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ABSTRACT

The personality factor of extraversion has been associated with performance in some occupations (e.g., sales), and it has been one of the most consistent personality predictors of leadership. Recent research indicates that extraversion could have a non-linear relation with performance. At the same time, many researchers have contended that scholars should utilize measures of personality narrower than factors and that the bandwidth and relevance of personality should fit both the criterion and the context of a study. We argue and find that by examining an aspect of extraversion (i.e., social potency) in a particular vocational context (i.e., enterprising job demands), non-linear, asymptotic (diminishing marginal benefits) effects will be demonstrated on a relevant type of performance (i.e., enterprising job performance). We review implications, limitations, and avenues for future research.
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Extraversion and Job Performance: How Context Relevance and Bandwidth Specificity Create a Non-Linear, Positive, and Asymptotic Relationship
For many years, vocational researchers have argued for and found linear relations between personality and performance, and some scholars have even suggested that some traits (e.g., conscientiousness) have entirely consistent effects on job performance (e.g., Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001). However, recently, it has been contended that vocational and organizational research should include greater specificity (Edwards & Berry, 2010) and that every relationship may have context-specific curvilinearity (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013). Similarly, the assumption of personality's linear relationship with outcomes has been questioned (see Grant & Schwartz, 2011; Pierce & Aguinis, 2013), and some recent research results (e.g., Grant, 2013) have led to questions about the uniformly linear nature of extraversion's effects on job performance.
We concur with prior research that the extraversion - performance relationship is not monotonically linear. However, by measuring a personality factor, studies potentially included portions of the domain that were imprecise and either unrelated to and/or inversely related to the criterion and/or the situation (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013), leading to an inverted U-shaped result. We believe that the aim of scholars should be to match the bandwidth and relevance of personality to its criterion and context (see for reviews Judge, Rodell, Klinger, Simon, & Crawford, 2013; Oswald, Hough, & Ock, 2013), and recent research has indicated that personality exists not just at the domain and facet levels, but also at a level in between the two, labeled an aspect (e.g., DeYoung, Quilty, & Peterson, 2007; Jang, Livesley, Angleitner, Riemann, & Vernon, 2002 ; Judge et al., 2013).

 Our study examines the relationship between an aspect of extraversion (i.e., social potency; Depue & Collins, 1999) and a type of performance that is related to leadership (i.e., enterprising job performance) in the context of enterprising job demands. We assess a bandwidth-appropriate and context-relevant aspect of extraversion, and we argue that, assuming a positive personality - performance relationship, an asymptotic (i.e., diminishing marginal benefits) relationship should be demonstrated between personality and other-rated performance in such a situation. The diminishingly positive relationship between a narrow aspect of extraversion and narrow performance would not become negative, because employees are not engaging in personality expressions irrelevant or detrimental to performance in that context. 

Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development
Enterprising Job Performance 


Holland’s (1973) occupational classification system describes the structure of six different work environments, arguing that individuals are attracted to occupation types that satisfy their needs. One of these types is enterprising, which includes entrepreneur, lobbyist, salesperson, and executive careers, as examples. Enterprising jobs emphasize the employee’s abilities to lead others in goal attainment, verbally persuade, and handle ambiguity. Of the six occupational groups, the enterprising group was one of the two largest groups in the U.S. in the year 2000, and it was projected to have the second largest rate of growth of the six occupations (Reardon, Bullock, & Meyer, 2007). Considering that many jobs categorized as not primarily enterprising (e.g., engineers; Huang & Pearce, 2013) still have features of enterprising occupations (e.g., project management), we do not limit our context, and thus our generalizability, to enterprising occupations. Instead, we examine the enterprising job performance of persons across occupations.


Enterprising interests have been linked to having a motivation to lead (Chan, Rounds, & Drasgow, 2000). Understandably, enterprising occupational interests also are associated with career success, as enterprising types represent a large portion of the high-ranking members of organizations (Hogan & Hogan, 1991). Moreover, enterprising interests have been related to both internal (to the organization) and external job changes, indicating a link between such jobs and professional ambition (Wille, DeFruyt, & Feys, 2010). Additionally, one study found that, out of the six occupational interests, enterprising was one of the only two that positively associated with income when controlling for the other occupational categories (Huang & Pearce, 2013). These findings support not only the theoretical relevance of our research, but also the practical importance of enterprising interests and abilities to employees and organizations.

 To more strongly create our context, we assess the moderating effect of the social potency aspect of extraversion on enterprising performance as it relates to the enterprising job demands placed on the individual. As can be inferred from the characterization of an enterprising occupation, enterprising job demands are expectations of active leadership and motivation, effective verbal expression and persuasion, supervision, selling, and the like. Prior research has demonstrated that enterprising job demands moderated the political skill – job performance relationship (Blickle et al., 2009; Blickle et al., 2012). As noted by Robie and Ryan (1999), context effects can allow for non-linear relationships through their influence on the situation. We argue that placing high enterprising job demands on a person could direct behavior, permitting non-linear effects. Given our criterion of enterprising job performance, it is fitting to examine its relationship with extraversion within the context of enterprising job demands, because one of the strongest relationships between the FFM and Holland’s (1973) types is that between extraversion and enterprising (ρ = .41, Barrick, Mount, & Gupta, 2003). We believe that prior theoretical and empirical work indicates possible non-linearity in extraversion's relationship with job performance.

Non-Linearity in the Extraversion–Performance Relationship: Job Context & Multifaceted Personality

Personality theorists have begun to suggest that the function of each trait depends on many factors and that traits may have non-linear relations with performance (e.g., Penney, David, & Witt, 2011; Tett & Burnett, 2003). It has been speculated that personality traits (e.g., conscientiousness; Murphy & Dzieweczynski, 2005) have non-linear, inverted-U shaped relationships with performance. Some results have demonstrated this curvilinearity when examining FFM dimension–performance associations (e.g., Grant, 2013), including those with extraversion. For example, Barry and Stewart (1997) found that teams having 20 to 40% high-extraversion members had greater performance than teams with fewer or more of the highly extraverted. However, one could question whether certain features of the context and the bandwidth of the examined personality trait influence this relationship.


Scholars have argued that the context of vocational and organizational behavior can influence the relationships between predictors and criteria (e.g., Griffin, 2007; Johns, 2006), and Trait Activation Theory proposes that a personality trait remains dormant unless provoked to action by a situation relevant to that trait (Tett & Burnett, 2003). Situations can differ from one to another in many ways, but the behavioral expression of a trait will be comparable across situations to the extent that the trait-relevant cues are similar in each context. Many studies have supported the importance of context to personality’s relationship with performance (e.g., Blickle, Meurs, Wihler, Ewen, Plies & Günther, 2013; Kell, Rittmayer, Cook, & Motowidlo, 2010; Tett & Christiansen, 2007). Expectations on employees of enterprising behaviors (i.e., enterprising job demands) and the evaluations of those behaviors (i.e., enterprising job performance) form the context of our study.
In addition to a situational moderator, it is possible that facets of a personality factor are more consistently non-linear than the factor (see Robie & Ryan, 1999) and/or that the inflection point for the non-linear relationships with performance differs from one facet to another (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013). Thus, the use of a factor scale rather than a narrower measure could prevent the discovery of the correct nonlinear relationship when examining personality’s influence on outcomes (Paunonen & Nicol, 2001). However, unlike personality domains, there is little consensus concerning the number of facets and the character of each, and it has been argued that most research has derived facets intuitively or algorithmically, not empirically (DeYoung et al., 2007; Oswald et al., 2013). Moreover, recently, researchers have argued that the bandwidth of personality should match the criterion and the context of the study (e.g., Judge, Rodell, Klinger, Simon, & Crawford, 2013; Li, Barrick, Zimmerman, & Chiaburu, 2014; Oswald, Hough, & Ock, 2013). More specifically, an increase in prediction when moving from a broad personality domain to a narrower measure is only gained when facets have differential prediction (Judge et al., 2013) and when the relevant facets can be determined (Hurtz & Donovan, 2000). Consequently, we narrow extraversion to the aspect level, which we believe will be most relevant to our study of enterprising demands and performance.
In the Enterprising Context, What Extraversion Characteristic(s) are Relevant?

Much disagreement has surrounded how to best characterize extraversion. However, genetic twin research (Jang, et al., 2002) and factor analyses of facets (DeYoung, et al., 2007) indicate that, for each Big Five domain, two aspects subsume the dimension's many facets, reflecting a three-level hierarchy of personality. Moreover, Judge et al.'s (2013) meta-analytic results supported DeYoung et al.'s (2007) factor-aspect-facet framework, and others also have conceptualized extraversion as two distinct aspects (e.g., DeYoung, Weisberg, Quilty, Peterson, 2013; Hogan & Hogan, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 1989). At the aspect level, we concur with prior research (e.g., DeYoung, et al., 2007; Quilty, DeYoung, Oakman, & Bagby, 2014) that the assertiveness and activity facets form one of the two aspects of extraversion. 


We believe that this extraversion aspect (i.e., containing the assertiveness and activity facets), which we and others term (social) potency (Depue & Collins, 1999), is most relevant to the context of enterprising job demands. We are not interested only in jobs classified as enterprising, but in the enterprising features (i.e., job demands and performance) of all occupational contexts. However, research on the relationship of social potency to enterprising occupations is helpful to understanding the enterprising elements of jobs. Energy and assertiveness have been argued to be important in enterprising occupations (Hogan & Hogan, 1991; Holland, 1997). Through a vector fitting, assertiveness and activity, along with gregariousness, were the extraversion facets most closely aligned with enterprising occupations, demonstrating the second strongest pattern of associations between personality facets and occupational interest in one study (Armstrong & Anthoney, 2009). 


Social potency describes someone who tends to be decisive, persuasive, effectance motivated, and enjoys leadership positions (Tellegen & Waller, 2008). It has been related to supervisor-rated job performance and objective sales measures for sales employees (Vinchur, Schippmann, Switzer, & Roth, 1998), job performance for managers (Minbashian, Bright, & Bird, 2009), longitudinally measured individual earnings (Zhang & Arvey, 2009), and leadership role occupancy (Arvey, Rotundo, Johnson, Zhang, & McGue, 2006). Social potency also has been linked to enterprising occupations. Two studies (i.e., Larson & Borgen, 2002; Staggs, Larson, & Borgen, 2003) found that social potency correlated with each of the five enterprising occupational interests studied (i.e., public speaking, law/politics, merchandising, sales, and organizational management). For all but one of these studied occupations (i.e., merchandising), social potency demonstrated correlations equal to or greater than any of the ten other Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire (Tellegen, 1982) scales, similar to results found in meta-analytic research (Staggs, Larson, & Borgen, 2007). Clearly, research at the aspect (i.e., social potency) level links extraversion to the enterprising context. 
In the Enterprising Context, What Type of Non-Linear Relationship Will be Found?

Recently, it has been argued that inverted U-shaped relations with outcomes should be found when a predictor is an action or a passion (e.g., personality), and asymptotic relationships should be found when a predictor is good across situations (e.g., general mental ability; Pierce & Aguinis, 2013). Grant (2103) found an inverted U-shaped relationship of extraversion with sales performance, and suggested that future research examine this relationship at the facet level. However, considering that Grant examined the factor of extraversion on a very specific performance outcome (i.e., sales revenue) within a very specific type of sales job context (i.e., call center customer service representative), the results could be due to a bandwidth mismatch between broad personality and the narrow context and criterion of the study. Extreme personality factor tendencies could drive someone to behave in a manner inappropriate for the situation due to the little cross-situation variability in such person's behavior (Baumeister & Tice, 1988; Kaiser & Hogan, 2011; Schmitt et al., 2013), resulting in an inverted-U shaped relationship. In Grant's (2013) study, high levels of extraversion could have demonstrated negative effects on sales revenue due to the inclusion of extraversion characteristics that were irrelevant to or negative for the revenue of customer service representatives. Unlike Pierce and Aguinis (2013), we believe that personality can demonstrate a positive and asymptotic relationship with a specific outcome in a specific context. When a personality predictor is entirely relevant and beneficial for the particular context (e.g., enterprising job demands) and criterion (e.g., enterprising job performance) of a study, it should also demonstrate a positive and asymptotic relationship with diminishing returns.


Similar asymptotic relationships have been found in other areas of vocational research, such as the association between job experience and job performance (McDaniel, Schmidt, & Hunter, 1988) and between citizenship behavior and task performance (Ellington, Dierdorff, & Rubin, 2014). Specific to social potency, a study using vignettes asked participants to rate the desirability of certain personality trait items for hypothetical applicants in each of four job contexts (i.e., general, fire fighter, nurse, and car sales; Dunlop, Telford, & Morrison, 2012). For the three assertiveness (i.e., labeled social boldness) and three activity (i.e., labeled liveliness) items, out of the 24 relationships (4 jobs x 6 items) examined, 20 of them demonstrated non-linear monotonic effects. Of the six items, four items demonstrated interaction effects with the context, such that, of the four jobs studied, only the enterprising-relevant occupation (i.e., car sales) demonstrated asymptotic effects. These results suggest that within the context of enterprising demands (e.g., car sales occupation), but not within the other contexts, assertiveness and activity would be appraised as having no additional benefit between roughly four ("agree") and five ("strongly agree") on a Likert scale. We argue that we will obtain similar, positive and asymptotic results for social potency on enterprising job performance, when in the context of high enterprising demands in a field study.

Hypothesis 1: For jobs with high enterprising demands, social potency has an asymptotic, curvilinear relationship with enterprising job performance, such that the relationship is initially positive but becomes weaker as social potency increases; the relationship becomes non-significant at high levels of social potency.

Method

Participants and Procedure


The study was conducted in a large industrial region in western Germany. Employees from a broad variety of jobs and occupations were contacted and informed about a study of personality at work via personal contacts, mailing lists, newsletters, or distributed flyers. This results in a sample with high levels of diversity and, thereby, increased variance and external validity (Demerouti & Rispens, 2014; Wheeler, Shanine, Leon, & Whitman, 2014). 

After providing their email-address, interested participants received a randomly generated link to the online questionnaire assessing their extraversion and enterprising job demands. At the end of the questionnaire, participants were asked to nominate up to five other-raters (i.e., colleagues, supervisors, or subordinates) from their work environment who could rate their enterprising job performance. Other-raters received an e-mail with a password-coded link to the other-rater questionnaire, allowing us to match their data with the target. All participants (targets and other-raters) received feedback about their individual score on social skill at work. No other incentives were given for participating in the study. 


397 employees were interested in participating. Of these, 214 completed the online questionnaire and invited (overall) 535 other-raters for the other-rater questionnaire; 303 other-raters, including colleagues, supervisors, and subordinates, completed the questionnaire. We were able to match 133 target responses to 250 other-ratings of enterprising job performance, equaling an overall response-rate of (target) 33.5% and (other-rater) 46.7%. 


72 targets were female (54.1%), and the mean age was 38.56 years. Participants had an average work experience of 14.94 years and tenure in current job of 6.84 years. Targets and other-raters worked together for a mean of 5.68 years (SD = 5.59) and interacted at least several times per week. Personal relations (1 = distanced, 2 = formal, 3 = neutral, 4 = friendly) between target and other-raters were reported at average to be M = 3.56. Overall, 225 other-ratings were provided by colleagues (86.5%), 17 by subordinates (6.5%), and eight by supervisors (3.1%) of the respective target.
We categorized the job held by participants according to Holland’s (1997) RIASEC-model. The majority of participants held enterprising jobs (44.36%), followed by conventional (19.55%) and social jobs (14.29%). Realistic jobs were held by 9.02%, investigative by 6.77%, and artistic jobs by 6.02% of the participants.
 Further, investigating the RIASEC rank order nature of the sampled enterprising jobs, 27 participants worked in ECS (e.g., consultant), 13 in ECA (e.g., manager of communications) and 10 in EAC jobs (e.g. project manager in marketing). Four participants worked in ECI (e.g. controller), four worked in ESC jobs (e.g. realtor), and one worked in an EIS job (e.g. group leader in the chemical industry). This overview shows that we not only sampled sales persons (like Grant, 2013), but those in a range of enterprising jobs. 

In addition, we compared the means of enterprising job performance and enterprising job demands of the enterprising jobs group (M Enterprising Demands = 3.76; M Enterprising Performance = 3.93) vs. the social and conventional jobs group (S-C: M Enterprising Demands = 3.48; M Enterprising Performance = 3.70) and realistic, investigative, and artistic (R-I-A: M Enterprising Demands = 3.39; M Enterprising Performance = 3.57) group. The t-tests indicated significant differences between enterprising jobs and the other groups in the expected direction. The findings also revealed an even more important fact: Our measurement scale ranged from 1 to 5, but in all groups the means of enterprising job demands and performance ranged between 3 and 4. In addition, in all RIASEC job types, there is variance (i.e., standard deviations from .56 to .69) between respondents with reference to enterprising job demands and enterprising performance. Thus, because of the clear variance between respondents within occupational categories, it is important to not examine merely one occupational category (e.g., enterprising jobs), but, instead, to assess the enterprising demands placed on individual employees regardless of their occupation. Consequently, we conclude that enterprising job demands and performance are at least moderately important in all types of jobs in our sample, but they are most important in enterprising occupations, as indicated by the significant group differences.

Measures

Social Potency. To measure participant social potency, we built a composite from the self-rated extraversion facets of assertiveness and activity. Assertiveness and activity were measured using the respective scales from the German version (Ostendorf & Angleitner, 2004) of the Revised NEO-PI-R (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Both scales comprise of eight items each answered on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Sample items are “Other people often look to me to make decisions” (trait assertiveness) and “My life is fast-paced” (trait activity). The Cronbach’s alpha for the composite scale was α = .83.

McCrae, Zonderman, Costa, Bond, and Paunonen (1996, p. 563) found in analyses of personality data that structures known to be reliable showed poor fit when evaluated by confirmatory factor analysis techniques. We therefore combined exploratory and confirmatory methods to analyze the 16 items of the (E3) Assertiveness facet and the (E4) Activity facet. First, we conducted both a principal axis and a principal component analysis and found five eigenvalues greater than 1 explaining 29.6, 10.6., 9.24, 7.96, and 6.7 percent of variance. The scree-test (Cattell, 1966) yielded one strong social potency factor representing both the assertiveness and the activity items which explains nearly three times more variance than the next potential factor (29.6% vs. 10.6%). Second, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis. All 16 items significantly loaded on the common social potency factor. In sum, the sequential combination of exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses supported the one-dimensional structure of the assertiveness and activity items (i.e., social potency).
Enterprising Job Demands. Enterprising job demands were measured by a self-report of the enterprising items of the UST (Umwelt-Struktur-Test; Environmental-Structure-Test; Bergmann & Eder, 1992). The UST measures Holland’s (1973; 1997) six occupational environment characteristics. To assess enterprising job demands, respondents were asked to report the importance of 14 job features using the scale from 4 (very important) to 0 (not relevant) and x (can’t say). The job features being rated are: (1) leading a group at work, (2) leading a business, (3) leading discussions, (4) advertising, (5) organizing meetings, (6) supervising others, (7) selling, (8) persuading others, (9) convincing others, (10) leading others, (11) bargaining, (12) empathizing with the situation of others, (13) speaking on behalf of a group, and (14) motivating others. In the present study, Cronbach’s alpha (α) was α = .80.

Enterprising Job Performance. Other-raters (i.e., supervisors, colleagues and subordinates) provided ratings of enterprising job performance, as assessed with the Enterprising Performance Scale developed and validated by Blickle et al. (2012) based on the enterprising items of the UST (Umwelt-Struktur-Test; Environmental-Structure-Test; Bergmann & Eder, 1992). The items’ content was the same as those for Enterprising Job Demands, except that the performance items asked, “How good is this person at …” (e.g., leading a group at work). The Likert-type assessment by the other-rater assessed whether, relative to other persons in a comparable position, the target individual was (5) much better, (4) better, (3) equally good, (2) worse, (1) much worse, or (x) can’t say. Interrater agreement (rWG) was .86; Cronbach’s Alpha reliability was .93.


Because our targets nominated their coworkers and/or supervisors, there could be a selection bias. We tested this by examining the distribution of our dependent variable (i.e. enterprising job performance). If there was a selection bias, the distribution should be skewed. Our analyses revealed that our dependent variable was normally distributed (Kolmogorov–Smirnov Z-test = .939, p ≤ .34, skewness = −.676, kurtosis = −1.320); zero values of skewness and kurtosis represent perfectly normal distributions, skewness > ±3 and kurtosis > ±7 are indicative of non-normal distributions; Curran, West, & Finch, 1996). In sum, these findings do not support a selection bias. To make sure that our respondents were co-workers and supervisors, we asked respondents to indicate what kind of relationship they had with our targets. Possible responses were supervisor, co-worker, subordinate, and other. In our analyses, we only included respondents that stated supervisor or co-worker. 

Control Variables. To control for the effects of extraversion facets that we believe are irrelevant to enterprising job demands and performance, we measured self-ratings of the other facets of extraversion using the remaining scales from the German version (Ostendorf & Angleitner, 2004) of the NEO-PI-R Extraversion factor (Costa & McCrae, 1992). We built the average score of the extraversion facets of warmth, gregariousness, excitement seeking, and positive emotions labeled enterprising-irrelevant extraversion facets. Each facet comprises eight items answered on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The internal consistency reliability was α = .87. In addition, we controlled for type of rater (i.e., supervisors vs. colleagues vs. subordinates) by constructing and including two dummy-coded variables using colleagues as the comparison group. 
Data Analyses


To test the singularity of the scales and to check for common source bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012), we conducted a multilevel confirmatory factor analyses (MCFA; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2002) with maximum likelihood estimation with robust standard errors using Mplus 7.0 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012). Recent research has shown that fit-indices of structural equation models generally deteriorate with an increasing number of manifest variables (Moshagen, 2012). Consequently, we built two indicator variables for each construct (i.e. social potency, enterprising-irrelevant extraversion facets, enterprising job demands, enterprising job performance) to reduce the amount of manifest variables.

We compared two different models. In the first model, the indicator scales loaded on their respective factors. The fit indices of this model were satisfactory: χ²(16) =16.01, p = .55, MLR-correction factor = .93, RMSEA = .00, CFI = 1.00, SRMR-within = .00, and SRMR-between = .06. In the second model, all indicators of target variables only loaded on one single factor. The fit indices of this second model were generally worse: χ²(20) = 219.89, MLR-correction factor = .92, RMSEA = .20, CFI = .75, SRMR-within = .00, and SRMR-between = .24. Additionally, the first model demonstrated a significantly better fit than the second model: ΔChi² = 184.22, Δdf = 4, p < .0001. These results support the distinctiveness of the scales used.
We used a multilevel approach to analyze our data because the ICC(1) of our dependent variable (i.e. enterprising performance) was .19, indicating non-independence of enterprising performance across raters (Hox, 2010). We used Mplus 7.0 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012) for our analyses. We computed different multilevel models, entering the target variables stepwise into the equations. Prior to analyses, social potency and enterprising job-demands were centered to avoid multicollinearity (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). Following Jaccard, Turrisi, and Wan (1990), we first entered the main effects (Table 2, Model 1, i.e., both dummy-variables, enterprising-irrelevant extraversion facets, social potency, the quadratic social potency term and enterprising job-demands). In the second step (Table 2, Model 2), we entered the two-way-interaction-term of social potency and demands, and the interaction of the quadratic term with enterprising job demands.

Results

Table 1 reports the means, standard deviations, correlations, and Coefficient alpha (α) internal consistency reliability estimates of all variables. The correlations of social potency (r = .29, p < .01) and enterprising job demands (r = .18, p < .01) with other-ratings of enterprising job performance were each positive and significant. 
*** Insert Table 1 about here *** 


 The results for our hypothesis are shown in Table 2. The squared social potency -relevant extraversion facets x enterprising job demands interaction term was significant in the second model (γ = -.35, p < .05, ΔR² = 13%).
*** Insert Table 2 about here *** 


The plot of the quadratic interaction of social potency is shown in Figure 1. As can be seen, the slope of social potency for high enterprising job demands has strong positive increases when social potency is at a low or medium level. However, as social potency increases to the medium and upper-medium level, this relationship becomes weaker, providing support for our hypothesis. For jobs low on enterprising demands, the relationship with enterprising job performance becomes stronger with increasing social potency. These results demonstrate an asymptotic relationship of social potency with performance in the context of high enterprising job demands, supporting our hypothesis.

*** Insert Figure 1 about here *** 

In additional analyses, we considered whether score compression near the top endpoint of the enterprising performance scale could explain our asymptotic results. Investigating the plot for social potency at high levels of enterprising job demands revealed that the slope reaches the asymptote in job performance at approximately 4.1 while the end of the scale is 5. If indeed score compression was a contributing factor to our findings, the asymptote would be reached at a higher stage, closer to 5. Additionally, if there is a score compression, the variance in the top quartile should be significantly lower than the other quartiles. Tests revealed that the variance in the top quartile is significantly higher compared to the second (F (61, 61) = 3.84, p < .01) and third quartile (F (61, 61) = 3.08, p < .01). There were no other significant effects. These findings clearly speak against score compression influencing the enterprising performance scale.
Discussion
Our findings support the recent research arguing that non-linear relationships are present in vocational behavior (Grant & Schwartz, 2011). Specifically, we demonstrate an asymptotic relationship between one of the two aspects of extraversion (i.e., social potency) and enterprising job performance when experiencing high enterprising demands. Our significant moderation results support the relevance of our personality predictor (i.e., social potency) to our criterion (Schneider & Hough, 1995) and the value of considering aspects, rather than only facets or factors, of personality (DeYoung et al., 2007). Although vocational researchers are beginning to examine facets of personality, our results lend credence to the idea that scholars should not necessarily examine personality at the narrowest possible level (Li, et al., 2014). Instead, personality constructs should be narrowed to the extent that their bandwidth and relevance match the criterion, context, and other study variables (see for reviews Judge et al., 2013; Oswald et al., 2013). 

After narrowing and aligning our personality predictor and its performance criterion to the relevant context, although it is more difficult to attain the statistical power needed to test asymptotic hypotheses than inverted U-shaped hypotheses (Pierce & Aguinis, 2013), our quadratic interaction demonstrating asymptotic effects, explaining an additional 13% of variance (Table 2). Further, since our control variable of the irrelevant facets of extraversion demonstrated no significant zero-order and regression-based results aside from a correlation with social potency, it supports our contention that social potency is an important personality characteristic in enterprising jobs. 
Additionally, the results strengthen the importance of context (Johns, 2006) and trait activation (Tett & Burnett, 2003) to personality's relationships with workplace outcomes. Rather than choosing occupations that, presumably, are high on enterprising demands, we measured enterprising demands as a variable in our study, and we believe this to be a more sound approach to examining these contextual effects. Further, our criterion (i.e., enterprising job performance) assesses the employee's ability to successfully meet these demands, reinforcing the relevance of our context, predictors, and criterion to each other. Finally, our findings support our assertions that, when placed in a relevant context, specific traits should demonstrate asymptotic, rather than linear or inverted U-shaped, effects on other-rated job performance, similar to experimental findings in a prior study (i.e., Dunlop et al., 2012).

A practical implication from our study is that organizations should carefully consider the social potency of those whom they may hire or promote. The diminishing returns of social potency in our study suggests that selecting and promoting only those individuals at the highest range of social potency for positions with high enterprising demands could lead to lower returns on investment for organizations, considering the few number of individuals whose social potency resides near the end of the distribution. Instead, organizational leaders may want to focus their efforts on employees who are moderately above the mean on social potency, so that employee enterprising performance is maximized while organizational expenditures are minimized. Further, viewing traits as behavioral actions (Fleeson, 2001), once employed in such a position, the additional assertive and active behaviors of those highest on social potency constitute a wasted allocation of time and effort, leading to decreased worker efficiency. 
Our study was conducted with a sample consisting of people in diverse jobs and different organizations. Therefore, the findings are not confined to a specific setting, but, rather, generalize across jobs and organizations. Indeed, recent research shows that the diversity of this type of sample increases the external validity of results (Demerouti & Rispens, 2014; Wheeler, Shanine, Leon, & Whitman, 2014). The limitations of our study include that the focus on enterprising job demands prohibits generalization to other work contexts. Future research should examine the non-linear personality–performance relationship in other occupational contexts (e.g., artistic). Also, similar to research on trait dominance (i.e., Anderson & Kilduff, 2009), our results could suggest that those highest on social potency attain positions with expectations beyond their capabilities, as indicated by asymptotic, as opposed to linear and positive, effects. Future research could examine whether such individuals excel at other aspects of performance (e.g., contextual) when in enterprising positions. Additionally, due to our cross-sectional design, we cannot be certain of causality, but future research could conduct longitudinal studies to better address causal direction. Although we found no evidence of bias in the performance assessments in our study, future research could collect performance evaluations from organizationally-verified supervisors and coworkers, rather than from those nominated as such by the target participant. Finally, future studies could examine other personality aspects that are highly relevant to certain criteria and contexts to investigate whether personality will demonstrate a linear, asymptotic, inverted U-shaped (e.g., Grant, 2013), or other relationship with performance.
Conclusion
Through an investigation of specific relationships associated with success at managing enterprising demands, our study contributes to the enhanced understanding of the relationship between personality and performance in a range of occupations. We found an asymptotic relationship between social potency and enterprising performance when experiencing high enterprising demands. If our study has one overarching message, it is that the type of non-linearity to be found depends on the bandwidth and the relevance of personality to the context and the criterion of study. 
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Table 1
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of the Study Variables

	
	
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	
	Target level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	EIEF
	 3.54
	0.43
	(.87)
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Social Potency
	3.45
	.50
	.53**
	(.83)
	
	
	
	

	3
	Enterprising Job Demands
	3.59
	.63
	.06
	.34**
	(.80)
	
	
	

	
	Other-rater-level
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Supervisor vs. Colleague1
	.03
	.18
	-.07
	-.11
	-.04
	
	
	

	5
	Subordinate vs. Colleague1
	.07
	.25
	-.09
	.07
	.17**
	-.05
	
	

	6
	Enterprising Job Performance
	3.77
	.64
	.08
	.29**
	.18**
	.06
	.10
	(.93)



Note. N = 133 targets, N = 233 other-raters; 1 = dummy coded variable; Correlations between the target and other-rater variables are all provided at the individual level, with group-level variables disaggregated to each individual in the same group. The reliability estimates (α) are presented in parentheses on the diagonal; Social Potency = Mean of Assertiveness (E3) and Activity (E4); EIEF = Enterprising-Irrelevant Extraversion Trait Facets (Mean of Warmth (E1), Gregariousness (E2), Excitement Seeking (E5), and Positive Emotions (E6)).
*p < .05, **p < .01.

Table 2
Moderated Multilevel Analyses of Social Potency on Enterprising Job Performance

	Enterprising Job Performance

	
	
	Model 1
	
	Model 2

	Within-level
	
	
	
	

	Supervisor vs. Colleague1 
	
	.13
	
	.13

	Subordinate vs. Colleague1
	
	.09
	
	.07

	R²
	
	.02
	
	.02

	
	
	
	
	

	Between-level
	
	
	
	

	EIEF
	
	-.17
	
	-.25

	Enterprising Job Demands (EJD)
	
	.11
	
	.23

	Social Potency (SP)
	
	.70**
	
	.89**

	SP²
	
	.08
	
	-.07

	SP x EJD
	
	
	
	.27

	SP² x EJD
	
	
	
	-.35*

	
	
	
	
	

	R²
	
	.44
	
	.57

	ΔR²
	
	
	
	.13



Note. N = 133 targets; N = 233 other-raters; 1 = dummy coded variable; All level 2 variables are grand-mean centered; standardized coefficients are reported; R² reports explained variance of the total model; Social Potency = Mean of Assertiveness (E3) and Activity (E4); EIEF = Enterprising-Irrelevant Extraversion Trait Facets (Mean of Warmth (E1), Gregariousness (E2), Excitement Seeking (E5), and Positive Emotions (E6)); 

*p < .05; **p < .01.

Figure 1
Interaction of Quadratic Relevant Extraversion Trait Facets and Enterprising Job Demands on Enterprising Job Performance 
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2 way interactions

		This worksheet plots two-way interaction effects between a curvilinear (quadratic) main effect (IV) and linear moderator. Note that if the moderator is binary, you can set values to 0 and 1, and enter "0.5" in cells B21 and B22 - this will then plot the correct effect.

		Enter information from your regression in the shaded cells

		Variable names:

		Name of independent variable:		Social Potency

		Name of moderator:		EJD

		Unstandardised Regression Coefficients:

		Independent variable:		0.547

		Independent variable squared:		-0.066

		Moderator:		0.115
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		Intercept / Constant:		3.73
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		Mean of independent variable:		0

		SD of independent variable:		0.49888
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		SD of moderator:		0.62695
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