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 ABSTRACT 

From Traits to Ties: Investigating Social Network Dynamics as the Missing Link Between  

the Big Five and Key Workplace Outcomes 

Nicholas Rosemarino 

 

The Big Five personality traits have been extensively linked to key workplace outcomes through 

decades of meta-analytic evidence, with robust relationships demonstrated for job satisfaction, 

burnout, and turnover intentions. However, prior research has not investigated whether these 

established relationships operate through social network mechanisms. The present study 

addresses this gap by testing whether social network dynamics at work account for personality's 

influence on job satisfaction, burnout, and turnover intentions. Drawing on dynamic network 

theory (DNT), this research represents the first empirical application of a fully validated social 

network assessment measuring a comprehensive taxonomy of network ties bidirectionally, 

whereby both outgoing ties (from employees to their social network actors) and incoming ties 

(from social network actors back to employees) were each assessed through three 

psychometrically validated items. The higher-order constructs of network motivation and 

network resistance around work goals and performance were hypothesized to mediate 

personality-outcome relationships. Using a three-wave time-lagged design, I recruited a national 

sample of full-time U.S. employees (T1 = 594; T2 = 451; T3 = 423). Results demonstrated that 

personality traits generally predicted DNT network ties in expected directions, and DNT ties 

subsequently predicted all three workplace outcomes. Global mediation tests revealed that while 

higher-order DNT ties functioned as mediators, unexpectedly, the big five produced robust direct 

effects above and beyond the network effects. Path analytical results revealed that social network 



 

 

ties accounted for between 14% and 27% of the variance in specific personality-outcome 

pathways. A notable exception was the relationship between extraversion and job satisfaction, 

where network dynamics accounted for 61% of the variance in this pathway. Incremental validity 

analyses demonstrated that personality traits explained an additional 13.3% of outcome variance, 

on average beyond network dynamics, while network dynamics explained 7.9%, on average, 

beyond personality. Surprisingly, some of the Big 5 dimensions demonstrated fundamentally 

different effects on network dynamics. Most saliently, extraversion, conscientiousness, and 

openness most strongly predicted network motivation, while agreeableness and neuroticism most 

strongly predicted network resistance, which has not been found in past personality research. In 

sum, this dissertation discovered that the Big 5 dimensions had different network effects for 

different people at work. Notably, highly disagreeable employees encountered the greatest 

network resistance with supervisors and upper management and the least with coworkers.  

Theoretical contributions include demonstrating that personality and network dynamics both 

operate as potent pathways to workplace outcomes.    

 

 

 



 

 i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

CHAPTER 1: GENERAL INTRODUCTION & STUDY PURPOSE ................................. 1 

Introduction .......................................................................................................................1 

Research Questions: A Preview of Hypotheses and Exploratory Aims ...........................3 

DNT Egocentric Design: A Methodological Preview ..................................................... 5 

Summary of Research Purpose and Contribution ............................................................ 6 

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW ................................................................................ 8 

Big Five—A Brief Historical Overview .......................................................................... 8 

Big Five and Workplace Outcomes...................................................................................11 

Big Five as Predictors of Job Satisfaction, Burnout, and Turnover Intentions ……….... 13 

The Big Five and Job Satisfaction ................................................................................... 13 

Identification of Mediators: The State of the Art ............................................................. 15 

The Big Five and Turnover Intentions .................... ........................................................ 16 

Identification of Mediators: The State of the Art .......... .................................................. 16 

The Big Five and Burnout ................................................................................................ 17 

Identification of Mediators: The State of the Art ..............................................................19 

Social Network Analysis .................................................................................................. 20 

Foundations of Social Network Analysis .........................................................................20 

Key Terminology in Social Network Analysis ................................................................ 21  

Methodological Approaches in SNA ............................................................................... 22 

Big Five and Social Networks ......................................................................................... 23 

Extraversion ..................................................................................................................... 25 

Neuroticism ...................................................................................................................... 25 



 

 ii 

Agreeableness .................................................................................................................. 26 

Openness………............................................................................................................... 27 

Conscientiousness ............................................................................................................ 27 

Dynamic Network Theory .............................................................................................. .28 

Theoretical Foundations ................................................................................................... 28 

DNT Network Ties ...........................................................................................................29 

Network Motivation...........................................................................................................30 

Network Resistance...........................................................................................................31 

Empirical Applications of Dynamic Network Theory ..................................................... 34 

CHAPTER 3: HYPOTHESIS GENERATION ...................................................................... 36 

DNT Ties → Organizational Outcomes .......................................................................... 37 

Job Satisfaction ................................................................................................................ 37 

Turnover Intentions .......................................................................................................... 39 

Burnout . .......................................................................................................................... 40 

Direct Effects: Big Five → DNT ties................................................................................41 

Extraversion—Alter Predictions ...................................................................................... 41 

Extraversion—Ego Predictions ........................................................................................ 42 

Agreeableness—Alter Predictions ................................................................................... 45 

Agreeableness—Ego Predictions ......................................................................................47 

Conscientiousness—Alter Predictions ..............................................................................48 

Conscientiousness—Ego Predictions ............................................................................... 50 

Neuroticism—Alter Predictions ....................................................................................... 51 

Neuroticism—Ego Predictions .........................................................................................62  



 

 iii 

Indirect Effects: Big Five → DNT ties → Organizational Outcomes....….......................54  

Indirect Effects for Extraversion…………………………………………………………56  

Indirect Effects for Agreeableness……………………………………………………… 57 

Indirect Effects for Conscientiousness……………………………………………….…..58 

Indirect Effects for Neuroticism. ……………………………………………….……… 59 

Personality Interaction Effects………………………………………………………….. 61 

Extraversion as a Moderator. ……………………………………………….………….. 62 

Agreeableness as a Moderator……………………………………………….…………. 64 

Conscientiousness as a Moderator……………………………………………………… 65 

CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY…........................................................................................ 68 

Power Analysis..................................................................................................................68 

Participants and Procedure .............................................................................................. 68 

Measurement Process ...................................................................................................... 70 

The Big Five (T1 survey) ................................................................................................ 70 

SNA Name Generator and Name Interpreter (T2 survey)…………................................ 71 

Dynamic Network Theory Ties (T2 survey) ………….....................................................72 

Construction of DNT Network Ties…………..................................................................73 

Construction of DNT Higher-Order Tie……….…...........................................................74 

Job Satisfaction  (T3 survey)............................................................................................ 74 

Burnout (T3 survey)..........................................................................................................75 

Turnover Intentions .......................................................................................................... 75 

CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS....... ..................................................................................................76 

Data Cleaning and Preliminary Psychometric Analysis....................................................76 



 

 iv 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis............................................................................................77 

Psychometrics of DNT Subnetworks.................................................................................79 

Empirical Differentiation of Ego and Alter Resistance Constructs...................................81  

Hypothesis Testing: Direct effects of DNT Ties → Occupational Outcomes………...…83 

Job Satisfaction..................................................................................................................84 

Turnover Intentions............................................................................................................84 

Burnout..............................................................................................................................84 

Hypothesis Testing: Direct effects of Big Five → DNT ties.............................................87 

Extraversion Direct Effects................................................................................................88 

Agreeableness Direct Effects.............................................................................................89 

Conscientiousness Direct Effects...................................................................................... 89 

Neuroticism Direct Effects....... ....................................................................................... 89 

Global Mediation Test.......................................................................................................94 

Network Dynamics as a Missing Link: Quantifying DNT's Explanatory Power..………97 

Comparative Predictive Power: Personality Traits Versus Network Dynamics.……...…99 

Incremental Predictive Validity: Person Versus Situation. …………………………….101 

Synthesis: Person and Situation as Complementary Predictors………………………...102 

Indirect Effects Analysis………………………………………………………………..119 

Indirect Effects for Extraversion......................................................................................108 

Indirect Effects for Agreeableness...................................................................................108 

Indirect Effects for Conscientiousness.............................................................................109 

Indirect Effects for Neuroticism......................................................................................110 

Moderation Analyses.......................................................................................................111 



 

 v 

An Exploratory Global Analysis of the Big 5 → DNT Tie Direct effects.......................112 

Big Five → DNT Subnetworks: An Exploratory Analysis.............................................114 

Personality DNT Subnetwork Bar Chart Creation...........................................................115 

Extraversion: An Exploratory Investigation....................................................................116 

Agreeableness: An Exploratory Investigation.................................................................120 

Conscientiousness: An Exploratory Investigation...........................................................124 

Neuroticism: An Exploratory Investigation.....................................................................128 

Openness: An Exploratory Investigation.........................................................................132 

CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION....................................................................................................136 

Salient Findings...............................................................................................................137 

The Predictive Power of Both Personality and Social Network Ties on Broad 

Occupational Outcomes...................................................................................................138 

 

Implications for the Person Versus Situation Debate......................................................140 

The Importance of Goal-Directed Network Ties in Organizational Research................142 

The Independent Effects of Network Motivation and Network Resistance....................144 

Theoretical Implications for Personality in the Workplace.............................................145 

Personality Traits Differentially Impact Network Behaviors..........................................145 

Integrating and Extending Purposeful Work Behavior Theory with Dynamic Network 

Perspectives……………………………………………………………………………..146 

 

Trait Expression Across Social Actor Categories: A Trait Activation Theory 

Perspective…………………………………………………………………………...…148 

 

The Unexpected Lack of Moderation between the Big 5 and Network Dynamics…….152 

Limitations and Additional Areas for Future Research ……………………………..…154 

Practical Implications.......................................................................................................158 

Extraversion and Network Dynamics..............................................................................158 



 

 vi 

Agreeableness and Network Dynamics...........................................................................159 

Conscientiousness and Network Dynamics.....................................................................160 

Neuroticism and Network Dynamics...............................................................................161 

Openness and Network Dynamics...................................................................................161 

Implications for Organizational Performance, Innovation, and Coaching……………..162 

Conclusion.............................................................,.........................................................165 

References.............................................................,..........................................................168 

APPENDIX A: ITEMS..............................................................................................................192 

APPENDIX B: SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES……………………………………………..197 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 vii 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1: The Present Study’s Research Questions..........................................................................5 

Table 2: DNT Ties: Dimensions and Definitions..........................................................................32 

 Table 3: Comparison of Confirmatory Measurement Models......................................................79 

Table 4: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Alter Network Motivation and 

Alter Resistance on Job Satisfaction..............................................................................................85 

Table 5: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Ego Network Motivation and Ego 

Resistance on Job Satisfaction.......................................................................................................85 

Table 6: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Ego Network Motivation and Ego 

Resistance on Turnover Intention..................................................................................................86 

Table 7: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Ego Network Motivation and Ego 

Resistance on Turnover Intention..................................................................................................86 

Table 8: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Alter Network Motivation and 

Alter Resistance on Burnout..........................................................................................................87 

Table 9: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Alter Network Motivation and 

Alter Resistance on Burnout......................................................................................................... 87 

Table 10: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Network Motivation (NM) ....................................................................................90 

 

Table 11: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Network Motivation (NM) ..................................................................................90 

 

Table 12: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Network Resistance (NR) ......................................................................................91 

 

Table 13 Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Network Resistance (NR) ....................................................................................91 

 

Table 14: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting Grand 

Network Motivation (NM) ............................................................................................................92 

 

Table 15: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting Grand 

Network Resistance (NR) .............................................................................................................92 

 



 

 viii 

Table 16: Summary of Supported Big Five and DNT Ties, Organized by Personality Trait…....93 

Table 17: Comparison of Path Models........................................................................................103 

 

Table 18: Standardized Path Coefficients in Partial Mediation Versus Personality-only  

Model……………………………………………………………………………………….…..104 

 

Table 19: Summary of Indirect Effect Hypotheses Testing........................................................111 

 

Table A1: Correlation Table........................................................................................................197 

 

Table A2: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Goal Striving (G) .................................................................................................200 

 

Table A3:Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Goal Striving (G) ...............................................................................................200 

 

Table A4: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Support (S) ..........................................................................................................201 

 

Table A5: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Support (S) ........................................................................................................201 

 

Table A6: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Feedback (F) ........................................................................................................202 

 

Table A7: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Feedback (F) ......................................................................................................202 

 

Table A8: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Goal Prevention (P) .............................................................................................203 

 

Table A9: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Goal Prevention (P)............................................................................................203 

 

Table A10: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Supportive Resistance (V) ...................................................................................204  

 

Table A11: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Supportive Resistance (V)..................................................................................204 

 

Table A12: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Negation (N) ........................................................................................................205 

 

Table A13: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Negation (N) ......................................................................................................205 



 

 ix 

 

 

Table A14: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Constructive Reactance (R) .................................................................................206 

 

Table A15: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Constructive Reactance (R) ...............................................................................206 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 x 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1: Dynamic Network Theory’s Construct Map…………………………………………..34 

 

Figure 2: Visual Depiction of Hypothesized Direct and Indirect Effects. ………………………54 

 

Figure 3: Visual Representation of the Partial Mediation Model for Grand Network Motivation 

and Resistance…………………………………………………………………………………..105 

 

Figure 4: Visual Representation of the Partial Mediation Model for Ego Network Motivation and 

Resistance…………………………………………………………………………….………..106 

 

Figure 5: Visual Representation of the Partial Mediation Model for Ego Network Motivation and 

Resistance………………………………………………………………………………………107 

Figure 6 : Extraversion By DNT Grand Network Ties and Subnetworks…………………...…118 

Figure 7: Extraversion by Alter DNT Subnetworks……………………………………………119 

Figure 8:  Agreeableness By DNT Grand Network Ties and Subnetwork Ties………………..122 

Figure 9: Agreeableness by Alter DNT Subnetwork Ties……………………………………...123 

Figure 10: Conscientiousness by DNT Grand Network Ties and Subnetworks Ties………..…126 

Figure 11: Conscientiousness by Alter DNT Subnetworks Ties………………………….……127 

Figure 12: Neuroticism By DNT Grand Network Ties and Subnetworks Ties………..………130 

Figure 13: Neuroticism by Alter DNT Subnetworks………………………………..…………131 

Figure 14: Openness by DNT Grand Network Ties and Subnetworks Ties………..…………134 

Figure 15: Openness By Alter DNT Subnetworks…………………………………….………135 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 xi 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

My journey toward the Ph.D. represents far more than the acquisition of letters after my 

name. Instead, it is the realization of a deeper calling to understand the world through the lens of 

science. Yet, when I reflect on these formative years, I see not the singular achievement of one 

individual, but rather a constellation of support and generosity that made my journey possible. 

What follows is an attempt to honor those who made this path possible.  

To the Pillars of Our Program 

The administrative foundation upon which our program functions. Your contributions are 

indispensable. Lebab Fallin, your responsiveness and patience in navigating countless 

administrative complexities never wavered. Thank you. John Handal, your steadfast commitment 

to our program has been nothing short of extraordinary. I genuinely do not know how you 

manage everything that you do, but the impact you have on the program is unmistakable. We are 

extremely fortunate to have you. 

To My Informal Mentors 

To those who opened doors I didn't know existed: Caryn Block, your nurturing presence 

transformed what, at times, may have felt like an isolating journey into one in which I felt 

unwavering support. There is speaking of an open-door policy, and then there is living it—yours 

was always open. Debra Noumair, I have long admired your approach to investigating the human 

condition. Your encouragement to conduct a second study for my applied paper proved 

transformative by leading to a project that contributed substantially to my CV—thank you. 

Youmi Suk, though our paths crossed later in my journey, you graciously joined my dissertation 

committee and have been nothing but flexible and supportive. It’s everything I could have hoped 

for in a committee member. Thank you. Bill Passmore, you supported me from day one. When I 



 

 xii 

work with clients now, echoes of your wisdom reverberate in my mind. You have given me some 

of the deepest practical guidance I have received, and your ability to contribute at the highest 

level to both research and practice has become a north star for my own career. 

To the Scientists Who Inspired from Afar 

To those whose work I have admired from a distance: Jonathan Haidt, you exemplify 

what it means to be a scientist who shapes the world beyond the academy—thank you. Gad Saad, 

you modeled courage in science. Marcus Crede, you have demonstrated not only courage but 

also the integrity to speak truth, to champion what is right and challenge what is wrong. You 

fundamentally changed how I see our field. Thank you. Peter Attia, you have shown me the 

pinnacle of science communication. The way you reason through complexity with delicate 

precision showcases what I consider to be a world-class standard. To Patrick Curran and Daniel 

J. Bauer. Your course on structural equation modeling (SEM) became a bedrock of how I 

conceptualize quantitative analytics. To Pat Curran and Greg Hancock, your podcast Quantitude 

arrived at exactly the right moment in my scientific journey. I cannot count the times I lay in bed, 

howling with laughter at your insights and banter. You made statistics fun. Thank you. To Eric 

Trexler, Eric Helms, and Greg Nuckols: you exemplify the rare combination of deep scientific 

understanding and masterful communication. A special acknowledgment to Greg: Hearing you 

navigate scientific topics with such a degree of breadth and depth reminds me why I fell in love 

with science in the first place. I remain in awe of your scientific mind. 

To My Cohort and Program Friends 

To my cohort members, Aitong Li, Elisabeth Mah, Julian McNeil. We laughed together 

and weathered storms together. I could not have asked for better companions on this journey. 

Diego Ramos, thank you for being my rock. Your insight into the human condition has made me 



 

 xiii 

a better person. Yael Silverstein, you set the standard for what productivity and hustle means. 

You changed how I navigate this field. Gian Zlupko, your passion for quantitative methodology 

inspired me to elevate my own craft. 

To My Collaborators and Industry Colleagues 

To my scientific collaborators: Charles Jones, you opened my eyes to what scholarly 

productivity can look like, even while thriving in industry. Your example showed me new 

possibilities. Adam Parr, it has been an honor to exchange ideas with you. Your creative thinking 

and scientific ingenuity has demonstrated what self-directed learning can achieve. 

To my industry colleagues: Abby Johnson and Valerie Johnson, working alongside you and 

trading ideas with fellow professionals from the same educational backgrounds was immensely 

rewarding. Catarina Dolsten, you supported my Ph.D. journey in countless ways, entrusting me 

with meaningful professional opportunities, while always ensuring I had time for academic work. 

I genuinely am forever indebted to you. Thank you. 

To My Mentors 

To the scientific mentors who invested in me, showed patience with my ideas, and 

believed in me as a scholar—Pat Converse and Jim Westaby—the gratitude I owe you defies my 

ability to articulate. 

Pat, you set the standard in my life for how brilliance and humility can coexist. Working 

with you marked the first time I felt truly seen as an intellectual contributor. Your depth of 

thought and the grace with which you navigate complexity inspired me to evolve into the thinker 

I am today. Not a day passes in my research life when I don't find myself reflecting upon the 

lessons you taught me. Thank you. 



 

 xiv 

Jim, the time, energy, and patience you have invested in me over eight years have been 

more than I could ever have asked for. I will always look back fondly on our spontaneous calls—

late-night questions, weekend brainstorms, even those moments when you dropped everything to 

help me meet a submission deadline. I could not have asked for a more dedicated mentor. Your 

intellectual courageous and resilient approach to investigating the human condition will forever 

inspire my own work. You believed in me as a researcher before I believed in myself. Now I do 

believe too. Thank you. 

To My Family 

To my family: You have been my foundation through every step. Never once did you 

discourage me from pursuing  my dreams. You know better than anyone the turbulence of this 

past decade. Through it all, you remained steadfast. I cannot thank you enough. To my extended 

family—Tabo, Akansha, my parents-in-law: Your passion for education and genuine excitement 

for my work has filled me with pride and joy. I could not have anticipated such unwavering 

support. To my grandfather, Robert Murray: Your generosity made a profound difference during 

years of financial uncertainty. Your posthumous wedding gift enabled me to conduct the 

dissertation I had always envisioned and fund my final semester. Wherever you are, I hope you 

look down and smile with pride. 

And finally, to my wife. I cannot adequately express how your presence has transformed 

my life. I could never have dreamed of meeting such an extraordinary partner. Your positivity, 

your energy, your steadfast moral compass…it has shaped not only how I approach my own 

career, but how I see the world. Your counsel and perspective have opened my eyes to new 

possibilities. There is not a day that passes when I don't feel like the luckiest person alive to have 

found you. Thank you for your unwavering support in my educational journey, and thank you for 



 

 xv 

celebrating with me as I crossed the finish line. Now let’s go use our education to change the 

world. I love you. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 1 

CHAPTER 1: GENERAL INTRODUCTION AND STUDY PURPOSE 

Introduction  

Personality traits have long been recognized as fundamental predictors of workplace 

outcomes, with extensive research demonstrating their influence on workplace dynamics. The 

Big Five traits, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness to 

experience, have emerged as a dominant framework for understanding personality as individual 

differences that meaningfully differentiate one person from another (Digman, 1990). Robust 

evidence from meta-analyses and systematic reviews has established clear relationships between 

the Big Five and key workplace outcomes, especially job satisfaction (Judge et al., 2002), 

turnover intentions (Zimmerman, 2008), and burnout (Angelini, 2023). However, when it comes 

to the relationship between personality and the aforementioned workplace outcomes, a critical 

gap exists in our understanding of how these trait-outcome relationships manifest through social 

dynamics at work. Namely, do employees' dispositional characteristics directly influence 

occupational outcomes, or do they operate indirectly via a rich set of social dynamics that 

manifest in the workplace? 

A direct personality effects model would presume that employees' temperaments 

inherently predispose them to certain levels of satisfaction, burnout, or turnover intentions. 

Alternatively, the indirect personality effects model proposed in the present research investigates 

the notion that personality shapes the social ecosystem surrounding an employee, which 

subsequently influences workplace outcomes. This latter perspective suggests that these 

personality-outcome relationships are not deterministic but develop through the interaction of 

dispositional traits with social environment of the workplace. If true, this would indicate that 

employees are not inherently destined to experience certain levels of workplace outcomes based 
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solely on their personality characteristics. I consider this an imperative gap worth filling, as 

organizations armed with this knowledge would be positioned to adopt a more nuanced 

paradigm, one that recognizes how different personality types require specific social support 

mechanisms within their workplace networks to fully realize their professional potential. 

The present dissertation examines whether motivational social network ties serve as the 

intermediary mechanism linking personality and three well-established workplace outcomes: job 

satisfaction, turnover intentions, and burnout. To address these research questions, I draw on 

Dynamic Network Theory (DNT), a multidisciplinary metatheory that integrates foundational 

scholarship across psychology, sociology, and organizational sciences by offering a 

comprehensive typology of network ties that measure how social networks enhance or impede 

goal pursuit and performance (Westaby, 2012; Westaby, Pfaff & Redding, 2014; Westaby, 

Woods, & Pfaff, 2016). Unlike traditional social network analysis, DNT explicitly models goal 

nodes alongside social actors, allowing researchers to analyze how network dynamics revolve 

around performance pursuits. In conventional SNA, ties exclusively capture relationships 

between social actors (Wasserman & Faust, 1994) whereas DNT expands this framework by 

incorporating ties between actors and goal nodes, representing motivators such as personal 

ambitions, team objectives, or organizational priorities (Westaby, 2012). This approach clarifies 

how individuals' networks are shaped by both interpersonal ties and goal-driven connections, 

offering a fuller view of workplace social dynamics. In the present research, work performance 

will be modeled as the primary goal node, consistent with previous DNT workplace 

investigations (Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a/b). This methodological approach enables the 

examination of how personality traits influence the network relationships that specifically 

facilitate or hinder performance goals in organizational settings.  
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More broadly, the present dissertation engages foundational principles at the core of the 

person-situation debate that has a long and well-documented history in the social sciences 

(Epstein & O’Brien, 1985; Hogan, 2009). On the one hand, the study leverages the Big Five, the 

most extensively validated and widely adopted individual difference framework in the social 

sciences, to capture stable dispositional tendencies. On the other hand, this research draws on a 

situationally grounded network framework through Dynamic Network Theory, which offers 

employes a fully validated, theoretically-informed taxonomy of multi-item network ties that 

capture how individuals experience goal-relevant social dynamics at work. I situate DNT ties 

within contemporary situationist frameworks as representing a person-centered, idiosyncratic–

subjectivist conceptualization of situations, wherein situations are defined by how individuals 

experience and interpret their environments (Rauthmann et al., 2015). By pairing a robust 

individual differences framework with a psychologically grounded representation of situations, 

the present research also provides the opportunity to examine how traits compare in predictive 

power to one’s social environments in the workplace. 

Research Questions: A Preview of Hypotheses and Exploratory Aims 

This dissertation advances two central hypotheses and explores three additional research 

questions. First, I will form predictions that employees’ Big Five personality traits will influence 

the emergence of network motivation and network resistance within their workplace social 

networks. Second, I will hypothesize that these two higher-order DNT constructs will mediate 

the relationships between personality traits and three focal workplace outcomes: job satisfaction, 

burnout, and turnover intentions. Embedded within the mediation analyses is a direct comparison 

of the source of network motivation and resistance. Specifically, this component of the study 

examines whether it is the motivation and resistance that employees themselves contribute to 
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their work that explains the link between personality and workplace outcomes, or whether it is 

the motivational and resistant forces contributed by others in the employee’s network that drive 

these relationships. This distinction is critical to unpacking the precise social mechanisms 

through which personality influences occupational outcomes. The findings from this comparison 

are expected to offer meaningful theoretical insight into how and why dispositional traits 

translate into work-related attitudes and behaviors 

Furthermore, this dissertation introduces an additional research stream that examines 

personality interaction effects, representing a theoretical advancement reminiscent of early 

personality theorists such as Carl Jung (1971), who recognized that individuals embody complex 

combinations of psychological types rather than singular trait expressions. This approach moves 

beyond the conventional treatment of Big Five traits as independent predictors by systematically 

modeling how specific traits moderate the influence of others, acknowledging that personality 

effects are fundamentally interdependent and that the workplace manifestation of any given trait 

depends critically on the configuration of other traits within the individual. 

Beyond these core hypotheses, several exploratory inquiries will extend the model. The 

first examines the mediating roles of specific DNT subnetworks nested within the broader 

constructs of network motivation and resistance, offering a more granular understanding of how 

distinct types of social ties influence outcomes. The second investigates the differential influence 

of social actor categories, such as coworkers, supervisors, and upper management, on the 

mediated pathways, asking whether certain relationships more strongly explain trait→outcome 

dynamics (e.g., whether supervisor contributions more powerfully account for the relationship 

between extraversion and job satisfaction than coworker contributions). A summary of the 

research can be found in Table 1. 



 

 5 

Table 1: The Present Study’s Research Questions. 

 

Together, the above inquiries form a cohesive investigation into how personality traits 

shape workplace outcomes through the social ecosystems employees navigate daily. By 

integrating trait theory with Dynamic Network Theory, this dissertation moves beyond 

traditional individual-level models to explore how personality expresses itself through 

motivational and resistant dynamics within social networks. The primary hypotheses establish 

foundational trait–network–outcome pathways, while the exploratory aims probe the structure, 

specificity, and relational nuance of those pathways, offering a layered, socially embedded 

account of personality at work. 

DNT Egocentric Design: A Methodological Preview 

Nature of 

Inquiry 
Research Question Impact 

Hypotheses 

Do Big Five personality traits predict the 

emergence of network motivation and 

resistance dynamics? 

 

Clarifies how stable dispositions shape 

motivational dynamics of employees’ social 

networks. 

 

Do network motivation and resistance 

mediate the relationships between personality 

and job satisfaction, burnout, and turnover 

intentions? 

 

Tests a novel indirect effects model that links traits 

to key outcomes via motivational network-based 

mechanisms that pivot around the focal employee's 

job performance. 

 

Are personality–outcome links driven more 

by one's own contributions of motivation and 

resistance towards their job performance or 

by their network's contributions of 

motivation and resistance towards their job 

performance? 

Distinguishes whether internal or external network 

forces better explain how personality affects 

workplace outcomes. 

 

Do personality traits moderate each other's 

effects on DNT ties? 

Advances theoretical understanding by modeling 

traits as both predictors and moderators, 

acknowledging personality as an integrated system 

rather than isolated dimensions that operate solely 

as antecedents. 

Exploration 

Do Big Five personality traits predict the 

emergence of the more granular DNT 

subnetworks with network motivation and 

network resistance? 

Adds theoretical precision by identifying which 

types of social ties matter most within the 

Personality-DNT framework. 

Do different social actor categories (e.g., 

coworkers vs. supervisors) disproportionately 

influence trait–outcome pathways? 

Helps isolate which relationships exert the strongest 

influence on how personality is expressed in 

organizational settings. 
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To investigate these relationships, this study employs an egocentric network approach 

rather than a sociocentric network methodology. Using a time-lagged design with a national 

sample of full-time employees, I will collect data through an egocentric name-generator 

technique that allows participants to identify the specific individuals who influence their job 

performance. This approach enables individualized identification of network actors within each 

participant's unique professional ecosystem. Following established protocols from previous DNT 

research (Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a/b), participants will list the most relevant people in 

their network who significantly impact their job performance, including both supportive and 

hindering influences. A name-interpreter will then be used to categorize these identified 

individuals into social actor categories (e.g., supervisor, coworker, direct report, upper 

management). 

This egocentric method offers several advantages for examining the research questions at 

hand. Rather than mapping complete organizational networks, which would limit the study to a 

few organizations, this approach allows for a wide swath of participants to be sampled across 

diverse industries, organizations, and job types. It also enables the assessment of personal 

network dynamics as they specifically relate to each participant's job performance goals, 

capturing the unique configuration of motivational and resistance forces surrounding individual 

employees. By focusing on the focal actor's perception of their network ties, this approach aligns 

with DNT's emphasis on cognitive social networks (Krackhardt, 2008) and provides direct 

insight into how personality shapes social dynamics around performance objectives, ultimately 

influencing critical workplace outcomes. 

Summary of Research Purpose and Contribution 
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In sum, this dissertation advances research on personality in the workplace by moving 

beyond static, direct-effects models to investigate the social mechanisms through which traits 

shape employee outcomes. By integrating the Big Five framework with Dynamic Network 

Theory, it introduces a socially embedded lens to examine how network motivation and 

resistance mediate the links between personality and job satisfaction, burnout, and turnover 

intentions. Beyond testing these foundational pathways, the study explores how personality 

manifests through specific types of social ties, how the structure and source of relational 

influence vary across actor categories. Collectively, these investigations reconceptualize 

personality as a dispositional foundation (Clark & Watson, 1999) whose effects on workplace 

outcomes unfold through the social networks individuals construct and navigate. From a 

practical standpoint, the findings highlight the importance of tailoring relational interventions to 

personality profiles, offering actionable insights for talent management, employee well-being, 

and performance optimization in increasingly networked and interdependent organizational 

contexts (Burch & Anderson, 2009). 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

This literature review provides a structured examination of the theoretical foundations 

underlying the present study. It begins with a brief historical overview of the emergence of the 

Big Five personality framework, outlining its development and refinement over time. Following 

this, the review explores the role of the Big Five in workplace research, summarizing key 

findings on how personality traits influence occupational outcomes. Next, I present a cursory 

review of the social network analysis before turning to a more focused examination of the 

intersection between the Big Five and occupational social networks, highlighting existing 

research on how personality shapes workplace relationships. Lastly, given the technical nature of 

Dynamic Network Theory (DNT), a more comprehensive review on this theory is presented. 

Specifically, I present the theoretical framework and assumptions of DNT, its methodological 

approach to measuring social networks, and a synthesis of empirical findings relevant to 

organizational contexts. 

Big Five—A Brief Historical Overview  

A taxonomy is a systematic classification, and personality taxonomies have played a 

central role in research on individual differences. These taxonomies are grounded in the lexical 

hypothesis, which suggests that important and recurrent personality traits become encoded in 

language, with the most salient characteristics represented by distinct descriptive terms (John, 

Angleitner, & Ostendorf, 1988). Early foundations were established by Francis Galton (1884), 

who initially proposed that the identification of personality traits could be extracted through the 

study of language. Allport and Odbert (1936) expanded on this idea by identifying nearly 18,000 

personality-descriptive terms from dictionaries, categorizing them into four groups based on their 

relevance to stable traits, temporary moods, social evaluations, and metaphorical concepts. 
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Building on this lexical foundation, the Big Five framework emerged through systematic factor 

analyses that examined how personality descriptive terms clustered together, revealing five 

robust factors that consistently appeared across different samples and languages (Digman, 1990). 

 Efforts to refine personality descriptors into fundamental dimensions led to the 

identification of five broad traits that consistently emerged across studies (Fiske, 1949; Norman, 

1967; Tupes & Christal, 1961). Goldberg (1981) later coined the term “Big Five,” and his lexical 

approach became the dominant framework for personality research throughout the 1980s. In the 

1990s, Costa and McCrae (1992) formalized the Five-Factor Model (FFM) through the NEO 

Personality Inventory-Revised (NEO-PI-R), establishing it as the leading psychometric model 

for personality assessment. 

The International Personality Item Pool (IPIP; Goldberg, 1999) advanced the field by making 

personality measurement openly accessible, allowing researchers and practitioners to use and 

adapt its items freely. The Big Five Aspect Scale (BFAS; DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2007) 

introduced a hierarchical structure that captures lower-order facets within each trait, extending 

the same factor-analytic methods that originally identified the Big Five. More recently, the Big 

Five Inventory-2 (BFI-2; Soto & John, 2017) refined measurement through a reorganization of 

its subfacets, enhancing predictive utility. Among earlier measures, the Big Five Inventory (BFI; 

John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991) was a widely used and robust tool for assessing the five traits. It 

later served as a foundation for the development of the Big Five Inventory-2 (BFI-2; Soto & 

John, 2017), which has also become a leading assessment for Big Five measurement by refining 

measurement through a reorganization of its subfacets, enhancing both precision and predictive 

utility. While these scales differ in minor aspects such as how they structure personality 

subfacets, they share far more similarities than differences. All capture the same five traits, 
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which remain central to personality research. These traits are reliably measurable, linked to 

neurological structures, and show relative stability across the lifespan despite potential minor 

shifts over time (Specht et al., 2011). The following summary of the Big Five is synthesized 

from the personality descriptions of Soto and John (2017): 

Extraversion: encompasses sociability, assertiveness, and energy level, representing an 

individual's tendency toward social engagement and dynamic interaction with the external world. 

Those high in extraversion are characteristically outgoing, socially confident, and energetic, 

actively seeking social connections while demonstrating leadership qualities and maintaining 

high levels of enthusiasm and activity. 

Agreeableness: reflects compassion, respectfulness, and trust, capturing an individual's 

orientation toward prosocial behavior and cooperative interpersonal relationships. Highly 

agreeable individuals demonstrate genuine concern for others' well-being, treat others with 

courtesy and respect, and maintain positive expectations about others' intentions and 

trustworthiness. 

Conscientiousness: captures organization, productiveness, and responsibility, representing 

an individual's capacity for self-discipline and goal-directed behavior. Those high in 

conscientiousness are systematic and orderly, demonstrate strong work ethic and persistence in 

task completion, and can be relied upon to fulfill their duties and obligations to others. 

Negative Emotionality (also known as neuroticism): encompasses anxiety, depression, and 

emotional volatility, reflecting an individual's tendency to experience negative emotions and 

psychological distress. Those high in negative emotionality are prone to worry and fearfulness, 

experience sadness and low mood, and exhibit instability in their emotional responses with 

frequent mood fluctuations. 
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Open-Mindedness (also known as Openness to experience): encompasses intellectual 

curiosity, aesthetic sensitivity, and creative imagination, capturing an individual's receptiveness 

to new ideas and experiences. Highly open-minded individuals demonstrate fascination with 

abstract concepts and philosophical discussions, appreciation for art and beauty, and originality 

in generating novel ideas and creative solutions. 

Big Five and Workplace Outcomes 

The application of the Big Five personality framework within organizational settings has 

been extensive, demonstrating consistent relationships with key workplace outcomes. Despite its 

current prominence, personality measures were not always widely accepted in personnel 

selection (Morgeson et al., 2007). For much of the 20th century, skepticism regarding the 

validity of personality assessments in predicting job performance prevailed, largely influenced 

by Guion and Gottier’s (1965) critical review. Their analysis concluded that personality tests 

lacked sufficient empirical support for selection purposes, casting doubt on their utility in 

workplace settings. However, this perspective shifted dramatically in the early 1990s following 

several landmark meta-analyses that provided compelling evidence for the predictive power of 

the Big Five traits. 

A major turning point in this debate was Barrick and Mount’s (1991) seminal meta-

analysis, which examined 117 studies across various occupational groups, including 

professionals, police officers, managers, sales representatives, and semi-skilled or unskilled 

workers. Their findings revealed that conscientiousness was the most consistent predictor of job 

performance across all occupational groups and performance criteria. Extraversion also emerged 

as a key predictor for roles requiring high levels of interpersonal interaction, such as managerial 

and sales positions. Notably, extraversion was also positively related to training performance, 
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suggesting that individuals high in this trait may be more engaged and proactive in learning 

environments. 

Tett, Jackson, and Rothstein (1991) provided additional support for these findings in their 

meta-analysis of 97 independent samples, further confirming that emotional stability (low 

neuroticism), agreeableness, and conscientiousness were significant predictors of employee 

performance. These studies were instrumental in reshaping organizational psychology’s 

perspective on personality assessment, establishing the Big Five as a valuable framework for 

understanding and predicting workplace behaviors, although in applied settings, the potential for 

applicant faking continues to exist as a practical concern (Griffith, et al., 2007). 

Since these early meta-analyses, research has consistently reinforced the relationship 

between the Big Five and various workplace outcomes. Conscientiousness and emotional 

stability have been widely recognized as predictors of job performance across virtually all 

occupations (Allen & Motowidlo, 2001; Barrick, Mount & Judge, 2001; Borman, Penner). 

Moreover, conscientiousness and emotional stability have demonstrated incremental validity 

over cognitive ability measures in personnel selection contexts, meaning they provide unique 

predictive power beyond intelligence tests (Salgado, 1998). In more context-specific analyses, 

extraversion has been identified as particularly advantageous in highly interpersonal roles, such 

as sales and management (Bartram, 2005). 

Personality traits also shape workplace experiences beyond job performance. Judge, 

Heller, and Mount (2002) conducted a meta-analysis of 163 independent samples and found a 

correlation of .25 between extraversion and job satisfaction. This finding aligns with the 

dispositional approach to job satisfaction, which suggests that individuals’ baseline personality 

traits influence their overall workplace attitudes (Watson & Slack, 1993). Similarly, research has 
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linked extraversion to training proficiency, as multiple meta-analyses have found that extraverts 

perform better in training environments due to their engagement, sociability, and responsiveness 

to feedback (Barrick & Mount, 1991; Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; Hough, 1992). 

Beyond individual job performance and satisfaction, the Big Five traits also play a crucial 

role in leadership and organizational behavior. Judge and Bono (2000) found that 

conscientiousness and extraversion were the strongest predictors of transformational leadership, 

a leadership style characterized by vision-setting, motivation, and the ability to inspire others. 

Extraverts, in particular, tend to thrive in leadership positions due to their high levels of energy, 

assertiveness, and enthusiasm. Conscientious leaders, on the other hand, demonstrate strong 

follow-through and reliability, ensuring that their leadership vision is executed effectively. 

However, the impact of agreeableness on leadership effectiveness is less clear. While 

agreeableness is generally associated with positive interpersonal interactions, highly agreeable 

leaders may struggle with assertiveness in high-stakes decision-making contexts (DeRue, 

Nahrgang, Wellman, & Humphrey, 2011). 

Big Five as Predictors of Job Satisfaction, Burnout, and Turnover Intentions  

The sections that follow review the literature on the three focal outcome variables 

examined in the present study, job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and burnout. Emphasis is 

placed on findings from meta-analyses, systematic reviews, and other high-impact empirical 

sources, given their generality. For each outcome, I summarize the current state of evidence 

regarding its association with the Big Five traits and outline the theoretical mechanisms that have 

been proposed to explain these relationships. 

The Big Five and Job Satisfaction 
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Decades of research underscore the relevance of personality traits in shaping job 

attitudes, particularly job satisfaction. A foundational meta-analysis by Judge, Heller, and Mount 

(2002) synthesized 163 independent samples and 334 correlations to investigate the relationship 

between the Big Five personality traits and job satisfaction. Their results revealed that 

Neuroticism was the strongest (and most consistent) predictor of job satisfaction, showing a 

significant negative relationship (ρ = –.29), followed by Conscientiousness (ρ = .26), 

Extraversion (ρ = .25), and Agreeableness (ρ = .17). Openness to Experience demonstrated no 

reliable association (ρ = .02). Nearly two decades later, Steel et al. (2019) re-analyzed these 

relationships using an even larger dataset of 12,682 correlations, and their findings largely 

replicated the Judge et al., (2002) meta-analysis.  

One explanation for these associations between the Big Five and job satisfaction is 

heritable variation,  which suggests that the aforementioned links are genetically driven rather 

than environmentally determined. Although the monozygotic twin research has revealed Big 

Five to be substantially genetically influenced (Pincombe et al., 2007; Riemann et al., 1997), 

Ilies and Judge (2003) noted with some surprise that they explain only about 24% of the genetic 

variance in job satisfaction. While this is nontrivial, affective dispositions like positive and 

negative affectivity, concepts arguably nested within the Big Five, account for nearly twice as 

much. This suggests the Big Five may operate as a broader, higher-order framework through 

which affective traits exert influence. Additional support for a heritable link comes from the 

observation that meta-analytic correlations between the Big Five and job satisfaction closely 

mirror those with life satisfaction (Judge & Mount, 2002), despite the latter being shaped by a 

different set of environmental factors. 
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Identification of Mediators: The State of the Art. Identifying the theoretical 

mechanisms that explain well-established relationships, such as the link between personality and 

job satisfaction, has long been a central aim of organizational research. While prior studies have 

proposed mediators in specific contexts or niche populations (e.g., organizational citizenship 

behavior among Turkish military personnel; Mete et al., 2020), a comprehensive understanding 

of generalizable pathways remains limited. A notable exception is the meta-analysis conducted 

by Rubenstein et al. (2019), which examined how personality traits relate to overall job attitudes, 

a construct comprising both job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Their findings 

revealed both direct and indirect effects of personality on job attitudes, with job characteristics 

acting as a key mediating mechanism. Specifically, conscientiousness and openness 

demonstrated significant indirect effects via task job characteristic perceptions (which describe 

the structural features of the job and define how the work is performed), while agreeableness 

demonstrated significant indirect effects via social job characteristic perceptions (which describe 

relationship aspects of the work). Extraversion and emotional stability, however, exhibited only 

direct effects on job attitudes, without mediation. Although job satisfaction was not analyzed in 

isolation, it was one of two central components of the outcome variable, allowing for inference 

about its role in the broader personality-related nomological network. Additional contributions 

have come from Bruk-Lee et al. (2009) who outlined a diverse set of theorized mechanisms 

through which personality traits may influence job satisfaction. These include dispositional 

tendencies toward satisfaction, selection-based processes (e.g., self-selection into more or less 

satisfying roles and organizational selection processes), heightened emotional reactivity to work 

events, performance-driven effects leading to differential rewards, and the potential influence of 

third variables that may confound observed relationships. However, despite the conceptual 
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richness of these proposed mechanisms, few have been subjected to rigorous empirical testing. 

As a result, the mediating processes linking the Big Five to job satisfaction remain somewhat 

speculative, leaving the current state of the literature theoretically expansive but empirically 

underdeveloped. 

The Big Five and Turnover Intentions 

For much of the 20th century, theoretical and empirical models of employee turnover 

emphasized situational antecedents and attitudinal mechanisms, particularly job satisfaction, as 

primary predictors of withdrawal intentions and behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Hom & 

Griffeth, 1995; Hom et al., 2012). Marking a notable shift in this tradition, Zimmerman (2008) 

conducted a seminal meta-analytic path analysis examining the role of the Big Five personality 

traits in predicting turnover intentions, both directly and indirectly through job satisfaction and 

job performance. Drawing on data from 65 independent samples, the analysis revealed 

meaningful associations between turnover intentions and emotional stability (ρ = –.29), 

conscientiousness (ρ = –.16), agreeableness (ρ = –.13), and extraversion (ρ = –.12), while 

openness again demonstrated no meaningful effect (ρ = .01).  

Identification of Mediators: The State of the Art. Building upon this foundation, 

previous studies have also sought to more precisely identify the mediating mechanisms through 

which specific personality traits exert their influence on turnover intentions. Although the 

aforementioned Zimmerman (2008) model did not formally test mediation using analytical 

techniques such as bootstrapping, the meta-analytic path model structure provides indirect 

support for mediation effects. In particular, the results suggest that emotional stability, 

conscientiousness, and extraversion, and openness influence turnover intentions partially through 

their effects on job satisfaction, while traits such as agreeableness appear to exert more direct, 
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less mediated effects. Given that these results are based on meta-analytic data across a wide 

range of contexts, they provide a robust initial foundation for conceptualizing job satisfaction as 

a mediating variable in the personality–turnover intention relationship. Eckhardt et al. (2016) 

provided additional support for the indirect pathways suggested by Zimmerman, modeling a 

structural framework in which all five personality traits, including agreeableness, were 

associated with turnover intentions through their effects on job satisfaction. These findings lend 

further credence to the possibility that each of the Big Five traits may influence turnover 

intentions through job satisfaction. 

The Big Five and Burnout 

Research examining the Big Five personality traits and burnout has evolved along two 

primary lines: studies treating burnout as a global construct and those disaggregating it into 

subcomponents, namely emotional exhaustion, depersonalization (or cynicism), and reduced 

personal accomplishment. Yet, both strands of literature have arrived at converging conclusions: 

stable personality traits meaningfully predict the experience of burnout across work contexts. 

One of the earliest large-scale reviews, conducted by Tokar, Fischer, and Subich (1998), 

synthesized research from 1993 to 1997 and identified neuroticism as the most consistent 

predictor of occupational strain and emotional exhaustion. Though not a meta-analysis, their 

review provided early support for the argument that personality is a key vulnerability factor in 

burnout susceptibility. Soon after Kim, Shin, and Umbreit (2007) demonstrated that each of the 

Big Five traits predicted at least one burnout dimension among hotel employees. 

Building on early foundations, Swider and Zimmerman (2010) conducted the first large-

scale meta-analytic path model examining how the Big Five relate to burnout and downstream 

work outcomes. Analyzing 781 effect sizes across 115 studies, they found that each of the Big 
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Five traits predicted burnout. It should be noted that burnout was operationalized using three 

facets: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal accomplishment, with the latter 

being a reverse-coded subfacet, such that higher burnout corresponds to lower personal 

accomplishment scores (this explains why the correlations below appear to sometimes be in 

opposite directions). Neuroticism exhibited the strongest relationships across all three burnout 

dimensions (true score correlations ranging from -.38 for personal accomplishment to .52 for 

emotional exhaustion), while openness showed the weakest effects (true score correlations 

ranging from -.09 to .21). Extraversion (true score correlations ranging from -.29 to .41), 

Agreeableness (true score correlations ranging from -.31to .31), and conscientiousness (true 

score correlations ranging from -.19 to .28) also showed consistent associations with burnout. 

These results underscore that each of the Big Five traits, to varying degrees, contributes to 

burnout vulnerability or protection.  

More recently, Angelini (2023) conducted the most comprehensive systematic review to 

date, synthesizing findings from 59 studies across sectors. Consistent with earlier findings, 

neuroticism emerged as the strongest positive predictor of burnout, with reported correlations 

ranging from .10 to .64 and standardized regression weights as high as β = .59. The author 

attributed this effect to neurotic individuals’ heightened emotional reactivity, negative threat 

appraisal, and poor coping strategies, which together increase susceptibility to work-related 

emotional exhaustion and depersonalization, in particular. Conscientiousness was consistently 

negatively associated with burnout (r range: –.12 to –.36; β range: –.09 to –.30), explained 

theoretically through its association with goal orientation, persistence, and effective self-

regulation. Extraversion, which promotes positive affectivity and social resource access, was also 

generally protective (r range: –.03 to –.33; β range: –.06 to –.31), though with greater variability. 
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Agreeableness (r range: –.12 to –.35) and openness (r range: –.18 to –.24) demonstrated weaker 

and less consistent relationships, but were still found to be negatively associated with burnout. 

Taken together, while all five Big Five traits have been linked to burnout outcomes in the 

literature, four of the traits, neuroticism, conscientiousness, agreeableness and extraversion, 

appear to be the most consistent and robust predictors.  

Identification of Mediators: The State of the Art. The field appears to be currently 

leaning toward a direct effects model of personality and burnout, which assumes that traits such 

as neuroticism lead individuals to experience burnout simply because they are more emotionally 

reactive and prone to perceiving work stressors as threatening. Angelini (2023) echoes this 

perspective by emphasizing that burnout may likely be the consequence of employees’ high in 

neuroticism to experience the world through a “negative filter”. Theoretical models of affectivity 

offer a useful explanation here: individuals high in neuroticism tend to experience more negative 

emotions and interpret workplace demands more negatively, while those high in extraversion, by 

example, may be buffered by baseline positive affect and greater self-regulatory control. 

Still, some research has begun to explore mediators, though evidence remains limited and 

narrow in scope. Alessandri, Vecchione, and Caprara (2015) found that beliefs about one's 

ability to manage emotions helped explain why emotionally stable individuals (low neuroticism) 

were less likely to burn out, but this finding was limited to a single trait and has yet to be 

replicated more broadly. Similarly, while Wang et al. (2023) theorized that coping and self-

regulation may help explain the protective effects of conscientiousness, these mechanisms were 

not tested. As it stands, no mediator to my knowledge has been reliably established across traits 

or populations, leaving open the question of whether any generalizable mechanism links 

personality to burnout beyond direct emotional tendencies. This dissertation seeks to address this 
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gap by investigating whether the relational ties defined by Dynamic Network Theory offer a 

robust and generalizable mediating mechanism linking personality traits to burnout. 

Social Network Analysis  

Foundations of Social Network Analysis 

Within the field of I/O psychology and management, social network analysis (SNA) 

serves as a methodological approach that investigates patterns of human relations by applying 

graph theory to analyze connections between employees, leaders, teams, and organizations (Chen 

et al., 2022; Kilduff & Krackhardt, 2008). This analytical framework has generated significant 

workplace insights related to leadership, gender, entrepreneurship, individual differences, 

performance ratings, and organizational citizenship behavior, among many other domains (Brass, 

2022; Cullen-Lester et al., 2017; Fang et al., 2021; Landis, 2016; Zhao et al., 2021). Recent 

review articles suggest that the application of SNA within the organizational sciences continues 

to evolve, presenting novel and increasingly nuanced insights into workplace dynamics (Brass, 

2022; Chen et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023). 

At its core, SNA aims to quantify human relationships by modeling connections between 

actors within a given social environment (Kilduff & Krackhardt, 2008). The fundamental 

assumption underlying SNA theory in organizational science is that the position an employee 

occupies in their network reveals insightful patterns capable of predicting important outcomes 

related to leadership, performance, and team functioning (Brass, 2022; Chen et al., 2022). This 

approach measures and visualizes the configuration of social relations with the understanding 

that network structures do not emerge randomly, but rather indicate meaningful patterns of how 

people position themselves within the social world, patterns that can explain important 

organizational outcomes. 
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Key Terminology in Social Network Analysis 

The bullets below provide a brief overview of common social network nomenclature, as 

indicated by McCarty et al., 2019).   

• Node: The fundamental element within a network representing a distinct entity. In SNA, 

nodes typically represent individual actors such as employees or organizations, serving as 

the points of connection within the network structure. 

• Tie: The connection or relationship between nodes in a network. Ties represent the 

specific connection between actors and can vary in type (friendship, advice-seeking, 

collaboration), direction (unidirectional or bidirectional), and strength (weak or strong). 

These connections form the basis for understanding relationship patterns and information 

flow. 

• Alter: In social network analysis, particularly within egocentric network designs, "alter" 

refers to the individuals who are connected to the focal person (ego) in a personal 

network. Alters represent the social contacts identified by the ego when asked about their 

relationships. These connections might include colleagues, friends, family members, or 

other relevant individuals who comprise the ego's social environment 

• Multiplexity: The presence of multiple types of relationships or ties between the same 

set of nodes. Multiplex networks contain different kinds of relationships simultaneously 

(e.g., two colleagues who are also friends and collaborators), capturing the complexity of 

real-world social connections. 

• Density: A measure of network connectedness calculated as the proportion of actual ties 

present relative to the total possible ties in a network. Higher density indicates a more 



 

 22 

interconnected network. Density values range from 0 (no connections) to 1 (all possible 

connections exist), providing insight into overall network cohesiveness. 

• Centrality: A set of metrics identifying the relative importance or influence of nodes 

within a network. Different centrality measures capture various aspects of position and 

influence, including degree centrality (number of direct connections), betweenness 

centrality (bridging position between other nodes), closeness centrality (accessibility to 

other nodes), and eigenvector centrality (connections to influential nodes). 

Methodological Approaches in SNA 

SNA methodology employs two primary research designs: egocentric and sociocentric 

approaches. Egocentric designs (or personal networks) examine the networks of individuals, with 

the primary individual referred to as the "focal actor" or "ego." (McCarty et al., 2019; Perry et 

al., 2018). Social relationships are examined within their personal network by collecting data 

exclusively from the focal actor (Marsden, 1990). This approach typically investigates multiple 

personal networks of actors sampled from a given population. 

When implementing personal network approaches, SNA researchers often measure ego-

alter ties by first asking participants to list relevant social actors via name generators (McCarty et 

al., 2019; Perry et al., 2018). To exemplify, a common name generator is “Who are the people in 

your life with whom you discuss important matters?” (Perry et al., 2018). Subsequently, a name 

interpreter is used to collect data on alters' attributes (often demographic information) and/or the 

nature of the network tie (support, conflict, regularity of contact) (Marsden, 1990; Perry et al., 

2018). While egocentric methodology commonly collects data solely on ego-alter ties, some 

approaches have included alter-alter ties as well, though this represents a more laborious 

approach (McCarty et al., 2019; Perry et al., 2018). Sociocentric designs, conversely, examine all 
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relations within an entire network but confined to a single system (e.g., schools or organizations), 

collecting and compiling data on all relevant actors. This approach typically analyzes very few 

networks, often just one, which maximizes understanding of network dynamics within a specific 

system but limits generalizability across multiple contexts.  To illustrate, an egocentric design 

might survey 500 employees across the United States, asking each to identify their five closest 

workplace relationships and describe those relationships. In contrast, a sociocentric design would 

map every tie among all 150 employees within a single organization. 

In SNA, network relations or ties can vary in content from functional aspects, often 

measured as types of social support (emotional, informational, instrumental), to strength 

dimensions, measured by frequency of contact, degree of closeness, or relationship duration 

(Granovetter, 1973; Perry et al., 2018). Network researchers commonly analyze either network 

composition (e.g., average tie strength, demographic characteristics of alters) or structure (e.g., 

centrality, density, structural holes, cliques) to predict important occupational outcomes (Kilduff 

& Krackhardt, 2008).  However, a criticism of traditional SNA is that it fails to capture the full 

scope of theoretically-informed network relations, for given criteria (Salancik, 1995). However, 

the SNA approach has been valuable in organizational research because it bridges individualistic 

and group-based perspectives, capturing how employees’ function both as individuals and as 

members of complex social systems. By revealing the intricate social architecture of 

organizations, SNA offers insights that traditional methodologies often cannot provide, making it 

an increasingly important tool in contemporary organizational science. 

Big Five and Social Networks 

The intersection of personality psychology and social network analysis provides critical 

insights into how dispositional traits predict the emergence of network characteristics, which in 
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turn influence workplace outcomes. While early structuralist approaches in social network 

research prioritized the primacy of network structures over individual agency (Breiger & Ennis, 

1979; Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994), contemporary scholarship has increasingly acknowledged 

that personality traits actively shape how individuals construct, perceive, and sustain their social 

ties (see Selden & Goodie, 2018 and Landis, 2016 for comprehensive reviews). This integration 

of individual personality with network dynamics offers a compelling framework for 

understanding the mechanisms through which the Big Five traits contribute to professional 

success. Notably, Kilduff and Lee (2020) emphasize the bidirectionality of this relationship, 

contending that while personality influences network positioning, an individual’s network 

position can, in turn, shape the expression and development of personality traits. This perspective 

aligns with the Network Agency model proposed by Tasselli and Kilduff (2020), which situates 

individuals as both architects and products of their social environments. Rather than viewing 

networks as static structures imposed upon individuals, this approach highlights the fluid 

interplay between agency and structure, where individuals leverage their personality traits to 

navigate social landscapes while simultaneously being shaped by their embedded positions 

within them. By moving beyond models of isolated actors, this research trajectory illuminates the 

dynamic, recursive processes through which personality and networks co-evolve, ultimately 

shaping workplace interactions, career trajectories, and organizational outcomes. To fully grasp 

the implications of this dynamic interplay between personality and social networks, it is essential 

to examine how each of the Big Five traits uniquely influences network structure, positioning, 

and function. By synthesizing key findings from the literature, the following section provides a 

focused review of how these traits shape social connectivity and, consequently, workplace 

outcomes.  I address each major factor of the Big 5, in turn.  
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Extraversion 

A wealth of existing research has demonstrated that extraversion predicts larger personal 

networks (Feiler & Kleinbaum, 2015; Kalish & Robins, 2006; Pollet et al., 2011; Wagner et al., 

2014; Zhu et al., 2013). Those high in extraversion expand their networks primarily through non-

kin ties (Bolger & Eckenrode, 1991; Doeven-Eggens et al., 2008) and are more likely to include 

friends rather than family in their core networks (Doeven-Eggens et al., 2008). While extraverts 

build larger networks across all layers of social relationships, this trait facilitates quantity rather 

than emotional depth of connections (Pollet et al., 2011). In workplace contexts, extraverts tend 

to occupy central positions in workplace friendship networks (Casciaro, 1998) and advice 

networks (Neubert & Taggar, 2004). They typically exhibit higher out-degree centrality in 

friendship networks over time (Selfhout et al., 2010) and both higher out-degree and in-degree 

centrality in forming networks (Feiler & Kleinbaum, 2015). Those high in trait extraversion not 

only initiate more social connections, but also tend to bring friends together, resulting in more 

closed and cohesive network structures with fewer structural holes (Kalish & Robins, 2006; 

Landis, 2016). 

Neuroticism 

Unlike extraversion, neuroticism is generally unrelated to overall network size (Totterdell 

et al., 2008; Wagner et al., 2014) but relates to qualitative aspects of network composition and 

structure. Those high in neuroticism tend to list fewer positive relationships (Russell et al., 1997) 

and are more likely to include kin in personal networks (Bolger & Eckenrode, 1991). In 

workplace contexts, findings on neuroticism and centrality vary considerably. Some studies 

show neuroticism negatively predicts in-degree centrality in advice and friendship networks 

(Klein et al., 2004), while others report that administrators higher in neuroticism had greater 
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centrality in district-wide advice networks, a pattern the authors suggest may reflect the 

perceived caution or detail sensitivity often associated with neurotic individuals in high-stakes 

reform environments (Daly et al., 2014). Regarding structure, neurotic individuals perceive more 

structural holes among strong ties but fewer among weak ties (Kalish & Robins, 2006), 

suggesting they perceive close relationships as disconnected while seeing weaker relationships as 

more interconnected. Neuroticism has shown a negative relationship with triads composed 

entirely of strong ties (Rapp et al., 2019; Selden & Goodie, 2018), indicating a preference for 

networks with structural holes that offer greater control over information flow. Low neuroticism 

helps people maintain effortful positions in workplace networks and motivates them to build 

relationships between disconnected people (Landis, 2016). 

Agreeableness 

Evidence on agreeableness and network size is mixed, with some studies finding no 

relationship (Doeven-Eggens et al., 2008; Totterdell et al., 2008) and others showing positive 

correlations with social support network size (Zhu et al., 2013) and network stability over time 

(Wagner et al., 2014). In friendship networks, agreeable people are more likely to be chosen as 

friends (higher in-degree centrality) but not more likely to nominate others (Selfhout et al., 

2010), suggesting agreeableness enhances popularity as a potential friend. In workplace 

networks, agreeableness shows limited relationships with centrality in advice networks (Daly et 

al., 2014; Klein et al., 2004; Neubert & Taggar, 2004), indicating its benefits may be more 

pronounced in voluntary relationships than professional contexts. Structurally, agreeable 

individuals prefer balanced, harmonious configurations, showing negative associations with 

unbalanced triads and positive associations with balanced weak-tie triads (Rapp et al., 2019). 

Agreeable individuals are more likely to serve as boundary spanners in advice networks 
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(Battistoni & Colladon, 2014) and are often motivated to help others connect, thereby increasing 

cohesion in their networks (Landis, 2016). 

Openness  

While cross-sectional studies show no significant relationship between openness and 

overall network size (Totterdell et al., 2008; Zhu et al., 2013), this trait predicts increasing new 

contacts over time (Wagner et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 2013), particularly among potential non-kin 

ties. In workplace settings, workers higher in openness maintained more diverse idea networks, 

suggesting openness relates more to network heterogeneity than size (Baer, 2010).Open 

individuals are more active in initiating social connections (Baams et al., 2015) and are more 

sought after for advice in workplace networks (Neubert & Taggar, 2004). In distributed work 

teams, openness positively relates to both degree and betweenness centrality in communication 

networks (Gloor et al., 2011), making these individuals particularly effective at facilitating 

communication in diverse teams. Structurally, openness associates with maintaining weak ties to 

alters who are strongly connected to each other (Rapp et al., 2019) and with forming connections 

to people in disparate professional groups, which enhances creativity (Landis, 2016). 

Conscientiousness  

While conscientiousness appears unrelated to overall network size (Totterdell et al., 

2008; Wagner et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 2013), it appears to predict aspects of network 

composition. Conscientious individuals maintain more family members in core networks 

(Doeven-Eggens et al., 2008; Wagner et al., 2014) and show greater network stability over time, 

particularly with kin (Wagner et al., 2014). In workplace contexts, conscientiousness has shown 

important associations with network position. Conscientious individuals are more likely to 

occupy central connector positions or peripheral specialist positions in advice networks 
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(Battistoni & Colladon, 2014), show higher degree centrality in workplace friendship networks 

(Lee et al., 2010), and higher in-degree centrality in advice networks (Liu & Ipe, 2010). 

Structurally, conscientiousness positively associates with balanced weak-tie networks while 

negatively relating to weak-tie structural holes (Rapp et al., 2019). Conscientiousness is 

particularly relevant in workplace networks, where conscientious individuals may occupy central 

positions where knowledge, reliability, and performance are important to relationships (Landis, 

2016). 

Dynamic Network Theory 

Theoretical Foundations  

Dynamic Network Theory (DNT) represents a significant advancement in the integration 

of social network analysis with psychological motivation theories. First introduced by Westaby 

in 2012, DNT functions as a comprehensive theoretical framework that synthesizes concepts 

from psychology, management science, and sociology to illuminate how social interactions 

either enhance or impede goal-directed activities and achievements. In contrast to traditional 

social network analysis (SNA), which has historically focused primarily on the structural aspects 

of social connections, DNT introduces a novel approach by explicitly incorporating goal nodes 

into network analyses, thereby creating what is technically classified as a two-mode network 

typology (Wang et al., 2023; Wasserman & Faust, 1994). This innovative theoretical framework 

addresses earlier critiques that SNA lacked sufficient theoretical underpinnings, particularly in 

organizational science contexts (Kilduff & Brass, 2010). In particular, previous researchers have 

challenged the theoretical depth of network analysis, pointing to limitations in how social 

connections were conceptualized and measured (Salancik, 1995). Similarly, scholars had 

observed that traditional SNA approaches often failed to fully represent the richness of human 
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motivation, social cognition, and cognitive feedback loops (Emirbayer & Goodwin, 1994; 

Robins & Kashima, 2008). By nesting the measurement of network ties within the social 

ecosystem of goal pursuits, DNT aims to address these limitations by integrating seminal 

scholarship such as goal-setting theory (Latham & Locke, 1991), social cognitive theory 

(Bandura, 1989), behavioral intention theories (Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Westaby, 

2005; Westaby, Rosemarino & Elliot, 2025), social support theories (Cohen & Willis, 1985), 

conflict theories (Deutsch, 1973), and perceived organizational support frameworks (Rhoades & 

Eisenberger, 2002).  

The conceptual architecture of DNT represents a departure from traditional SNA in 

several important aspects, but important to explain workplace behavior. While traditional SNA 

defines nodes exclusively as social actors with network ties representing social relations between 

them, DNT introduces a dual-node structure: social actors (e.g. person, teams, organizations, 

etc.) and goals/performance (e.g. individual goals, team goals, organization goals, etc.). This 

approach allows DNT to conceptualize and measure both social actor to social actor connections 

and social actor to goal connections, the latter representing relational attributes involved with 

target goals (Wang et al., 2023; Westaby, 2012). Due to the presence of the entity nodes and the 

goal node(s), DNT networks can be described as two-mode networks (Wasserman & Faust, 

1994), which is presumed to better capture the actual multiplex complexities of employee 

behavior, such as working independently on individual performance goals and/or working 

collaboratively with towards team goals. 

DNT Network Ties 

At the core of DNT are two higher-order network ties, network motivation and network 

resistance, each encompassing three first-order network ties (also referred to as subnetworks). 
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Recent empirical validation has confirmed these constructs demonstrate excellent psychometric 

properties, including discriminant validity, factorial validity, and strong internal reliability 

(Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a). As recommended by Koehly and Marcum’s (2018), the 

theoretical scaffolding of DNT network principes is represented by the construct map in Figure 

1. For additional clarity, Table 2 provides definitions and modalities for each DNT tie. 

Consistent with the methodological approach of prior studies (e.g., Rosemarino & Westaby, 

2025a), this dissertation collects both actor to actor ties and actor to goal ties from the alters 

identified by participants. However, the ties measured from the focal actor (i.e., the participant) 

is limited to only actor to goal ties. This methodological decision not only aligns with established 

methodological prescripts (Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a), but also reinforces the theoretical 

focus of this dissertation, differentiating an individual’s own goal-directed efforts from the ways 

in which others in their network shape their job performance. To further illustrate this distinction, 

Table 2 includes examples contrasting actor to actor and actor to goal ties.  

Network Motivation. Network motivation represents a multidimensional construct 

defined as the interpersonal forces that energize and sustain individuals’ pursuit of work goals. It 

reflects the glue that holds goal-directed efforts together across social contexts (Westaby, 2012) 

and is theorized to encapsulate three  multiplex network ties that facilitate goal achievement and 

performance. First, Goal Striving (G) ties represents a pursuit of the goal through direct 

contributions. Importantly, in the case of goal striving the social actor is independently working 

on the goal. To illustrate, a focal actor working independently on their job tasks represents a goal 

striving tie from the focal actor to the focal actor’s goal node. System Support (S) is the second 

tie nested within network motivation, and this linkage involves helping or supporting other social 

entities in the pursuit of the goal or performance, reflecting interdependent social behaviors. An 
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illustration would be a colleague providing advice on how to approach a particular aspect of a 

job task. The third and final network motivation tie is Feedback (FB) which represents entities 

receiving feedback about goal progress. This could manifest as a supervisor providing 

constructive feedback on an employee's performance. 

Network Resistance. While motivational ties support goal pursuit, other network 

connections can act as counterforces, undermining, distracting from, or impeding progress 

toward one’s objectives. According to the DNT framework, these are referred to as network 

resistance ties, which encompass relational dynamics that hinder goal achievement or 

performance. The first network resistance tie is Goal Prevention (P): this tie involves social 

actors independently behaving in a manner that obstructs the goal. An example would be a 

supervisor delaying promised feedback, negatively impacting an employee's ability to complete 

tasks on time. Supportive Resistance (V) is the second network resistance tie which describes 

entities interacting with others interdependently in a manner that obstructs the goal. This might 

manifest as micromanagement during interactions that overcomplicate task completion. System 

Negation (N) represents entities who express negative emotions toward other entities in relation 

to the goal pursuit, such as frustration or anger directed at team members involved in a shared 

project. Beyond these six subnetworks, DNT identifies a seventh linkage, Constructive 

Reactance (R), which describes an entity's effort to constructively react to conflict. Because this 

network tie represents productive reactions to conflict, it occupies a unique position at the 

interface between motivation and resistance, and is not hypothesized as a subdimension of either 

higher-order construct. 
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Table 2: DNT Ties: Dimensions and Definitions.  

Second-order 

Construct 

Subnetwork 

Construct 
Tie Modality Definition 

Workplace example 

(assuming “you” are the 

focal actor) 

Network 

Motivation 

Goal striving 

(G) 

Actor to goal 

Someone works 

directly on your 

work goal  

Focal actor example: You 

are independently working 

on your job tasks. 

Alter example: Noticing 

how busy you are, a 

colleague offers to take a 

task off your “to do” list by 

completing it on their own.  

System 

supporting 

(S) 

Actor to actor 

Someone 

engages with 

you in a manner 

that supports 

your job 

performance 

Focal actor example: You 

proactively engage with 

colleagues in a 

collaborative and 

supportive manner that 

ultimately enhances your 

own work performance 

and goal achievement 

Alter example: A 

coworker supports your 

work performance by 

providing meaningful 

advice. 

Feedback 

(FB) 

Goal to actor 

Someone 

receives 

feedback 

regarding your 

work 

performance 

Focal actor example: You 

proactively elicit feedback 

regarding your work 

performance. 

Alter example: Your 

supervisor monitors your 

performance and delivers 

constructive feedback. 

Network 

Resistance 

Goal 

preventing 

(P) 

Actor to goal 

Someone is 

doing things on 

their own that 

works against 

your job tasks 

Focal actor example: You 

get stuck in perfectionism 

and are unable to complete  

one of your job tasks in a 

timely manner 

Alter example: A colleague 

is late sending you a 

deliverable which, in turn, 

causes you to not be able to 
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meet your upcoming 

deadline. 

Supportive 

resistance 

(V) 

Actor to actor 

Someone 

engages with 

you in a manner 

that makes your 

job harder 

Focal actor example: 

During a team meeting, 

you become overly 

focused on minor details 

and procedural concerns, 

inadvertently complicating 

the discussion in ways that 

hinder your own project 

progress 

Alter example: A  

teammate who is 

collaborating with you on a 

project becomes stuck in 

minutia and looses site of 

the “big picture”. 

System 

negation (N) 

Actor to actor 

Someone is 

upset with you 

in relation to 

your work 

Focal actor example: You 

express frustration or 

disappointment toward a 

colleague regarding their 

contribution to a shared 

project that impacts your 

work objectives 

Alter example: A 

colleague is disappointed 

with the amount of effort 

you are devoting to your 

job tasks. 

  N/A  Constructive Reactance 

(R) 
Actor to Actor 

Some is 

reacting 

constructively 

to a conflict 

with you, in 

relation to your 

work. 

Focal actor example: You 

approach a colleague and 

ask to revisit a previous 

disagreement you had over 

a shared deliverable, in an 

effort to move forward 

Alter example: A 

colleague approaches you 

and asks to revisit a 

previous disagreement you 

had over a shared 

deliverable, in an effort to 

move forward.  
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Figure 1: Dynamic Network Theory’s Construct Map. 
Note. Constructive reactance (R) is hypothesized to be an independent dimension that is not embedded within the 

higher-order constructs of network motivation and resistance according to dynamic network theory. Target actors 

are assessed on lower or single-order constructs.  

 

Empirical Applications of Dynamic Network Theory 

Despite its relatively recent introduction to the literature, DNT has already demonstrated 

empirical utility across diverse contexts. In the realm of computational modeling, Westaby and 

Shon (2017) used DNT principles to predict longitudinal goal striving and achievement in 

complex networks. Their approach demonstrated how network analytics could forecast goal-

directed behaviors over time, providing a tool for understanding dynamic social processes. In the 

broader context of well-being outcomes, Westaby and Rosemarino (2024) have applied DNT 

principles to predict life satisfaction and burnout in national US samples, demonstrating the 

theory's utility for understanding important quality-of-life indicators. In clinical and 

humanitarian contexts, Sardana (2022) applied DNT principles to mental health interventions 

among Syrian refugees. By using network-based interventions to increase system support 

linkages (S) and decrease conflict linkages (P, V, N) among refugee social networks, the study 

demonstrated improvements in refugees' ability to cope with depression. 
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Within organizational sciences, DNT has informed several innovative research streams. 

Westaby et al. (2016) advanced integrative frameworks for studying group interactions working 

toward common goals by demonstrating how verbal and nonverbal behaviors could be quantified 

into role behavior linkages. This approach enabled the analysis of emergent group dynamics such 

as group climates, conflict escalation, de-escalation, and heated conflict cycles. Westaby and 

Parr (2020) employed a participant observer ethnography approach to collect team network data, 

with Quadratic Assignment Procedure analysis confirming significant shared goal striving (G) 

and system support (S) links among entities in the system. Their results also revealed significant 

linkages between goal striving (G) and feedback (FB), suggesting patterns in how feedback 

spreads in the context of goal pursuit. More recently, Russo and Morandin (2023) used DNT to 

analyze how the ecosystem of network relations may facilitate or hinder work-family conflict. 

By applying role behavior linkages to work-family dynamics, they provided novel insights into 

how social networks influence this critical domain of employee well-being. Reflecting this 

growing interest, recent work in leading psychological theory journals has emphasized the need 

to explore the intersection of social networks and goal pursuit through dynamic network 

frameworks (Dalege et al., 2016; Kung & Scholer, 2021). The present study builds on these calls 

by advancing integrative research in this area.  

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 3: HYPOTHESIS GENERATION 
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This chapter outlines the study's hypotheses and corresponding rationale, integrating 

insights from the relevant literature with Dynamic Network Theory predictions. Specifically, this 

section will present three types of predictions. The first type establishes predictions linking DNT 

constructs to organizational outcomes, demonstrating how network motivation and network 

resistance predict job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and burnout. The second type examines 

how Big Five personality traits predict the emergence of DNT ties, addressing both alter 

contributions (how others in the network respond to the focal employee) and ego contributions 

(how the focal employee independently influences their own performance). Given DNT's two-

mode network structure (Wang et al., 2023), predictions encompass six DNT ties alongside the 

higher-order constructs of network motivation and network resistance. Because constructive 

reactance has not predicted any of the three dependent variables in prior studies (Rosemarino & 

Westaby, 2025a, 2025b), it is explored without advancing formal hypotheses. The third type 

develops indirect effect predictions, testing whether DNT ties mediate the relationships between 

personality traits and workplace outcomes. These mediation hypotheses compare alter 

contributions with focal actor contributions to determine whether personality-outcome 

relationships operate primarily through social dynamics or through the focal employee's 

independent network behaviors. The hypothesized direct and indirect effects are visually 

summarized in Figure 2. Importantly, direct and indirect effect predictions made a for openness, 

as this trait has not shown consistent relationships with any of the three outcomes of the present 

study (Angelini, 2023; Judge et al., 2002; Zimmerman, 2008). However, openness is included in 

the last segment of predictions, discussed below.  

Beyond these foundational predictions, this study advances a fourth type of prediction 

examining personality interaction effects. These moderator hypotheses represent a theoretical 
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advancement that acknowledges individuals as complex systems of interacting traits rather than 

collections of isolated trait expressions. Specifically, I propose that extraversion, agreeableness, 

and conscientiousness may serve as moderators that amplify or suppress the behavioral 

tendencies of other Big Five traits in workplace contexts. This approach addresses a limitation 

that I believe currently describes modern personality research, which predominantly treats traits 

as independent antecedents, by systematically modeling traits as both predictors and moderators 

simultaneously.  

Finally, in accordance with Rosemarino and Westaby (2025b), this study will explore 

rich actor-level effects to examine whether personality traits predict the unique contributions 

across specific social actor categories (e.g., supervisors, coworkers, upper management) within 

employees' networks. This analysis will determine whether certain relationships more powerfully 

explain trait-outcome dynamics than others, providing granular insights into how personality 

manifests through distinct workplace relationships. 

Direct effects: DNT Ties → Organizational Outcomes 

Job Satisfaction  

Previous DNT research has established the predictive validity of alter network motivation 

for job satisfaction; specifically, in path analyses conducted by Rosemarino and Westaby 

(2025b), alter network motivation positively predicted job satisfaction. Alter network motivation 

represents the aggregate efforts within an employee's social network to accomplish performance 

goals, including goal striving, system support, and feedback transmission from colleagues toward 

the focal employee. These behaviors signal interpersonal investment and facilitate goal 

accomplishment, which predicts satisfaction (Locke & Latham, 2002). 
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In a more general sense, meta-analytic evidence demonstrates that organizational support 

predicts employee satisfaction (Kurtessis et al., 2017), while feedback mechanisms have been 

established as job resources that enhance satisfaction within job demands-resources theory 

(Bakker et al., 2014). Although these findings provide theoretical clues suggesting that 

supportive network behaviors may enhance satisfaction, DNT measures differ fundamentally 

from traditional organizational support constructs in their specificity and measurement approach. 

Unlike broad perceived organizational support measures (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002), DNT 

ties are explicitly tethered to specific performance goals and assessed at the dyadic level between 

the focal employee and each individual network member (Wang et al., 2023; Westaby, 2012), 

providing a more granular and goal-directed perspective on how social relationships influence 

workplace outcomes. 

Furthermore, employees embedded in dense supportive networks report higher workplace 

satisfaction (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2017), as these relationships facilitate goal accomplishment 

and provide the instrumental and emotional resources necessary for workplace well-being. 

Notably, while traditional social network analysis has produced mixed results regarding network 

position and satisfaction (Brass, 1981; Shaw, 1954; Yuan et al., 2022), DNT's focus on the 

content and directionality of network ties, rather than structural position alone, provides a more 

robust framework for understanding how social relationships influence workplace attitudes. 

While alter network motivation captures the supportive contributions that others make 

toward the focal employee's performance, we now turn to predictions regarding ego network 

motivation and its effects on satisfaction. Ego network motivation reflects the focal employee's 

own efforts and engagement patterns that directly contribute to their own performance 

objectives. We therefore seek to replicate previous findings that have observed a positive 
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relationship between ego network motivation and life satisfaction documented in previous DNT 

research (Westaby & Rosemarino, 2024), extending this finding to the organizational context 

where goal-directed behaviors may similarly enhance job-related well-being. When employees 

actively engage in goal striving, seek feedback, and provide support to colleagues in ways that 

ultimately benefit their own performance objectives, these self-directed motivational behaviors 

create reinforcing cycles of achievement and positive workplace experiences that should enhance 

satisfaction. 

• Hypothesis 1a: Alter network motivation positively predicts job satisfaction. 

• Hypothesis 1b: Ego network motivation positively predicts job satisfaction. 

 

Turnover Intentions  

As previously stated, network resistance encompasses behaviors that hinder goal 

achievement, including goal prevention, supportive resistance, and system negation (Westaby, 

2012). Multiple regression analyses in previous DNT research have demonstrated that resistance 

subnetworks positively predicted turnover intentions (Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a). When 

employees perceive colleagues as obstructing their performance through independent 

preventative actions or problematic social interactions, these experiences likely generate 

workplace strain and withdrawal cognitions. By extension, conservation of resources theory 

suggests that persistent exposure to hindering forces depletes psychological resources, prompting 

employees to seek alternative employment opportunities (Hobfoll, 1989). 

Conversely, ego network motivation represents proactive engagement that should buffer 

against turnover intentions, which has been observed in previous research (Rosemarino & 

Westaby, 2025a). Employees who actively strive toward goals, seek feedback, and engage 

supportively with colleagues probably develop stronger organizational attachment and 
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performance satisfaction. Furthermore, ego network resistance captures self-sabotaging 

behaviors such as procrastination or counterproductive social interactions, which has 

longitudinally predicted turnover intentions in previous DNT research (Rosemarino & Westaby, 

2025a). 

• Hypothesis 2a: Alter network resistance positively predicts turnover intentions. 

• Hypothesis 2b: Ego network motivation negatively predicts turnover intentions. 

• Hypothesis 2c: Ego network resistance positively predicts turnover intentions. 

 

Burnout  

Multiple regression analyses in previous DNT research have confirmed that network 

resistance subnetworks positively predicted employee burnout (Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a). 

From a Job-demands resource (JD-R) framework perspective, network resistance forces 

constitute job demands that impose psychological strain on employees (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2017). When colleagues engage in goal prevention, supportive resistance, or express negative 

emotions towards another employee's work performance, these experiences are likely to impose 

chronic stress that depletes emotional resources. JD-R theory suggests that persistent exposure to 

hindering forces without adequate resources leads to exhaustion and cynicism characteristic of 

burnout (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). 

On the other hand, ego network motivation likely serves as a protective factor against 

burnout by fostering engagement and performance accomplishments. Employees who actively 

pursue goals, seek feedback, and cultivate supportive workplace relationships develop greater 

resilience and access to job resources that serve as protective buffers against the emotional 

depletion and cynicism characteristic of burnout (Bakker et al., 2014). Conversely, ego network 

resistance reflects self-defeating patterns such as procrastination or engaging in 
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counterproductive interactions that may exacerbate stress and contribute to burnout 

symptomatology. 

• Hypothesis 3a: Alter network resistance positively predicts burnout. 

• Hypothesis 3b: Ego network motivation negatively predicts burnout. 

• Hypothesis 3c: Ego network resistance positively predicts burnout. 

 

Direct effects: Big Five → DNT ties 

Extraversion—Alter Predictions  

People high in extraversion are highly sociable, assertive, and have a general tendency to 

experience positive emotions (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Previous research has demonstrated that 

extraverts maintain larger and more socially embedded networks compared to their introverted 

counterparts (Selfhout et al., 2010). These individuals tend to seek out and foster social 

relationships that facilitate both professional and personal support, which aligns with DNT's 

network motivation, ties that support goal performance (Westaby, 2012). In particular, Bowling 

and colleagues (2005) found that extraversion predicts receiving greater workplace social 

support, particularly for job-related matters. Moreover, extraverts' tendency to cultivate positive 

emotions in social situations makes them more likely to inspire and attract support from others. 

Social exchange theory suggests that individuals who provide social support tend to receive it in 

return, with the tendency towards reciprocation functioning as a core mechanism (Cropanzano & 

Mitchell, 2005; Gouldner, 1960). 

I expect that extraverted individuals likely elicit greater alter goal striving within their 

professional networks. When conceptualizing work performance as the goal node, alter goal 

striving manifests as colleagues directly contributing to the focal employee's responsibilities. I 

expect the assertiveness facet of extraversion (Soto & John, 2017) may enable highly extraverted 

employees to make potentially uncomfortable or imposing requests that others might hesitate to 
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voice, such as asking colleagues to assume responsibility for specific tasks. However, when 

combined with the warmth and sociability that extraverts are known for (Woods & Anderson, 

2016), these requests may be received more positively, making colleagues more willing to step in 

and assist. As a result, extraverts may be more likely to benefit from coworkers who occasionally 

take on tasks to support their performance, reinforcing their integration into a socially supportive 

network. 

Those higher in trait extraversion also appear to experience enhanced feedback 

opportunities through their assertiveness in seeking information across their broader networks. 

Their sociability likely facilitates frequent interactions with supervisors and colleagues, creating 

natural occasions for performance feedback. Furthermore, their positive affectivity (Watson, 

Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) may reduce others' hesitation in providing feedback. Additional 

research further supports these aforementioned patterns with extraversion predicting not only 

larger social networks but also greater network density and interconnectedness, suggesting 

extraverts create social environments where collaboration and information sharing naturally 

flourish (Mund & Neyer, 2014). This aligns with findings from organizational settings where 

extraverts demonstrate greater embedding in communication networks (Kleinbaum, Jordan, & 

Audia, 2015), positioning them to receive more goal-directed assistance. Synthesizing this logic, 

I form the following predictions: 

• Hypothesis 4a: Extraversion will positively predict alter network motivation. 

• Exploratory analysis A: Extraversion will positively predict alter goal striving, alter 

system support, and alter feedback. 

 

Extraversion—Ego Predictions  

Employees high in extraversion are characterized by their sociability, assertiveness, and 

general tendency toward positive emotions, traits that fundamentally shape how they approach 
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workplace interactions and goal pursuit (Costa & McCrae, 1992). I expect employees high in 

extraversion to engage more frequently in network-motivational behaviors aimed at enhancing 

their own job performance. Extraverts' heightened sensitivity to rewards, driven by a more 

responsive neurobiological reward system, makes them especially receptive to achievement-

related incentives (Depue & Collins, 1999). This neurological profile theoretically stimulates 

more consistent goal activation, particularly when success may yield social or status-related 

benefits that are prevalent in workplace contexts (Smillie, 2013). The underlying dopaminergic 

mechanisms predispose extraverts toward sustained effort and resilience when confronting 

obstacles in their performance pursuits (DeYoung, 2013). 

When considering how extraverts support their own work performance through social 

means, they actively cultivate collaborative exchanges that facilitate their job performance. Their 

characteristic assertiveness and positive affectivity significantly lower inhibitions against 

initiating goal-aligned interactions (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988), complementing research 

that demonstrates employees high in extraversion more readily offer supportive behaviors to 

colleagues (Bowling et al., 2005). This pattern of proactive support provision conceptually 

parallels the DNT framework's outgoing system support ties, where individuals engage with 

others in ways that ultimately enhance their own performance objectives. Research by Krasman 

(2010) demonstrates that extraverts more proactively seek performance feedback, indicating a 

stronger motivation to obtain information that can enhance their work outcomes. Bell and Arthur 

(2008) further found that extraverts' positive reactions during feedback exchanges make them 

more receptive and approachable, reinforcing their tendency to foster motivational social 

interactions. Additional studies on feedback-seeking behavior confirm that extraverts employ 

both direct inquiry and monitoring strategies more frequently to obtain performance information 



 

 44 

(Anseel et al., 2015). This proactive approach to performance improvement creates a self-

reinforcing feedback cycle that enhances their trajectory toward work goals. 

• Hypothesis 4b: Extraversion will positively predict ego network motivation. 

• Exploratory analysis B: Extraversion will positively predict ego goal striving, ego 

support and ego feedback. 

 

On the other hand, extraversion likely also buffers against behaviors that constitute 

network resistance. The positive emotionality component of extraversion correlates strongly with 

approach motivation and reduced avoidance tendencies (Elliot & Thrash, 2002), suggesting those 

high in extraversion are less likely to unintentionally sabotage their own performance through 

procrastination or counterproductive work behaviors, behaviors corresponding to ego goal 

prevention. Furthermore, the proactive and assertive components of extraversion have been 

associated with cooperative engagement patterns rather than hostile or passive-aggressive 

interaction styles (Jensen-Campbell & Graziano, 2001), suggesting those high in extraversion 

exhibit fewer negation expressions toward colleagues that might compromise their own 

performance objectives. Additionally, their lower levels of interpersonal rumination following 

workplace conflicts (McCullough et al., 2001) suggests they would be less likely to express 

negative emotions toward colleagues in ways that ultimately compromise their own performance 

objectives. These theoretical propositions extend the temperamental model of personality that 

has identified positive affectivity as a core characteristic of extraversion by applying this 

established trait feature within a social-professional context (Lucas et al., 2008). 

 

• Hypothesis 4c: Extraversion will negatively predict ego network resistance. 

• Exploratory analysis C: Extraversion will negatively predict ego goal prevention and 

ego negation. 

 

Agreeableness—Alter Predictions 
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Employees high in agreeableness are characterized by their cooperative, trusting, and 

prosocial orientation, traits that fundamentally shape how others respond to them in workplace 

contexts (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Previous research demonstrates that agreeable individuals 

both give and receive greater workplace social support, as their friendly and accommodating 

nature creates reciprocal supportive exchanges (Bowling et al., 2005). Social exchange theory 

suggests that agreeable employees' consistent demonstrations of kindness, empathy, and 

cooperation are likely to engender positive responses from colleagues, where others may feel 

motivated to reciprocate these prosocial behaviors (Gouldner, 1960). Furthermore, agreeable 

individuals' non-threatening and harmonious interaction style is likely to make colleagues more 

comfortable offering assistance and feedback. Their trusting and altruistic tendencies likely 

create psychological safety within relationships, encouraging network members to engage in 

supportive behaviors such as providing advice, sharing resources, and offering constructive 

feedback regarding the focal employee's performance objectives. 

Conversely, agreeableness serves as a protective factor against experiencing network 

resistance from colleagues. Individuals low in agreeableness tend to be blunt, self-centered, and 

lacking in empathy, characteristics that often frustrate coworkers and are less likely to elicit 

cooperative responses (Graziano et al., 1996). Previous research has demonstrated that low 

agreeableness predicts workplace incivility victimization, as disagreeable employees engage in 

behaviors perceived as irritating and provocative, such as becoming argumentative, 

confrontational, and disrespectful (Milam et al., 2009). These behaviors probably create 

interpersonal friction that may manifest as colleagues becoming less willing to collaborate 

effectively and more likely to express negative emotions regarding work interactions. 

Additionally, highly agreeable employees' emphasis on interpersonal harmony and conflict 
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avoidance is likely to reduce opportunities for problematic social exchanges. Their considerate 

and cooperative demeanor probably decreases the likelihood that interactions will become 

complicated or counterproductive, thereby minimizing experiences of supportive resistance and 

system negation from their professional networks. 

• Hypothesis 5a: Agreeableness will positively predict alter network motivation. 

• Exploratory analysis D: Agreeableness will positively predict alter system support and 

alter feedback. 

 As previously established, agreeableness serves as a protective factor against 

experiencing network resistance from colleagues (Burch & Anderson, 2009). The prosocial and 

cooperative nature of employees high in agreeableness fundamentally alters how others interact 

with them in professional settings. Individuals low in agreeableness, conversely, tend to be blunt, 

self-centered, and lacking in empathy, characteristics that often frustrate coworkers and are likely 

to elicit less cooperative responses (Graziano et al., 1996). Previous research has demonstrated 

that low agreeableness predicts workplace incivility victimization, as employees low in 

agreeableness engage in behaviors perceived as irritating and provocative, such as becoming 

argumentative, confrontational, and disrespectful (Milam et al., 2009). These behaviors probably 

create interpersonal friction that may manifest as colleagues becoming less willing to collaborate 

effectively and more likely to express negative emotions regarding work interactions. 

Employees high in agreeableness emphasize interpersonal harmony and conflict 

avoidance, which is likely to reduce opportunities for problematic social exchanges. Their 

considerate and cooperative demeanor probably decreases the likelihood that interactions will 

become complicated or counterproductive, thereby minimizing experiences of supportive 

resistance and system negation from their professional networks. When colleagues interact with 

individuals high in agreeableness, I believe they likely experience smoother collaborative 
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processes with fewer instances where interactions unintentionally complicate task completion. 

Similarly, the considerate, cooperative nature of employees high in agreeableness is likely to 

elicit fewer expressions of negative emotions from colleagues, as their preference for creating 

harmony in relationships and demonstrated likeability decrease the likelihood of experiencing 

social backlash in the workplace.  

• Hypothesis 5b : Agreeableness will negatively predict alter network resistance. 

• Exploratory analysis E: Agreeableness will negatively predict alter supportive resistance 

and alter system negation. 

Agreeableness—Ego Predictions  

Employees high in agreeableness demonstrate heightened motivation to engage in 

supportive social behaviors that ultimately facilitate their own work performance. Their prosocial 

orientation is likely to drive them to initiate collaborative exchanges that create mutually 

beneficial workplace relationships (LePine et al., 2002). The cooperative tendencies inherent in 

agreeableness may manifest as willingness to help colleagues with work tasks when such 

assistance ultimately supports their own performance objectives. Furthermore, individuals high 

in agreeableness emphasize maintaining positive relationships, which probably motivates them 

to engage constructively with network members, as harmonious interactions are likely to reduce 

interpersonal friction and create more conducive environments for achieving personal work 

goals. Their natural inclination toward empathy and consideration may lead them to invest in 

relationship-building behaviors that generate reciprocal support and facilitate performance 

success. 

• Hypothesis 5c: Agreeableness will positively predict ego network motivation. 

• Exploratory analyses F: Agreeableness will positively predict ego system support. 

 Conversely, agreeableness is likely to serve as a protective factor against self-generated 

network resistance. Individuals high in agreeableness prioritize interpersonal harmony and are 



 

 48 

probably motivated to avoid behaviors that might damage workplace relationships (Graziano & 

Eisenberg, 1997). Their empathic concern for others may make them less likely to express 

negative emotions toward colleagues, even when experiencing frustration or disappointment with 

work-related interactions. Additionally, employees high in agreeableness possess conflict-

avoidant tendencies that probably reduce the likelihood that they will engage in confrontational 

or hostile behaviors that could compromise their professional relationships. 

 In contrast, employees low in agreeableness are characterized by bluntness, self-

centeredness, and reduced empathy, traits that may predispose them to express frustration and 

disappointment toward network members more readily. When individuals low in agreeableness 

encounter workplace challenges or interpersonal conflicts, they may be more likely to direct 

negative emotions toward colleagues, expressing anger, disappointment, or criticism regarding 

others' contributions to their work performance. Their reduced concern for maintaining 

interpersonal harmony may lower inhibitions against expressing these negative evaluations, 

particularly when they perceive others as falling short of expectations or hindering their work 

objectives. This orientation toward prioritizing task outcomes over relationship maintenance is 

likely to manifest as increased expressions of system negation toward network members. 

• Hypothesis 5d: Agreeableness will negatively predict ego network resistance. 

• Exploratory analysis G: Agreeableness will negatively predict ego negation. 

Conscientiousness—Alter Predictions  

Employees high in conscientiousness are characterized by their reliability, organization, 

and achievement orientation, traits that are likely to inspire confidence and support from 

colleagues (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Previous research demonstrates that conscientiousness 

predicts central positions in workplace advice networks, as colleagues view individuals high in 

conscientiousness as dependable sources of expertise and assistance (Battistoni & Colladon, 
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2014). The systematic and goal-oriented approach of employees high in conscientiousness 

(Burch & Anderson, 2009) probably signals competence and dedication, which may encourage 

others to invest in their success. Furthermore, individuals high in conscientiousness possess a 

reputation for follow-through and quality work that is likely to create trust within professional 

relationships, making colleagues more willing to provide support and feedback. Their 

demonstrated commitment to excellence and organizational objectives may motivate network 

members to contribute to their performance goals, as supporting an employee high in 

conscientiousness probably represents a worthwhile investment that is likely to yield positive 

outcomes for the broader team or organization.  

The reliability and organizational skills characteristic of employees high in 

conscientiousness probably create positive expectations among colleagues regarding their 

competence and potential for success. When network members perceive someone as dependable 

and achievement-oriented, they may be more inclined to offer assistance and share performance-

related information, as these investments are likely to be well-utilized and reciprocated. 

Additionally, individuals high in conscientiousness tend to be methodical in their approach to 

work (Costa & McCrae, 1992), which may make colleagues more comfortable providing 

feedback for several reasons. First, employees high in conscientiousness generally perform at 

higher levels, and thus I expect that this may mean that feedback is more likely to be positive in 

nature, making it easier and more pleasant for colleagues to deliver. Second, even when 

constructive feedback is necessary, individuals high in conscientiousness typically have 

developed codified and systematized approaches to their work (Costa & McCrae, 1992), which 

may allow the feedback to be oriented towards specific processes or methods rather than 

personal characteristics. This separation between process and person probably makes colleagues 
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more comfortable offering suggestions, as the feedback can be framed around improving systems 

rather than criticizing the individual. 

Conversely, providing feedback to employees low in conscientiousness may be more 

challenging for network members. These individuals are more likely to require negative 

feedback due to performance issues, time management difficulties, or procrastination tendencies 

(Pearn, 2003). Furthermore, employees low in conscientiousness often lack the systematic work 

processes (Burch & Anderson, 2009), and I expect that this would allow feedback to be 

separated from personal characteristics. As a result, colleagues may find it harder to provide 

constructive input without appearing to criticize the individual's character, making them less 

likely to offer feedback altogether. 

• Hypothesis 6a: Conscientiousness will positively predict alter network motivation. 

• Exploratory analysis H: Conscientiousness will positively predict alter system support 

and alter feedback. 

Conscientiousness—Ego Predictions 

Employees high in conscientiousness exhibit strong self-regulation and goal orientation 

that naturally manifests as network-motivational behaviors (DeYoung, 2014). Their achievement 

orientation is likely to drive sustained goal orientation efforts toward performance objectives 

(Bates et al., 2023), embodying the goal striving subnetwork of network motivation. 

Additionally, their systematic approach to work may include proactive feedback-seeking 

behaviors, as individuals high in conscientiousness may be more likely to recognize that 

performance information is essential for continuous improvement (VandeWalle, 2003). The 

organizational and planning tendencies inherent in conscientiousness are also likely to extend to 

relationship management, where these employees may strategically cultivate supportive 

interactions that facilitate their work objectives.  
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• Hypothesis 6b: Conscientiousness will positively predict ego network motivation. 

• Exploratory analysis I: Conscientiousness will positively predict ego goal striving, ego 

system support, and ego feedback. 

Neuroticism—Alter Predictions 

 Individuals high in neuroticism are characterized by emotional instability, anxiety, and 

negative affectivity, and this set of traits may predispose employees to strain workplace 

relationships and reduce supportive exchanges (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Previous research 

indicates that those high in neuroticism are less likely to report feeling supported by others 

(Swickert & Owens, 2010). This may be due to a tendency toward emotional volatility and 

pessimistic interpretations (Costa & McCrae, 1992). The heightened stress reactivity and 

negative emotional expressions characteristic of neuroticism may make colleagues less inclined 

to offer assistance or feedback. Furthermore, individuals high in neuroticism often experience 

workplace ostracism and exclusion, as their emotional instability and interpersonal difficulties 

provoke frustration from network members (Hetland et al., 2024). Employees high in 

neuroticism possess a tendency toward catastrophic thinking and emotional overreactions (Costa 

& McCrae, 1992) that probably makes collaborative work more difficult. I expect that this may 

lead others to inadvertently obstruct their performance through avoidance or problematic 

interactions. Conversely, the stress-tolerant disposition of those low in neuroticism (or high in 

emotional stability) should make them more appealing collaborative partners, encouraging 

network members to maintain cooperative relationships and thus ultimately increasing the 

likelihood that they will receive network motivation in the form of feedback and support. 

• Hypothesis 7a: Neuroticism will negatively predict alter network motivation. 

• Exploratory analyses J: Neuroticism will negatively predict alter support and alter 

feedback. 
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 The emotional instability and interpersonal difficulties associated with high neuroticism 

likely increase the likelihood of experiencing network resistance from others, a phenomenon that 

I argue fundamentally differs from the inability to elicit network motivation from others. 

Individuals high in neuroticism possess tendencies toward emotional volatility, catastrophic 

thinking, and negative interpretations (Costa & McCrae, 1992), which over time, may increase 

the degree off annoyance or irritability that colleagues may feel towards the person, eventually 

culminating in rude or hostile interactions, reminiscent of DNT’s negation and supportive 

resistance.  

The chronic negativity and stress contagion effects of individuals high in neuroticism 

may elicit expressions of disappointment or frustration from network members who, themselves, 

find these interactions emotionally draining. When colleagues consistently encounter this 

emotional volatility and pessimistic interpretations, they may begin to express negative emotions 

regarding work interactions with these individuals. Additionally, the tendency of employees high 

in neuroticism toward catastrophic thinking may inadvertently prompt colleagues to engage in 

goal prevention behaviors, as others may avoid collaboration or withhold resources to minimize 

exposure to emotional instability. On the other hand, individuals low in neuroticism (or those 

higher in emotional stability) are likely to maintain consistent emotional regulation and positive 

interpretations of workplace events, making colleagues more comfortable with collaboration and 

less likely to engage in resistant behaviors. 

• Hypothesis 7b: Neuroticism will positively predict alter network resistance. 

• Exploratory analysis K: Neuroticism will positively predict alter goal prevention, alter 

supportive resistance and alter negation. 

Neuroticism—Ego Predictions 
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I expect employees high in neuroticism to be more likely to engage in self-defeating 

behaviors that, within the DNT framework, constitute increased expression of ego network 

resistance. Their tendency toward negative self-evaluation and heightened anxiety may serve as 

catalysts for self-sabotaging behaviors, such as procrastination or self-initiated workplace 

distractions (Burch & Anderson, 2009), which would correspond to increased ego goal 

prevention in DNT terms. Similarly, the elevated negative emotionality characteristic of 

employees high in neuroticism (Costa & McCrae, 1992) may make them more prone to 

expressing frustration or irritation toward colleagues during periods of workplace stress. 

Furthermore, I anticipate that this emotional instability may lead them to react defensively or 

hostilely during what might otherwise be minor interpersonal disagreements or light-hearted 

exchanges. I expect that such patterns, over time, have the potential to damage workplace 

relationships that could otherwise be leveraged positively toward work objectives. In contrast, I 

posit that employees higher in emotional stability are more likely to regulate their emotions 

effectively and avoid self-defeating interpersonal behaviors. 

• Hypothesis 7c: Neuroticism will positively predict ego network resistance. 

o Exploratory analyses L: Neuroticism will positively predict ego goal prevention 

and ego negation. 
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Figure 2: Visual Depiction of Hypothesized Direct and Indirect Effects. 

Indirect effects: Big Five → DNT ties → Organizational Outcomes.  

The mediation hypotheses presented hereinafter represent the central theoretical 

contribution of this research, demonstrating that DNT ties account for the well-established 

relationships between Big Five personality traits and the three organizationally critical outcomes 

of job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and burnout. This section culminates in Hypothesis 8, 

which provides the overarching test of whether personality traits collectively operate through 

DNT mechanisms to influence workplace well-being, representing the grand theoretical 

prediction that unifies all preceding arguments. This mediation framework suggests that 

personality traits do not operate in isolation to predict workplace outcomes, but rather exert their 

influence through the social network dynamics that individuals create and experience. From a 

theoretical perspective, personality traits represent enduring patterns of thought, feeling, and 

behavior that are likely to manifest through interpersonal interactions and goal-directed activities 
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(Burch & Anderson, 2009; Pearn, 2003). Rather than personality directly determining 

satisfaction, burnout, or turnover intentions, I posit that the relationships between the Big Five 

traits and these three organizational outcomes will be mediated by the presence of DNT's 

motivational and resistance ties. This theoretical mechanism operates as employees high in 

extraversion cultivate supportive network relationships, when individuals high in agreeableness 

avoid generating interpersonal conflict, when employees high in conscientiousness engage in 

systematic goal pursuit, and when individuals high in neuroticism experience heightened 

emotional reactivity that shapes the emergence of specific network dynamics influencing goal 

performance pursuit. This mediation perspective suggests that understanding personality-

outcome relationships requires examining the social network processes through which 

personality traits ultimately influence workplace well-being. Hypothesis 8 seeks to globally test 

these mediation effects by examining whether the Big Five personality traits collectively exert 

indirect effects on job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and burnout through DNT ties. 

As will be presented during this dissertation proposal’s analytical procedures section, this 

research will also examine whether personality traits account for unique variance in the 

occupational outcomes above and beyond their effects through DNT ties. This analytical 

approach involves testing for direct effects of the Big Five traits on job satisfaction, turnover 

intentions, and burnout while simultaneously controlling for the proposed DNT mediators. The 

theoretical implications of these direct effect analyses are substantial for understanding the 

mechanisms through which personality influences workplace outcomes. If significant direct 

effects emerge, this would indicate that personality dispositions account for variance in 

occupational outcomes that cannot be explained by the social network dynamics captured 

through DNT measures, suggesting that individual differences operate through additional 
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pathways beyond interpersonal network mechanisms. Conversely, if no direct effects are 

observed when DNT ties are included as mediators, this would provide compelling evidence that 

the social situational variables represented by network motivation and resistance fully account 

for the relationships between personality and workplace outcomes. Such findings would support 

a predominantly social-environmental explanation for personality-outcome relationships, 

demonstrating that individual differences primarily manifest through the network dynamics 

people create and experience rather than through direct dispositional effects. While no specific 

predictions regarding the presence or absence of direct effects are put forth, these analyses will 

provide critical insights into whether personality operates primarily through social mechanisms 

or retains independent explanatory power beyond network-based processes. 

• Hypotheses 8: The Big Five personality traits will exert indirect effects on job 

satisfaction, turnover intentions, and burnout via Network Motivation and Network 

Resistance Ties. 

  

 The following section presents the specific indirect effect pathways that represent how I 

believe personality traits operate through particular DNT mechanisms to influence workplace 

outcomes. These predictions represent a logical extension of the direct effects arguments 

presented in the previous sections, where personality traits predict the emergence of specific 

DNT ties, and those ties subsequently predict organizational outcomes. The combination of these 

direct relationships forms theoretically grounded indirect effect pathways. However, for 

theoretical purposes, a brief justification will accompany each specific indirect effect prediction 

to clarify the mechanisms through which personality traits are expected to influence workplace 

well-being via network dynamics. 

Indirect Effects for Extraversion 



 

 57 

The relationship between extraversion and job satisfaction may operate through the 

enhanced social support networks that extraverted individuals cultivate (Landis, 2016; Neubert & 

Taggar, 2004 ). I posit that a significant portion of this relationship operates through the 

motivational network environments that those high in extraversion are likely to foster. Their 

sociability and assertiveness likely generate collaborative relationships that provide instrumental 

and emotional resources, where the support received becomes a proximal mechanism linking 

extraversion to enhanced satisfaction. 

• Hypothesis 9a: Extraversion will exert indirect effects on job satisfaction through alter 

network motivation (Extraversion→ (+) Alt Motiv → (+) Job satisfaction). 

 

The protective effect of extraversion against burnout may operate through the proactive 

motivational behaviors that extraverted employees engage in. I argue that extraversion buffers 

against burnout not merely through positive emotional tendencies, but through the goal-directed 

network patterns that extraverts create. I expect their systematic approach to goal pursuit, 

feedback-seeking, and supportive engagement generates cycles of achievement and positive 

workplace experiences that preserve emotional resources and prevent burnout. 

• Hypothesis 9b: Extraversion will exert indirect effects on burnout through ego network 

motivation. (Extraversion→ (+) Ego Motiv → (-) Burnout). 

 

Indirect Effects for Agreeableness 

The relationship between agreeableness and job satisfaction may be explained through the 

social support mechanisms that individuals high in agreeableness cultivate. While employees 

high in agreeableness may possess dispositional tendencies toward positive workplace attitudes 

(Burch & Anderson, 2009) their satisfaction is likely amplified through the supportive network 

environments they create. I posit that agreeableness operates indirectly on satisfaction by 

fostering collaborative relationships that provide the instrumental and emotional resources 
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necessary for workplace well-being, whereby the social support received becomes the proximal 

predictor of satisfaction outcomes. 

• Hypothesis 10a: Agreeableness will exert indirect effects on job satisfaction through 

alter network motivation. (Agreeableness→ (+) Alt Mot → (+) Job satisfaction). 

 

 The protective effect of agreeableness against burnout may operate through the reduction 

of interpersonal conflicts and negative social experiences that individuals high in agreeableness 

encounter from their professional networks. I argue that employees high in agreeableness benefit 

from reduced exposure to the types of hindering social forces that typically contribute to 

emotional exhaustion and cynicism. By fostering harmonious relationships and 

minimizing interpersonal friction, individuals high in agreeableness probably experience fewer 

of the chronic workplace stressors that deplete emotional resources and lead to burnout 

symptomatology.  

 

• Hypothesis 10b: Agreeableness will exert indirect effects on burnout through reduced 

alter network resistance (Agreeableness→ (-) Alt Res → (+) Burnout). 

 

Indirect Effects for Conscientiousness 

The relationship between conscientiousness and job satisfaction (Judge et al., 2001) may be 

partially explained through the supportive network environments that employees high in 

conscientiousness cultivate through their reliability and competence (Liu & Ipe, 2010). In other 

words, I expect that a significant portion of this relationship operates through the social capital 

that individuals high in conscientiousness build. Their demonstrated reliability and performance 

excellence probably create positive expectations among colleagues, leading to increased support 

and feedback that enhances satisfaction beyond what conscientiousness alone would predict. 

• Hypothesis 11a: Conscientiousness will exert indirect effects on job satisfaction through 

alter network motivation (Conscientiousness → (+) Alt Mot → (+) Job Satisfaction). 
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The relationship between conscientiousness and positive workplace outcomes may be 

mediated through the proactive network behaviors that individuals high in conscientiousness 

engage in. I expect that their systematic approach to goal pursuit and relationship management 

probably generates cycles where their own proactive efforts (such as seeking feedback, engaging 

supportively with colleagues, and maintaining goal focus) lead to enhanced personal 

performance and reduced workplace stress, which in turn motivates continued engagement in 

these beneficial behaviors, ultimately resulting in sustained positive workplace experiences that 

explain why conscientiousness is such a robust predictor of workplace well-being. Conversely, 

employees low in conscientiousness may be less likely to engage in these proactive behaviors, 

potentially missing opportunities to build supportive relationships and seek performance-

enhancing feedback. Their tendency toward disorganization and reduced goal focus may result in 

less consistent network motivation behaviors, which may limit their ability to buffer against 

negative workplace outcomes.  

• Hypothesis 11b: Conscientiousness will exert indirect effects on job satisfaction through 

ego network motivation (Conscientiousness → (+) Ego Mot → (+) Job satisfaction). 

 

• Hypothesis 11c: Conscientiousness will exert indirect effects on turnover intentions 

through ego network motivation (Conscientiousness → (+) Ego Mot → (-) Turnover 

intentions). 

 

• Hypothesis 11d: Conscientiousness will exert indirect effects on burnout through ego 

network motivation (Conscientiousness → (+) Ego Mot → (-) Burnout). 

Indirect Effects for Neuroticism 

The well-established relationship between neuroticism and job satisfaction may be 

partially explained through the deteriorated social support networks that individuals high in 

neuroticism experience. Specifically, I expect that a substantial portion of the neuroticism→job 

satisfaction relationship operates through the reduced of performance-direct support and the 
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increased in resistance that employees high in neuroticism are likely to encounter from 

colleagues. Furthermore, their emotional instability may create a social environment that lacks 

the supportive and assistance resources necessary for workplace well-being. In this case, the 

absence of network motivation from alters becomes a proximal mechanism linking neuroticism 

to reduced job satisfaction. 

• Hypothesis 12a: Neuroticism will exert indirect effects on job satisfaction through 

reduced alter network motivation (Neuroticism → (-) Alt mot → (+) Job satisfaction). 

 The relationships between neuroticism and both burnout and turnover intentions may be 

amplified through the network resistance that individuals high in neuroticism experience from 

others in their professional environment. I argue that neuroticism creates pathways to negative 

outcomes through the stressful social environments that employees high in neuroticism 

encounter. I further argue these social mechanisms likely account for why neuroticism is such a 

robust predictor of workplace distress, as external resistance from colleagues compounds the 

internal emotional challenges these individuals already face, creating what may be toxic work 

experiences that depletes emotional resources and motivates withdrawal from the organization. 

• Hypothesis 12b: Neuroticism will exert indirect effects on burnout through alter network 

resistance (Neuroticism → (+) Alt resist → (+) Burnout). 

• Hypothesis 12c: Neuroticism will exert indirect effects on turnover intentions through 

alter network resistance (Neuroticism → (+) Alt res → (+) Turnover intentions). 

I also argue that the relationship between neuroticism and both burnout and turnover 

intentions may be amplified through the self-defeating and anxious behaviors that influence how 

employees high in neuroticism engage in their work environment. Specifically, neuroticism may 

create pathways to negative outcomes through tendencies of anxiety and negative emotionality 

that manifest in procrastination, irritability, and self-sabotaging behaviors. I expect that this dual 
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mechanism of external stress sensitivity combined with self-generated intrapersonal difficulties 

probably accounts for the robust relationship between neuroticism and workplace distress. 

• Hypothesis 12d: Neuroticism will exert indirect effects on burnout through ego network 

resistance (Neuroticism → (+) Ego res → (+) Burnout). 

• Hypothesis 12e: Neuroticism will exert indirect effects on turnover intentions through 

ego network resistance (Neuroticism → (+) Ego res → (+) Turnover intentions). 

Personality Interaction Effects 

This section of predictions represents a theoretical advancement that I believe should 

characterize the future direction of personality research in organizational psychology. 

Specifically, I believe a significant limitation of the current Big Five paradigm is the 

predominant treatment of these traits as independent antecedents, as evidenced by the vast 

majority of published research and meta-analyses. However, despite acknowledged psychometric 

limitations, alternative frameworks such as the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Schaubhut & Herk, 

2009) implicitly recognize that individuals embody complex combinations of temperamental 

features, modeling multiple personality dimensions simultaneously, a vector of thinking was 

originally conceptualized by one of the field’s progenitors, Carl Jung (Jung, 1971). The Big Five 

represents the most empirically robust clustering of personality traits observable across cultures 

and temporal contexts, yet people navigate their professional lives as integrated wholes rather 

than as isolated trait expressions. I propose that a significant advancement in the field would 

involve more systematic efforts to model personality traits simultaneously as both antecedents 

and moderators. This approach would acknowledge that the impact of specific traits on particular 

outcomes depends critically on the configuration of other traits, aligning with emerging 

empirical research that demonstrates the value of personality interactions (Nilsen et al., 2024; 

Schlotzhauer et al., 2025), such as the three way interaction of neuroticism X extraversion X 
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conscientiousness, whereby high levels of extraversion and conscientiousness weaken the 

relationship between neuroticism and depression (Boudouda et al., 2020). 

In personality psychology research, the bandwidth-fidelity principle (Soto & John, 2017) 

proposes that broader traits should predict wider outcomes, while narrower outcomes require 

more specific predictors. Although personality interactions do not constitute narrower trait 

parameterizations in the traditional subfacet sense, the notion of one trait modulating another's 

expression represents a more precise conceptualization of human personality dynamics. As a 

quasi-extension of these principles, I propose that DNT subnetworks (e.g., system support, 

supportive resistance) rather than higher-order constructs (network motivation and resistance) 

provide the appropriate specificity to reveal meaningful personality interactions. Accordingly, I 

present extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness as potential moderators of other Big 

Five traits' influence on DNT subnetwork variables.  

Extraversion as a Moderator 

Trait extraversion represents sociability, assertiveness, and positive emotionality, 

characterized by a preference for external stimulation and social engagement. Previous research 

has linked the extraversion-introversion continuum to approach-avoidance motivational systems, 

with extraverts demonstrating stronger approach tendencies and introverts showing greater 

avoidance orientation (Elliot & Thrash, 2002). I believe this fundamental motivational difference 

will impact how other personality traits operate in workplace contexts. 

Specifically, I speculate that low extraversion (introverted employees) will attenuate 

certain trait-outcome relationships because these individuals are less likely to engage proactively 

in social situations and may avoid interpersonal contexts where their other personality 

characteristics could be expressed or observed. Beyond this social exposure effect, research 
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indicates that individuals high in extraversion are more likely to exhibit spontaneous and 

impulsive behaviors (Depue & Collins, 1999), suggesting that highly extraverted employees may 

be less likely to engage in deliberate impression management strategies that could mask 

behaviors or reactions that might otherwise strain their professional relationships. Consequently, 

the workplace manifestations of other Big Five traits may be more readily observable and 

influential when combined with high extraversion. 

Specifically, I expect that employees high in neuroticism will engage in and experience 

greater amounts of socially disruptive behaviors (in DNT terminology—supportive resistance) 

when they are also high in extraversion. I expect this to occur because high extraversion likely 

serves as the behavioral catalyst that transforms the irritability and defensiveness characteristic 

of neuroticism into overtly combative or tense interactions (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1968) 

ultimately manifesting as supportive resistance to and from the focal employee, assertiveness 

constitutes a core facet of extraversion; therefore, I expect that irritable and defensive emotions 

emerging within neurotic employees will be less likely to remain internalized and more likely to 

be expressed through confrontational behaviors when extraversion is high. Conversely, 

employees with introverted tendencies may be more inclined to either withdraw socially or 

suppress negative emotionality toward colleagues, preventing these internal states from 

escalating into interpersonally disruptive behaviors. 

• Hypothesis 13a: Extraversion will moderate the relationship between neuroticism and 

alter/ego supportive resistance, such that neuroticism will not predict supportive 

resistance when employees are low in extraversion, but will positively predict when 

employees are high in extraversion. 

Similarly, I expect that high extraversion will amplify the likelihood that conscientious 

employees develop social networks characterized by robust feedback exchanges. Extraversion is 

fundamentally characterized by gregariousness and interpersonal warmth, qualities that may 
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enhance the natural tendency for conscientious employees to receive positive performance 

feedback. Importantly, feedback is a critical driver of performance improvement and motivation, 

as demonstrated by meta-analytic findings (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). Under conditions of low 

extraversion, conscientious employees may be less likely to proactively engage in the social 

behaviors that would prompt colleagues to offer feedback, even when that feedback would likely 

be positive recognition of their strong performance. In contrast, employees who are both 

outgoing and warm are more likely to cultivate extensive workplace relationships that naturally 

function as conduits for feedback exchange. 

Furthermore, the combination of high conscientiousness and high extraversion should 

create particularly favorable conditions for feedback seeking and receiving. Highly conscientious 

employees possess the achievement orientation and self-improvement motivation that drives 

feedback seeking, while high extraversion provides the social comfort and assertiveness 

necessary to actively solicit input from colleagues. This personality combination likely creates a 

synergistic effect wherein conscientious employees not only demonstrate performance worthy of 

feedback but also possess the social skills and relationship foundation necessary to elicit 

meaningful evaluative information from their professional networks.   

• Hypothesis 13b: Extraversion will moderate the positive relationship between 

conscientiousness and alter/ego feedback, such that higher amounts of extraversion will 

increase the strength of this relationship, while lower levels of extraversion will result in 

a weaker but still positive relationship between conscientiousness and feedback ties. 

Agreeableness as a Moderator 

I also predict that agreeableness will emerge as a potent moderator in personality-network 

dynamics. Agreeable employees are characterized by cooperativeness, empathy, and a strong 

orientation toward social harmony. I expect agreeableness to moderate the relationship between 

openness and alter system support, fundamentally altering how creative contributions are 



 

 65 

received by colleagues. Individuals high in openness are creative, unconventional thinkers who 

prefer innovative approaches over traditional methods. I expect that highly open individuals 

often generate novel ideas that may not initially garner enthusiasm or support from others, as 

new ideas commonly deviate from established practices and require significant adaptation. 

However, when openness is coupled with high agreeableness, I expect these innovative concepts 

to be presented in a gentle, tactful manner that prioritizes relationship preservation alongside 

intellectual contribution. Highly agreeable individuals should be particularly attractive 

collaboration partners because they demonstrate respect for others' perspectives while 

introducing new possibilities, creating an environment where colleagues feel psychologically 

safe to engage with novel ideas. Conversely, open individuals who are low in agreeableness may 

present their innovations in ways that appear challenging or arrogant, potentially alienating 

colleagues despite the intellectual merit of their contributions. This combination may reduce 

others' motivation to provide support, as the delivery style overshadows the creative value, 

leading to resistance rather than collaboration.  

• Hypothesis 14: Agreeableness will moderate the relationship between Openness and 

alter system support, such that high levels of agreeableness will create a positive 

relationship between openness and alter system support, while low levels of 

agreeableness will result in no significant relationship between openness and alter 

system support. 

Conscientiousness as Moderator 

I believe conscientiousness may serve as a critical moderator by influencing how other 

personality traits translate into the workplace. Conscientiousness encompasses self-discipline and 

organization (Costa & McCrae, 1992), and this trait may function as a regulatory mechanism that 

can either amplify or suppress the behavioral tendencies associated with other traits. When 

conscientiousness is low, the natural impulses and preferences of other personality dimensions 
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may manifest in less controlled, potentially counterproductive ways that I believe inadvertently 

create complications for both the individual and their colleagues. 

I believe an interaction between conscientiousness and agreeableness will manifest in 

particular when it comes to self-defeating/limiting behaviors. Highly agreeable individuals 

possess a strong motivation to maintain harmonious relationships and help others, but this 

prosocial orientation may sometimes manifest as people-pleasing behaviors that work against 

their own interests (Graziano et al., 1996). This dynamic may impose additional pressures on 

employees high in agreeableness regarding their own work responsibilities, as their tendency to 

say "yes" to others' requests can create workloads that exceed their core job responsibilities. 

Employees who are low in conscientiousness are more likely to struggle with 

organization and time management (Costa & McCrae, 1992). When coupled with highly 

agreeable tendencies, these individuals may be particularly vulnerable to boundary-setting 

difficulties, consistently prioritizing others' immediate needs over their own performance 

objectives, procrastinating on critical personal tasks to assist colleagues, or overcommitting to 

social obligations that conflict with deadlines. In essence, their desire to please others, unchecked 

by self-regulatory discipline, creates a pattern where helping behaviors inadvertently undermine 

their own goal achievement. In contrast, I expect that individuals high in both conscientiousness 

and agreeableness should possess the self-discipline and organizational capabilities necessary to 

balance prosocial commitments with performance requirements. In DNT terms, this represents a 

form of ego goal prevention, where employees' own prosocial behaviors interfere with the focal 

employee’s performance objectives. I predict the following crossover “X” interaction pattern:  

Hypothesis 15a: Conscientiousness will moderate the relationship between 

agreeableness and ego goal prevention, such that agreeableness will positively predict 

ego goal prevention for employees low in conscientiousness but negatively predict ego 

goal prevention for employees high in conscientiousness. 
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 Open individuals naturally generate novel ideas and challenge conventional approaches 

(Costa & McCrae, 1992), but without the adequate self-regulation features of high 

conscientiousness, these creative impulses may be expressed in ways that create complications 

for both themselves and others. When low conscientiousness combines with high openness, 

creative ideas may be presented in poorly organized, incomplete, or impractical ways that create 

additional work or confusion for colleagues. These employees may propose ambitious changes 

without considering implementation challenges, fail to provide adequate detail for others to 

understand their vision, or abandon projects midway through development. In contrast, highly 

conscientious open employees should possess the self-discipline and organizational capabilities 

necessary to present creative contributions in thoughtfully planned ways that maximize colleague 

engagement. In DNT terms, this represents alter supportive resistance, where poorly executed 

innovations inadvertently create complications that colleagues experience as disruptive. 

Hypothesis 15b: Conscientiousness will moderate the relationship between openness and 

alter supportive resistance, such that openness will not predict alter supportive resistance 

when employees are high in conscientiousness, but will positively predict supportive 

resistance when employees are low in conscientiousness. 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 

Power Analysis 

Prior to data collection, a power analysis was conducted using semPower 2.0 (R package; 

Moshagen & Bader, 2023) to determine the requisite sample size necessary to test the 

hypothesized path model. Regarding anticipated effect sizes, no prior empirical research has 

examined the relationships between Big Five personality traits and DNT ties. To inform the 

estimates for the personality effect sizes, I followed Gignac and Szodorai's (2016) 

recommendations for average effect sizes in individual difference research; therefore, a 

standardized path coefficient of β = .20 was assumed for paths linking personality variables to 

the DNT mediators. For paths linking DNT tie constructs to the three occupational outcomes, a 

standardized path coefficient of β = .25 was assumed based on effect sizes observed in prior 

DNT research examining similar occupational outcomes (Rosemarino & Westaby, 

2025a/2025b). Following standard methodological prescripts, the power analysis assumed 80% 

statistical power and used a significance level of α = .05. The results indicated that a minimum 

sample size of N = 395 participants would yield adequate power to test the hypothesized model. 

Participants and Procedure 

Participants were recruited via CloudResearch, a platform that has demonstrated higher 

data quality than undergraduate, Qualtrics, and MTurk samples (Douglas et al., 2023). In 

particular, CloudResearch allows for anonymous participation and employs an internal screening 

process to exclude low-quality responses. A total of 700 full-time employees were initially 

recruited through CloudResearch Connect to participate in a three-wave longitudinal study titled 

Personality & Social Networks Study. To qualify for participation, individuals were required to 

be full-time employees, at least 18 years of age, and reside in the United States. The recruitment 
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strategy aimed to collect a national sample that roughly mirrored the broader United States 

demographic composition in order to optimize ecological validity. 

To mitigate common method bias and establish temporal precedence, data were collected 

across three time points separated by two-week intervals using a time-lagged design, consistent 

with prior mediation research in top-tier management outlets (Lount et al., 2024; Raja et al., 

2023). At Time 1 ($1.25 compensation), participants completed demographic measures and the 

personality measure. At Time 2 ($3.75 compensation), participants responded to Dynamic 

Network Workplace scale, and at Time 3 ($2.75 compensation), participants responded to the 

three relevant outcome variables of the present study.  

Following initial data collection, several exclusion criteria were applied to ensure data 

quality. First, 36 potential bot responses were identified and removed using Qualtrics 

reCAPTCHA scores. Second, 31 participants who failed any of the attention checks across the 

three time points were excluded from analyses, consistent with best practices recommended by 

Keith, Tay, and Harms (2017). Third, 3 participants who left their job between Time 2 and Time 

3 were removed from the final sample. After applying these exclusion criteria, the sample 

consisted of 594 participants at Time 1, 451 participants at Time 2 and 423 participants at Time 

3. The final sample size met the requirements of the aforementioned power analysis. To assess 

potential attrition bias between Time 1 and Time 3, demographic comparisons were conducted 

between participants who completed all waves (n = 423, 71.2%) and those who dropped out after 

Time 1 (n = 171, 28.8%). Independent samples t-tests and chi-square analyses revealed that the 

sample remained demographically stable across time points, with no significant differences in 

age (t = -1.18, p = .237), gender composition (χ² = 0.00, p = .982), or racial composition (χ² = 

0.03, p = .863) between completers and non-completers. A modest difference emerged in 
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education level, with Time 3 completers reporting slightly higher educational attainment (M = 

3.97, SD = 1.00) compared to those who dropped out (M = 3.79, SD = 0.97), t = -2.08, p = .038. 

Regarding the demographic composition of the final sample was 51.7% male, 47.5% 

female, and 0.9% non-binary. Participants represented diverse industry sectors, with the largest 

representation in education (14.9%), technology (14.2%), and healthcare (13.5%). The racial and 

ethnic composition of the sample was 72.1% White, 14.4% Black, 8.2% Hispanic, and 4.7% East 

Asian, which closely mirrored the U.S. national census. Educational attainment included 

bachelor's degrees (46.1%), master's degrees (19.5%), some college (19.1%), high school 

diplomas (9.1%), and doctoral degrees (6.7%). This educational distribution, while closely 

approximating national census benchmarks, reflected a modest upward shift in educational 

attainment. 

Measurement Process 

 The following section outlines the measures that were used in the present research. Each 

scale has a well-established history of strong psychometric properties. The full item sets for all 

measures can be found in Appendix A. As can be seen in Supplementary Table 1, all values of 

coefficient alpha exceeded .70, indicating adequate internal reliability. 

The Big Five (T1 survey) 

 The Big Five personality traits were assessed using the Big Five Inventory–2 (BFI-2; 

Soto & John, 2017), a 60-item self-report instrument that measures each of the five traits with 12 

items per domain. The BFI-2 is a theoretical refinement of the original BFI (John, Donahue, & 

Kentle, 1991), offering improved bandwidth (i.e., the breadth of trait coverage) and fidelity (i.e., 

the precision of trait measurement). The full list of internal reliabilities can be seen on the 

diagonal in Table 1a in the appendix, which ranged from .84 to .92. 
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SNA Name Generator and Name Interpreter (T2 survey) 

In egocentric network research, a name generator is a prompt that asks participants to 

identify individuals (alters) within their personal networks who are relevant to a particular 

research question. The construction of the name generator is a critical methodological decision, 

as all subsequent network data depended on the initial set of names provided by the participant 

(Perry et al., 2018). In the present study, the name generator was crafted to reflect the study’s 

central aim: to identify the individuals who most significantly impacted the focal participant’s 

ability to perform their job. To balance data quality with participant burden, each respondent was 

asked to generate between five and ten alters. This decision was informed by previous large-

scale egocentric studies and contemporary network recommendations, which stipulate a 

minimum of five alters (Flap & Volker, 2001; Marsden, 1987; Merluzzi & Burt, 2013). 

Furthermore, because this study aimed to aggregate DNT ties at the network level, the concern of 

listing excessive alters was significantly reduced. In other words, mathematically listing an alter 

who provided “0” network motivation had an equivalent impact on the sum total as not listing 

this alter at all. However, to reduce the risk of omitting significant sources of support or 

resistance, the name generator explicitly prompted participants to list the individuals who most 

significantly impacted their job. In doing so, the method aimed to prioritize the most 

psychologically salient alters, ensuring that, even if a participant had more than ten impactful 

relationships, the most influential ones would be captured. This focus on salient entities is also 

consistent with research examining salient actors in behavioral intention theories (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 2010; Westaby, 2005).  Consistent with the majority of egocentric research (Perry et al., 

2018) and recent DNT studies (Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a, 2025b), no alter-to-alter (i.e., 

alter dyads) ties were collected, as these were generally considered less reliable and not pertinent 
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to the present study's research questions. Participants were presented with the following single 

name generator, previously utilized in DNT research (Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a/b) and 

adapted from established network methodology (McCarty, 2002; McCarty et al., 2019; Vacca et 

al., 2018): 

 

Please give us the first names (or initials) of 5 to 10 persons who significantly impact 

your job. These can be people who help or support your work, or even those who obstruct 

your job, or who occasionally get upset with you or your work.  

 

In egocentric network research, name interpreters serve to collect data on alter attributes 

(McCarty et al., 2019). For this study, participants responded to the following single-item name 

interpreter previously employed in DNT research (Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a/2025b), which 

allowed for the categorization of alters according to their professional or personal relationship 

with the participant: Which of the following most accurately describes your relationship with 

[insert entity name]. The response options and percentage of the social categories that were listed 

by participants was as follows: 1. Coworker (44.1%), 2. Subordinate/direct report (13.0%), 3. 

Supervisor/Boss/Manager (20.0%), 4. Upper Management (7.0%), 5. Human resources (1.6%), 

6. Administrative support/secretarial (1.6%), 7. External colleagues/workers outside your 

organization (1.6%), 8. Significant other/Spouse (1.0%), 9. Family (not including significant 

other/spouse) (2.0%), 10. Friend (5.4%), 11. Mentor (1.7%), 12. Other (Please indicate a term 

that best describes your relationship with this person). 

Dynamic Network Theory Ties (T2 survey)  

Participants were administered the Dynamic Network Theory Workplace Scale 

(Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a). This scale assessed each of the participant’s name-generated 

alters across all seven DNT ties in matrix format. Additionally, participants evaluated themselves 

(ego) on each of the seven DNT ties, measuring outgoing DNT ties that represented their own 
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contributions to their work performance goals. To reduce participant burden, each DNT item was 

displayed once with the participant-generated names listed in columns beneath, rather than 

repeating each item multiple times. For instance, participants responded to "How often do the 

following people know how your goals at work were progressing?" with their name-generated 

alters listed below this single item. Following established DNT methodological guidelines 

(Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a; Wang et al., 2023; Westaby & Parr, 2020), all DNT items 

utilized a 4-point frequency scale (0 = Not at all, 1 = Sometimes, 2 = Often, 3 = Very often). The 

seven DNT constructs were organized into separate blocks, with each block containing items 

measuring only one specific DNT tie type. These blocks were then presented to participants in 

randomized order to control for potential order effects. The complete DNT scale is provided in 

Appendix A. 

Construction of DNT Network Ties. The first-order DNT subnetwork ties were first 

calculated separately for ego ties (outgoing) and alter ties (incoming). The composite 

calculations involved summing the three items measuring each tie type across all name-generated 

alters. Given the unipolar response scale (ranging from 0 = not at all to 3 = very often), 

summation provided an aggregation method that preserved the full range of relational intensity 

scores. To illustrate, the calculation of DNT’s support ties was as followed: For alter support 

(the incoming form of support tie), each name-generated alter received a support score by 

summing the three support items (e.g., Alter 1 Support = S1 + S2 + S3, where items assessed, by 

example "How often do the following people help you achieve your objectives at work, when you 

work together?" [Name generated Alter 1 appeared below in matrix]). This process was repeated 

for each alter in the participant's network. The overall alter support composite was then 
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calculated by summing across all alter support scores (Alter Support = Alter 1 Support + Alter 2 

Support + Alter 3 Support...). The alphas for the alter subnetworks ranged from .87 to .90.  

Ego support (the outgoing form of support tie contributed by the focal participant) 

followed the same computational approach. Each alter received an ego support score 

representing the focal participant's support for that name generated alter (e.g., Ego Support for 

Alter 1 = S1 + S2 + S3, where items assessed by example "How often do you provide support to 

the following people in a manner that facilitates your work goals?" [Name generated Alter 1 

appeared below in matrix]). The subsequent overall ego support composite aggregated the degree 

of support provided from the focal participant to their name generated alters (Ego Support = Ego 

Support for Alter 1 + Ego Support for Alter 2 + Ego Support for Alter 3...). This procedure was 

replicated for all DNT tie types. The alphas for the ego subnetworks ranged from .74 to .92. 

Construction of DNT Higher-Order Ties. Higher-order DNT ties were calculated by 

aggregating their respective first-order subnetworks. Alter network motivation was computed by 

summing the three motivational subnetworks (Alter network motivation = Alter Goal Striving + 

Alter Support + Alter Feedback). Alter network resistance was similarly calculated by summing 

the three resistance subnetworks (Alter network resistance = Alter Goal Prevention + Alter 

Supportive Resistance + Alter Negation). The same calculations were performed for ego network 

motivation and ego network resistance. Internal reliabilities of the higher-order ties ranged from 

.76 to .93. 

Job Satisfaction (T3 survey)  

 Participants responded to a six-item measure of global job satisfaction. Example item “I 

find real enjoyment in my job” (Agho  et al., 1992; Iverson et al., 1998; 1=Strongly disagree, 

5=Strongly agree; alpha = .93). The present study, therefore, aligns with the approach adopted in 
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several seminal investigations of the dispositional and personality-based predictors of job 

satisfaction, which have prioritized global rather than facet-specific assessments of the construct 

(e.g., Ilies & Judge, 2003; Judge et al., 2002; Judge & Locke, 1993). 

Burnout (T3 survey) 

  The Malach-Pines (2005) burnout inventory was employed to evaluate burnout 

symptomatology through 10 items presented in matrix format. Participants responded to the 

prompt "When you think about your work overall, how often do you feel the following?" with 

items such as "Depressed", “Helpless” and “Worthless/Like a failure” listed below in matrix 

form (alpha = .95). 

Turnover intentions (T3 survey) 

The Michaels and Spector (1982) 3-item measure was used to evaluate turnover 

intentions (Example item: "I have started to look for other jobs") Responses were recorded using 

a six-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 6 = Strongly Agree; alpha = .92) 
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS 

Data cleaning and Preliminary Psychometric Analysis 

Means, standard deviations, intercorrelations, and internal reliability estimates 

(Cronbach’s alpha) for all primary study variables are reported in Supplementary Table 1. Given 

the extensive number of variables examined, the full correlation matrix is provided in Appendix 

B. 

First, I evaluated skewness and kurtosis of each variable before examining the 

measurement model using Kline's (2011) seminal multivariate guidelines of skewness ≤ 3 and 

kurtosis ≤ 10. All variables fell within acceptable ranges, with Big Five personality traits and 

workplace outcome variables demonstrating minimal deviation from standard normality. One 

DNT variable (Alter network resistance) exhibited a slightly elevated kurtosis (8.07). Although 

non-normality is common for social network data (McCarthy et al., 2019), this variable 

nonetheless still fell within Kline's acceptable thresholds. To ensure robust estimation in the 

presence of these distributional characteristics, maximum likelihood estimation with the Satorra-

Bentler scaled test statistic (MLM estimator) was employed for all multivariate analyses, which 

also mirrored the analytical strategy used in previous DNT studies (Rosemarino & Westaby, 

2025a/2025b). 

Common method variance (CMV) refers to the shared variance of variables that exists 

due to a common method of measurement, and is often of particular concern in self-report 

studies (Podsakoff et al., 2003). To address CMV, I implemented both procedural and statistical 

controls. Procedurally, I minimized potential CMV by utilizing an anonymous participation 

platform and maintaining participant blindness to the study's objectives (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

Statistical assessment through Harman's single factor test (Fuller et al. 2016; Podsakoff et al., 
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2003) revealed that a single, unrotated factor accounted for 13.2% of the variance, well below 

Fuller et al.'s (2016) established threshold of 60% for potential CMV contamination.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

To evaluate the measurement model, I conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses, 

with model fit statistics summarized in Table 3. In accordance with best ethical practices in 

confirmatory factor analysis reporting, all model parameters were specified a priori and are fully 

disclosed (Crede & Harms, 2019). I first tested a second-order CFA structure that included the 

four personality traits, the four DNT network constructs (ego network motivation, ego network 

resistance, alter network motivation, and alter network resistance), and the three workplace 

outcomes (job satisfaction, burnout, and turnover intentions). For this model, DNT subnetwork 

ties were aggregated to form a single level for the ego (focal participant) and alters (network 

members). These served as indicators of their respective second-order factors. For example, ego 

network motivation was represented as a latent factor indicated by three aggregated tie measures: 

ego goal ties (G), ego support ties (S), and ego feedback ties (F). This structure was replicated 

across all four focal DNT constructs (ego network motivation, ego network resistance, alter 

network motivation, and alter network resistance), consistent with the analytical approach used 

in previous DNT studies (Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a). A correlated residual was specified 

between alter and ego network motivation and between alter and ego network resistance to 

reflect the anticipated mirroring of motivational and resistance dynamics within participants’ 

personal networks (Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a). The CFA demonstrated adequate fit (CFI = 

.920, RMSEA = .065, SRMR = .071, Satorra-Bentler scaled χ² = 1133.37, df = 440, p < .001.), 

according to commonly cited benchmarks (RMSEA < .08, SRMR < .10, CFI > .90; Byrne, 

2004).  
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Due to the nested, repeated-measures structure of the dataset, I transformed the data into 

long format to accommodate the hierarchical nature of the alter-level observations. Although 

participants were permitted to nominate between 5 and 10 alters, I restricted the transformation 

to the first five alters, as the overwhelming majority of participants (>90%) generated exactly 

five network members. To test a comprehensive confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of all seven 

DNT subnetworks simultaneously, I conducted the analysis exclusively on alter-level data. This 

decision was necessitated by the methodological structure of the ego-level constructs: three focal 

ties (G, F, and P) were not administered using repeated measures, as these constructs assess the 

participant's relationship to their own goal node (job performance) rather than to individual alters 

within their network. The hierarchical CFA thus evaluated not only the factorial structure of the 

DNT tie items, but also tested the extent to which the first-order subnetworks loaded onto the 

higher-order dimensions of network motivation and network resistance. 

The nested data structure in this study conforms to what Chen et al. (2004) termed a 

summary-index model and what Jebb et al. (2019) described as an additive model. In this 

framework, constructs are measured at the lowest level of analysis (in this case, dyadic ties 

between the focal actor and each name generated alter) and subsequently aggregated through 

averaging or summation to derive composite scores. Critically, this model does not assume 

interrater reliability across entities. Indeed, the theoretical expectation is that participants would 

differentiate among network members rather than rate alters uniformly high or low on a given 

DNT tie. Consequently, intraclass correlation coefficients were neither informative nor 

appropriate for model validation (Chen et al., 2004). Instead, validation of summary-index 

models requires single-level factor analysis (Jebb et al., 2019), an approach that aligns with 

Koehly and Marcum's (2018) recommendations for single-level social network analysis 
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validation and previous DNT studies (e.g. Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a). Therefore, I 

proceeded with a single-level hierarchical CFA demonstrated excellent fit (CFI = .974, RMSEA 

= .049, SRMR = .090, Satorra-Bentler scaled χ² = 691.805, df = 128, p < .001), according to 

commonly cited benchmarks (RMSEA < .08, SRMR < .10, CFI > .90; Byrne, 2004). Next, I 

attempted to test a single-factor model in which all the DNT indicators were assigned to a single 

latent factor. However, the model failed to converge indicating that this specification was 

incompatible with the data structure further supporting the hypothesized higher-order structure. 

As an additional assessment of whether the proposed factor structure was appropriate, I 

compared the aforementioned hypothesized multi-factor model to a single-factor model in which 

all indicators loaded onto a single common latent variable. If constructs were insufficiently 

differentiated, the single-factor model would demonstrate acceptable fit. However, this 

alternative specification produced substantially worse fit across all indices (see Table 3), 

providing further evidence that the Big five, DNT network ties, and workplace outcomes 

represent empirically distinct factors. 

Table 3: Comparison of Confirmatory Measurement Models. 

Confirmatory Measurement Modes CFI RMSEA SRMR SBS χ² df 

Second-order CFA: All 11 variables 0.920 0.065 0.071 1133.37 440 

One-factor CFA: Items for all 11 variables modeled 

on single latent factor 
0.420 0.165 0.152 4735.77 495 

Single-Level hierarchical CFA: Only DNT Ties 0.974 0.049 0.090 691.805 128 

One-Factor CFA: All DNT items modeled onto a 

single Latent DNT tie 
__________Failed to Converge_______ 

Note. CFI=Comparative Fit Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standardized Root Mean 

Square Residual, SBS χ² = Satorra-Bentler scaled Chi Square, df = Degrees of Freedom. 

Psychometrics of DNT Subnetworks 
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To ensure robust measurement of the DNT subnetworks, which form the theoretical 

foundation of the multiplex network theory, I used several classical psychometric techniques. 

Beginning with internal consistency reliability, all six lower-order DNT subnetworks 

demonstrated excellent internal consistency. Composite reliability coefficients ranged from .87 

to .90, substantially exceeding the recommended threshold of .70 (Hair et al., 2019). Cronbach's 

alpha values ranged from .87 to .90, and McDonald's omega coefficients ranged from .87 to .90. 

Unlike Cronbach's alpha, omega does not assume tau-equivalence (equal factor loadings across 

items), making it more appropriate for CFA models where item loadings naturally vary. In sum, 

all DNT subnetwork ties indicated excellent internal reliability.  

Convergent validity was evaluated through average variance extracted (AVE), which 

assesses the degree to which a latent construct accounts for variance in its indicators relative to 

measurement error (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). All six DNT subnetworks exceeded the 

recommended AVE threshold of .50, with values ranging from .68 to .75., indicating that each 

construct explains substantially more variance in its indicators than is attributable to 

measurement error. 

Discriminant validity was assessed through three complementary approaches, all of 

which have been used in previous DNT studies (Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a). First, the 

heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT) provides a rigorous assessment by comparing 

the average correlations of items across constructs to the average correlations of items within 

constructs (Henseler et al., 2015). All HTMT values fell below the recommended threshold of 

.85 (Henseler et al., 2015), ranging from .02 to .78, and thus indicating adequate discriminant 

validity. Second, examination of latent variable correlations confirmed that all inter-construct 

correlations fell below the absolute value of .85, further indicating discriminant validity (Kenny, 
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2016). Finally, I examined the discriminant validity among DNT subnetwork ties by using the 

Fornell-Larcker criterion. This technique reveals adequate discriminant when the square root of 

each construct's AVE exceeds its latent correlations with all other constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 

1981). The square root of AVE for each DNT subnetwork ranged from .83 to .87, exceeding the 

maximum inter-construct correlations in all cases. For instance, although P and V exhibited the 

highest latent correlation (r = .78), both constructs' square roots of AVE (.87 and .83, 

respectively) surpassed this value, confirming that each construct shares more variance with its 

own indicators than with other constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Collectively, these 

psychometric evaluations provide strong evidence for the reliability, convergent validity, and 

discriminant validity of the six DNT subnetwork measures. 

Empirical Differentiation of Ego and Alter Resistance Constructs  

 

Upon initial inspection of the data, a strong association was observed between ego 

network resistance and alter network resistance, yielding a bivariate correlation of .86 (R² = .74). 

Given the magnitude of this association, it was necessary to conduct additional diagnostic 

analyses to determine whether this overlap reflected inadequate discriminant validity between 

the two constructs, or whether it instead represented substantively meaningful covariation 

consistent with the theoretical expectation that employees who engage in higher levels of 

outgoing resistance towards others are also more likely to encounter resistance from other actors 

within their social networks. However, closer examination of the data suggests that this 

association reflects genuine covariation between outgoing and incoming forms of resistance, 

rather than a limitation of the measurement strategy itself. Several lines of evidence support this 

interpretation. First, the mean correlation among the three incoming/outgoing resistance 

subnetworks was r = .57 (ego P/alter P: r = .30; ego V/alter V: r = .67; ego N/alter N: r = .73). 
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This suggests that while subnetworks aggregate into similar higher-order constructs, their lower-

level expressions maintain considerable differentiation. Moreover, the pattern of subnetwork 

correlations aligns with theoretical expectations. The strongest correlation emerged between ego 

and alter forms of negation (N ties). This is theoretically coherent given that emotional negativity 

operates reciprocally, where employees experiencing anger from a coworker are likely to be 

angry towards them as well. Conversely, the weakest correlation appeared between ego and alter 

forms of goal prevention (P ties), which is equally sensible given that self-imposed performance 

barriers function largely independently of the obstacles others create.  

Next, I conducted an additional discriminant validity analysis. I systematically transferred 

individual indicators from ego and alter forms of network resistance between their respective 

latent factors to assess whether incorrectly specified indicators would demonstrate attenuated 

factor loadings compared to the hypothesized measurement model. The logic underlying this 

approach was straightforward: If ego and alter network resistance represent empirically distinct 

constructs, their indicators should demonstrate substantially lower factor loadings when 

misspecified onto the incorrect latent factor. Specifically, I estimated six alternative CFA 

models, each systematically transferring a single indicator from its theoretically correct factor to 

the opposing factor (e.g., forcing alter P to load on ego network resistance rather than alter 

network resistance, and vice versa for ego indicators).  

The results provided compelling evidence for discriminant validity. Whereas correctly 

specified indicators demonstrated acceptable standardized loadings (ego resistance indicators: 

mean loading = .65; alter resistance indicators: mean loading = .85), misspecified indicators 

demonstrated substantially attenuated factor loadings when forced onto the opposite resistance 

factor. Moreover, several misspecified models produced inadmissible parameter estimates, 
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including standardized factor loadings exceeding the absolute value of 1.0 (e.g., alter P forced 

onto ego resistance: loading = 29.83; ego P forced onto alter resistance: loading = -35.43). These 

Heywood cases indicate that the estimation algorithm could not identify viable solutions when 

indicators were assigned to theoretically inappropriate factors.  

Collectively, these findings indicate that although ego and alter network resistance are 

strongly correlated at the higher-order level, they nonetheless maintain clear empirical 

separation. Specifically, the more modest correlations observed among the lower-order resistance 

subnetworks demonstrate that outgoing and incoming forms of resistance are not interchangeable 

at the indicator level, but instead retain meaningful differentiation in how resistance is enacted 

versus experienced. Taken together, this evidence suggests that the elevated higher-order 

correlation reflects a meaningful relational process whereby employees who enact greater 

resistance toward others are more likely to encounter resistance in return. 

Hypothesis Testing: Direct effects of DNT ties → Occupational Outcomes 

In this section, I formally test the relationships between the DNT ties and the 

occupational outcomes, which represent the backend of the hypothesized model (Figure 2). To 

test these predictions, the present research employed three analytical techniques to examine 

associations between variables: multiple regressions, zero-order correlations, and standardized 

path model coefficients (detailed further in the next section). Following previous DNT research 

(Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025b), I tested each prediction by regressing the relevant dependent 

variable on both the applicable network motivation and network resistance variables. Therefore, 

multiple regression coefficients served as the primary criterion for hypothesis support. However, 

I also present zero-order correlations and path model coefficients to provide a comprehensive 

view of the relationships. Zero-order correlations reveal raw bivariate associations, while path 
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coefficients demonstrate whether relationships persist after parceling out shared variance among 

the three outcomes. The presentation of all three metrics is displayed in Tables 4-9. 

Job Satisfaction 

Hypothesis 1a predicted that alter network motivation positively predicts job satisfaction, 

and this prediction was supported (multiple regression β = .30, p < .001; path coefficient β = .15, 

p < .01; r = .30, p < .001). Similarly, Hypothesis 1b predicted that ego network motivation 

positively predicts job satisfaction, and this prediction was also supported (multiple regression β 

= .32, p < .001; path coefficient β = .22, p < .001; r = .31, p < .001). 

Turnover intentions 

Hypothesis 2a predicted that alter network resistance positively predicts turnover 

intentions, and this prediction was supported (multiple regression β = .24, p < .001; path 

coefficient β = .10, p < .05; r = .23, p < .001). Hypothesis 2b predicted that ego network 

motivation negatively predicts turnover intentions, and this prediction was supported (multiple 

regression β = –.20, p < .001; path coefficient β = –.14, p < .01; r = –.19, p < .001). Finally, 

Hypothesis 2c predicted that ego network resistance positively predicts turnover intentions, and 

this prediction was supported (multiple regression β = .22, p < .001; path coefficient β = .09, p < 

.05; r = .21, p < .001). 

Burnout 

Hypothesis 3a predicted that alter network resistance positively predicts burnout, and this 

prediction was supported (multiple regression β = .35, p < .001; path coefficient β = .20, p < 

.001; r = .34, p < .001). Hypothesis 3b predicted that ego network motivation negatively predicts 

burnout. This prediction was supported in the multiple regression (β = –.16, p < .001) and zero-

order correlation (r = –.15, p < .001), although the path model observed a non-significant 
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relationship (β = –.06, p = .12). Hypothesis 3c predicted that ego network resistance positively 

predicts burnout, and this prediction was supported (multiple regression β = .32, p < .001; path 

coefficient β = .18, p < .001; r = .32, p < .001). 

Table 4: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Alter Network Motivation 

and Alter Resistance on Job Satisfaction. 
 

  Multiple Regressions Zero-order correlation  Path Model 

DNT Tie 
Standardized 

Coefficients 
t P value r P value 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

P value 

  Beta           

Constant   21.85 <.001       

Alter NM 0.304** 6.65 <.001 .296** <.001 .151** <.01 

Alter NR -0.184** -4.02 <.001 -.170** <.001 - - 

 

Notes. n = 423. * p < .05, ** p < .01. Traits that reached significance in both the multiple regression and zero-order 

correlation analyses are indicated in bold.  - Indicates this was not a hypothesized path in the path model.  

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Ego Network Motivation 

and Ego Resistance on Job Satisfaction. 
 

  Multiple Regressions Zero-order correlation  Path Model 

DNT Tie 
Standardized 

Coefficients 
t P value r P value 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

P value 

  Beta           

Constant   16.19 <.001       

Ego NM .318** 6.96 <.001 0.313** <.001 .22** <.001 

Ego NR -.157** -3.43 <.001 -0.147** <.001 - - 

 

Notes. n = 423. * p < .05, ** p < .01. Traits that reached significance in both the multiple regression and zero-order 

correlation analyses are indicated in bold. - Indicates this was not a hypothesized path in the path model.  
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Table 6: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Ego Network Motivation 

and Ego Resistance on Turnover Intention. 
 

  Multiple Regressions Zero-order correlation  Path Model 

DNT Tie 
Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

P value 

Constant   15.658 <.001       

Alter NM -.166** -3.551 <.001 -0.155** <.001 - - 

Alter NR .24** 5.129 <.001 0.232** <.001 .10* .022 

 

Notes. n = 423. * p < .05, ** p < .01. Traits that reached significance in both the multiple regression and zero-order 

correlation analyses are indicated in bold. - Indicates this was not a hypothesized path in the path model.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Ego Network Motivation 

and Ego Resistance on Turnover Intention. 
 

  Multiple Regressions 
Zero-order 

correlation  

Path Model 

DNT Tie 
Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

Standardized 

Coefficients P value 

Constant   14.158 <.001       

Ego NM -0.199** -4.271 <.001 -0.192** <.001 -.14** .002 

Ego NR 0.218** 4.676 <.001 0.212** <.001 .09* .02 

 

 

Notes. n = 423. * p < .05, ** p < .01. Traits that reached significance in both the multiple regression and zero-order 

correlation analyses are indicated in bold. - Indicates this was not a hypothesized path in the path model.  
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Table 8: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Alter Network Motivation 

and Alter Resistance on Burnout. 
 

  Multiple Regressions 
Zero-order 

correlation  

Path Model 

DNT Tie 
Standardize

d Beta 
t P value r P value 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

P value 

Constant   17.499 <.001       

Alter NM -0.141** -3.1 0.002 -0.125** <.001 - - 

Alter NR 0.348** 7.677 <.001 0.342** <.001 .20** <.001 

 

Notes. n = 423. * p < .05, ** p < .01. Traits that reached significance in both the multiple regression and zero-order 

correlation analyses are indicated in bold. - Indicates this was not a hypothesized path in the path model.  

 

 

 

 

Table 9: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Alter Network Motivation 

and Alter Resistance on Burnout. 
 

  Multiple Regressions 
Zero-order 

correlation  

Path Model 

DNT Tie 
Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

P value 

Constant   15.263 <.001       

Ego NM -0.164** -3.598 <.001 -0.154* <.001 -.06 .12 

Ego NR 0.32** 7.007 <.001 0.315** <.001 .18** <.001 

 

 

Notes. n = 423. * p < .05, ** p < .01. Traits that reached significance in both the multiple regression and zero-order 

correlation analyses are indicated in bold. - Indicates this was not a hypothesized path in the path model.  

Hypothesis Testing: Direct effects of Big Five → DNT ties 

Congruent with the previous section, I use the same three analytical techniques to 

examine the relationship between personality traits and DNT ties: multiple regressions, zero-

order correlations, and standardized path model coefficients.  However, the multiple regression 

approach is particularly fitting in this context, as it evaluates each Big Five trait while controlling 

for the remaining four personality dimensions. This multivariate control is valuable given the 

long-standing recognition of overlapping variance among the Big Five traits, where a significant 
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relationship must persist after controlling for the remaining four personality traits, consistent 

with previous research (Ekehammar et al., 2004; Mao et al., 2018; Otero-López & 

Villardefrancos, 2013; Van der Linden et al., 2010). Therefore, the multiple regression 

coefficients serve as the primary criterion for hypothesis support. Additionally, I present zero-

order correlations and path model coefficients to provide a comprehensive view of the 

associations. All results are presented in Tables 10-15. In an effort to collectively highlight only 

the significant relationships, Table 16 organizes and presents the significant results by 

personality construct. 

To examine the direct effects at a broader level, the analyses not only explored 

relationships from the Big Five personality traits to the distinct ego and alter sources of network 

motivation and network resistance, but additionally examined these traits' relationships with a 

composite grand network motivation and grand network resistance variables. These grand 

variables represent the totality of motivational and resistance forces operating within an 

individual's social network, whereby the ego and alter sources are combined to capture the full 

totality of network dynamics.  

Extraversion Direct Effects 

Hypothesis 4a predicted that extraversion would positively predict alter network 

motivation, and this prediction was supported (multiple regression β = .35, p < .001; path 

coefficient β = .37, p < .001; r = .32, p < .001). Hypothesis 4b predicted that extraversion would 

positively predict ego network motivation, and this prediction was also supported (multiple 

regression β = .34, p < .001; path coefficient β = .41, p < .001; r = .35, p < .001). Hypothesis 4c 

predicted that extraversion negatively predicts ego network resistance. This prediction was not 

supported, as the multiple regression revealed a positive rather than negative relationship (β = 
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.15, p < .01), a pattern also observed in the path coefficient (β = .18, p < .001). Moreover, the 

zero-order correlation was non-significant (r = -.01, p = .79). 

Agreeableness Direct Effects 

  Hypothesis 5a predicted that agreeableness would positively predict alter network 

motivation. This prediction was not supported (multiple regression β = .00, p = .96; path 

coefficient β = -.02, p = .75; r = .08, p = .10). In contrast, Hypothesis 5b predicted that 

agreeableness would negatively predict alter network resistance, and this prediction was 

supported (multiple regression β = -.20, p < .001; path coefficient β = -.24, p < .001; r = -.26, p < 

.001). Hypothesis 5c predicted that agreeableness would positively predict ego network 

motivation. This prediction was not supported, as neither the multiple regression (β = .04, p = 

.49) nor the path coefficient (β = .04, p = .44) reached significance, despite a significant zero-

order correlation (r = .14, p < .01). Hypothesis 5d predicted that agreeableness negatively 

predicts ego network resistance, and this prediction was supported (multiple regression β = -.18, 

p < .001; path coefficient β = -.23, p < .001; r = -.25, p < .001). 

Conscientiousness Direct Effects 

Hypothesis 6a predicted that conscientiousness positively predicts alter network 

motivation. This prediction was not supported, as neither the multiple regression (β = .07, p = 

.24) nor the path coefficient (β = .07, p = .28) reached significance, despite a significant zero-

order correlation (r = .13, p < .01). Hypothesis 6b predicted that conscientiousness positively 

predicts ego network motivation, and this prediction was supported (multiple regression β = .17, 

p < .01; path coefficient β = .18, p < .01; r = .22, p < .001). 

Neuroticism Direct Effects 
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  Hypothesis 7a predicted that neuroticism negatively predicts alter network motivation. 

This prediction was not supported, as the multiple regression revealed a positive rather than 

negative relationship (β = .13, p < .05), though the path coefficient was non-significant (β = .13, 

p = .10) and the zero-order correlation was negative but weak (r = -.09, p < .05). Hypothesis 7b 

predicted that neuroticism positively predicts alter network resistance, and this prediction was 

supported (multiple regression β = .13, p < .05; path coefficient β = .09, p < .05; r = .20, p < 

.001). Hypothesis 7c predicted that neuroticism positively predicts ego network resistance, and 

this prediction was supported (β = .16, p < .05; path coefficient = .21, p < .001; r = .21, p < .001). 

Table 10: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Network Motivation (NM). 

  Multiple Regressions 
Zero-order 

correlation  

Path Model 

Big Five 

Predictors 

Standardiz

ed Beta 
t P value r P value 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

P 

value 

Constant   -2.324 0.021       

Extraversion 0.344** 6.632 <.001 0.35** <.001 0.41** <.001 

Agreeableness 0.035 0.691 0.49 .142** 0.003 0.04 0.44 

Conscientiousness 0.165** 2.969 0.003 .216** <.001 0.18** 0.002 

Neuroticism 0.197** 3.281 0.001 -.109* 0.02 0.23** 0.001 

Openness 0.112* 2.385 0.017 .224** <.001 - - 

Notes. n = 451 for multiple regression and zero-order correlations. n = 423 for path analysis.  * p < .05, ** p < .01.  

 

Table 11: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Network Motivation (NM). 

  Multiple Regressions 
Zero-order 

correlation  

Path Model 

Big Five 

Predictors  

Standardiz

ed Beta 
t P value r P value 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
P value 

Constant   -0.83 0.407       

Extraversion 0.348** 6.508 <.001 .322** <.001 .37** <.001 

Agreeableness 0.003 0.051 0.96 0.078 0.097 -.02 .75 

Conscientiousness 0.067 1.173 0.241 .134** 0.004 .07 .28 

Neuroticism 0.126** 2.044 0.042 -.094* 0.045 .13 .1 

Openness 0.035 0.717 0.474 .131** 0.005 - - 
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Notes. n = 451 for multiple regression and zero-order correlations. n = 423 for path analysis.   

 

 

Table 12: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Network Resistance (NR). 
 

  Multiple Regressions 
Zero-order 

correlation  
Path Model 

Big Five Predictors 
Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
P value 

Constant   2.48 0.013       

Extraversion 0.153** 2.83 0.005 -0.013 0.791 0.18** 0.001 

Agreeableness -0.179** -3.36 <.001 -.248** <.001 -0.23** <.001 

Conscientiousness -0.06 -1.04 0.297 -.177** <.001 - - 

Neuroticism 0.158* 2.51 0.012 .207** <.001 0.21** <.001 

Openness -0.05 -1.02 0.311 -.101* 0.032 - - 

 

Notes. n = 451 for multiple regression and zero-order correlations. n = 423 for path analysis.  

 

 

Table 13: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Network Resistance (NR). 

 
 

Notes. n = 451 for multiple regression and zero-order correlations. n = 423 for path analysis.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Multiple Regressions 
Zero-order 

correlation  
Path Model 

Big Five Predictors 
Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
P value 

Constant   2.597 0.01       

Extraversion 0.095 1.749 0.081 -0.043 0.359 - - 

Agreeableness -0.203** -3.798 <.001 -.255** <.001 -0.24** <.001 

Conscientiousness -0.024 -0.414 0.679 -.153** 0.001 - - 

Neuroticism 0.131* 2.076 0.038 .195** <.001 .09** 0.03 

Openness -0.029 -0.588 0.557 -.093* 0.047 - - 
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Table 14: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Grand Network Motivation (NM). 
 

  Multiple Regressions 
Zero-order 

correlation  

Path Model 

Big Five Predictors 
Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
P value 

Constant   -1.375 0.17       

Extraversion 0.367** 6.98 <.001 .352** <.001 .40** <.001 

Agreeableness 0.014 0.264 0.792 .104* 0.027 .00 .99 

Conscientiousness 0.103 1.839 0.067 .169** <.001 .11 .07 

Neuroticism 0.157* 2.584 0.01 -.105* 0.026 .17* .02 

Openness 0.063 1.311 0.191 .170** <.001 - - 

Notes. n = 451 for multiple regression and zero-order correlations. n = 423 for path analysis.   

 

 

 

 

Table 15: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Grand Network Resistance (NR). 
 

  Multiple Regressions 
Zero-order 

correlation  
Path Model 

Big Five Predictors 
Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

 

P value 

Constant   2.65 0.008     

Extraversion 0.124* 2.29 0.022 -.031 0.507 .16* 0.002 

Agreeableness -0.20** -3.76 <.001 -.261** <.001 -.25** <.001 

Conscientiousness -0.041 -.71 0.48 -.169** <.001 - - 

Neuroticism 0.147* 2.35 0.019 .207** <.001 .19** <.001 

Openness -0.039 -.80 0.425 -.100* 0.034 - - 

 

Notes. n = 451 for multiple regression and zero-order correlations. n = 423 for path analysis.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 93 

Table 16: Summary of Supported Big Five and DNT Ties, Organized by Personality Trait. 

Hypothesis Big Five DNT Tie 
Zero-order 

Correlation 

Standardized 

Beta  

(Multiple 

Regression) 

P  

value 

Standardized 

Coefficient 

(Path Model) 

P 

value 

Exploratory G Agreeableness Out Ego N -0.25 -0.20** <.001   

Exploratory E Agreeableness Inc Alter V -0.24 -0.19** <.001   

Exploratory E Agreeableness In Alter N -0.18 -0.13* 0.019   

Hypothesis 5d 
Agreeableness 

Out Ego Network 

Resistance 
-0.25 -0.18** <.001 -.23** <.001 

 Hypothesis 

5b Agreeableness 

In Alter Network 

Resistance 
-0.26 -0.20** <.001 -.24** <.001 

  
Agreeableness 

Grand Network 
Resistance 

-0.170 -0.20** <.001   

  Agreeableness Out Ego V -0.16 -0.13* 0.021   

  Agreeableness In Alter P -0.26 -0.22** <.001   

Exploratory I Conscientiousness Out Ego G 0.01 0.16** 0.009   

Exploratory I Conscientiousness Out Ego S 0.18 0.13* 0.017   

Exploratory I Conscientiousness Out Ego F 0.28 0.17** 0.003   

Hypothesis 6b 
Conscientiousness 

Out Ego Network 

Motivation 
0.22 0.17** 0.003 .18** <.01 

  Conscientiousness Out Ego P -0.38 -0.29** <.001   

  Conscientiousness In Ego R 0.22 0.20** <.001   

Exploratory A Extraversion In Alter G 0.23 0.28** <.001   

Exploratory A Extraversion In Alter S 0.26 0.26** <.001   

Exploratory A Extraversion In Alter F 0.30 0.32** <.001   

Exploratory B Extraversion Out Ego G -0.09 -0.17** 0.002   

Exploratory B Extraversion Out Ego S 0.36 0.37** <.001   

Exploratory B Extraversion Out Ego F 0.27 0.17** 0.002   

Hypothesis 4b 
Extraversion 

Outgoing Ego  

Network Motivation 
0.35 0.34** <.001 .41** <.001 

Hypothesis 4a 
Extraversion 

Incoming Alter  

Network Motivation 
0.32 0.35** <.001 .37** <.001 

  
Extraversion 

Grand Network 

Motivation 
0.35 0.37 

<.001 
  

  Extraversion Outgoing Ego R 0.305 0.29** <.001   

  Extraversion Incoming Alter R 0.22 0.18** 0.001   

Exploratory L Neuroticism Outgoing Ego P 0.32 0.16** 0.008   

Exploratory L Neuroticism Outgoing Ego N 0.21 0.18** 0.004   

Exploratory K Neuroticism Incoming Alter P 0.20 0.17** 0.009   

Hypothesis 7c 
Neuroticism 

Outgoing Ego  
Network Resistance 

0.21 0.16* 0.012 .21** <.001 

  
Neuroticism 

Outgoing Ego  

Network Motivation 
-0.11 0.20** 0.001   

  
Neuroticism 

Grand Network 

Motivation 
-0.11 0.16 

0.01 
  

 Hypothesis 

7b Neuroticism 

Incoming Alter  

Network Resistance 
0.20 0.13* 0.038 .09 <.05 

  
Neuroticism 

Grand Network 

Resistance 
-0.10 0.15 0.019   

  Neuroticism Incoming Ego R -0.11 0.14* 0.026   

  
Openness 

Outgoing Ego  
Network Motivation 

0.22 0.11* 0.017   
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  Openness Outgoing Ego G 0.01 0.12* 0.023   

  Openness Outgoing Ego S 0.21 0.10* 0.034   

  Openness Incoming Ego R 0.178 0.10* 0.042   

 

Notes. n = 451 for multiple regression and zero-order correlations. Out=Outgoing tie, In=Incoming tie; n = 423 for 

path analysis. * p < .01, ** p < .001. All listed relationships reached significance in both the multiple regression and 

zero-order correlation analyses. 

Global Mediation Test 

Hypothesis 8 proposed that the Big Five personality traits would exert indirect effects on 

job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and burnout through DNT network ties, representing the 

overarching theoretical prediction that personality influences workplace outcomes primarily 

through the social network dynamics individuals experience. The theoretical framing emphasized 

that rather than personality directly determining satisfaction, burnout, or turnover intentions, the 

relationships between personality and outcomes would be mediated by DNT ties, suggesting that 

network dynamics represent the primary mechanism through which personality influences 

workplace well-being. To evaluate this hypothesis, I tested three competing nested models 

following contemporary mediation best practices (MacKinnon, 2008; Methot et al., 2016): a full 

mediation model (personality → DNT → outcomes only), a partial mediation model (both 

indirect and direct effects), and a no mediation model (personality and DNT as independent 

parallel predictors). These competing models were tested at three levels of network aggregation: 

A grand model (which aggregate ego and alter forms of motivation and resistance into 

overarching motivation and resistance variables), an ego-only model, and alter-only model. 

I began with the grand DNT model. The full mediation model constrained all direct paths 

from personality traits to outcomes to zero, allowing only indirect effects through network ties, 

and thus represented the model most consistent with the theoretical framing of Hypothesis 8. 

This model demonstrated poor fit (CFI = .808, RMSEA = .164, SRMR = .161, Satorra-Bentler 

scaled χ² = 179.92, df = 15, p < .001), failing to meet commonly cited benchmarks (RMSEA < 
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.08, SRMR < .10, CFI > .90; Byrne, 2004). The model also accounted for modest variance in the 

outcomes (R² = .102 for job satisfaction, R² = .049 for turnover intentions, R² = .088 for 

burnout), suggesting that personality's influence extends beyond network-mediated pathways. 

The partial mediation model incorporated both indirect effects (personality → DNT → 

outcomes) and direct effects (personality → outcomes). This model demonstrated excellent fit 

(CFI = .990, RMSEA = .064, SRMR = .028, Satorra-Bentler scaled χ² = 12.43, df = 5, p = .029), 

meeting all conventional fit criteria (Byrne, 2004). Compared to the full mediation model, the 

partial mediation model explained substantially more variance in all three outcomes (R² = .255 

for job satisfaction, R² = .172 for turnover intentions, R² = .368 for burnout), representing 

increases of 2.5x, 3.5x, and 4.2x respectively. A likelihood ratio test confirmed that the partial 

mediation model fit significantly better than the full mediation model (Δχ² = 150.46, Δdf = 10, p 

< .001), indicating that direct personality effects are necessary to adequately explain the data. 

The no mediation model tested whether personality traits and network ties serve as 

independent parallel predictors of outcomes, without any causal relationship between personality 

and the network variables. To ensure proper nesting, all personality-DNT covariances were 

constrained to zero, specifying complete independence between these constructs. This model 

demonstrated severely inadequate fit (CFI = .587, RMSEA = .266, SRMR = .231, Satorra-

Bentler scaled χ² = 503.66, df = 18, p < .001), falling short of all conventional benchmarks by 

substantial margins. The model also explained considerably less outcome variance than the 

partial mediation model (R² = .159 for job satisfaction, R² = .110 for turnover intentions, R² = 

.272 for burnout). A likelihood ratio test confirmed that the partial mediation model fit 

significantly better than the no mediation model (Δχ² = 521.57, Δdf = 13, p < .001), 
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demonstrating that the pathways from personality traits to network tie formation are empirically 

essential and cannot be omitted from the model.  

Before proceeding with the partial mediation framework for hypothesis testing, I 

conducted a sensitivity analysis incorporating openness and constructive reactance as additional 

predictors of the three workplace outcomes. This larger model demonstrated inferior fit 

compared to the original partial mediation specification, with none of the six additional path 

coefficients achieving statistical significance. Most importantly, all previously significant 

relationships from the partial mediation model remained significant after including these 

additional predictors. These results validate the theoretical decision to exclude openness and 

constructive reactance from the primary analytical framework, confirming that their omission did 

not obscure meaningful relationships or bias model parameters.  

To evaluate whether mediation patterns varied across different forms of network 

influence, I replicated the three-model comparison framework (full mediation, partial mediation, 

and no mediation) separately for ego-contributed network dynamics (using Focal NM and Focal 

NR as mediators) and for alter-contributed network dynamics (using Alter NM and Alter NR as 

mediators). These parallel analyses yielded findings consistent with the grand-level results. 

For alter-mediated pathways, the partial mediation model explained substantially more 

variance than the full mediation model (R² increases of 6.6x for job satisfaction, 12x for turnover 

intentions, and 6.1x for burnout), with likelihood ratio tests confirming significantly superior fit 

(Δχ² = 158.45, p < .001). Similarly, for ego-mediated pathways, incorporating direct personality 

effects produced variance increases of 2.5x to 4.4x across outcomes, again with the partial 

mediation model demonstrating significantly better fit (Δχ² = 149.62, p < .001).  All model 
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comparison results for all three levels of network analysis (grand-level, ego-contributed, and 

alter-contributed) are presented in Table 17. 

Network Dynamics as a Missing Link: Quantifying DNT's Explanatory Power. 

Before testing the specific indirect effect pathways specified in Hypotheses 9-12, I conducted a 

critical analysis to quantify the degree to which DNT network ties account for the well-

established relationships between personality traits and workplace outcomes. Given the 

consistency of regression coefficients across the grand, ego, and alter models, I focused on the 

grand model, which aggregates both ego (outgoing) and alter (incoming) contributed network 

dynamics into comprehensive motivation and resistance constructs. 

To isolate DNT's explanatory contribution, I estimated a personality-only model 

excluding all network variables and compared the magnitude of the analytically represented 

direct paths from personality to outcomes in this model to those same paths in the partial 

mediation model. The theoretical logic is straightforward: if DNT ties account for variance in the 

influence of personality on the three outcomes, then personality coefficients should attenuate 

when network variables are included, with the reduction representing variance now channeled 

through the social network pathways. I quantified this attenuation by computing the R² of 

personality-outcome paths in both models. For relationships that weakened upon including DNT 

variables, I calculated the proportion of variance attributable exclusively to personality (R² 

partial/R² personality-only), then subtracted this value from 100% to determine DNT's 

explanatory share. These path coefficient comparisons appear in Table 18. 

The results reveal striking variation in how network dynamics shape different 

personality-outcome relationships. Most notably, the social network variables accounted for 61% 

of the relationship between extraversion and job satisfaction, indicating that extraverts' elevated 
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workplace satisfaction operates primarily through the social network dynamics they cultivate and 

experience rather than through direct dispositional effects. I argue this finding represents perhaps 

the most substantial evidence to date that a meta-analytically documented personality-outcome 

relationship depends fundamentally on interpersonal network mechanisms. Moving forward, 

DNT variables explained smaller, but meaningful portions of other established relationships: 

27% of conscientiousness's negative association with turnover intentions, 14% of neuroticism's 

positive relationship with both turnover intentions and burnout. Notably, however, the inclusion 

of DNT variables failed to account for any portion of the relationship between neuroticism and 

job satisfaction, indicating that neurotic individuals' diminished job satisfaction operates entirely 

independently of workplace social network dynamics. Thus, unlike the other personality-

outcome relationships examined, this association appears wholly attributable to non-social 

mechanisms. 

Collectively, these analyses provide support for Hypothesis 8, which predicted that the 

Big Five personality traits would exert indirect effects on the outcomes by way of the DNT 

network ties. The variance decomposition analysis demonstrates that network dynamics account 

for meaningful, and in one case predominant, portions of established personality-outcome 

relationships, confirming that personality operates, at least in part, through social network 

pathways rather than exclusively through direct dispositional effects. The nested model 

comparisons further validate this conclusion. Following established mediation modeling 

procedures (Methot et al., 2016; Sardeshmukh et al., 2012), the partial mediation framework was 

retained as the optimal representation of the data and, henceforth, will serve as the basis for 

testing the specific indirect effect pathways specified in Hypotheses 9-12. Figure 3-5 presents a 
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visual depiction of the path models for the grand, ego, and alter network configurations, 

respectively. 

Comparative Predictive Power: Personality Traits Versus Network Dynamics.  

To establish a definitive comparison of the relative explanatory power of personality 

traits versus DNT network dynamics, I estimated a no-mediation model in which all five 

personality traits and both grand-level DNT constructs were entered as simultaneous predictors 

of the three workplace outcomes. Unlike the previously tested constrained no-mediation model, 

this model specification allowed all exogenous predictors to covary freely (as is the typical 

default in lavaan), thereby preserving their natural intercorrelations and enabling unbiased 

estimation of partial regression coefficients. This approach provides the cleanest interpretation of 

which variables demonstrate stronger direct effects competing as parallel predictors. 

The results revealed that DNT network variables consistently demonstrated significant 

direct effects across all three outcomes, often rivaling the magnitude of personality predictors. 

Grand network motivation emerged as the strongest predictor of job satisfaction (β = .247, p < 

.001), surpassing all individual personality traits including neuroticism (β = -.218, p < .001). 

Regarding turnover intentions, both grand network motivation (β = -.151, p = .001) and grand 

network resistance (β = .145, p = .002) exhibited effect sizes comparable to the strongest 

personality predictors. Regarding burnout, grand network resistance (β = .236, p < .001) emerged 

as the second-strongest predictor after neuroticism (β = .392, p < .001), substantially exceeding 

all other personality traits. Among personality variables, neuroticism demonstrated the most 

consistent predictive validity, significantly predicting all three outcomes, while the effects of 

extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness varied considerably across 
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outcomes. These findings indicate that network dynamics represent meaningful predictors of 

workplace outcomes when examined alongside established personality traits. 

To complement this individual-predictor comparison, I conducted a framework-level 

analysis that isolated each predictor class completely. I estimated two saturated models: a 

personality-only model in which all five Big Five traits predicted all three outcomes (with DNT 

variables excluded), and a DNT-only model in which both grand network constructs predicted all 

three outcomes (with personality variables excluded). This approach addresses the broader 

theoretical question of whether the person (dispositional characteristics) or the situation (social 

network environment) explains more variance in the three broad occupational outcomes, when 

each framework is modeled exhaustively and independently. 

The R² comparisons revealed that personality traits collectively explained more variance 

in the three outcomes than did the social network dynamics. For job satisfaction, personality 

variables collectively accounted for 21.6% of variance, compared to 13.6% for the two higher-

order DNT ties. Regarding turnover intentions, personality explained 17.4% versus 9.0% for 

network dynamics. The largest discrepancy emerged for burnout, where personality accounted 

for 33.7% of variance, compared to 14.3% for the network variables. To account for the 

difference in predictors between the two frameworks (five personality traits versus two network 

constructs), I calculated adjusted R² values, which penalize models for additional predictors. The 

adjusted R² values differed minimally from the unadjusted values (R2 reductions of 0.5 to 0.7 for 

personality and 0.3 for DNT), indicating that the observed differences in explanatory power are 

substantive rather than artifacts of predictor number. These findings indicate that although social 

network dynamics yield meaningful predictive validity (as demonstrated in the simultaneous 
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predictor model), dispositional characteristics retain substantial explanatory power when 

frameworks are directly compared in isolation.  

Incremental Predictive Validity: Person Versus Situation. To further assess the 

unique contributions of each predictor framework, I conducted bidirectional incremental validity 

analyses. This approach simulated a hierarchical, stepwise regression by entering one predictor 

set as a baseline, then adding the second set to calculate the incremental variance explained 

(ΔR²), and thus quantifying what each framework adds beyond the other. 

I first examined this question using the two central, higher-order DNT ties (grand 

network motivation and grand network resistance) consistent with the overarching theoretical 

scope of this research. When DNT variables served as the baseline model, adding the Big Five 

traits accounted for substantial incremental variance: ΔR² = .137 (13.7%) for job satisfaction, 

ΔR² = .120 (12.0%) for turnover intentions, and ΔR² = .247 (24.7%) for burnout, averaging 

16.8% incremental variance across the three outcomes. In the reverse analysis where personality 

traits served as the baseline, DNT variables explained more modest incremental variance: 5.7% 

for job satisfaction, 3.6% for turnover intentions, and 5.3% for burnout, averaging 4.9% across 

outcomes. 

To examine whether this pattern persisted at a more granular level of analysis, I 

replicated the bidirectional incremental predictive validity tests, but this time I modeled all of the 

14 DNT subnetwork variables (7 ego-contributed and 7 alter-contributed tie types) rather than 

the two aggregated higher-order constructs. This approach allowed each specific network tie type 

to account for unique variance in outcomes while increasing comparability between predictor 

sets (5 personality traits versus 14 network variables). When the 14 subnetwork variables served 

as baseline, adding the Big Five explained incremental variance of ΔR² = .112 (11.2%) for job 
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satisfaction, ΔR² = .092 (9.2%) for turnover intentions, and ΔR² = .195 (19.5%) for burnout, 

averaging 13.3% across outcomes. Conversely, when personality served as baseline, the 14 

subnetwork variables explained 9.3% for job satisfaction, 7.0% for turnover intentions, and 7.3% 

for burnout, averaging 7.9% across outcomes. 

Synthesis: Person and Situation as Complementary Predictors. Across multiple 

analytical approaches, a consistent pattern emerged regarding the comparative predictive power 

of personality traits and network dynamics. When entered as simultaneous predictors, both 

frameworks demonstrated robust direct effects, with grand network motivation and resistance 

often rivaling personality traits in standardized effect sizes. When examined independently 

through saturated models, personality traits explained more total variance than network 

dynamics, though this advantage diminished substantially when networks were disaggregated 

from two higher-order constructs to 14 specific tie types. 

The incremental validity analyses, which assessed what each framework contributes 

beyond the other, revealed that personality traits consistently accounted for greater unique 

variance beyond network dynamics than vice versa. However, the magnitude of this asymmetry 

shifted markedly depending on network operationalization. At the grand level, personality's 

incremental contribution exceeded DNT's by 11.9 percentage points, whereas at the subnetwork 

level, this gap narrowed to just 5.4 percentage points. This convergent finding across both 

analytical approaches suggests that disaggregating network dynamics to the subnetwork level 

substantially enhances their explanatory power relative to personality traits, capturing 

meaningful heterogeneity obscured by higher-order aggregation. These findings affirm that both 

person and situation contribute essential, non-redundant explanatory power to understanding 
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workplace outcomes, with the relative balance between frameworks shifting as a function of 

measurement granularity. 

 

Table 17: Comparison of Path Models. 

Relevant 

DNT 

Higher-

order Ties 

Path Models CFI RMSEA SRMR SBS χ² df 
Δχ²/ P 

value  

Grand 

NM/Grand 

NR 

Hypothesized Model: Full 

Mediation:  

(Personality → DNT ties → 

Outcomes; all direct IV→ DV 

paths constrained to zero) 

0.808 0.164 0.161 179.92 15   

Alternative Model 1: Partial 

Mediation Model:  

(Personality → DNT ties → 

Outcomes; Plus IV→ DV paths) 

0.99 0.064 0.028 12.43 5 
150.46, p 

< .001 

Alternative Model 2: No Mediation 

Model  

(Personality → Outcomes & DNT 

ties → Outcomes; 

Personality/DNT covariances 

constrained to zero) 

0.587 0.266 0.231 503.66 18 
521.57, p 

< .001 

Ego 

NM/Ego NR 

Hypothesized Model: Full 

Mediation:  

(Personality → DNT ties → 

Outcomes; all direct IV→ DV 

paths constrained to zero) 

0.812 0.162 0.158 182.96 15   

Alternative Model 1: Partial 

Mediation Model:  

(Personality → DNT ties → 

Outcomes; Plus IV→ DV paths) 

0.992 0.058 0.026 12.18 5.0 
149.62, p 

< .001 

Alternative Model 2: No Mediation 

Model  

(Personality → Outcomes & DNT 

ties → Outcomes; 

Personality/DNT ties covariances 

constrained to zero) 

0.579 0.269 0.233 537.59 18 
551.56, p 

< .001 

Alter 

NM/Alter 

NR 

Hypothesized Model: Full 

Mediation:  

(Personality → DNT ties → 

Outcomes; all direct IV→ DV ties 

paths constrained to zero) 

0.778 0.163 0.179 210.07 17   

Alternative Model 1: Partial 

Mediation Model:  

(Personality → DNT ties → 

Outcomes; Plus IV→ DV paths) 

0.980 0.071 0.038 23.35 8 
158.45, p 

< .001 
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Alternative Model 2: No Mediation 

Model  

(Personality → Outcomes & DNT 

ties → Outcomes; 

Personality/DNT ties covariances 

constrained to zero) 

0.593 0.248 0.230 
480.72

6 
20 

489.89, p 

< .001 

Note. CFI=Comparative Fit Index, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standardized 

Root Mean Square Residual, SBS χ² = Satorra-Bentler scaled Chi Square, df = Degrees of Freedom, Δχ²/ P value = 

Scaled chi-square difference test compared to partial mediation model. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 18: Standardized Path Coefficients in Partial Mediation Versus Personality-only 

Models. 
 

Path Model Coefficients 

Personality 

Predictors 
Job satisfaction 

Turnover 

intentions 
Burnout 

Extraversion  .198***/.124** N/A -0.06/-.08* 

Agreeableness .05/.07 N/A -0.03/.00 

Conscientiousness .08/.04 -0.193**/-.165** -0.1/.08 

Neuroticism -0.230***/-.253*** -.234***/-.217*** .454***/.422*** 

 

Notes. N = 423, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Path coefficients to the left of the slash are derived from the 

personality-only model. Path coefficients to the left of the right are derived from the  grand partial mediation model.  
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Notes. N = 423, * p < .05, ** p < .01. Arrows indicate hypothesized paths based on the partial mediation 

model. Although not shown for simplicity, another trimmed model was created that retained only 

statistically significant paths (p < .05).  

Therefore, the trimmed model excluded the following non-significant relationships: Agreeableness → 

Grand Network Motivation, Conscientiousness → Grand Network Motivation, Neuroticism → Grand 

Network Motivation, Agreeableness → Job Satisfaction, Conscientiousness → Job Satisfaction, 

Agreeableness → Burnout, Conscientiousness → Burnout, and Grand Network Motivation → Burnout. 

This model also included an additional path from Grand Network Resistance → Job Satisfaction not 

shown in the hypothesized model. 

Figure 3: Visual Representation of the Partial Mediation Model for Grand Network 

Motivation and Resistance. 
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Notes. N = 423, * p < .05, ** p < .01. Arrows indicate hypothesized paths based on the partial mediation 

model. Although not shown for simplicity, another trimmed model was created that retained only 

statistically significant paths (p < .05). The trimmed model excluded the following non-significant 

relationships for simplicity: Agreeableness → Ego Network Motivation. Agreeableness → Job 

Satisfaction. Conscientiousness → Job Satisfaction. Agreeableness → Burnout. Conscientiousness → 

Burnout. and Ego Network Motivation → Burnout. 

Figure 4: Visual Representation of the Partial Mediation Model for Ego Network 

Motivation and Resistance. 
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Indirect Effects Analysis 

To probe the mediating mechanisms more precisely, I tested specific indirect effect 

pathways through which personality traits influence workplace outcomes via distinct forms of 

network dynamics. These hypotheses (9-12) move beyond establishing that mediation occurs to 

examining which particular network tie types (ego-contributed versus alter-contributed, 

motivational versus resistance-based) serve as the primary conduits for personality's influence on 

Notes. N = 423, * p < .05, ** p < .01. Arrows indicate hypothesized paths based on the partial mediation model. 

Although not shown for simplicity, another trimmed model was created that retained only statistically 

significant paths (p < .05). Therefore, the trimmed model excluded the following non-significant relationships: 

Agreeableness → Alter Network Motivation. Conscientiousness → Alter Network Motivation. Neuroticism → 

Alter Network Motivation. Agreeableness → Job Satisfaction. Conscientiousness → Job Satisfaction. 

Agreeableness → Burnout. and Conscientiousness → Burnout. This model also included an additional path 

from Alter Network Resistance → Job Satisfaction not shown in the hypothesized model. 

Figure 5: Visual Representation of the Partial Mediation Model for Ego Network 

Motivation and Resistance. 
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outcomes. Indirect effects were estimated using the product of coefficients method (a × b), with 

standard errors and 95% confidence intervals derived via the delta method (Sobel, 1982). This 

approach tests whether personality traits exert their influence on outcomes through the 

hypothesized network pathways while accounting for measurement error in both the predictor-to-

mediator and mediator-to-outcome paths. A summary of an indirect effect hypothesis can be 

viewed in Table 19. 

Indirect Effects for Extraversion. Two hypotheses examined extraversion's indirect 

influence through distinct network motivation pathways. Hypothesis 9a predicted that 

extraversion would enhance job satisfaction through alter network motivation. This hypothesis 

was supported (indirect effect = 0.092, SE = 0.028, p = .001, 95% CI [0.037, 0.147]), indicating 

that extraverts' tendency to elicit motivating network ties from others contributes positively to 

their job satisfaction. Approximately 29% of the total effect of extraversion on job satisfaction 

was transmitted through this alter-motivational pathway, suggesting that this mechanism 

accounts for a meaningful share of the association Hypothesis 9b proposed that extraversion 

would reduce burnout through ego network motivation. This hypothesis was not supported 

(indirect effect = -0.040, SE = 0.026, z = -1.549, p = .121, 95% CI [-0.091, 0.011]), suggesting 

that extraverts' self-initiated motivating ties do not significantly mediate their burnout levels. 

Indirect Effects for Agreeableness. Agreeableness was hypothesized to operate through 

both motivational and resistance pathways. Hypothesis 10a predicted that agreeableness would 

increase job satisfaction through alter network motivation. This hypothesis was not supported 

(indirect effect = -0.006, SE = 0.020, p = .749, 95% CI [-0.045, 0.032]), indicating that agreeable 

individuals' capacity to elicit motivating ties from others does not significantly explain their job 

satisfaction. Hypothesis 10b proposed that agreeableness would reduce burnout by diminishing 
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alter network resistance. This hypothesis was supported (indirect effect = -0.101, SE = 0.034, p = 

.003, 95% CI [-0.168, -0.033]), demonstrating that agreeable employees experience lower 

burnout in part because they provoke fewer resistance-based ties from network members. 

Although agreeableness exerted a significant indirect effect on burnout through reduced alter 

network resistance, the proportion-mediated estimate was not interpretable. The total effect of 

agreeableness on burnout was nonsignificant, and the ratio of the indirect-to-total effect yielded a 

proportion greater than 1 with a confidence interval spanning zero. This pattern reflects what 

methodologists identify as suppression or inconsistent mediation, where direct and indirect 

components operate in opposing directions (Hayes, 2022; Zhao et al., 2010). Accordingly, even 

though the indirect pathway was reliable, the proportion mediated is not interpreted. 

Indirect Effects for Conscientiousness. Four hypotheses examined conscientiousness 

through both ego and alter network pathways across multiple outcomes. Hypothesis 11a 

predicted that conscientiousness would enhance job satisfaction through alter network 

motivation. This hypothesis was not supported (indirect effect = 0.019, SE = 0.018, p = .296, 

95% CI [-0.017, 0.055]). Hypothesis 11b proposed that conscientiousness would increase job 

satisfaction through ego network motivation. This hypothesis was supported (indirect effect = 

0.079, SE = 0.031, p = .011, 95% CI [0.018, 0.140]), indicating that conscientious employees' 

self-initiated motivating ties contribute to their job satisfaction. A similar suppression pattern 

emerged here: the total effect of conscientiousness on job satisfaction was nonsignificant (p = 

.262), and the proportion-mediated estimate yielded an unstable confidence interval that crossed 

zero and extended beyond 1 (95% CI [-0.464, 1.641]). As with H10b, this combination reflects 

inconsistent mediation, and therefore the proportion mediated is not interpreted. Hypothesis 11c 

predicted that conscientiousness would reduce turnover intentions through ego network 
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motivation. This hypothesis was supported (indirect effect = -0.049, SE = 0.022, p = .025, 95% 

CI [-0.091, -0.006]), demonstrating that conscientious individuals' motivating network ties help 

retain them in their organizations, and 14% of the total effect of conscientiousness on turnover 

intentions was transmitted through ego network motivation. Hypothesis 11d proposed that 

conscientiousness would reduce burnout through ego network motivation. This hypothesis was 

not supported (indirect effect = -0.021, SE = 0.015, p = .154, 95% CI [-0.051, 0.008]). 

Indirect Effects for Neuroticism. Five hypotheses examined neuroticism's influence 

through both motivational and resistance pathways in ego and alter forms. Hypothesis 12a 

predicted that neuroticism would reduce job satisfaction through diminished alter network 

motivation. This hypothesis was not supported (indirect effect = 0.030, SE = 0.019, p = .116, 

95% CI [-0.008, 0.06]). Hypothesis 12b proposed that neuroticism would increase burnout 

through alter network resistance. This hypothesis was supported (indirect effect = 0.028, SE = 

0.014, p = .046, 95% CI [0.000, 0.055]). Despite significance, the proportion-mediated estimate 

suggested a mere 4% of the total effect of neuroticism on burnout was transmitted through this 

pathway. Hypothesis 12c predicted that neuroticism would increase turnover intentions through 

alter network resistance. This hypothesis was not supported (indirect effect = 0.015, SE = 0.010, 

p = .125, 95% CI [-0.004, 0.034]). Hypothesis 12d proposed that neuroticism would increase 

burnout through ego network resistance. This hypothesis was supported (indirect effect = 0.055, 

SE = 0.017, p = .001, 95% CI [0.021, 0.088]), suggesting that neurotic individuals' self-generated 

resistance ties substantially contribute to their burnout experiences. However, this indirect 

pathway accounted for only 8% of the total effect of neuroticism on burnout. Hypothesis 12e 

predicted that neuroticism would increase turnover intentions through ego network resistance. 

This hypothesis was supported (indirect effect = 0.031, SE = 0.015, p = .037, 95% CI [0.002, 
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0.059]), indicating that neurotic employees' resistance-based network ties contribute to their 

intention to leave the organization. However, like burnout, only 8% of the effect from burnout to 

ego network resistance was accounted for by self-generated network resistance.  

Table 19: Summary of Indirect Effect Hypotheses Testing. 

Personality 

Traits 

Alter vs 

Ego 
Hypothesis Results Supported? 

Proportion 

of total 

effect 

Extraversion 

Alter 

H9a: Extra (+) → 

Alter NM (+) → Job 

Sat  

β = 0.092, SE = 

0.028, p = .001, 95% 

CI [0.037, 0.147] 

Yes 29% 

Ego 

H9b: Extra (-) → 

Ego NM (-) → 

Burnout  

β = -0.040, SE = 

0.026, p = .122, 95% 

CI [-0.091, 0.011] 

No   

Agreeableness 

Alter 

H10a: Agree (+) → 

Alter NM (+) → Job 

Sat  

β = -0.006, SE = 

0.020, p = .749, 95% 

CI [-0.045, 0.032] 

No   

Alter 
H10b: Agree (-) → 

Alter NR (+) → 

Burnout  

β = -0.101, SE = 

0.034,  p = .003, 

95% CI [-0.168, -

0.033] 

Yes 
Not 

interpretable  

Conscientiousness 

Alter 

H11a: Cons (+) → 

Alter NM (+) → Job 

Sat  

β = 0.019, SE = 

0.018, p = .296, 95% 

CI [-0.017, 0.055] 

No   

Ego 

H11b: Cons (+) → 

Ego NM (+) → Job 

Sat  

β = 0.079, SE = 

0.031, p = .011, 95% 

CI [0.018, 0.140] 

Yes 
Not 

interpretable  

Ego 

H11c: Cons (-) → 

Ego NM (-) → 

Turnover  

β = -0.049, SE = 

0.022, p = .025, 95% 

CI [-0.091, -0.006] 

Yes 14% 

Ego 
H11d: Cons (-) → 

Ego NM (-) → 

Burnout  

β = -0.021, SE = 

0.015,  p = .154, 

95% CI [-0.051, 

0.008] 

No   

Neuroticism 

Alter 

H12a: Neuro (-) → 

Alter NM → (+) Job 

Sat 

β = 0.030, SE = 

0.019, p = .116, 95% 

CI [-0.008, 0.068] 

No   

Alter 

H12b: Neuro (+) → 

Alter NR (+) → 

Burnout  

β = 0.028, SE = 

0.014, p = .046, 95% 

CI [0.000, 0.055] 

Yes 4% 

Alter 

H12c: Neuro (+) → 

Alter NR (+) → 

Turnover 

β = 0.015, SE = 

0.010, p = .126, 95% 

CI [-0.004, 0.034] 

No   

Ego 

H12d: Neuro (+) → 

Ego NR (+) → 

Burnout  

β = 0.055, SE = 

0.017, p = .001, 95% 

CI [0.021, 0.088] 

Yes 8% 

Ego 

H12e: Neuro (+) → 

Ego NR (+) → 

Turnover 

β = 0.031, SE = 

0.015, p = .037, 95% 

CI [0.002, 0.059] 

Yes 8% 

 



 

 112 

Notes. n = 423. β = Standardized indirect effect coefficient. SE = Standard error. CI = 95% confidence intervals. 

Significance was determined by confidence intervals that excluded zero. 

Moderation Analyses 

None of the hypothesized moderation effects achieved statistical significance. 

Extraversion was expected to moderate the relationship between neuroticism and supportive 

resistance ties; this relationship did not hold when supportive resistance came from alters (b = 

.54, 95% CI: [-.35, 1.44], p = .232), nor did it hold when it came from the ego (b = .21, 95% CI: 

[-.67, 1.08], p = .64), thereby providing no support for Hypothesis 13a. Similarly, extraversion 

was hypothesized to moderate the relationship between conscientiousness and feedback ties; 

however, this interaction was not significant for ego feedback (b = .00, 95% CI: [-.24, .24], p = 

.99) or alter feedback (b = .01, 95% CI: [-1.56, 1.58], p = .99), providing no support for 

Hypothesis 13b. Agreeableness was expected to moderate the relationship between openness and 

alter system support (b = -.84, 95% CI: [-3.13, 1.46], p = .47), yet Hypothesis 14 was not 

supported. Conscientiousness was hypothesized to moderate the relationship between 

agreeableness and ego goal prevention (b = .15, 95% CI: [-.17, .46], p = .37), providing no 

support for Hypothesis 15a. Finally, conscientiousness was expected to moderate the relationship 

between openness and alter supportive resistance (b = .31, 95% CI: [-.93, 1.54], p = .62), yet 

Hypothesis 15b was not supported. 

An Exploratory Global Analysis of the Big 5 → DNT Tie Direct effects 

The present section adopts a broader exploratory approach, abductively investigating 

patterns within the dataset, independent of formal predictions. This analysis extends beyond the 

hypothesized relationships by examining trait openness to experience and exploring DNT 

subnetwork ties, thereby providing a more nuanced understanding of how employee personality 

traits predict the composition of employees’ occupational social networks. I first reflect on the 
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effect sizes observed between traits and all of the DNT network ties before transitioning to the 

examination of the specific patterns that emerged specifically amongst personality and the lower-

order DNT subnetworks. 

To investigate associative patterns within the dataset, I reflect on the correlation analysis 

examining relationships between the Big Five traits and twenty DNT ties. These twenty ties 

comprised seven ego (outgoing) ties, seven alter (incoming) ties, two alter higher-order 

constructs (Alter Network Motivation and Alter Network Resistance), two ego higher-order 

constructs (Ego Network Motivation and Ego Network Resistance), and two grand constructs 

aggregating motivation and resistance across both ego and alter networks (Grand Network 

Motivation and Grand Network Resistance). Of the 100 bivariate correlations tested, a staggering 

76 demonstrated statistical significance, underscoring the extensive predictive utility of the Big 

Five across network dynamics. The subsequent, multiple regression analyses (detailed in the 

aforementioned section) revealed that 39 of those relationships survived the inclusion of the four 

additional personality traits. Given the enhanced robustness of relationships that withstand 

multivariate controls, the following commentary on correlational effect sizes examines 

exclusively these 39 associations that remained significant in the multiple regression analyses. 

Regarding the magnitude of the associative effect sizes, the mean and median correlation 

effect sizes were both .22, which placed the average personality-outcome effect size in this data 

set between the 55th and 60th percentile, according to modern personality benchmarks (Gignac 

& Szodorai, 2016). The strongest association emerged between Conscientiousness and the 

Outgoing Ego P tie (r = -.375), which lands this effect between the 85th and 90th percentile of 

correlations observed in personality research (Gignac & Szodorai, 2016). Strikingly, extraversion 

accounted for 8 of the 12 strongest relationships, highlighting its particularly robust associations 
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with network dynamics. It is important to note that these correlational benchmarks were derived 

from cross-sectional research, whereas the present study employed a multi-wave longitudinal 

design. As such, the temporal separation between measurement occasions likely attenuated the 

observed correlations, suggesting that effect sizes may have been stronger had assessments 

occurred cross-sectionally (Gignac & Szodorai, 2016).  

Big Five → DNT Subnetworks: An Exploratory Analysis 

This following section examines relationships between personality traits and DNT 

subnetwork ties, which constitute the lower-order constructs within DNT's hierarchical 

framework. As a reminder, the lower-order DNT subnetworks of goal striving (G), support (S), 

and feedback (FB) make up the higher-order DNT construct of network motivation, whereas goal 

preventing (P), supportive resisting (V), and negating (N) comprise the higher-order DNT 

construct of Network Resistance. Of note, a review of this taxonomy can be located in Table 2, 

and the complete analysis is available in supplementary Tables 2-15 in the appendix. 

Regarding the correlational analysis of the personality/DNT subnetworks, perhaps the 

most striking pattern that emerged was that neuroticism and agreeableness demonstrated a 

definitive orientation toward network resistance subnetworks, exclusively. In fact, every lower-

order subnetwork predicted by these two traits fell within the higher-order tie of DNT's network 

resistance. Conversely, extraversion, openness to experience, and conscientiousness exhibited 

the exact opposite pattern, predicting network motivation subnetworks almost exclusively, with 

conscientiousness alone predicting a single resistance subnetwork. These findings suggest a 

striking fundamental distinction in how personality functions to elicit network dynamics: low 

neuroticism and high agreeableness primarily serve to mitigate workplace network resistance, 

whereas extraversion, openness to experience, and conscientiousness primarily facilitate the 
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emergence of network motivation. The following section provides a deeper examination of the 

exploratory associations between personality traits and the DNT subnetworks, while also 

assessing how specific social actor categories contribute to these dynamics. 

Personality DNT subnetwork Bar Chart Creation 

To facilitate easy interpretations of the differences that emerged in the predictive 

relationships between personality traits and the DNT subnetworks, I constructed bar charts 

comparing “high” and “low” levels of each trait. Participants were classified as high if their 

scores were at least one standard deviation above the sample mean, and low if their scores were 

at least one standard deviation below the mean. This grouping allowed the visual comparisons to 

clearly illustrate how the DNT subnetworks differ as a function of personality. Each personality 

trait and DNT subnetwork results are shown across two figures. As can be viewed in the bar 

charts, I indicate low and high extraversion with a checkered clustered bar chart approach, 

whereby low extraversion is represented in the striped lines and high in the solid colors. 

The first Figure type is a two-paneled figure. Panel A displays the personality traits 

across the higher-ordered DNT ties of grand network motivation, grand network resistance, and 

grand constructive reactance (which for the purposes of this panel was simply an aggregation of 

ego and alter constructive reactance). Panel B then displays each of the 14 lower-order DNT 

subnetworks by personality trait. Regarding the social category actor figures, I present additional 

two paneled bar charts intended to illustrate the difference between high and low extraversion 

across the DNT subnetworks, but this time across alter categories. Importantly, this two-panel 

approach distinguishes between aggregate and per-actor network patterns. Panel A displays the 

total volume of each DNT subnetwork ties aggregated across all network members within a 

given actor category. Panel B, on the other hand, presents the average magnitude of each DNT 
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subnetwork per individual actor within that category. In essence, Panel A reveals the cumulative 

network structure, while Panel B illuminates the intensity of ties normalized by the number of 

actors present. 

For the social actor category panels, I present bar charts displaying only the top five most 

represented social alter categories, just like previous DNT studies (Rosemarino & Westaby, 

2025b) these five social categories represented the 90% of the alters listed in the sample. 

Because the process of listing five social categories across 14 different lower order DNT ties was 

too much for a single bar chart, I displayed the personality/social category relationships that were 

the most salient by using a cutoff rule of 1.5, whereby the difference between the volume of tie 

across the low and high personality traits must have been 50% more or 50% less to be displayed 

on the bar chats. Thus, the paneled bar charts are limited to the most salient relationships, rather 

than displaying all of the possible social category actor bars. In the section that follows, I will 

commentate the patterns amongst each of the personality traits that stood out as most insightful. 

Extraversion: An Exploratory Investigation  

As illustrated in Figure 6 (panel B), higher network motivation subnetworks (blue bars) 

are observed among highly extraverted employees. These individuals reported both providing 

and receiving more support, suggesting a reciprocal pattern of positive workplace interactions. 

Furthermore, although high and low extraversion groups showed virtually no difference in self-

directed goal striving (ego G), highly extraverted employees reported that network members 

independently worked toward their goals at nearly twice the rate. This finding suggests that 

others are not only more willing to provide indirect support to extraverted employees 

(demonstrated by the alter support bar), but are also more inclined to directly contribute labor 

toward their goal accomplishment. Additionally, highly extraverted individuals were more likely 
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to engage in constructive conflict resolution (R tie) with network members, who reciprocally 

demonstrated greater proactive conflict resolution behaviors toward them. This pattern likely 

stems from the warm and positive emotional facets characteristic of extraversion. 

Regarding social actor categories, Figure 7’s Panel A reveals that extraverted employees 

received substantially elevated levels of feedback and support across network ties, with upper 

management providing network motivation subnetworks at approximately twice the rate 

observed for introverted employees. Moreover, extraverts reported their networks engaging in 

constructive reactance at considerably higher levels. These patterns largely persisted in Panel B 

when examining per-actor average. Interestingly, highly extraverted individuals received more 

negative emotionality from friends on a per-actor basis, yet their friends engaged in constructive 

conflict resolution at a striking fivefold higher rate. Conversely, despite their less social 

disposition, introverted employees fascinatingly received more social resistance (V ties) on a 

per-actor basis from coworkers, supervisors, and direct reports, suggesting qualitatively different 

network dynamics as a function of extraversion. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Notes. N = 451. DNT subnetwork notation is as follows: Goal strive = Goal striving tie (G), Support = Support tie (S), Feedback =Feedback tie (F), Goal prevent 

= Goal prevention tie (P), Social resistance = Supportive reactance tie (V), Negative emotion = Negation Tie (N), Constructive conflict = Constructive reactance 

tie (R). 

Figure 6 : Extraversion By DNT Grand Network Ties and Subnetworks. 
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Notes. High extraversion n = 78, Low extraversion n = 77.  For both Panels, all ties depicted represent alter contributions (incoming ties from network members to the 

focal employee).DNT subnetwork notation is as follows: Goal strive = Alter goal striving tie (G), Support = Alter support tie (S), Feedback = Alter feedback tie (F); 

Goal prevent = Alter goal prevention tie (P), Social resistance = Alter supportive resistance tie (V), Negative emotion= Alter negation tie (N); Constructive conflict = 

Alter constructive reactance tie (R). The Panel A the bars represent the average sum of the DNT subnetworks for each alter category. Sample sizes for each actor 

category in Panel A: Coworkers (low extraversion n = 217; high extraversion n = 194), Direct Reports (low extraversion n = 34; high extraversion n = 110), Supervisors 

(low extraversion n = 105; high extraversion n = 79), Upper Management (low extraversion n = 25; high extraversion n = 36), and Friends (low extraversion n = 21; high 

extraversion n = 28. In Part B, the bars represent the DNT subnetwork per single alter, calculated using only networks that included at least one alter from each social 

category. 

 

Figure 7: Extraversion by Alter DNT Subnetworks. 
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Agreeableness: An Exploratory Investigation 

Deeper reflection on trait agreeableness reveals fascinating network patterns. As 

observed in Figure 8 (panel B), employees low in agreeableness (those who are more 

confrontational, blunt, and less inclined to value social harmony) reported receiving network 

resistance (red bars) at rates 2 to 4 times higher than their more compassionate counterparts. 

Notably, this elevated resistance appeared agnostic to tie origin, manifesting equally across 

social resistance (V ties) and independent prevention (P ties). 

Figure 9 reveals particularly insightful patterns across social categories. First, 

agreeableness produced more distinct differences across social actor categories than any other 

Big Five trait, as evidenced by the sheer number of bars present. Moreover, agreeableness 

yielded all three network resistance subnetworks meeting the 1.5 times cutoff for each of the five 

analyzed social actor categories. Furthermore, although high and low agreeableness 

demonstrated negligible differences in aggregate network motivation (as shown by blue bars in 

Figure 9 and nonsignificant predictions in supplementary tables), notable differences emerged 

when deconstructing network motivation by social actor category. Specifically, highly agreeable 

supervisors received substantially more motivation from their direct reports. 

Importantly, the pattern of elevated resistance toward disagreeable employees persisted in 

Panel B's per-actor analysis. Whereas other traits showed notably larger differences in Panel A 

(suggesting effects partially attributable to network size differences), low agreeableness 

employees received at least 2 times more resistance on a per-person basis across all social 

categories. Some differences were especially pronounced: on a per-person basis, disagreeable 

employees received over 10 times more independent hindrance from friends and 5 times more 
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negative emotion, while these friends demonstrated substantially less constructive reactance 

amidst conflict (R ties, purple bars). 

The elevated resistance toward disagreeable employees was especially stark for roles 

implying hierarchical differences (direct reports, supervisors, upper management). As such, 

disagreeable employees appeared to struggle disproportionately with authority figures. 

Specifically, Panel A reveals that disagreeable employees reported 10 times more social 

resistance (V ties) from upper management, in the aggregate. Examination of Panel B reveals 

that on a per-person basis, highly disagreeable employees experience an escalating pattern of 

social resistance that intensifies with hierarchical distance. Disagreeable employees received 

approximately 2 times more social resistance from both coworkers and friends (representing 

lateral peer relationships). Yet, this multiplier increased substantially when hierarchical 

differences were present: disagreeable employees report receiving 3 times more social resistance 

from supervisors, and over 4 times more from both upper management and their own direct 

reports. This sensitivity to hierarchical relationships suggests that while disagreeable behavior 

strains all workplace relationships, it becomes disproportionately costly when power differentials 

are involved. Lateral relationships may tolerate interpersonal friction more readily, whereas 

authority figures (supervisors, upper management) possess both reduced tolerance and greater 

discretion to withdraw support, while subordinates (direct reports) may actively resist 

disagreeable leadership, perceiving it as abusive or unfair. On the other hand, hierarchical 

relationships may themselves activate disagreeable tendencies, as power dynamics could 

provoke or amplify the expression of confrontational and antagonistic behaviors that remain 

more subdued in egalitarian peer interactions.



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes. N = 451. DNT subnetwork notation is as follows: Goal strive = Goal striving tie (G), Support = Support tie (S), Feedback =Feedback tie (F), Goal 

prevent = Goal prevention tie (P), Social resistance = Supportive reactance tie (V), Negative emotion = Negation Tie (N), Constructive conflict = 

Constructive reactance tie (R). 

Figure 8:  Agreeableness by DNT Grand Network Ties and Subnetwork Ties. 
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Notes. High agreeableness n = 78, Low agreeableness n = 73.  For both Panels, all ties depicted represent alter contributions (incoming ties from network members 

to the focal employee).DNT subnetwork notation is as follows: Goal strive = Alter goal striving tie (G), Support = Alter support tie (S), Feedback = Alter feedback 

tie (F); Goal prevent = Alter goal prevention tie (P), Social resistance = Alter supportive resistance tie (V), Negative emotion= Alter negation tie (N); Constructive 

conflict = Alter constructive reactance tie (R). The Panel A the bars represent the average sum of the DNT subnetworks for each alter category. Sample sizes for 

each actor category in Panel A: Coworkers (low agreeableness n = 191; high agreeableness n = 183), Direct Reports (low agreeableness n = 42; high agreeableness 

n = 71), Supervisors (low agreeableness n = 106; high agreeableness n = 91), Upper Management (low agreeableness n = 46; high agreeableness n = 23), and friend 

(low agreeableness n = 19; high agreeableness n = 29. In Part B, the bars represent the DNT subnetwork per single alter, calculated using only networks that 

included at least one alter from each social category. 

Figure 9: Agreeableness by Alter DNT Subnetwork Ties. 
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Conscientiousness: An Exploratory Investigation 

Reflecting on the bar charts for conscientiousness reveals patterns that diverge from what 

is seen in other personality traits. Perhaps the most notable distinctions between high and low 

conscientiousness emerge from the ego bars (representing focal contributions), implying that the 

temperamental advantages conscientiousness confers at work (Barrick et al., 2001) stem 

primarily from employees' own contributions, contrasting with the advantages of high 

extraversion and agreeableness, which reveal pronounced alter contributions. Figure 10 (panel B) 

reveals that highly conscientious employees reported approximately 25% more collaborative 

behavior (ego S ties) and feedback seeking (ego F ties). Moreover, they engaged in constructive 

conflict resolution 63% more frequently than their less conscientious counterparts (ego R ties). 

Most strikingly, less conscientious employees reported fivefold higher ego goal prevention, 

suggesting they are substantially more likely to independently impede their own performance 

through complications, procrastination, or becoming stuck in minutia. Conversely, differences in 

alter contributions showed more modest increases: network members' support, goal striving, and 

feedback toward highly conscientious employees increased only 5-17%. This pattern reinforces 

that conscientiousness’ contribution largely lies in ego-driven motivation, particularly in ego 

support, ego feedback, ego constructive conflict, and especially ego goal prevention, while alter 

contributions play a comparatively smaller role. 

At a broad level, the motivational and resistance patterns appear to reflect 

conscientiousness operating predominantly through ego contributions. However, when 

examining social actor categories (Figure 11) unveils a more complex story. With one exception 

(reduced negative emotion from management, likely reflecting upper management's appreciation 

for conscientious employees' reliability and high performance), the distribution of motivational 
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versus resistance subnetworks across social roles was completely uniform. Specifically, highly 

conscientious employees received less resistance from coworkers, supervisors, and friends, while 

simultaneously receiving more motivational subnetworks from direct reports and management.  

This vertically concentrated pattern suggests that formal role relationships (both upward and 

downward) are where conscientiousness yields its clearest motivational advantages, whereas 

lateral ties exhibit reductions in resistance rather than large motivational gains. In sum, 

conscientious employees received greater motivational contributions from both superiors and 

subordinates in the organizational hierarchy, while simultaneously mitigating resistance from 

those above them (supervisors) and laterally positioned (coworkers and friends). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes. N = 451. DNT subnetwork notation is as follows: Goal strive = Goal striving tie (G), Support = Support tie (S), Feedback =Feedback tie (F), Goal 

prevent = Goal prevention tie (P), Social resistance = Supportive reactance tie (V), Negative emotion = Negation Tie (N), Constructive conflict = 

Constructive reactance tie (R). 

Figure 10: Conscientiousness by DNT Grand Network Ties and Subnetworks Ties. 
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Notes. High conscientiousness n = 89, Low conscientiousness n = 78. For both Panels, all ties depicted represent alter contributions (incoming ties from network members to 

the focal employee). DNT subnetwork notation is as follows: Goal strive = Alter goal striving tie (G), Support = Alter support tie (S), Feedback = Alter feedback tie (F); 

Goal prevent = Alter goal prevention tie (P), Social resistance = Alter supportive resistance tie (V), Negative emotion = Alter negation tie (N); Constructive conflict = Alter 

constructive reactance tie (R). In Panel A the bars represent the average sum of the DNT subnetworks for each alter category. Sample sizes for each actor category in Panel 

A: Coworkers (low conscientiousness n = 234; high conscientiousness n = 216), Direct Reports (low conscientiousness n = 40; high conscientiousness n = 112), Supervisors 

(low conscientiousness n = 92; high conscientiousness n = 86), Upper Management (low conscientiousness n = 30; high conscientiousness n = 37), and Friend (low 

conscientiousness n = 30; high conscientiousness n = 27). In Panel B, the bars represent the DNT subnetwork per single alter, calculated using only networks that included at 

least one alter from each social category. 

 

Figure 11: Conscientiousness by Alter DNT Subnetworks Ties. 
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Neuroticism: An Exploratory Investigation 

Turning now to neuroticism, Figure 12 (panel B) reveals a distinct pattern: highly 

neurotic individuals incurred more resistance subnetwork ties (both incoming and outgoing) and 

fewer motivational subnetwork ties (both incoming and outgoing). Fascinatingly, however, this 

pattern did not manifest for ego goal striving, suggesting that high and low neurotic employees 

independently strive towards completing job tasks to equivalent degrees. Considering the wealth 

of scholarship that links neuroticism to performance decrements (Mount et al., 2001), this 

finding carries substantial implications. Specifically, it suggests that the occupational strain 

experienced by highly neurotic employees stems not from their independent task-oriented 

striving, but rather from impediments to goal accomplishment and their positioning within the 

workplace social ecosystem. 

Regarding independently contributed performance barriers, highly neurotic employees 

faced obstacles from two sources: their own self-sabotaging behaviors (ego goal prevention) and 

hindrance from network members (alter goal prevention). While both sources were elevated 

compared to less neurotic employees, the pattern was asymmetric. Network members hindered 

neurotic employees' goals at nearly twice the rate, yet neurotic employees reported hindering 

their own performance at 3.5 times the rate more than their less neurotic counterparts. Regarding 

social integration, highly neurotic employees reported experiencing more independent hindrance 

from others (alter goal prevention), more social resistance (alter supportive resistance), and twice 

as much negative emotion flowing both toward and from their network members (ego and alter 

negation, respectively). 

Figure 13 uncovers how neuroticism shapes dynamics within particular workplace roles. 

Three or more DNT subnetworks surpassed the 50% difference cutoff across all five analyzed 
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social categories. Highly neurotic employees reported more resistance subnetworks from 

coworkers and supervisors, with these differences remaining robust in Panel B's per-actor 

analysis, suggesting that this greater relational strain exists on a per-person level, rather than 

strain accumulation via network size. Specifically, highly neurotic employees received 

approximately twice as much social resistance across coworkers, supervisors, upper 

management, and even friends. Perhaps most strikingly, on a per-person basis, neurotic 

employees reported (or perceived) that upper management harbored negative emotion toward 

them at over four times the rate experienced by less neurotic employees. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes. N = 451. DNT subnetwork notation is as follows: Goal strive = Goal striving tie (G), Support = Support tie (S), Feedback =Feedback tie (F), Goal 

prevent = Goal prevention tie (P), Social resistance = Supportive reactance tie (V), Negative emotion = Negation Tie (N), Constructive conflict = Constructive 

reactance tie (R). 

Figure 12: Neuroticism By DNT Grand Network Ties and Subnetworks Ties. 
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Figure 13: Neuroticism by Alter DNT Subnetworks. 

Notes. High neuroticism n = 73, Low neuroticism n = 82. For both Panels, all ties depicted represent alter contributions (incoming ties from network members to 

the focal employee). DNT subnetwork notation is as follows: Goal strive = Alter goal striving tie (G), Support = Alter support tie (S), Feedback = Alter feedback 

tie (F); Goal prevent = Alter goal prevention tie (P), Social resistance = Alter supportive resistance tie (V), Negative emotion = Alter negation tie (N); Constructive 

conflict = Alter constructive reactance tie (R). In Panel A the bars represent the average sum of the DNT subnetworks for each alter category. Sample sizes for each 

actor category in Panel A: Coworkers (low neuroticism n = 194; high neuroticism n = 193), Direct Reports (low neuroticism n = 93; high neuroticism n = 47), 

Supervisors (low neuroticism n = 91; high neuroticism n = 99), Upper Management (low neuroticism n = 33; high neuroticism n = 37), and Friend (low neuroticism 

n = 33; high neuroticism n = 26). In Panel B, the bars represent the DNT subnetwork per single alter, calculated using only networks that included at least one alter 

from each social category. 
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Openness: An Exploratory Investigation 

Lastly, I turn to openness to experience. Given openness failed to predict any metanalytic 

outcomes in the present research (job satisfaction, burnout, turnover intentions), I did not 

formally state hypotheses for this trait. Yet as expected, openness to experience demonstrated the 

narrowest range of significant relationships with DNT ties compared to other Big Five traits (as a 

reminder, the regression coefficients available in supplementary tables). Figure 14 (panel B) 

visually presents this pattern: bar heights remained very similar across most subnetworks, with 

highly open individuals demonstrating marginally more motivation and less resistance. The most 

notable difference emerged for ego constructive reactance. Highly open individuals reported 

initiating constructive conflict resolution 70% more frequently than their less open counterparts. 

This advantage likely stems from openness facilitating perspective-taking, whereby open 

individuals more readily adopt others' viewpoints (Melchers et al., 2016), which thus enable 

them to more effectively navigate conflict when disagreements arise from differing perspectives. 

Turning to social actor categories in Figure 15, the elevated resistance subnetworks 

directed toward less open employees suggests that cognitive rigidity may complicate workplace 

collaboration. Specifically, less open employees reported more social resistance from direct 

reports, coworkers, and management, with the latter two categories remaining notably elevated 

in Panel B's per-person analysis. In contrast, openness did not generate strong motivational 

subnetwork advantages in upward or lateral relationships. Instead, its effects manifested 

primarily through reduced resistance subnetworks, implying that openness may function more as 

a friction reducer than as a driver of increased motivation among lateral relationship and senior 

leaders. 
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Additionally, highly open supervisors received 54% more constructive reactance from 

each of their direct reports (Panel B), a pattern that juxtaposes intriguingly with the earlier 

observation that open individuals themselves engage in more constructive conflict resolution. 

Perhaps direct reports mirror this behavior after their supervisor’s model that constructive 

conflict is valued. This mirroring dynamic may be less salient (and necessary) for lateral 

relationships (coworkers) or upward hierarchical relationships (supervisors and management), as 

evidenced by constructive reactance failing to reach the 50% cutoff for these four categories, 

explaining why this bar appears exclusively for openness and direct reports in Figure 15’s Panel 

B. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes. N = 451. DNT subnetwork notation is as follows: Goal strive = Goal striving tie (G), Support = Support tie (S), Feedback=Feedback tie (F), Goal prevent = 

Goal prevention tie (P), Social resistance = Supportive reactance tie (V), Negative emotion = Negation Tie (N), Constructive conflict = Constructive reactance tie 

(R). 

Figure 14: Openness by DNT Grand Network Ties and Subnetworks Ties. 
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Notes. High openness n = 87, Low openness n = 65. For both Panels, all ties depicted represent alter contributions (incoming ties from network members to 

the focal employee). DNT subnetwork notation is as follows: Goal strive = Alter goal striving tie (G), Support = Alter support tie (S), Feedback = Alter 

feedback tie (F); Goal prevent = Alter goal prevention tie (P), Social resistance = Alter supportive resistance tie (V), Negative emotion = Alter negation tie 

(N); Constructive conflict = Alter constructive reactance tie (R). In Panel A the bars represent the average sum of the DNT subnetworks for each alter 

category. Sample sizes for each actor category in Panel A: Coworkers (low openness n = 167; high openness n = 214), Direct Reports (low openness n = 32; 

high openness n = 91), Supervisors (low openness n = 89; high openness n = 99), Upper Management (low openness n = 33; high openness n = 41), and 

Friend (low openness n = 14; high openness n = 27). In Panel B, the bars represent the DNT subnetwork per single alter, calculated using only networks that 

included at least one alter from each social category. 

 

Figure 15: Openness By Alter DNT Subnetworks. 
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION 

Personality traits have long been recognized as robust predictors of workplace outcomes, 

with meta-analytic evidence demonstrating robust relationships between the Big Five traits and 

important occupational variables including job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and burnout 

(Angelini, 2023; Judge et al., 2002; Swider & Zimmerman, 2010; Zimmerman, 2008). However, 

comparatively little work has examined the social mechanisms through which these effects 

unfold. The present dissertation addressed this critical gap by proposing that personality shapes 

and interprets the social ecosystem surrounding an employee, which subsequently influences 

workplace outcomes. Importantly, if personality effects are mediated by various network 

dynamics, rather than operating solely through direct dispositional pathways, this would indicate 

that employees are not inherently destined to experience particular workplace outcomes based 

purely on their temperamental characteristics. Instead, organizational interventions could 

strategically target the social network structures and relational processes surrounding employees 

in conjunction with their dispositional profiles. 

To investigate this, the present dissertation integrated the Big Five personality framework 

with Dynamic Network Theory (DNT), a multidisciplinary metatheory that offers a 

comprehensive typology of network ties measuring how social networks enhance or hinder goal 

pursuit and performance (Westaby, 2012). This study represents the first known application of a 

theoretically validated social network taxonomy using psychometrically robust measures, with 

each network tie assessed through three items validated in prior research (Rosemarino & 

Westaby, 2025a). Each of the seven lower-order DNT subnetworks was measured 

bidirectionally, and this included capturing both outgoing ties (from ego to alters or the goal 
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node) and incoming ties (from alters to ego or the goal node), thereby yielding a comprehensive 

representation of the social motivational and resistance dynamics that manifest in the workplace.  

The discussion section is structured as follows. First, I will provide a concise review of 

the study’s results. Next, I will provide the theoretical implications which will include the most 

salient overarching contribution of the present research, along with an articulation of the 

theoretical extensions within each trait. Next, I will discuss how the findings of the present 

research inform organization context, before discussing limitations and directions for future 

research.  

Salient Findings 

The empirical analyses largely provided support for the hypothesized direct effects. The 

DNT social network variables predicted the three occupational outcomes, and personality traits 

mostly predicted the social network ties, in the expected directions. The global mediation 

analyses employed alternative model comparisons to evaluate three competing specifications: 

full mediation, partial mediation, and no mediation. Results indicated that while higher-order 

DNT ties functioned as mediators, the partial mediation model demonstrated superior fit 

compared to both alternative specifications, suggesting that personality exerts effects on 

outcomes both directly and indirectly. Furthermore, the DNT variables accounted for between 

14% to 27% of the established personality-outcome relationships, with the exception of the 

extraversion-job satisfaction link, of which 61% of the relationship was explained by the social 

network ties.  

Beyond the question of whether social dynamics account for personality-outcome 

relationships, I sought to investigate whether the network contributions connecting dispositional 

traits to outcomes derive primarily from the behaviors of actors within an employee's network or 
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from the employee's direct behavior. Of the hypothesized indirect effect pathways stemming 

from employees' own contributions (ego pathways), four of six hypotheses were supported. Of 

the contributions from social actors within employees' networks (alter pathways), three of seven 

hypotheses demonstrated support. At a high level, both ego-initiated and alter-initiated network 

effects offered explanatory variance not only in the overall path model estimations but also 

within the specific pathways wherein indirect effects were tested. The most salient and 

interpretable findings from the specific indirect pathway analyses reveal distinct patterns across 

traits (see summary in Table 19). For highly extraverted employees, elevated job satisfaction 

appears attributable primarily to the contributions of actors within their network. Highly 

disagreeable individuals experience burnout predominantly through the negative impact of others 

at work. Highly neurotic employees, conversely, experience burnout through both their own 

network contributions and the impact of others. The modest magnitudes of individual indirect 

effects suggest that DNT ties operate collectively rather than through singular mediational 

pathways for each trait. None of the hypothesized moderation effects were supported, a finding 

which is commented on later in this discussion. 

The Predictive Power of Both Personality and Social Network Ties on Broad Occupational 

Outcomes 

A central theoretical contribution of the present research lies in demonstrating that 

personality traits influence workplace outcomes through two distinct pathways: an indirect 

pathway operating through employees’ perceived social network dynamics and a more dominant 

direct pathway operating through mechanisms independent of the social/relational environment 

measured by Dynamic Network ties. This pattern suggests that while social networks represent 

one meaningful channel through which personality manifests at work, they do not constitute the 
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primary explanatory channel that links dispositional traits to broad occupational outcomes. 

Nonetheless, supporting the indirect pathway through network dynamics, the results revealed 

statistically significant mediation effects, whereby personality traits influenced job satisfaction, 

burnout, and turnover intentions through DNT network ties. These findings provide empirical 

evidence that temperamental characteristics shape the motivational and resistant network forces 

employees experience (or help interpret them psychologically), which in turn bear implications 

for workplace well-being. Importantly, however, the magnitudes of these indirect effects were 

modest and highly variable across traits and outcomes. For example, network dynamics 

accounted for a substantial portion of the extraversion–job satisfaction relationship, yet explained 

considerably smaller proportions of the conscientiousness–turnover and neuroticism–burnout 

relationships, and failed to mediate neuroticism’s association with job satisfaction altogether. 

Collectively, these results indicate that network processes account for merely a small portion of 

the personality–outcome relationships. However, social network dynamics were assessed at a 

single time point (T2 survey) and may not capture the full range of situational variance preceding 

the measured outcomes which were measured at T3. Whereas personality traits are presumed to 

be stable across time, DNT posits that network dynamics, which represent the situational forces 

in the present study, evolve and can vary over time. Consequently, network effects may produce 

a stronger effect size when measured closer to outcomes or through repeated assessments 

capturing evolving network conditions, whereas the stability in personality traits would not be 

expected to produce a similar increase in effect size. Future research should examine whether 

repeated assessments of network dynamics at intervals more proximal to the outcomes (or 

aggregated over multiple situational time points) would enhance their predictive power. 
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These findings also highlight the importance of a direct pathway. Personality traits 

retained substantial direct effects on job satisfaction, burnout, and turnover intentions even after 

accounting for network dynamics, indicating that dispositional characteristics exert influence 

through mechanisms that extend beyond employees’ perceived social environments. The partial 

mediation model demonstrated that both personality traits and DNT ties maintained predictive 

validity when examined simultaneously, suggesting that they function as largely, though not 

entirely, discrete explanatory channels rather than as elements of a single, fully integrated causal 

sequence.  

Taken together, these results suggest that personality traits do not exert their influence on 

workplace outcomes only through social network processes. Rather, personality and network 

dynamics operate as complementary but differentially potent pathways, with dispositional 

characteristics accounting for the unique variance in satisfaction, burnout, and turnover, and 

network dynamics capturing an important, yet secondary, mechanism through which these traits 

are partially expressed. This pattern indicates that social network dynamics account for only part 

of how personality influences workplace outcomes, while still highlighting the theoretical 

importance of network-based explanations for understanding how dispositional tendencies are 

enacted at work.  

Implications for the Person Versus Situation Debate 

As noted in Chapter 1, the present dissertation brings together two classes of variables 

that have long occupied the center of the person–situation debate: stable dispositional traits  

(Costa & McCrae, 1992) and psychologically experienced features of the social environment 

(Epstein & O’Brien, 1985; Funder & Ozer, 1983). Rather than treating these perspectives as 

mutually exclusive, the present research examined how a well-established individual difference 
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framework and a theoretically-grounded, situationally based network framework, operate when 

evaluated side by side. Before turning to the substantive comparisons, it is important to note that 

the empirical results of this dissertation affirm that these two classes of variables do, in fact, 

capture separate theoretical constructs. Consistent with contemporary situation research, I 

conceptualize DNT ties as person-centered representations of situations, emphasizing how 

individuals psychologically experience and interpret their goal-relevant social environments 

(Rauthmann et al., 2015). Empirically, the average association between the Big Five traits and 

the full set of network variables was modest (mean r = .15), with the strongest correlation 

accounting for only 14% shared variance, suggesting that personality traits and DNT ties 

represent meaningfully distinguishable explanatory constructs. This distinction provides a 

necessary foundation for interpreting the comparative analyses that follow. 

When examining the broad outcomes in the present study, both personality traits and 

DNT ties demonstrated comparable predictive power at the level of individual variables, as 

evidenced by the results of the multiple regression and path analyses in which both sets of 

variables were entered as simultaneous exogenous predictors. In this respect, the present findings 

converge with early efforts to place traits and situations on a common metric, which concluded 

that situational variables, when measured and evaluated appropriately, rival personality traits in 

their predictive magnitude (Funder & Ozer, 1983). Roughly four decades later, the present 

research arrives at a conceptually similar conclusion using a fundamentally different 

methodological approach that draws on contemporary advancements in the measurement of 

individual differences (BFI-2; Soto & John, 2017), alongside a theory-infused social network 

analysis framework (Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a; Wang et al., 2023; Westaby, 2012). In 

particular, these results suggest that both temperament and the more immediate social dynamics 
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at work may operate as roughly equivalent predictors when examined as competing effects. For 

instance, grand network motivation emerged as the strongest predictor of job satisfaction, 

surpassing all Big Five traits including neuroticism, while grand network resistance emerged as 

the second-strongest predictor of burnout, exceeding all personality traits except neuroticism.  

However, framework-level comparisons that isolated each predictor class revealed that 

personality traits collectively explained substantially more variance than network dynamics 

across all three broad occupational outcomes. Personality accounted for approximately 1.5 to 2.5 

times more variance than network dynamics depending on the outcomes. This pattern extends 

beyond classical formulations of the person–situation debate by demonstrating that equivalence 

at the level of individual predictors does not guarantee  equivalence in overall explanatory 

power. Taken together, while employees' dispositional characteristics and their more immediate 

social ecosystems, individually, can contribute comparable magnitude to specific outcomes, 

dispositional characteristics retain greater overall explanatory power.  In all, this dissertation 

supports the notion that both person and environment matter for workplace outcomes and that 

they likely operate in a more complex mediational flow than the simple person x situation debate 

implies. Future research needs to further examine mediation pathways.  

The Importance of Goal-Directed Network Ties in in Organizational Research 

 In organizational network research, a consistent critique has emerged regarding the 

field’s emphasis on identifying structural regularities at the expense of specifying the 

mechanisms through which networks influence meaningful outcomes (Brass, 2022; Chen et al., 

2023; Jacobsen et al., 2022). Although decades of scholarship have linked structural network 

properties such as centrality, brokerage, and density to employee attitudes and behavior, these 

descriptors often provide limited insight into psychologically-informed relational dynamics. 
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The present study responds to these calls by using two higher-order goal-direct network 

ties to predict three broad workplace outcomes. Rather than modeling network ties as binary 

indicators or abstract structural features, Dynamic Network Theory offers a theoretically 

grounded taxonomy of multi-item latent network ties informed by behavioral intention modeling 

(Ajzen, 1991), goal-setting theory (Latham & Locke, 1991), and social cognitive theory 

(Bandura, 1989). Within this framework, relational dynamics are defined in terms of whether 

interpersonal connections facilitate or obstruct progress toward salient work goals, and therefore 

identifies a psychologically interpretable mechanism linking networks to downstream outcomes. 

Importantly, the results of this dissertation demonstrate that these goal-directed relational states 

are not merely descriptive, but consequential. Network motivation and network resistance 

emerged as robust predictors of job satisfaction, burnout, and turnover intentions, with 

theoretically coherent differentiation across outcomes. Motivation ties were more strongly 

associated with satisfaction, whereas resistance ties were more strongly associated with burnout 

and withdrawal intentions.  

Further, recent reviews have highlighted an overemphasis on stable relational state ties, 

such as friendship or advice, while calling for greater attention to relational event ties that 

capture goal-directed interactions as they unfold over time (Chen et al., 2022; Jacobsen et al., 

2022). DNT’s explicit focus on performance- and goal-directed interactions aligns with this call 

by offering a validated framework for studying event-based ties while accounting for their 

motivational content and temporal properties (Schecter & Quintane, 2021). Notably, the 

inclusion of feedback as a core network tie within network motivation addresses an additional 

gap identified in recent reviews, which emphasize the importance of feedback processes in 

shaping network dynamics and performance outcomes (Jacobsen et al., 2022). 
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The Independent Effects of Network Motivation and Network Resistance 

The results demonstrate that the social network phenomena of network motivation and 

network resistance constitute orthogonal effects, such that the presence of one bears effectively 

no relationship to the presence of the other. This distinction yields important theoretical 

implications, as both higher-order ties simultaneously predicted the three broad outcomes, with 

motivational ties exerting stronger effects on job satisfaction and resistance ties exerting stronger 

effects on burnout and turnover intentions. The capacity of these higher-order ties to operate 

concurrently underscores that they function as independent channels, rather than representing 

opposite ends of a single relational continuum. 

These findings challenge recent dimensional-reduction approaches in network science 

that have advocated for the significant reduction in number of network ties. In particular, Genkin 

et al. (2022) conducted a large-scale dimensional-reduction analysis across more than two dozen 

commonly studied network ties and concluded that relational content could be parsimoniously 

organized around a dominant evaluative dimension reflecting tie valence (i.e., positive versus 

negative relationships). The present findings offer a substantively different conclusion in the 

context of workplace networks. Not only do network motivation resistance emerge as 

empirically orthogonal constructs, they offer additively predictive effects. Thus, the findings in 

this dissertation suggest that reducing relational content to a single valence tie undercuts the 

theoretical and predictive complexity that characterizes workplace settings. Importantly, this 

bifurcation aligns with broader calls in network science for clearer taxonomies of relational event 

ties and more precise theorization of tie content (Chen et al., 2023; Jacobsen et al., 2023). This 

bifurcation of motivational and resistance ties also aligns non-network theories, such as dual-

process frameworks such as Job Demands–Resources theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017), but 
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extends them into a relational domain by locating resource-like and demand-like forces within 

goal-linked interpersonal ties. This pattern underscores the need for multidimensional network 

models that capture the simultaneous, and sometimes competing, social forces shaping goal 

pursuit in organizational contexts (Brass, 2022; Chen et al., 2023). 

Theoretical Implications for Personality in the Workplace 

Personality Traits Differentially Impact Network Behaviors 

The present dissertation observed a novel pattern between personality and network 

dynamics synthesized across the results of different analyses (including path analysis, multiple 

regression, zero-order correlations, and high versus low trait comparison): high extraversion, 

conscientiousness, and openness to experience appear to garner motivation toward one's work 

performance, whereas high disagreeableness and high neuroticism were more strongly related to 

resistance toward one's work performance. This divergence suggests that personality does not 

uniformly function as a mere amplifier of positive and negative ties, collectively. Instead, these 

findings extend higher-order models of personality (DeYoung et al., 2002) by suggesting that 

broad trait orientations may manifest through qualitatively distinct relational mechanisms within 

workplace networks.  However, to the best of my knowledge, this is the first study to observe the 

interface between personality dimensions and goal-directed network dynamics. 

Whereas higher-order frameworks such as plasticity (a metatrait linked to dopaminergic 

sensitivity and approach-oriented behavior, encompassing extraversion and openness to 

experience) and stability (a metatrait linked to serotonergic regulation and governing impulse 

control and emotional regulation, encompassing conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional 

stability) have traditionally been conceptualized as intrapersonal dispositions governing 

adaptation and regulation (DeYoung et al., 2002), the present results indicate that these 
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orientations are expressed through patterned configurations of workplace network ties. 

Specifically, traits associated with plasticity appear to operate by increasing the density of 

motivational ties, thereby adding energy to the network through heightened engagement social 

activation, which collectively function to amplify goal pursuit. By contrast, traits associated with 

stability appear to function by suppressing the emergence of resistance dynamics, and thus, 

protecting motivational energy by reducing volatility and interpersonal friction. From this 

perspective, reducing resistance constitutes a motivational function in its own right, such that 

conscientiousness supports goal pursuit not primarily via the activation of social resources, but 

rather through preventing motivational leakage via disciplined, self-regulatory engagement 

towards the goal pursuit. In this way, the present findings reframe higher-order personality 

structure not merely as a system of psychological tendencies, but as a set of organizing forces 

that influence how motivation and resistance are oriented towards the pursuit of workplace goals.  

Integrating and Extending Purposeful Work Behavior Theory with Dynamic Network 

Perspectives 

Barrick, Mount, and Li (2013) proposed the theory of purposeful work behavior, which 

integrates the Big Five personality framework with job characteristics theory through four 

higher-order implicit goals: communion striving (primarily agreeableness and emotional 

stability), status striving (extraversion), autonomy striving (openness to experience), and 

achievement striving (conscientiousness and emotional stability). The theory posits that 

personality traits initiate purposeful goal strivings, and when motivational forces associated with 

job characteristics align with these strivings, individuals experience meaningfulness at work. 

This experienced meaningfulness subsequently triggers task-specific motivation processes that 

influence work outcomes. A central contribution is its specification of which personality traits 
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correspond to which implicit goals and which job characteristics facilitate the fulfillment of each 

goal. 

The present research goes beyond this approach by demonstrating comparable specificity 

in linking personality traits to network dynamics. Whereas Barrick et al. specify which job 

characteristics activate which traits for particular goals, the current findings specify which social 

actor categories amplify trait expressions for distinct network dynamics. The hierarchical 

amplification of disagreeableness extends their framework by revealing that relational role 

structure functions as a potent situational moderator, whereby the consequences of trait-

consistent behavior intensify systematically with power distance. This pattern suggests that trait 

activation operates along a gradient determined by hierarchical position rather than through 

uniform situational effects. 

The theory's emphasis on purpose-driven behavior provides grounding for interpreting 

motivational ties as reflecting shared goal alignment and meaning-making processes, which 

helps explain why network motivation proved particularly predictive of attitudinal outcomes. 

The framework supports shifting from viewing job characteristics as static moderators toward 

conceptualizing them as affordances that enable or constrain goal-directed action. The present 

findings extend this logic by positioning social network dynamics as an additional layer of 

affordances shaping whether purposeful behavior is sustained or undermined. 

However, the current research also reveals limitations in conceptualizing situations primarily 

through job characteristics. Barrick et al. (2013) focus on how autonomy, task variety, and social 

support provide context for trait expression, yet these represent relatively static features of work. 

The bidirectional network assessment in this dissertation reveals that what others actively 

contribute matters as much or more than job design features. This constitutes a fundamental 
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extension: Purposeful Work Behavior theory assumes situations are relatively stable contexts, 

whereas the present findings demonstrate that network dynamics constitute active, reciprocal 

forces varying by personality and hierarchical position. Disagreeable employees do not merely 

perceive job characteristics differently; they actively generate escalating resistance from others 

through interpersonal exchanges that cannot be explained by static job design alone. 

Trait Expression Across Social Actor Categories: A Trait Activation Theory Perspective 

Trait activation theory posits that personality traits express themselves as valued behavior 

when situations provide trait-relevant cues, whereby individuals respond to situational features 

that activate their dispositional tendencies (Tett & Burnett, 2003). TAT further proposes that the 

same trait can yield positively or negatively valued outcomes depending on whether situational 

demands align with trait-consistent behavior, a principle central to understanding bidirectional 

personality-performance relationships (Judge & Zapata, 2015). The present findings provide new 

insights for TAT by demonstrating that personality traits operate differently across distinct social 

actor categories. That is, this study suggests one's relational role at work may constitute a salient 

activation cue that functions differently depending on one's personality. In support of this notion, 

numerous complex patterns emerged across personality traits, social network dynamics, and 

hierarchical positions, representing, to the best of my knowledge, an unexplored approach in 

organizational research. 

For example, the hierarchical amplification of disagreeableness provides compelling 

evidence for context-dependent trait expression. Disagreeable employees received approximately 

2 times more social resistance from lateral peer relationships (coworkers, friends), yet this 

multiplier escalated substantially across hierarchical boundaries: 3 times more resistance from 

supervisors and over 4 times more from both upper management and direct reports. This 
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escalating pattern suggests that hierarchical relationships function as increasingly potent 

demands: trait-relevant situational cues where responses are positively or negatively valued 

depending on how well behavior meets contextual expectations (Tett & Burnett, 2003). 

Disagreeable behavior evidently becomes increasingly costly as power differentials intensify, not 

because disagreeable individuals modify their interpersonal approach, but rather because 

hierarchical contexts transform the consequences of trait-consistent behavior. Authority 

relationships may reduce inhibitory constraints, or situational features that would otherwise 

render disagreeableness less relevant, while simultaneously lowering tolerance thresholds among 

senior leaders whose roles demand extensive cross-functional coordination. 

Moreover, hierarchical contexts may activate traits through what TAT terms 

discretionary cues (Tett & Burnett, 2003), where power dynamics provide opportunities for trait 

expression untethered to performance demands. According to TAT, discretionary cues represent 

situational features that permit individuals to express trait-relevant behavior regardless of 

whether such expressions contribute to performance (Tett et al., 2013). Extrapolating the results 

of the present research, when disagreeable leaders interact with direct reports, positional 

authority may disinhibit blunt criticism. Conversely, when highly disagreeable subordinates 

interact with supervisors, perceived managerial shortcomings may trigger confrontational 

responses, as these highly disagreeable subordinates possess lower inhibitions against 

challenging authority. One the other hand, lateral relationships, may simply offer fewer 

activating cues for disagreeable expressions. This exemplifies how situational trait relevance 

appears to operate through the presence versus absence of activating cues, rather than through 

performance requirements, with hierarchical relationships varying the valence of cues 

encountered 



 

 150 

The supervisor responsiveness pattern for conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness 

further illustrates TAT's principles that trait-relevant situations impact outcomes when 

individuals possess requisite traits. For example, highly agreeable supervisors received 

substantially elevated motivation from direct reports, while open supervisors elicited over 50% 

more constructive reactions to conflict, per direct report. These patterns suggest mutual trait 

activation (Tett & Murphy, 2002), where subordinates recognize and respond to trait-relevant 

leadership cues by reciprocating with behaviors aligned to their supervisors’ values. Leaders 

high in trait openness to experience modeling intellectual curiosity and perspective-taking 

activate subordinates' willingness to engage constructively in disagreement, whereas agreeable 

leaders' warmth activates subordinate support. This likely represents a more dynamic form of 

trait activation through positive feedback, where one employee’s trait expression creates 

situational features that activate complementary trait expressions in others (Tett & Burnett, 

2003).  

Conscientiousness operated predominantly through ego (self) driven contributions rather 

than alter (social network) contributions, yet also showed distinct patterns across hierarchical 

relationships, such as reduced resistance from lateral relationships (coworkers, supervisors, 

friends) and elevated motivation from vertical relationships (direct reports, management). This 

pattern suggests that situational trait relevance operates differentially across social domains. 

Lateral relationships (as opposed to hierarchical relationships) may function as weaker situations, 

characterized by less formal evaluation structure, where conscientious behavior primarily 

operates to reduce interpersonal friction across peer contexts, including coworkers and friends, 

rather than to garner additional motivational support from others. This pattern may be adaptively 

aligned with the highly conscientious employee's dispositional strengths, as these individuals 
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already function temperamentally to generate their own network motivation. The propensity to 

reduce resistance from lateral peers may therefore serve a complementary adaptive function by 

minimizing interpersonal obstacles that would otherwise impede self-directed goal pursuits. 

Conversely, hierarchical relationships provide stronger demands through clearer evaluative 

tendencies, where authority figures recognize and reinforce conscientious behavior through 

feedback and performance metrics (Judge & Zapata, 2015).These findings collectively 

demonstrate that personality research must specify not merely which traits predict which 

contributions from one’s social network, but also when how this is informed by the social role at 

work.  

These findings extend trait activation theory by proposing hierarchical relationships as a 

gradient of trait activation wherein dispositional tendencies encounter substantially different 

opportunities for expression and subsequent consequences, depending on the social role within 

the workplace (i.e., depending on who they are working with). Thus, the present research 

advances TAT beyond its traditional emphasis on task-level situational features by suggesting 

that the social role functions as potent situational moderators previously unaccounted for in the 

framework. It appears that hierarchical position determines not only the valence of trait-relevant 

cues encountered but also whether trait-consistent behavior yields motivation or resistance 

within the network. 

More specifically, the results reveal that personality traits exhibit what I refer to as 

hierarchical sensitivity patterns: disagreeableness operates through discretionary cues that 

amplify across power distances, conscientiousness reduces resistance in peer relationships while 

eliciting motivational from vertical relationships, and both agreeableness and openness activate 

reciprocal motivation and constructive reactions to conflict within supervisory relationships 



 

 152 

through mutual trait activation processes. Collectively, these patterns demonstrate that trait 

activation operates bidirectionally within multilayered social ecosystems, fundamentally 

challenging personality research to specify not merely which traits predict network contributions, 

but when and how relational role structure moderates these dynamics.  In sum, my new 

theorizing is aimed at providing new insights into the intersections between the Big 5, social 

network motivation/resistance, and the social categories of actors at work. 

The Unexpected Lack of Moderation between the Big 5 and Network Dynamics 

Although the moderation predictions in this dissertation were, perhaps, topically 

tangential, they reflect a longstanding interest in the field related to Psychological Types, Carl 

Jung's seminal text and the conceptual progenitor of the MBTI (Jung, 1971). What distinguishes 

the MBTI from other personality assessments is its reliance on viewing personality through four-

dimensional typological combinations (aka the interactions among personality types). In other 

words, this combinatorial framework presumes interaction effects: Each trait (such as 

extraversion by example) operates not as an isolated main effect, but rather as an effect that is 

modulated through an interaction that exists among other personality dimensions. On a purely 

theoretical level, such a conceptualization can be argued to be  a more complete representation of 

the human condition, as evidenced by my discussion in earliest research endeavors (Rosemarino, 

2017). Although I recognize elements of the MBTI warrant criticism, even beyond its well-

documented inadequate demonstration of test-retest reliability, including the problematic 

incorporation of openness facets within extraversion and the reliance on a presumed bimodal 

distribution (Bess & Harvey, 2002), it has been an impressive framework that views personality 

multidimensionally. 
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In this sense, the moderation hypotheses in this dissertation represented an homage to this 

multidimensional perspective. That is, modeling interactions among personality traits constitutes, 

in effect, what the MBTI attempts by its very nature. The results of this dissertation, however, 

represent an unexpected result: None of the hypothesized interactions achieved significance, 

producing p values far outside conventional thresholds even by the most liberal standards. 

Across the seven moderation tests, the lowest p value was .23, and two analyses yielded p values 

of .99. While isolated studies have documented interactions among Big Five traits (Boudouda et 

al., 2020; Nilsen et al., 2024; Schlotzhauer et al., 2025), the overwhelming majority of published 

scholarship treats these dimensions as independent predictors. My inability to detect moderation 

effects in this dissertation align with this prevailing pattern. 

Why then does the human condition appear to lend itself to a main effects model rather 

than an interaction model, despite human beings representing profoundly multidimensional 

entities? I speculate that personality traits represent latent characteristics that lie effectively 

dormant when it comes to the expression of cognition, affect, and behavior. Much of one's day-

to-day behavior, even absent particularly salient situational cues, reflects at most a single trait 

dimension, if any at all. Consider menial moments such as washing dishes or folding laundry. Is 

a highly agreeable or highly extraverted person displaying characteristics of these temperamental 

dimensions at all while doing these activities? Likely not. At most, perhaps minimal behavioral 

traces of conscientiousness emerge through an organized (or disorganized) approach to the task.  

I believe this pattern of singular trait salience is likely to only intensify under strikingly 

salient situational conditions. Consider a highly neurotic employee—by nature sensitive to 

negative emotion and prone to anxiety—who faces an extremely tight deadline with 

exceptionally high stakes. The momentary experience of stress intolerance and volatile emotional 
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reactions may be entirely independent from their level of openness to experience, as the present 

situation reveals the relevant trait (neuroticism) while openness lies dormant in the background. 

If this employee erupts in response to an uncooperative colleague, already emotionally 

heightened by circumstantial stress, does their potential for high agreeableness matter in 

moderating aggressive impulses toward this colleague? Or, does the situation dictate which trait 

becomes salient, effectively unveiling neuroticism as the most relevant dimension? I speculate 

that such a situation shines the spotlight on the most relevant personality trait. Similarly, consider 

a highly agreeable leader—nurturing, empathetic, and caring by nature—who observes a newly 

hired employee flustered and struggling to juggle various unfamiliar tasks. This leader feels an 

intrinsic pull to alleviate the new hire's stress and embarrassment, subsequently taking time from 

their schedule to check in and offer support. In that very moment, does the leader's level of 

conscientiousness influence their behavioral response at all? Probably not. Situational forces may 

be at play. 

Thus, I propose for future theory that personality expression operates metaphorically like 

a theater production with sequential monologues: the situation shines a spotlight on the actor 

(personality trait) most relevant to the given moment, while the remaining actors (personality 

traits) remain obscured in darkness, awaiting their turn to emerge when circumstances dictate. 

This stands in contrast to an inherently interaction-based model of personality such as the MBTI, 

wherein traits operate simultaneously, metaphorically represented by an orchestra performing a 

symphony: each instrument (personality trait) blends with every other to form a unique sonic 

tapestry that remains omnipresent in its pluralism, albeit more or less salient, across different 

songs. Future research will need to continue to examine these potentialities.  

Limitations and Additional Areas for Future Research  
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The temporal sequencing of variables in this dissertation was carefully designed to align 

with theoretical frameworks where personality traits were measured at T1, network dynamics at 

T2, and workplace outcomes at T3. This three-wave structure established temporal precedence 

consistent with established research demonstrating that stable dispositional characteristics shape 

social environments, which subsequently influence attitudinal and behavioral outcomes. 

Nevertheless, as with any associative research, the standard causal precautions apply. Although 

this design minimized common method bias and established a fair degree of temporal 

precedence, causality cannot be definitively confirmed. This limitation is especially pertinent for 

the variables measured at T2 and T3. Whereas personality demonstrates long-term stability, 

social network ties and the three workplace outcomes are known to fluctuate over time. While 

experimentally manipulating the entire DNT taxonomy would be logistically difficult, a cross-

lagged panel design examining T2 network variables and T3 outcomes across multiple time 

points would provide stronger evidence for directional effects and rule out reverse causality. It is 

the opinion of this researcher, that among all limitations and future research directions, a cross-

lagged panel design represents the most important methodological advancement for scholars 

pursuing this line of inquiry. 

Another potential limitation of the present study concerns the strong association observed 

between ego and alter network resistance. Although this degree of overlap could raise questions 

regarding construct differentiation, additional diagnostic analyses were conducted to probe this 

issue, including examinations of lower-order subnetwork correlations and alternative 

measurement specifications. These analyses indicated that outgoing and incoming forms of 

resistance remain empirically distinguishable at the indicator level and exhibit theoretically 

coherent patterns of association, suggesting that the observed correlation is not solely attributable 
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to measurement redundancy. Therefore, I posit that the substantial covariance between ego and 

alter resistance likely reflects the inherently reciprocal nature of resistance dynamics within 

social networks, whereby resistance enacted toward others increases the likelihood of resistance 

being experienced in return. Future research employing longitudinal or dyadic designs may be 

better positioned to disentangle the temporal ordering of these processes and further clarify how 

self-generated and network-generated resistance evolve over time. 

A third limitation, which also represents a promising direction for future research, 

concerns the continued examination of goal-directed DNT network relations using participant-

identified goals. Such an approach is characterized by asking participants to articulate their own 

personally identified goals in open-ended text boxes, rather than operationalizing the goal node 

as general job performance. Although this approach has been used in prior DNT research 

(Westaby & Rosemarino, 2025), it has yet to be integrated into personality-based investigations, 

such as the present study. Extending this methodology would allow future studies to examine 

how individual differences shape network dynamics around personally salient goals. For 

instance, such work could investigate whether extraverted individuals elicit more or less 

motivational support from others when pursuing interdependent goals, or how traits such as 

neuroticism modify motivational and resistance processes within team-based goal contexts.  

Such a methodology would also allow for a deeper connection between network theory and goal 

striving theory, which has to date remained largely unexamined, despite the fact that social 

networks are critically involved in human goal striving. 

Future research may wish to examine individual differences beyond simply the big five 

traits. Self-monitoring, which has received substantial attention in network science (Bhardwaj et 

al., 2016; Kilduff et al., 2025) represents a particularly interesting avenue given that high self-
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monitors have been shown to strategically adapt their behavior across social contexts and, thus 

may demonstrate a distinct configurational of motivational and resistance patterns. Additionally, 

investigating dark triad traits (machiavellianism, narcissism, psychopathy) could showcase how 

aversive personality characteristics generate resistance dynamics by revealing whether these 

traits produce network patterns qualitatively distinct from low agreeableness or whether they 

simply represent extreme manifestations along the same continuum. Such research could also 

examine whether dark triad traits confer strategic advantages in certain network contexts,  

whereby Machiavellian employees might strategically manipulate colleagues into contributing to 

the completion of their own job (elevated alter G ties) or narcissistic individuals might leverage 

charisma to build superficially supportive networks. 

An additional avenue for future research involves investigating whether network effects 

operate more strongly through summed or average intensity. The present study calculated DNT 

composite scores by summing ties across all name-generated alters. Therefore, an employee 

listing ten network members would receive a total support score representing the cumulative 

contributions from all ten individuals. However, average operationalizations also warrant future 

examination. In this approach, an employee receiving double the support from five alters would 

generate identical summed scores to one receiving moderate support from ten alters, yet these 

configurations represent fundamentally different network structures: concentrated versus 

distributed support. Whether outcomes respond more strongly to high-intensity support from 

fewer individuals or moderate-intensity support distributed across larger networks remains an 

open empirical question, particularly given that motivational and resistance dynamics may 

exhibit distinct patterns. Investigating these alternative operationalizations would advance both 
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the methodological sophistication and theoretical understanding of how network structure 

influences employee outcomes.  

Practical Implications 

 This section will provide practical takeaways for each of the big five traits and their 

interface with network dynamics. 

Extraversion and Network Dynamics 

Highly extraverted employees report a substantial advantage when it comes to eliciting 

network motivation. This is particularly evident in their ability to garner nearly twice the goal 

striving from others in their network and twice the amount of feedback from each coworker, on 

average. As leaders, extraverts receive elevated motivation and reduced resistance from direct 

reports on a per-person basis, suggesting clear benefits for talent management programs and 

leadership pipelines. These advantages may prove especially valuable in cross-functional 

collaborations which require consistent engagement with colleagues outside routine interactions 

and possessing diverse skill sets and educational backgrounds. 

However, organizations should not interpret these findings as justification for excluding 

introverted leaders from advancement opportunities. Previous research demonstrates that 

introverted leaders exhibit superior performance when managing proactive subordinates (Grant 

et al., 2011); this suggests that effective leadership depends less on trait extraversion per se than 

on strategic resource allocation. Specifically, introverted leaders may excel by efficiently 

managing their social energy, selectively investing interpersonal effort where it yields maximum 

impact rather than broadly across all relationships. This approach may prove particularly 

effective in smaller teams that afford leaders sustained periods for independent work between 
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social interactions.  Future research should examine the moderators of introversion and 

leadership by job type. 

Regarding individual development and high-potential programs, the present findings 

revealed minimal differences between high and low extraversion in ego goal striving toward job 

performance. This pattern suggests that extraverts' demonstrated performance advantages 

(Barrick & Mount, 1991) stem primarily from their capacity to mobilize network resources rather 

than from heightened individual effort. These findings provide additional support for positioning 

extraverts in roles where large, diverse networks constitute strategic assets. 

Agreeableness and Network Dynamics 

Although extraversion yielded the strongest association with the most DNT ties overall, 

agreeableness demonstrated the greatest number of ties differentiated by social actor category. 

Highly agreeable employees receive substantially less resistance and more motivation from 

friends, direct reports, and management, while experiencing reduced resistance from supervisors 

and peers. Conversely, disagreeable employees demonstrate escalating difficulties as hierarchical 

distance increases, culminating in the study's largest effect: 4.4 times more social resistance from 

upper management per person compared to agreeable counterparts. This hierarchical 

amplification pattern suggests disagreeable individuals struggle fundamentally with authority 

relationships, both upward and downward.  Considering the novelty of these findings, I suggest 

that future research should not only seek to replicate, but also expand upon theoretically. 

These findings carry clear implications for selection and talent management. Put simply: 

Organizations should exercise caution when placing disagreeable employees in roles requiring 

extensive hierarchical interaction. For the disagreeable leader, organizations may consider lateral 

specialist positions that minimize power-differential relationships. Notably, disagreeable leaders 
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may excel in contexts where challenging authority serves strategic purposes, such as turnaround 

situations requiring confrontation of entrenched practices, or crisis management which demands 

decisive action over consensus. Regarding team composition, units comprised of 

disproportionately agreeable members may experience low resistance but insufficient 

motivational challenge. Teams may benefit from strategic diversity of personalities that pairs 

agreeable individuals with members who introduce constructive tension, thereby maintaining 

both relational stability and goal-directed urgency. Regarding leadership development, I suggest 

that agreeable supervisors may benefit from explicit training that focuses on balancing relational 

harmony with accountability, ensuring that low resistance does not inadvertently drift into goal 

ambiguity or diminished performance standards.  

Conscientiousness and Network Dynamics 

The present findings corroborate the conscientious employees’ reputation for excellence 

in individual contribution. Conscientiousness most consistently predicted ego (outgoing) ties, 

representing their own contributions, including supporting others, seeking feedback, and 

constructively navigating conflict. This positions conscientious employees as particularly well-

suited for autonomous roles requiring self-directed problem-solving, whereby their capacity to 

independently gather performance-relevant information and address challenges constructively 

enables success without extensive supervisory oversight. This may also be efficient for the large 

networks in terms of resource expenditure. For less conscientious employees, interventions 

should target ego goal prevention, as these individuals report a near 5 times rate of independently 

impeding their own performance, likely through self-imposed barriers like procrastination, poor 

planning, an inability to prioritize effectively, or shifting attention between tasks (Costa & 
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McCrae, 1992). For these employees, productivity coaching should emphasize self-regulatory 

strategies and procedural guardrails. 

Neuroticism and Network Dynamics 

Highly neurotic employees consistently report approximately 2 times more network 

resistance across multiple subnetworks, including independent goal prevention, social hindrance 

from network members, and negative emotion both directed toward others and experienced from 

them. Importantly, neurotic employees demonstrate no dip in their own ability to strive toward 

their job performance, yet report 3.5 times higher rates of ego goal prevention. This finding gives 

way to profound implications: Extending past meta-analytic findings (Barrick et al., 2001; Tett et 

al., 1991), the results of this study suggest neuroticism's relationship with diminished job 

performance stems not from reduced effort but from self-generated obstacles that impede goal 

accomplishment. Additionally, neurotic employees perceive elevated resistance from supervisors 

and management, with particularly pronounced perceptions of negative emotion. Whether this 

reflects genuine interpersonal friction directed toward them or represents a tendency towards a 

negative perceptual bias constitutes an important avenue for future research. 

Openness and Network Dynamics 

Openness primarily predicted modest increases in network motivation. But even more 

notably, highly open employees report initiating 70% more constructive reactions to conflict. 

This positions the highly open employee potentially to be potentially effective in roles 

characterized by ambiguity and conflict, such as change management and innovation initiatives. 

As leaders, open supervisors elicit 54% more constructive reactance exclusively from direct 

reports, and I postulate that this likely signals increased psychological safety for productive 

disagreement. Figure 15 Notably, openness demonstrates notable effects in lateral relationships 
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(coworkers, friends) and upward relationships (management), where it functions to thwart 

resistance without generating additional motivation. Organizations should prioritize openness for 

innovation-oriented roles while recognizing its value depends on contextual factors that allow it 

to translate into network effects. For team-building initiatives, highly open individuals may be 

seen as effective idea generators when teams provide structures converting novelty into 

coordinated action, thereby channeling openness through network motivation rather than 

allowing it to remain diffuse. For employees low in openness, coaching interventions should 

focus on building cognitive flexibility and conflict navigation skills. Facilitated conflict 

resolution practice can help less open employees develop productive constructive disagreements 

by gradually increasing their comfort with ambiguity and alternative viewpoints. The results of 

the present research, such as the ability for highly open supervisors to garner more constructive 

conflict from their direct reports, represent, to my knowledge, a new avenue for an openness 

advantage in the workplace. 

Implications for Organizational Performance, Innovation, and Coaching 

Informed by the results of this study, organizations may wish to leverage network 

composition as a channel to amplify performance. Since network dynamics account for a 

significant portion of personality-employee outcome relationships, firms have the ability to 

strategically enhance performance by cultivating supportive network structures around goal 

pursuit. Additionally, organizations may advance this approach by strategically cultivating 

networks around particular employees with high social capital or talent in ways that complement 

their personality profiles, particularly by ensuring extraverted employees (by example) have 

opportunities to build motivational networks that substantially boost job satisfaction. Moreover, 

organizations might consider network restructuring interventions, whereby employees are 
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strategically positioned within social configurations that maximize the translation of their 

dispositional tendencies into productive workplace relationships. In contrast, for individuals high 

in neuroticism, it may also be helpful for management to know that this personality trait can 

carry over to impact satisfaction and burnout in any context, although their goal striving does not 

differ from individuals low in neuroticism.   

Moreover, organizations seeking to enhance innovation may want to consider 

strategically composing teams that balance high-openness individuals who generate novel ideas 

through network motivation with agreeable individuals who reduce social resistance to 

unconventional approaches. Since openness primarily predicts network motivation while 

agreeableness predicts reduced network resistance, teams that wish to optimize innovation may 

benefit from the inclusion of both personality traits working synergistically. Specifically, open 

employees may generate and promote innovative concepts through motivational networks, while 

agreeable employees minimize the interpersonal friction that often derails the adoption of novel 

ideas.  Future research should examine when agreeable individuals express constructive 

disagreement, a dynamic that network theory may illuminate given correlations between 

constructive reactance and personality dimensions. 

Firms may also be able to accelerate innovation adoption by leveraging the network 

amplification effects of extraverted employees as champions for new initiatives. Given that 

extraverts appear to elicit especially high levels of feedback and support, organizations should 

position highly extraverted individuals as innovation ambassadors who can mobilize network 

motivation around novel projects, thereby converting individual creative insights into 

collectively supported organizational innovations through enhanced social facilitation 
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mechanisms.  Such employees may be particularly well suited to these roles given the intrinsic 

alignment between interpersonal dynamics and their dispositional tendencies. 

The present findings also offer insights into the network mechanisms through which 

openness to experience contributes to organizational innovation. Previous literature has 

established  the connection between trait openness and creative outcomes (Costa & McCrae, 

1992), often attributing this relationship to the cognitive characteristics of highly open 

individuals, such as their propensity for divergent thinking and comfort with ambiguity. 

However, the results of this study reveal an additional social mechanism whereby openness may 

facilitate innovation. Specifically, highly open leaders receive 50% more constructive reactance 

to conflict from their direct reports compared to their less open counterparts. This finding holds 

important implications for understanding how innovation emerges through interpersonal 

dynamics. Creative and innovative ideas are often complex, contentious, and frequently requiring 

intense and potentially conflicting discussions over novel concepts that challenge existing 

practices. The willingness of subordinates to engage in constructive disagreement with highly 

open leaders may create the conditions necessary for the dynamic exchange of innovative ideas, 

where productive conflict serves as a catalyst for creative problem-solving rather than 

interpersonal dysfunction. Consequently, the present study illuminates one potential mechanism 

through which highly open leaders foster team innovation, not merely through their individual 

cognitive tendencies toward novelty, but through their ability to elicit constructive conflict 

engagement from their social networks that enables collaborative refinement of innovative 

concepts.  

Women report approximately half a standard deviation higher agreeableness than men 

(DeYoung et al., 2007), which the present findings suggest confers substantial advantages in 
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reducing workplace resistance across hierarchical levels. However, organizations may often 

undervalue these resistance-reduction capabilities in promotion decisions that bias towards 

assertive, motivationally activating leadership styles. This misalignment represents a critical 

blind spot in talent management, as the capacity to minimize interpersonal friction constitutes a 

distinct and consequential pathway to organizational effectiveness. Moreover, recent evidence 

suggests that women may possess inherent leadership advantages through their capacity to build 

cohesive, low-resistance team environments, with female leaders demonstrating superior 

outcomes in contexts requiring collaborative coordination and relational stability (Buss et al., 

2024). Executive coaching for women should therefore consider adopting a trait portfolio 

approach that strategically leverages agreeableness in combination with other dispositional 

strengths. 

Additionally, coaching interventions should move beyond single-trait development 

toward situational activation awareness, helping individuals recognize when agreeableness 

serves strategic objectives and when it constrains assertive advocacy. Such an approach could 

strive to maintain the authenticity of one’s personality while broadening the range of one’s 

behavioral responses, thereby enabling women to navigate organizational contexts that 

differentially reward identical trait expressions. Ultimately, organizations must recognize that 

reducing network resistance represents a complementary but equally valuable leadership 

capability to generating network motivation, and succession planning should reflect this 

expanded understanding of how personality shapes workplace dynamics. 

Conclusion 

This dissertation addressed a fundamental question in personality and organizational 

scholarship by investigating whether social network dynamics function as the mechanism 
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through which the Big Five personality traits influence workplace outcomes. Drawing from 

Dynamic Network Theory (DNT), the present research tested whether network dynamics account 

for personality’s established effects, representing the first comprehensive empirical application 

of a fully validated bidirectional network assessment. Across outcomes, the findings demonstrate 

that social network dynamics constitute a consequential mechanism linking personality to 

workplace experiences. Network motivation and resistance accounted for meaningful portions of 

established personality-outcome relationships. However, and unexpectedly, personality traits 

retained substantial direct effects beyond their network pathways. This pattern indicates that 

personality operates through both relational and non-relational channels, rather than being 

reducible to solely social network dynamics. Although personality maintained greater 

explanatory reach at the framework level, individual network dynamics frequently rivaled 

specific traits in predictive strength, underscoring the immediate influence of relational processes 

in the workplace.  

The results advance theory in four primary ways. First, personality traits and network 

dynamics emerge as complementary yet asymmetrically potent pathways to workplace 

outcomes. Personality provides broader explanatory scope across outcomes, whereas network 

dynamics offer contextually specific mechanisms that can compete with, and in some cases 

exceed, trait-based effects. Second, the findings extend trait activation perspectives by 

demonstrating that hierarchical and goal-directed relational contexts serve as particularly 

powerful situational cues for trait expression, clarifying how dispositional tendencies become 

enacted through social structures. Third, network motivation and network resistance emerged as 

orthogonal relational dimensions rather than opposite ends of a single continuum. Fourth, 

personality traits exhibited distinct network orientations, with extraversion, conscientiousness, 
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and openness primarily shaping motivational enhancement, whereas agreeableness and negative 

emotionality were uniquely associated with reductions in relational resistance. 

Taken together, these findings position social network dynamics as a link between 

personality and workplace outcomes, while also clarifying the boundaries of that link. 

Personality traits remain foundational predictors of broad employee outcomes, yet their effects 

are partially mediated by the motivational and resistant forces embedded within employees’ 

social networks. This dissertation contributes to a more comprehensive understanding of 

workplace behavior by demonstrating that such phenomena are best explained through joint 

attention to enduring individual differences and the goal-related interpersonal systems through 

which those differences are expressed and constrained. 
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APPENDIX A: ITEMS 

Big Five (Soto & John, 2017) 

1. __Is outgoing, sociable  

2. __ Is compassionate, has a soft heart  

3. __ Tends to be disorganized  

4. __ Is relaxed, handles stress well  

5. __ Has few artistic interests  

6. __Has an assertive personality  

7. __ Is respectful, treats others with respect  

8. __ Tends to be lazy  

9. __ Stays optimistic after experiencing a setback  

10. __ Is curious about many different things  

11. __ Rarely feels excited or eager  

12. __ Tends to find fault with others  

13. __ Is dependable, steady  

14. __ Is moody, has up and down mood swings  

15. __ Is inventive, finds clever ways to do things  

16. __ Tends to be quiet  

17. __Feels little sympathy for others  

18. __ Is systematic, likes to keep things in order  

19. __ Can be tense  

20. __ Is fascinated by art, music, or literature  

21. __ Is dominant, acts as a leader  

22. __ Starts arguments with others  

23. __ Has difficulty getting started on tasks  

24. __ Feels secure, comfortable with self  

25. __ Avoids intellectual, philosophical discussions  

26. __ Is less active than other people  

27. __ Has a forgiving nature  

28. __ Can be somewhat careless  

29. __ Is emotionally stable, not easily upset  

30. __ Has little creativity  

31. __ Is sometimes shy, introverted  

32. __ Is helpful and unselfish with others  

33. __ Keeps things neat and tidy  

34. __ Worries a lot  

35. __Values art and beauty  

36. __ Finds it hard to influence people  

37. __ Is sometimes rude to others  

38. __ Is efficient, gets things done  

39. __ Often feels sad  

40. __ Is complex, a deep thinker  

41. __ Is full of energy  

42. __ Is suspicious of others' intentions  
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43. __ Is reliable, can always be counted on  

44. __ Keeps their emotions under control  

45. __ Has difficulty imagining things  

46. __ Is talkative  

47. __ Can be cold and uncaring  

48. __ Leaves a mess, doesn't clean up  

49. __ Rarely feels anxious or afraid  

50. __ Thinks poetry and plays are boring  

51. __ Prefers to have others take charge  

52. __ Is polite, courteous to others  

53. __ Is persistent, works until the task is finished  

54. __ Tends to feel depressed, blue  

55. __ Has little interest in abstract Ideas  

56. __ Shows a lot of Enthusiasm  

57. __ Assumes the best about people  

58. __ Sometimes behaves irresponsibly  

59. __ Is temperamental, gets emotional easily  

60. __ Is original, comes up with new Ideas 

 

 

Big Five, item key: 

• Extraversion: 1, 6, 11R, 16R, 21, 26R, 31R, 36R, 41, 46, 51R, 56  

• Agreeableness: 2, 7, 12R, 17R, 22R, 27, 32, 37R, 42R, 47R, 52, 57  

• Conscientiousness: 3R, 8R, 13, 18, 23R, 28R, 33, 38, 43, 48R, 53, 58R  

• Negative Emotionality: 4R, 9R, 14, 19, 24R, 29R, 34, 39, 44R, 49R, 54, 59  

• Open-Mindedness: 5R, 10, 15, 20, 25R, 30R, 35, 40, 45R, 50R, 55R, 60 

 

Validated DNT workplace Scale (Rosemarino & Westaby, 2025a) 

Alter-entity goal striving (G) items 

1. How often are the following people committed to working independently on parts of your 

assigned work tasks? 

2. How often do the following people finish part of your work tasks by themselves? 

3. How often are the following people committed to working on parts of your work 

objectives by themselves? 

 

Alter-entity system support (S) items 

1. How often do the following people help you achieve your objectives at work, when you 

work together? 

2. How often do the following people make an effort to support your work? 

3. How often do the following people support your work goals? 

 

Alter-entity feedback (FB) items 
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1. How often do the following people get feedback about your work goals? 

2. How often do the following people know how your goals at work are progressing? 

3. How often are the following people up to date on your performance at work? 

 

Alter-entity goal prevention (P) items 

1. How often do the following people do things on their own that make your work more 

complicated than it needs to be? 

2. How often do the following people approach their own work in a way that makes it hard 

for you to excel at your job? 

3. How often do the following people independently create barriers that make it harder for 

you to accomplish your work goals? 

 

Alter-entity supportive resistance (V) items 

1. How often do the following people engage with you in a manner that obstructs your 

work goals? 

2. How often do the following people distract you in a way that hurts your work 

performance? 

3. How often do the following people independently create barriers that make it harder for 

you to accomplish your work goals? 

 

Alter-entity negation (N) items 

1. How often are the following people disappointed with your work? 

2. How often are the following people angry with you in relation to your work? 

3. How often are the following people upset with how you do your work? 

 

Alter-entity negation (R) items 

1. If the following people disagree with a decision you made at work, how often do they 

address it constructively? 

2. If the following people disagree with the way you are doing your job, how often do they 

make an effort to react constructively? 

3. If the following people have conflicts with you about your work, how often do they try 

to work things out with you? 

 

Focal-entity goal striving (G) items 

1. I am committed to working independently on my assigned work tasks. 

2. I finish my work tasks by myself. 

3. I am committed to working on my work objectives by myself. 

 

Focal-entity system support (S) items 
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1. How often do you initiate collaboration with the following people that benefits your 

objectives at work? 

2. How often do you make an effort to interact with the following people in ways that 

support your work? 

3. How often do you provide support to the following people in a manner that facilitates 

your work goals? 

 

Focal-entity feedback (FB) items 

 

1. I get feedback about my work goals. 

2. I know how my goals at work are progressing.  

3. I am up to date on my performance at work. 

 

Focal-entity goal prevention (P) items 

 

1. I do things on my own that make my work more complicated than it needs to be.  

2. I approach my own work in a way that makes it hard for me to excel at my job. 

3. I independently create barriers for myself that make it harder to accomplish my work 

goals. 

 

Focal-entity supportive resistance (V) items 

1. How often do you have interactions with the following people that you later realize were 

counterproductive to your work goals? 

2. How often do you engage with the following people in ways that end up distracting you 

from your own work performance 

3. How often do you initiate interactions with the following people that ultimately end up 

interfering with your job performance? 

Focal-entity system negation (N) items 
 

1. How often do you feel disappointed in the following people with how they impact your 

work performance? 

2. How often are you angry with the following people because of their involvement in your 

work? 

3. How often are you upset with how the following people affect your work? 

 

Focal-entity  Constructive reactance (R) items 

 

1. If you disagree with a decision the following people made at work, how often do you 

constructively address it with them? 

 

2. If you disagree with how the following people are affecting your work, how often do you 

make an effort to respond constructively to them? 

 

3. If you have conflicts with the following people about your work, how often do you try to 

work things out with them? 
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Job Satisfaction (Agho et al., 1992; Iverson et al., 1998) 

1. I find real enjoyment in my job.  

2. I like my job better than the average person does.  

3. I am seldom bored with my job.  

4. I would not consider taking another kind of job.  

5. Most days I am enthusiastic about my job.  

6. I feel fairly well satisfied with my job. 

Burnout (Malach-Pines, 2005) 

When you think about your work overall, how often do you feel the following?  

1. Tired   

2. Disappointed with people  

3. Hopeless  

4. Trapped  

5. Helpless  

6. Depressed  

7. Physically weak/Sickly  

8. Worthless/Like a failure  

9. Difficulties sleeping  

10. “I’ve had it” 

 

Turnover intentions (Michaels & Spector, 1982) 

1. I often seriously consider leaving my current job. 

2. I intend to quit my current job. 

3. I have started to look for other jobs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

APPENDIX B: SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES 

 

 

Table A1:  Correlation Table.  
 

 
Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

1. Age 40.

51 

10.

53 

— 
                             

2. Gender .48 .50 .05 — 
                            

3.  

Ex 

3.0

8 

.90 .07 -.02 .92 
                           

4. 

Agre 

3.8

6 

.64 .15

*** 

.09

* 

.24

*** 

.84 
                          

5. 

Cons 

4.0

0 

.76 .16

*** 

.02 .37

*** 

.41

*** 

.91 
                         

6. Neur 2.5

6 

.91 -

.17

*** 

.16

*** 

-

.49

*** 

-

.43

*** 

-

.57

*** 

.93 
                        

7. Open 3.9

2 

.78 .04 -.02 .34

*** 

.33

*** 

.23

*** 

-

.20

*** 

.90 
                       

8. 

Ego G 

7.2

6 

1.8

1 

.13

** 

.17

*** 

-

.09

* 

.08 .10

* 

.01 .10

* 

.87 
                      

9. Ego S 26.

94 

13.

16 

-

.11

* 

.05 .36

*** 

.11

* 

.18

*** 

-.08 .21

*** 

.01 .88 
                     

10. Ego F 6.1

9 

1.8

9 

.04 .02 .27

*** 

.20

*** 

.28

*** 

-

.24

*** 

.15

** 

.17

*** 

.44

*** 

.74 
                    

11. 

Ego P 

1.6

0 

1.8

8 

-

.11

* 

.01 -

.12

* 

-

.23

*** 

-

.38

*** 

.31

*** 

-

.12

* 

-.04 -.07 -

.22

*** 

.88 
                   

12. Ego V 7.4

5 

8.4

7 

-

.13

** 

-

.10

* 

.04 -

.16

*** 

-

0.1

1* 

0.1

1* 

-.08 -.07 .15

** 

-.05 .38

*** 

.86 
                  

13. 

Ego N 

7.3

5 

8.7

5 

-.07 .04 -.04 -

.25

*** 

-

.14

** 

.21

*** 

-.09 -.01 .00 -

.14

** 

.33

*** 

.60

*** 

.92 
                 

1
9
7
 



 

 

14. 

Ego R 

20.

10 

15.

18 

-.02 -.08 .31

*** 

.06 0.2

2**

* 

-

.11

* 

.18

*** 

-.03 .45

*** 

.29

*** 

-.05 .22

*** 

.15

** 

.89 
                

15. 

Alter G 

14.

70 

12.

80 

-

.13

** 

-

.10

* 

.23

*** 

.00 .06 -.05 .06 -

.12

* 

.50

*** 

.24

*** 

.14

** 

.29

*** 

.11

* 

.35

*** 

.88 
               

16. Alter 

S 

31.

32 

13.

11 

-.06 .10

* 

.26

*** 

.14

** 

.12

** 

-.08 .16

*** 

.06 .73

*** 

.44

*** 

-.07 -.01 -

.20

*** 

.34

*** 

.41

*** 

.90 
              

17.  

Alter F 

22.

27 

12.

15 

-

.17

*** 

.06 .30

*** 

.05 .15

** 

-

.10

* 

.11

* 

.01 .62

*** 

.44

*** 

.04 .18

*** 

0.0

7 

.40

*** 

.50

*** 

.62

*** 

.88 
             

18. 

Alter P 

8.3

0 

8.9

3 

-

.10

* 

-.02 -.02 -

.26

*** 

-

.13

** 

.20

*** 

-.08 .00 .03 -

.12

** 

.30

*** 

.58

*** 

.80

*** 

.13

** 

.14

** 

-

.15

** 

.08 .90 
            

19. 

Alter V 

7.9

7 

8.7

4 

-.09 -.07 -.06 -

.24

*** 

-

.15

** 

.18

*** 

-.09 .02 .09 -

.12

* 

.32

*** 

.67

*** 

.76

*** 

.18

*** 

.17

*** 

-

.11

* 

.11

* 

.75

*** 

.87 
           

20. 

Alter N 

4.1

6 

6.7

8 

-.08 -.04 -.02 -

.18

*** 

-

.14

** 

.14

** 

-.08 -.05 .08 -

.12

* 

.35

*** 

.60

*** 

.73

*** 

.14

** 

.22

*** 

-.09 .15

** 

.69

*** 

.69

*** 

.87 
          

21. Alter 

R 

21.

00 

14.

87 

-.08 -

.09

* 

.22

*** 

.10

* 

.13

** 

-

.13

** 

.14

** 

.00 .39

*** 

.23

*** 

-.04 .12

* 

-.02 .57

*** 

.31

*** 

.41

*** 

.43

*** 

.05 .05 .07 .89 
         

22. 

Ego NM 

40.

39 

14.

27 

-.08 .07 .35

*** 

.14

** 

.22

*** 

-

.11

* 

.22

*** 

.16

*** 

.98

*** 

.56

*** 

-

.10

* 

.12

** 

-.02 .45

*** 

.48

*** 

.74

*** 

.63

*** 

.02 .07 .06 .39

*** 

.76 
        

23.  

Ego NR 

16.

39 

16.

24 

-

.12

* 

-.03 -.01 -

.25

*** 

-

.18

*** 

.21

*** 

-

.10

* 

-.05 .07 -

.13

** 

.49

*** 

.89

*** 

.89

*** 

.19

*** 

.23

*** 

-

.12

* 

.14

** 

.77

*** 

.80

*** 

.75

*** 

.05 .04 .86 
       

24. 

Grand 

NM 

108

.69 

42.

96 

-

.13

** 

.04 .35

*** 

.10

* 

.17

*** 

-

.10

* 

.17

*** 

.04 .87

*** 

.52

*** 

.00 .17

*** 

-.01 .47

*** 

.72

*** 

.85

*** 

.83

*** 

.02 .07 .10

* 

.47

*** 

.88

*** 

.08 .88 
      

25. 

Grand 

NR 

36.

82 

36.

92 

-

.11

* 

-.04 -.03 -

.26

*** 

-

.17

*** 

.21

*** 

-

.10

* 

-.02 .08 -

.14

** 

.43

*** 

.80

*** 

.90

*** 

.18

*** 

.21

*** 

-

.13

** 

.13

** 

.89

*** 

.90

*** 

.84

*** 

.05 .05 .95

*** 

.08 .93 
     

26. 

Alter NM 

68.

29 

31.

22 

-

.15

** 

.02 .32

*** 

.08 .13

** 

-

.09

* 

.13

** 

-.02 .75

*** 

.45

*** 

.04 .18

*** 

-.01 .44

*** 

.78

*** 

.83

*** 

.86

*** 

.03 .06 .11

* 

.46

*** 

.75

*** 

.10

* 

.98

*** 

.08 .87 
    

27. 

Alter NR 

20.

43 

22.

04 

-

.10

* 

-.05 -.04 -

.26

*** 

-

.15

** 

.19

*** 

-

.09

* 

-.01 .07 -

.13

** 

.36

*** 

.68

*** 

.85

*** 

.16

*** 

.19

*** 

-

.13

** 

.12

* 

.92

*** 

.92

*** 

.86

*** 

.06 .05 .86

*** 

.07 .97

*** 

.07 .92 
   

28. 

JS 

4.5

7 

1.4

9 

.12

* 

-.01 .37

*** 

.31

*** 

.31

*** 

-

.40

*** 

.14

** 

.02 .29

*** 

.34

*** 

-.09 -.05 .20

*** 

.18

*** 

.18

*** 

.29

*** 

.25

*** 

-

.20

*** 

-

.17

*** 

-.07 .18

*** 

.31

*** 

-

.15

** 

.32

*** 

-

.17

*** 

.30

*** 

-

.17

*** 

.93 
  

1
9
8

 



 

 

29. 

BO 

2.7

8 

1.3

6 

-

.16

*** 

.09 -

.35

*** 

-

.35

*** 

-

.40

*** 

.56

*** 

-.08 .06 -

.14

** 

-

.24

*** 

.28

*** 

.18

*** 

.35

*** 

-.08 -.03 -

.17

*** 

-

.11

* 

.32

*** 

.33

*** 

.27

*** 

-

.12

* 

-

.15

** 

.31

*** 

-

.14

** 

.34

*** 

-

.12

* 

.34

*** 

-

.60

*** 

.95 
 

30. 

TI 

2.5

8 

1.4

9 

-

.15

** 

.02 -

.21

*** 

-

.30

*** 

-

.33

*** 

.35

*** 

-.03 -.02 -

.17

*** 

-

.23

*** 

.18

*** 

.09 .26

*** 

-

.12

* 

-.02 -

.22

*** 

-

.14

** 

.24

*** 

.22

*** 

.15

** 

-

.15

** 

-

.19

*** 

.21

*** 

-

.18

*** 

.23

*** 

-

.16

** 

.23

*** 

-

.68

*** 

.65

*** 

.92 

 
Notes. N = 451 for all T1/T1 correlations, T1/T2 correlations, and T2/T2 correlations; N = 423 for T3 correlations (Burnout, turnover intention, job satisfaction). 

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Coefficient alpha appears on diagonal. Gender: 0 = Male, 1 = Female/Non-binary/Prefer not to say. Age: numeric entry in 

years. M = mean. SD = standard deviation. Ex = Extraversion, Agre = Agreeableness, Cons= Conscientiousness, Neur = Neuroticism, Open = Openness, G = 

goal striving, S = system support, F = feedback, P = goal prevention, V = supportive resistance, N = system negation, R = constructive reactance, NM = network 

motivation, NR = network resistance, JS = job satisfaction, TI = turnover intention, BO = burnout. Ego refers to focal actor measures; Alter refers to network 

member measures; Grand refers to total network measures combining ego and alter contributions.

1
9
9
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Table A2: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Goal Striving (G). 

 

  
Multiple Regressions 

Zero-order 

correlation  

Big Five Predictors 
Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   3.264 0.001     

Extraversion -0.173** -3.112 0.002 -.093* 0.049 

Agreeableness 0.049 0.907 0.365 0.075 0.111 

Conscientiousness 0.155** 2.615 0.009 .096* 0.042 

Neuroticism 0.058 0.904 0.366 0.007 0.876 

Openness 0.115* 2.281 0.023 .097* 0.039 

Notes. n = 451. * p < .05, ** p < .01.  

 

 

 

 

Table A3: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Goal Striving (G). 
 

  Multiple Regressions Zero-order correlation  

Big Five 

Predictors 

Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   -0.145 0.885     

Extraversion 0.278** 5.062 <.001 .233** <.001 

Agreeableness -0.053 -0.986 0.325 -0.005 0.919 

Conscientiousness 0.017 0.281 0.779 0.058 0.217 

Neuroticism 0.074 1.162 0.246 -0.05 0.289 

Openness -0.002 -0.033 0.974 0.056 0.237 

  

Notes. n = 451.  
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Table A4: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Support (S). 
 

  
Multiple Regressions 

Zero-order 

correlation  

Big Five 

Predictors 

Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   -3.142 0.002     

Extraversion 0.373** 7.177 <.001 .357** <.001 

Agreeableness 0.022 0.435 0.664 .115* 0.015 

Conscientiousness 0.133* 2.389 0.017 .180** <.001 

Neuroticism 0.209** 3.473 <.001 -0.085 0.073 

Openness 0.10* 2.125 0.034 .208** <.001 

Notes. n = 451.  

 

 

Table A5: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Support (S). 
 

  
Multiple Regressions 

Zero-order 

correlation 

Big Five 

Predictors 

Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   -1.096 0.274     

Extraversion 0.263** 4.859 <.001 .261** <.001 

Agreeableness 0.086 1.613 0.107 .140** 0.003 

Conscientiousness 0.055 0.95 0.342 .124** 0.008 

Neuroticism 0.134* 2.135 0.033 -0.081 0.087 

Openness 0.066 1.329 0.184 .159** <.001 

 

Notes. n = 451.  
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Table A6: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Feedback (F). 
 

  Multiple Regressions 
Zero-order 

correlation  

Big Five 

Predictors 

Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   0.994 0.321     

Extraversion 0.167** 3.126 0.002 .274** <.001 

Agreeableness 0.064 1.217 0.224 .201** <.001 

Conscientiousness 0.171** 3 0.003 .283** <.001 

Neuroticism -0.023 -0.367 0.714 -.244** <.001 

Openness 0.04 0.833 0.405 .149** 0.002 

    

Notes. n = 451.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A7: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Feedback (F). 
 

  Multiple Regressions Zero-order correlation  

Big Five 

Predictors 

Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   -0.77 0.442     

Extraversion 0.316** 5.87 <.001 .300** <.001 

Agreeableness -0.03 -0.564 0.573 0.055 0.245 

Conscientiousness 0.095 1.655 0.099 .149** 0.002 

Neuroticism 0.102 1.642 0.101 -.102* 0.03 

Openness 0.02 0.418 0.676 .107* 0.023 

  

Notes. n = 451.  
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Table A8: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Outgoing Ego Goal Prevention (P). 
 

  Multiple Regressions 
Zero-order 

correlation  

Big Five 

Predictors 

Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   3.429 <.001     

Extraversion 0.101 1.942 0.053 -.119* 0.011 

Agreeableness -0.051 -0.99 0.323 -.226** <.001 

Conscientiousness -0.288** -5.193 <.001 -.375** <.001 

Neuroticism 0.161** 2.675 0.008 .315** <.001 

Openness -0.048 -1.015 0.311 -.119* 0.011 

 

Notes. n = 451.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A9: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits Predicting 

Incoming Alter Goal Prevention (P). 

 
  Multiple Regressions Zero-order correlation  

Big Five Predictors 
Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   1.992 0.047     

Extraversion 0.114* 2.106 0.036 -0.026 0.582 

Agreeableness -0.218** -4.083 <.001 -.260** <.001 

Conscientiousness 0.019 0.32 0.749 -.128** 0.007 

Neuroticism 0.165** 2.626 0.009 .199** <.001 

Openness -0.021 -0.418 0.676 -0.082 0.083 

Notes. n = 451.  
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Table A10: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits 

Predicting Outgoing Ego Supportive Resistance (V). 

 

  Multiple Regressions 
Zero-order 

correlation  

Big Five 

Predictors 

Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   2.252 0.025     

Extraversion 0.156** 2.821 0.005 0.04 0.395 

Agreeableness -0.127* -2.325 0.021 -.164** <.001 

Conscientiousness -0.067 -1.123 0.262 -.114* 0.015 

Neuroticism 0.076 1.186 0.236 .106* 0.024 

Openness -0.059 -1.18 0.239 -0.079 0.095 

  

Notes. n = 451.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A11: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits 

Predicting Incoming Alter Supportive Resistance (V). 
 

  Multiple Regressions 
Zero-order 

correlation  

Big Five Predictors 
Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   2.802 0.005     

Extraversion 0.053 0.974 0.331 -0.065 0.169 

Agreeableness -0.19** -3.524 <.001 -.238** <.001 

Conscientiousness -0.028 -0.476 0.634 -.147** 0.002 

Neuroticism 0.1 1.572 0.117 .179** <.001 

Openness -0.02 -0.411 0.681 -0.088 0.061 

Notes. n = 451. 
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Table A12: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits 

Predicting Outgoing Ego Negation (N). 
 

  Multiple Regressions Zero-order correlation  

Big Five Predictors 
Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   1.665 0.097     

Extraversion 0.111* 2.045 0.041 -0.036 0.439 

Agreeableness -0.199** -3.724 <.001 -.253** <.001 

Conscientiousness 0.014 0.247 0.805 -.138** 0.003 

Neuroticism 0.184** 2.929 0.004 .214** <.001 

Openness -0.025 -0.503 0.615 -0.085 0.07 

    

Notes. n = 451.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A13: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits 

Predicting Incoming Alter Negation (N). 
 

  Multiple Regressions Zero-order correlation  

Big Five 

Predictors 

Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   2.147 0.032     

Extraversion 0.09 1.626 0.105 -0.023 0.631 

Agreeableness -0.129* -2.364 0.019 -.180** <.001 

Conscientiousness -0.067 -1.127 0.26 -.139** 0.003 

Neuroticism 0.079 1.235 0.217 .140** 0.003 

Openness -0.041 -0.815 0.415 -0.082 0.082 

Notes. n = 451.  
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Table A14: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits 

Predicting Outgoing Ego Constructive Reactance (R). 
 

  Multiple Regressions Zero-order correlation  

Big Five 

Predictors 

Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   -2.723 0.007     

Extraversion 0.286** 5.39 <.001 .305** <.001 

Agreeableness -0.07 -1.348 0.178 0.056 0.236 

Conscientiousness 0.197** 3.467 <.001 .216** <.001 

Neuroticism 0.137* 2.232 0.026 -.110* 0.02 

Openness 0.098* 2.041 0.042 .176** <.001 

Notes. n = 451.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table A15: Multiple Regression and Zero-Order Correlations for Big Five Traits 

Predicting Incoming Alter Constructive Reactance (R) 
 

  Multiple Regressions Zero-order correlation  

Big Five 

Predictors 

Standardized 

Beta 
t P value r P value 

(Constant)   -0.349 0.727     

Extraversion 0.178** 3.232 0.001 .220** <.001 

Agreeableness 0.013 0.246 0.806 .101* 0.031 

Conscientiousness 0.043 0.723 0.47 .131** 0.005 

Neuroticism 0 -0.004 0.997 -.134** 0.004 

Openness 0.071 1.413 0.158 .138** 0.003 

Notes. n = 451.  
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