactive behaviours 

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

RBSE .386*** 0.443*** .378*** 0.432*** .239*** .284*** .228*** .270*** 

Age  -.051  -.033  -.078  -.045 

Gender  -.027  -.015  .059  .044 

Academic Degree  -.136  -.113  -.039  -.048 

Working Cluster  -.109  -.010  .060  .045 

Hierarchical Position  -.033  -.046  -.128  -.129 

Years of 

employment 

 -.127  -.133  -.109  -.098 

Accountability   .107 .103   .360*** .327*** 

Ambiguity   -.240** -.240**   .022 -.012 

Autonomy   -.045 -.052   .130 .124 

Intercept 9.412 11.218 10.976 12.706 16.293 17.892 7.844 10.540 

R2
adj .144 .147 .216 .216 .052 .075 .213 .225 

Note. *: p<.05, **: p<.01, ***: p<.001 
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variables of accountability, ambiguity, and autonomy explained 21.6% of the total variance in 

employees’ use of adaptive behaviour. Model 4 including the predictor RBSE, the control 

variables of age, gender, degree, cluster, position and years of employment as well as the 

independent variables of accountability, ambiguity and autonomy explained 21.6% of the 

total variance in employees’ use of adaptive behaviour. 

 Model 1 in the second regression analysis showed a significant relationship between 

employees’ use of proactive behaviour and their levels of RBSE. The relationship held 

significant when controlling for age, gender, degree, cluster, position and years of 

employment in model 2. In model 3 and 4, the relationship held significant after including 

accountability, ambiguity, autonomy and all covariates. Moreover, accountability had a 

significant positive relationship with proactive behaviours. See table 4. 

 Model 1 showed that the predictor variable RBSE explained 5.2% of the total 

variance in employees’ use of proactive behaviour. Model 2 showed that the predictor 

variable RBSE as well as the control variables of age, gender, degree, cluster, position, and 

years of employment together explained 7.5% of the total variance in employees’ use of 

proactive behaviour. Model 3 showed that the predictor variable RBSE as well as the 

independent variables of accountability, ambiguity, and autonomy together explained 21.3% 

of the total variance in employees’ use of proactive behaviour. Furthermore, model 4 

including the predictor variable RBSE, the control variables of age, gender, degree, cluster, 

position and years of employment, as well as the independent variables of accountability, 

ambiguity, and autonomy explained 22.5% of the total variance in employees’ use of 

proactive behaviour. 
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Discussion 

The results of this study show that employees’ levels of RBSE had an impact on their 

use of change-oriented behaviours in such a way that employees with high levels of RBSE 

reported greater use of both adaptive and proactive behaviours than employees with low 

levels of RBSE, supporting both hypothesis 1a and 1b.  The results furthermore showed that 

employees' perceptions of their organisational conditions had an impact on their use of 

change-oriented behaviours to some extent. As such, employees who perceived low levels of 

ambiguity reported greater use of adaptive behaviours compared to employees who perceived 

high levels of ambiguity, supporting hypothesis 2a. Moreover, employees who perceived high 

levels of accountability would use more proactive behaviours than employees who perceived 

low levels of accountability, supporting hypothesis 3b. Finally, the results of this study found 

no support of hypotheses 2b, 3a, 4a or 4b. 

Theoretical Implications 

In the initial correlation analysis, the positive correlations between employees’ levels 

of RBSE and their use of both proactive and adaptive behaviours indicated there would be a 

direct relationship between RBSE and change-oriented behaviours. This positive relationship 

was furthermore confirmed through the following regression analyses, supporting both 

hypothesis 1a and 1b. As such, the result of this study strengthens the understanding of 

previous research which stated that self-efficacy beliefs impact the individuals' likeliness to 

see and act upon different options (e.g., Bandura, 1997; Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012; Wood 

& Bandura, 1989). However, considering previous research which has often focused solely 

on proactive behaviours (e.g., Hong et al., 2016; Wu & Parker, 2017; Zhang & Inness, 2019), 

it should be noted that the results of the current study indicated a stronger positive 

relationship between RBSE and adaptive behaviours than between RBSE and proactive 
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behaviours. Keeping in mind that previous research integrating the two concepts of adaptive 

and proactive behaviours have often referred to this integration simply as proactivity (Grant 

& Ashford, 2008), we argue that the distinguishing results found in this study strengthens the 

argument that a differentiation between the different types of behaviours is necessary (e.g., 

Ghitulescu 2013; Griffin et al., 2010; 2007; Strauss et al., 2015). 

 Furthermore, although Griffin et al. (2010) made a differentiation between proactive 

and adaptive behaviours in a similar fashion as the one made in this study, their results 

showed that RBSE only affected employees’ use of proactive behaviours, not their use of 

adaptive behaviours. The contradiction of our results compared to the results presented by 

Griffin et al. (2010) is partially thought to be dependent upon some differentiating 

methodological choices made in both studies. For example, Griffin et al. (2010) used a 

smaller number of items measuring both RBSE and change-oriented behaviours than this 

study has. Furthermore, both studies were conducted with limited sample sizes, but in 

different contexts. As Griffin et al. (2010) examined employees in the public healthcare 

sector during a time of re-construction, this study examined employees employed by a 

Swedish MNC in the manufacturing sector, which may additionally have impacted 

differentiation of the results. Limitations of the current study will be further discussed in the 

following section concerning “Limitations & Suggestions for Future Research”. 

 Moving on to the organisational conditions and their impact on employees’ use of 

change-oriented behaviours, the initial bivariate correlation analysis showed correlations 

between employees’ use of both change-oriented behaviours and their perceptions of each of 

the organisational conditions of accountability, ambiguity, and autonomy. This implied there 

would be direct relationships between employees’ perceptions of each organisational 

condition and their use of the change-oriented behaviours just as suggested by Grant & 

Ashford (2008) and Crant (2000). The results of the regression analysis did however differ 
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from previously presented ideas as ambiguity had a negative relationship only to employees’ 

use of adaptive behaviours, and accountability had a positive relationship only to employees’ 

use of proactive behaviours. As such, we found support for hypotheses 2a and 3b, but not for 

hypotheses 2b, 3a, 4a or 4b. 

 Firstly, the negative impact which employees’ perceptions of ambiguity had upon 

their use of adaptive behaviours lacks a clear explanation from previous research in the 

quantitative research field. However, in qualitative research, such as the one in which Grant 

and Ashford (2008) argue that being adaptive is a proactive behaviour, it is suggested that 

ambiguity would generate an increase of such behaviours. Thus, the results of the current 

study, supporting hypothesis 2a, would partially dispute Grant & Ashford’s’ predictions as 

higher levels of ambiguity seemed to decrease employees’ use of adaptive behaviours. 

Furthermore, from the perspective of self-regulation theory which suggests that ambiguity 

could cloud an individual’s self-monitoring process (Bandura, 1991), we argue that an 

employees’ capability to adapt to their surroundings, that is, their ability to self-regulate, 

decreases as the expectations are increasingly ambiguous. Moreover, inconsistent with 

previous quantitative research focusing solely on proactive behaviours (e.g., Grant & 

Rothbard, 2013; Maden-Eyiusta, 2021), the results found in this study showed no significant 

relationship between ambiguity and proactive behaviours and thus no support for hypothesis 

2b. As such, we believe that the result of this study could be placed as a further argument for 

including a differentiation of these two concepts in future research.  

 As for the positive impact which accountability had on employees’ use of proactive 

behaviours, supporting hypothesis 3b, the importance of accountability indicated by Grant 

and Ashford (2008) and Battistelli (2013) is recognised. By using the perspective of self-

regulation theory where individuals’ self-reactions, that is, their behaviours, come from a 

place of striving to gain positive emotions and to avoid negative ones (Bandura, 1991), the 
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results could partially be explained by following an argument presented by Bandura and 

Cervone (1986). They stated that holding people accountable for their own actions would 

increase the individuals' potential profits from proactive behaviours whilst simultaneously 

minimising the negative feeling of failure if they actually loose. Additionally, Morrison and 

Bies (1991) complies with this statement as they explain that the risks of proactive 

behaviours are minimised when employees are held accountable for their actions. Hence, we 

argue that the positive impact which accountability had on proactive behaviours could stem 

from the increased profits and minimised losses, thus increased positive emotions and 

minimised negative emotions, related to proactive behaviours in situations with 

accountability. 

 Although a positive correlation between autonomy and the use of change-oriented 

behaviours was found in the bivariate analysis, the relationship between autonomy and 

adaptive and proactive behaviours respectively was not significant in the regression models 

when entering RBSE and all covariates. Thus, the results of this study showed no support for 

hypotheses 4a or 4b. Contradicting Frese et al. (1996) and the impact they found autonomy to 

have on employees’ use of proactive behaviours, we believe that the results of this study 

could have been impacted by a discrepancy between employees’ perceptions of autonomy 

and the actual autonomy that they are given as described by Berg et al. (2010). Secondly, 

going by the results found by Battistelli et al. (2013), the lack of relationship between 

autonomy and change-oriented behaviours could have been influenced by employees’ 

inhibiting high resistance to change. 

 Furthermore, no correlations were found between employees’ levels of RBSE and 

their perceptions of any of the organisational conditions. Thus, although Van Dam et al. 

(2008) state that it, especially during organisational changes, would be important for 

employees to be able to manage broader working roles, the organisational conditions of 
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ambiguity, accountability and autonomy do not seem to co-vary with the employees 

interpreted ability to do so.  

Limitations & Suggestions for Future Research 

Although some interesting theoretical implications have been presented, it is 

important to address some limitations which this study has encountered. Firstly, the use of 

self-report measures is known to contain risks such as providing respondents room for 

interpretations, bias and giving of untruthful answers (Devaux & Sassi, 2016). These self-

reports might additionally have been impacted by the information the respondents received 

regarding ownership of data, namely, that the MNC in question would have full ownership 

and rights to conduct further analyses. For example, assuming that the employees are aware 

of the MNC’s desire for proactivity, the employees might have exaggerated their use of 

proactive behaviours. However, since both the aim and research questions of this study were 

based on the employees’ own perceptions, we argue that the benefits of using self-reports 

outweighed its potential risks. Per se, the results of the study are defined by employee 

experiences and further analysis would be needed to confirm questions about productivity 

effects. Moreover, there are ways in which one could overcome the obstacles regarding self-

report measures, for example by collecting information about dependent and independent 

variables at different points in time, by validating answers with information from company 

records or with perceptions from colleagues or managers (Podsakoff et al., 2003), or by using 

a longitudinal research design (Griffin et al., 2010). Due to time-restrictions when conducting 

this study, such measures were not available but are advised for future research.  

 As the sample used in this study was limited to a subsample of white-collar workers 

working at one Swedish based MNC active in the manufacturing sector, the generalisability 

of the study’s results could similarly have been restricted. Thus, in order to assure that the 
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relationships found could be generalised to further companies or sectors we suggest further 

research on the matter, using a larger and more diverse sample than what was possible to 

achieve for this study. 

 Furthermore, the study was conducted during a global pandemic which had brought 

challenges in and of itself. For example, many of the employees within the MNC were 

working remotely which might have limited their abilities to use especially proactive 

behaviours mainly because a remote environment could restrict their communication 

possibilities. This is something which might have had further impact on the indication that 

RBSE had a stronger relationship to adaptive than proactive behaviours as the situation might 

have placed higher demands for adaptivity in regard to restrictions introduced by the 

government. As such, our most urgent suggestion for future research would be to include 

differentiations between adaptive and proactive behaviours as the results of this study show 

differentiating antecedents to, and differentiating impacts on, the different behaviours. 

Differentiating between the future oriented, initiative-taking behaviours of proactivity 

(Griffin et al, 2007) and the reactive behaviours of adaptivity (Strauss et al., 2015) could 

arguably facilitate further understandings of the effects which organisations have on 

employees’ use of certain behaviours. We argue that such differentiation could aid the 

organisational understanding concerning which of these change-oriented behaviours is most 

desirable in order to reach specific ends, as well as how managers could impact the use of the 

different types of change-oriented behaviours. Additionally, we believe an enhanced 

understanding for antecedents and outcomes of these differentiating behaviours could be 

especially important for organisations since the organisational benefits adhering to change-

oriented behaviours are said to be dependent on the contextual ambiguity of the organisation 

(Griffin et al., 2007). 

 Moreover, as the time for conducting this study has been restricted, some limitations 
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concerning data-collection and analysis methods had to be made. As such, we believe that 

there are some additional factors which could further influence the factors examined here and 

which would be interesting to include in further research. For example, the two sub-themes of 

self-management and effective communication found within the factor of proactivity could 

potentially relate to different antecedents and outcomes and would thus be interesting to 

include in future studies. We also believe that the relationship found between accountability 

and proactive behaviours could be in need of further exploration in terms of potential 

mediating factors. The rationale behind this statement is based on self-regulation theory 

which proposes that acting on the feedback one receives is a reactive action and that such 

reactive actions would cease to appear in individuals with high levels of self-efficacy as they 

would eventually take on new challenges in order to stay proactive (Bandura, 1991). In 

addition, the reasoning of the theory is much similar to the ways in which Strauss et al. 

(2015) presented reactive actions as precursors of proactive actions. Thus, the fact that 

accountability lacked significant relationships with both RBSE, and adaptive behaviours 

brings further questions about factors that could potentially mediate the relationship found 

between accountability and proactive behaviours. Moreover, as this study did not account for 

the perspectives of positive versus negative feedback, it would be interesting to see further 

studies on the subject. Especially since Bandura & Cervone (1986) have shown increased 

performance levels for employees’ receiving negative feedback when striving towards 

individual proactive goals. 

 Along these lines of alternative mediation variables or additional relationships, Den 

Hartog & Belshak (2012) have argued that autonomy makes employees more eager to accept 

accountability, explaining that that individuals’ possessing high resistance to change would 

use the feedback they receive in order to reduce the uncertainties of autonomy and 

consequently enact adaptive behaviours. Thus, additional analysis exploring the relationships 
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between different organisational conditions are suggested. Such analysis could be of 

particular importance partly because of the statement Fuller et al. (2010) made about 

managers being able to regulate the ways in which work is performed, and thus capable of 

inducing proactive behaviours through assigning employees' higher levels of autonomy. 

 Although a call has been made for more research on positive organisational 

behaviours (Luthans, 2002), resistance to change could still play an important role for such 

behaviours (e.g., Battistelli et al., 2013; Van Dam et al., 2008). Thus, we propose that 

exploring the additional effects which resistance to change might have when studying 

positive organisational behaviours could be of importance to fully understand the ways an 

organisation can influence the behaviours of their employees.  

Practical Implications  

As previously explained, it could be difficult for organisations to impact their 

employees’ use of change-oriented behaviours simply by ordering them to do so (Ghitulescu, 

2013; Griffin et al., 2010). Simultaneously, we argue that it is increasingly important to 

understand in which ways one can facilitate such behaviours as they do bring competitive 

advantage for the organisation (Ragraz & Pareto, 2021). Furthermore, we argue that the 

urgency of finding these possibilities to impact change-oriented behaviours is increasing as 

the uncertainties of the labour market and jobs (Autor et al., 2015) brings increasing levels of 

both autonomy (Choi & Kang, 2019) and ambiguity (Grant & Ashford, 2008). 

 As the results of this study showed that a decrease in ambiguity facilitates the use of 

adaptive behaviours, and an increase in accountability facilitates the use of proactive 

behaviours, we provide guidelines for organisations regarding what conditions could be 

important to focus on when striving for different outcomes. As such, when organisations 

strive to deal with, answer to, or foster change, they are well advised to try to reduce 
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ambiguity. If organisations instead strive to initiate or create change for the future, they 

would be well advised to try to increase accountability. 

 We suggest that adhering to the ways in which organisational conditions such as 

accountability and ambiguity impact the different types of change-oriented behaviours could 

be crucial in order to gain competitive advantage as an organisation, both now and in the near 

future. Thus, the MNC in which this study has been performed would be well advised to hold 

their employees accountable for their actions in instances when they want to increase the 

employees’ use of proactive behaviours. As an example, this could be done by 

implementation of a systematic practice where the individual employee is provided with 

regular feedback relevant to their own performance and ideas. Another aspect which could 

assist companies striving for competitive advantage could be to make sure that tasks which 

place higher demands for proactivity are carried out in teams where employees are able to 

provide feedback to each other on a regular basis. Similarly, if the MNC would wish to 

increase their employee’s use of adaptive behaviours, they would be well advised to address 

the ambiguity perceived by their employees’ and seek ways to reduce it. One suggestion 

would be to provide employees with feedback in order to bring clarity upon their 

performances. Another suggestion would be to ensure that employees are being updated 

regarding changes that are made both within the organisation and in its surrounding context. 

Thus, using leadership styles which provide feedback to the employees as well as 

implementing a feedback-culture are two methods proposed as beneficial in order to gain 

competitive advantage.  

 Furthermore, as employees’ beliefs in their own capabilities had an impact on their 

use of both adaptive and proactive behaviours, we suggest organisations should consider how 

they could facilitate such beliefs in their employees. For example, we argue that encouraging 

employees to reach their goals and assisting them to do so could increase their beliefs in their 
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own capabilities, and in this way increase their use of change-oriented behaviours. This could 

potentially add explanation to the ideas of Katz & Kahn (1978) who stated that individuals 

who prepare for developments and potential changes as well as take responsibility for their 

own learning are the ones most valuable for organisational success. Similarly, we argue that 

supporting employee development through different types of learning situations could 

enhance employees’ beliefs in their own capabilities. This would consequently increase their 

use of change-oriented behaviours which could further facilitate development for both the 

organisation and the individual. In turn, this could prepare the organisation for an uncertain 

future which according to Katz and Kahn (1978) would increase their stance as a successful 

organisation. 

Conclusion 

In order to find ways of facilitating positive organisational behaviours that bring 

competitive advantage to modern day organisations, we used self-regulation theory to find 

essential antecedents in need of further exploration. By following the lines of previous 

research which have mainly focused on broad notions of proactivity, we have been able to 

confirm that RBSE had an impact on both change-oriented behaviours, adding to this 

understanding vital differences between adaptive and proactive behaviours. By differentiating 

the change-oriented behaviours of adaptive and proactive behaviours we have furthermore 

been able to provide results showing that different organisational conditions had different 

effects on the separate change-oriented behaviours. As such, higher levels of perceived 

ambiguity related to a decreased use of adaptive behaviour, whilst higher levels of perceived 

accountability related to increased use of proactive behaviour. On this basis, we believe that 

organisations that strive for competitive advantage should be observant of the ways they 

could impact their employees to adopt competitive change-oriented behaviours. Furthermore, 
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we argue that further research differentiating the concepts of adaptive and proactive 

behaviours is needed.  
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Appendix A – Survey 

Hello and welcome! 

This survey aims to investigate how your belief in your own capability relates to the different 

types of career behaviours you use. This study is a part of a Master Thesis at the University 

of Gothenburg. 

This survey contains questions about your confidence to perform different tasks, how often 

you take certain actions, how you experience your organizational conditions as well as some 

other background questions about yourself. The survey takes approximately 10 minutes to 

complete. 

Please note that it is completely voluntary to participate in the study and you could at any 

point choose to cancel your participation by simply closing it down. 

The results of the study will be collected and presented only on group level. No single 

individual will be able to be identified. The data collected from this study will be handled 

anonymously and be stored on behalf of the MNC. The study creators will only have access 

to this data during the time of the study period. The completed study will later be published in 

the database Gupea and handed over to the MNC. 

If you have any further questions, please contact: 

Student: xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

Student: xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

By going forward to the next page, you agree to the terms of this study. 

Factor Question 

number 

Survey Question/Statement 

Background questions q1 Age 

 q2 Gender 

 q3 Academic degree 
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Factor Question 

number 

Survey Question/Statement 

Background questions q4 Department of work 

 q5 Hierarchical position 

 q6 Years of employment 

RBSE   

How confident would you feel…? 

 q7 Analysing a long-term problem to find a solution. 

 q8 Representing your work area in meetings with senior 

management. 

 q9 Designing new procedures for your work area. 

 q10 Making suggestions to management about ways to 

improve the working of your section. 

 q11 Contributing to discussions about the company’s 

strategy. 

 q12 Writing a proposal to spend money in your work area. 

 q13 Helping to set targets/goals in your work area. 

 q14 Presenting information to a group of colleagues. 

 q15 Visiting people from other departments to suggest 

doing things differently. 
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Factor Question 

number 

Survey Question/Statement 

Accountability q16 I am held personally responsible for my actions and 

behaviour. 

 q17 I receive feedback relevant to my individual 

performance and ideas. 

Ambiguity q18 I always know what my responsibilities are. 

 q19 I always feel certain about how much authority I have 

 q20 I always know exactly what is expected of me 

Autonomy q21 I am given opportunity to act independently and 

freely when I carry out my tasks 

 q22 I am given a chance to use personal initiative and 

judgement in my work 

Proactive behaviour q23 I have developed skills which may not be needed so 

much now, but might be needed for future positions. 

 q24 I have developed knowledge and skills in tasks that 

are critical for reaching my future work life goals. 

 q25 I have gained experience in a variety of areas to 

increase my general knowledge and skills. 
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Factor Question 

number 

Survey Question/Statement 

Proactive behaviour q26 I have sought advice from my supervisor(s) or 

colleagues about additional training or experience I 

would need in order to improve my future work 

prospects. 

 q27 I have initiated talks with my supervisor about what 

training or work assignments I would need in order to 

develop skills that will help my future work chances. 

 q28 I have made my supervisor aware of my work 

aspirations and goals. 

Adaptive behaviour q29 When faced with changing requirements in my core 

tasks, I have made sure to develop the skills and 

competence needed to handle such change. 

 q30 When faced with changing requirements in the way 

my unit works, I have made sure to develop the skills 

and competence needed to handle such change. 

 q31 When faced with overall changes in the organisation, 

I have made sure to develop the skills and 

competence needed to handle such change. 

 q32 In order to support goals set by others, I have made 

sure to develop additional knowledge and skills. 

 q33 When given recommendations regarding additional 

training or experience relevant for my working life, I 

have made use of it. 
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Factor Question 

number 

Survey Question/Statement 

Adaptive behaviour q34 I adapt my work aspirations and goals to what is 

expected of, or recommended for me. 

 


