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ABSTRACT - Though the study of atfect has increased across psychology.
individual differences in affect have not been fully investigated as mediators in
the organizational context. In the present study, employees' (/= 612) affect was
tested as a mediator of relationships between job characteristics and job
satisfaction. Participants completed surveys of positive and negative affect, and
were randomly assigned to a state or trait version of the atfect questionnaire and
positively or negatively worded version of the job questionnaire. A complex
combination of mediational roles for atfect was revealed involving difterences
between positive and negative affect, between state and trait attect, and between
positively and negatively worded items on study questionnaires. Results are
discussed relative 10 Forgas' (1995) Aftect Infusion Model.

Key Words: affect, mood. job characteristics, job satisfaction

The empirical study of aftect across a broad variety of psychological domains
has been on the rise, as evidenced by the new journal Emaotion and the recent
section on the structure of emotion in the Journal of Personality und Social
Psychology (see Russell & Barrett, 1999). As conceptualized in one influential
model. negative affectivity (NA) represents a dispositional construct that reflects
pervasive individual differences in negative emotionality (Watson and Clark,
1984). Individuals with high levels of NA have a generalized negative cognitive
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set that produces negative interpretations of themselves and environmental
conditions. Positive affectivity (PA) represents an individual's tendency to
experience positive mood states such as enthusiasm. high energy. and pleasurable
engagement (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988).

This increased interest has been particularly notable in the domain of
organizational psychology, Brief and Weiss (2002) note that the study of affect
in the workplace was widespread once it emerged as a legitimate area of inquiry
in the early 1930s. Soon after its emergence, however, the study of affect
narrowed to an almost exclusive focus on job satisfaction (Weiss & Brief, 2001).
Job satisfaction continues to be frequently studied. but since the mid-1980s,
affect has reemerged as a distinct construct. To demonstrate this point, Briefand
Weiss have described recent research on mood at work in such diverse areas as
mood cycles at work, leader effects on follower mood. mood as a workgroup
characteristic, and the affective consequences of the physical work setting,
Another of the important work applications of mood has been in the stress
process. In this process, stressors are the stress-producing events or conditions
and strains are an individual's responses to the stressor (Beehr, 1998). In the
workplace, stressors that may be present include conflict or various job
characteristics (e.g.. lack of decision making autonomy). Strains may include
mental, physical, or emotional reactions to stressors; job satisfaction (or the lack
of it) is often used as an indicator of strain.

In the context of the stress process. NA has been examined for its possible
methodological nuisance effect in artificially increasing observed stressor-strain
relationships (e.g.. Brief, Burke, George, Robinson, & Webster, 1988: Watson,
Pennebaker, & Folger., 1986). But Brief and Weiss (2002) have suggested that
focusing on the nuisance role of affect may have taken researchers' attention
away from possible substantive roles of affect, The present research examines
therole ofaffect (NA and PA)as a possible substantive mediator in relationships
between job characteristics and job satisfaction. measured by the Job Diagnostic
Survey (JDS; Hackman & Oldham, 1975). The IDS is a frequently-used
organizational assessment instrument designed to measure the components of
Hackman and Oldham's Job Characteristics Model: characteristics of aworker's
Job (e.g.. autonomy), critical psychological states (e.g., experienced
responsibility), and affective work outcomes (e.g.. job satisfaction), as well as
two moderators of the relationships (e.g.. growth need strength).

Munz, Huelsman, Konold, and McKinney (1996) used latent variable models
to investigate the role of dispositional affect in the relationships between IDS
(Hackman & Oldham, 1975) job characteristics and affective job outcomes. In
contrast to a number of ecarlier studies that examined only NA, Munz et al.
examined PA as well. They found no support for the role of NA as a contaminant
in their data, but they did find both measurement and nonmeasurement effects
for PA in their stressor-strain relationships. More recently, Spector, Fox, and
Van Katwyk (1999) obtained results supporting the substantive role of NA in
organizational relationships, but did not find evidence of a biasing effect of NA.
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Spector, Zapf, Chen, and Frese (2000) stated "In point of fact, there is evidence
for a stronger substantive effect than bias effect" (p. 87) for NA. Spector and
colleagues (2000) described several possible substantive mechanisms through
which NA may operate in the general job stressor-job strain relationship. One of
these mechanisms, the causality mechanism, proposes that the features of an
individual's job may influence his or her level of NA. Specifically, Spector etal.
(2000) suggested that workers who dislike their jobs will increase in NA; that is,
the stressors elicit NA (see Watson & Slack, 1993). NA, in turn, can be
presumed to influence strains for these individuals (or at least their reports of
strains). Given the vast body of literature demonstrating the multitudinous direct
effects of stressors on strains, it is unreasonable to propose that the
stressor-strain relationship is completely explained by NA. As such. Spector and
colleagues' (2000) causality mechanism is probably best viewed as a partial
mediation model, with NA only partially explaining the stressor-strain
relationship. Though Spector et al. (2000) describe the possible means of
operation for NA only, it seems reasonable to speculate that PA operates in a
similar fashion: workers who like their jobs will increase in PA; that is. the
positive features of the job elicit PA, which may then positively influence
affective and other work outcomes for these individuals.

State and Trait Affect

The causality mechanism posits that a worker's job influences his or her trait
affect. Spector et al. (2000) admitted that trait affect is usually thought to be (and
indeed, is generally observed to be) stable over time. But they noted that
indicators of NA (e.g.. anxiety) are often influenced by job related stressors.
Since the job can influence an individual's trait affect, one could expect that the
job would have an even stronger effect on state affect due to its psychological
proximity to the job. Another of the mechanisms proposed by Spector et al., the
mood mechanism, also indicates a strong role for state affect in the
stressor-strain relationship. Spector and colleagues wrote that "Perhaps high
levels of stressors lead people to frequently feel anxious and upset, and this leads
them to score higher on NA, whether or not the underlying NA trait level has
changed" (p. 89). Both the causality mechanism and the mood mechanism can
be taken to support a stronger mediating role for state affect than for trait affect.

The proposal that state affect has a mediating role greater than that of trait
affect is consistent with Mischel and Shoda's (1995) argument for the importance
of contextualized person variables as opposed to general dispositions, and is also
consistent with research on the substantive role of affect in organizations. For
example, George (1991) reported that state PA, but not trait PA, was related to
extra-role or role-prescribed prosocial organizational behaviors; people high in
positive affective states were more likely to be helpful than those low in state
PA. George postulated that though positive trait affect influences positive state
affect, it is state affect that influences work behaviors. She theorized that "mood
states are determined by both personality and the situation. Although the trait
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affects the state, behaviors fostered by the state may not be related to the trait
because of the influences of situational factors and the person-situation
interaction on the state" (p. 304).

Most researchers conceptualize NA and PA as dispositions or traits (e.g.,
Brief etal., 1988; Chen & Spector, 1991; Burke, Brief, & George, 1993; Munz
etal. 1996), but there are notable exceptions. For instance, in an investigation of
employee attitudes, Williams and colleagues (1996) do not report whether they
measure negative affect as a state or trait, although they presumably measured
it as a trait. Another interesting case, though not unique in the literature, is that
of Spector, Dwyer, and Jex (1988) who asked employees to report "how they
generally felt at work for the past 30 days" (p. 13). Not only do these instructions
indicate a construct somewhere between state and trait. but they also refer to
affect only in the work setting. Clearly, the trait/state distinction is an important
issue, but one that has received too little attention.

Affect and Item Wording: A Matching Hypothesis

Burke et al. (1993) suggested a very general mechanism through which NA
and PA might operate in relationships between other variables, though they have
not tested it empirically. They proposed that NA should not necessarily be
expected to influence the relationship between self-reported positive work
features and positive reactions or affective states. Rather, NA should influence
relationships between negative work features (e.g.. conflict, work load) and
negative reactions or affective states, That is, NA should operate in situations
where the tendency of high-NA individuals to experience negative states is most
likely to occur-in reaction to negative environmental stimuli. S imilarly PA should
notbe expected to influence the relationship between self-reported negative work
features and negative reactions or affective states, but should influence
relationships between positive work features and positive reactions or affective
states. In short, affect should play a stronger role when it matches the stimuli
(e.g., PA and positively worded JDS items), than in situations where there is a
mismatch between affect and the stimuli (e.g., PA and negatively worded JDS
items).

The Present Study

Our goal is to evaluate several possible substantive mediational roles of both
NA and PA in relationships between job characteristics and job satisfaction.
Spector et al. (2000) have taken a position against removing the variance in a
relationship due to affect without considering why affect might be related to the
other variables. Affect might operate as a measurement bias, they noted, but it
might also have substantive effects. To remove variance without considering its
role is, in their words, to "throw out the baby with the bath water" (p. 79). The
purpose of this study is to look at the baby, so to speak.

Spector and colleagues' (2000) causality mechanism and other empirical
evidence supports this role for NA. The finding that PA has a substantive role
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in relationships between work variables (Munzet al., 1996) can be taken with the
causality mechanism to support the mediating role for PA in the job
characteristics-job satisfaction relationships. Therefore, we propose our first
hypothesis: Both NA and PA will generally mediate the relationships between
job characteristics and job satisfaction. Thus the study will replicate the findings
of Munz et al., and extend them by specifying the mechanism through which NA
and PA act.

Second, we will compare the mediating effects of trait and state affect. Based
on Spector and colleagues' (2000) causality mechanism and mood mechanism,
the ideas of Mischel and Shoda (1995) concerning the relative importance of
contextualized person variables in predicting specific behavior, and findings of
the role of state affect in substantive organizational relationships, we offer our
second hypothesis: State affect will have a stronger mediating role in the job
characteristics-job satisfaction relationships than trait affect.

Finally, Spector and colleagues' (2000) causality mechanism states that people
who dislike their jobs become more anxious (i.e., they become higher in NA). By
the same logic, it follows that people whose jobs have the positive features
measured by the JDS (e.g.. skill variety, autonomy, feedback) become more
energetic and active (i.e., they become higher in PA). The causality mechanism
is consistent with Burke and colleagues' (1993) suggestion regarding the match
between affectand stimuli. To provide an initial evaluation of this matching idea,
we used two different versions of the JDS: one with negatively worded
statements, one with positively worded statements. We reason that the negatively
worded JDS should draw the respondent's attention to the features of his or her
job that are lacking (e.g., lack of autonomy). providing a situation that. according
to Burke and colleagues' hypothesis, should be influenced by NA. Similarly, we
reason that the positively worded version of the IDS should draw the
respondent’s attention to the positive features present in his or her job, providing
a situation that should be influenced by PA. Thus we offer our third hypothesis:
Affect will have a stronger mediating role in cases where the affect and item
wording matches (e.g.. PA and positively worded JDS items) than in cases of
mismatch (e.g., PA and negatively worded JDS items).

Method

Respondents

The respondents (N = 612) were non-faculty employees of a mid-size
Midwestern university who voluntarily participated in this study: 449 (73.4%)
women and 157 (25.6%) men (6 participants did not respond to this question).
Because feedback was provided to university units, anonymity was protected by
providing categorical responses for demographic variables. For example.
respondents indicated their age by marking one of six categories: under age 20,
ages 20 to 29, ages 30 to 39, ages 40 to 49, ages 50 to 59. and greater than age
60. The largest percentage of respondents indicated that they were between 30
and 39 (34.0%) followed by respondents between 40 and 49 (31.4%). A majority
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of respondents had at least some college education: some college (21.4%);
college degree (19.4%); some graduate or professional school (13.4%); and
graduate or professional degree (23.2%). About half(51.3%) of the respondents
were hourly workers, and just under half (47.7%) were salaried employees. Of
these, nearly half indicated that they had worked for the university for five years
or less. A comparison of the demographic profile of these respondents with the
university's personnel profile of all nonfaculty employees suggested that the
sample was representative of the university's workforce. Further. these
demographics are consistent with a previous assessment of the university's
nonfaculty employees (¢f. Munz et al. 1996).

Measures

Job Diagnostic Survey. Two versions of the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS:
Hackman & Oldham, 1975) were used. One version was the revised JDS
(Idaszak & Drasgow, 1987) for which all items were positively worded, For the
second version, the revised JDS was altered by the current authors so that all
items were negatively worded. An example of an item from the positively
worded version of the IDS is: "In general, how significant or important is your
job? That is, are the results of your work likely to significantly affect the lives
or well-being of other people?” (emphasis in original). The corresponding item
in the negatively worded version reads: "In general, how insignificant or
unimportant is your job? That is, are the results of your job not likely to
significantly affect the lives or well-being of other people?” (emphasis in
original). Respondents indicate the extent to which items apply to themselves or
their jobs using a 7-point rating scale (e.g.. | = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree). Scores for both versions of the JDS were calculated so that hi gher scores
represented more desirable organizational characteristics. The five job
characteristics (skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and
feedback) and general job satisfaction' were used in this investigation. In a
meta-analysis of nearly 200 studies, Fried and Ferris (1987) report data that are
generally supportive the validity of the JDS. The internal consistency reliabilities
of data collected using JDS scales in other samples has been previously reported
by Hackman and Oldham (1975) and Idaszak and Drasgow (1987); internal
consistency reliability estimates for the present sample are reported in Table 1.

Positive and Negative Affect Schedule. Two versions of the Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson et al., 1988) were used: one version
to measure state affect and the other to measure trait affect. Respondents were
asked to indicate how they generally feel (trait version) or how they feel right
now (state version) on a 5-point rating scale ranging from very slightly or not at
all to extremely. The PANAS consists of 20 adjectives descriptive of feelings
and emotions-10 cach for negative affect and positive affect. The internal
consistency reliabilities for data obtained in other samples using these scales has
been previously reported by Watson et al. (1988): internal consistency reliability
estimates for the present sample are shown in Table 1.
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Procedure

Packets containing the measurement instruments, cover letters, and an
interoffice mail return envelope were sent to approximately 1,600 nonfaculty
employees of a Midwestern university via interoffice mail. Recipients of the
questionnaire packets were randomly assigned such that half of the packets (n =
800) contained the state version of the PANAS and the other half received the
trait version of the PANAS. Similarly, half of the packets contained the
positively worded version of the JDS and the other hall contained the negatively
worded version. Thus, each participant received the state or trait version of the
PANAS. and the positively worded version or the negatively worded version of
the IDS. To minimize order effects, the sequence of the JDS and PANAS were
reversed in half of the packets. The packets were distributed as the second stage
of an ongoing organization assessment. Emplovees were informed that the
purpose of the survey was to provide the university administration with data and
interpretations of the survey results to better understand employees' ongoing
perceptions of their work situations. A summary of the findings and actions steps
were communicated to all employees through the university's newsletter.

Analysis

We used the four-step multiple regression approach described by Kenny,
Kashy, and Bolger (1998) to evaluate possible mediational processes of PA and
NA in relationships between JDS job characteristics (the predictors) and job
satisfaction (the criterion). Step | requires the demonstration of a relationship
that may be mediated: that is, one must estimate and test a path (¢) between the
predictor (X) and criterion (}). Step 2 requires the demonstration that the
predictor is correlated with the potential mediator (M); one must estimate and test
a path (@) between .X and M. In step 3, one must demonstrate that the mediator
is associated with the criterion; Y is regressed on X and M to estimate and test a
partial correlation (£) between M and } with .\ in the model as an additional
predictor. In step 4. one may demonstrate "complete” mediation if the effect of
X on Y controlling for M (path ¢) is zero. Kenny et al. state that the "essential
steps in establishing mediation are Steps 2 and 3" (p. 260); if these criteria are
met, but not the fourth, then "partial” mediation is demonstrated. [n the case of
partial mediation, Kenny et al. state that the amount of mediation is indicated by
the degree to which the initial relationship between X and } is reduced by the
inclusion of M (that is, ¢ - ¢") and may be tested for statistical significance using
a procedure described by Baron and Kenny (1986),

We followed the Kenny et al. (1998) procedure to evaluate (individually) the
mediating roles of state PA, trait PA, state NA, and trait NA in each relationship
between JDS job characteristics (skill variety, task identity, task significance,
autonomy, and feedback) and JDS general job satisfaction. In addition, we tested
for these potential mediational effects in both positively worded and negatively
worded versions of the JDS. Thus we examined mediation for 5 job
characteristics-job satisfaction relationships in each of eight conditions (2 [state
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and trait affect] x 2 [PA and NA] x 2 [positively worded and negatively-worded
JDS]), for a total of 40 possible mediated relationships. Given the large number
of tests for mediation and the Type | error for the tests involved, we were
primarily interested in the pattern of mediation for affect in relationships across
conditions, rather than the substantive nature of mediation in specific
relationships within conditions.

Results
Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations with A \ffect for Study Variables
NA PA
Vanable M SD 7 State Trait State Trait
IDS Predictors
Skill vanety (+) 494 136 77 02 - 230 36 454+
Skill variety (- 5.00 147 69 01 00 3ges 240
Task dentity (+) 514 143 B3 - 06 - 34 3240 33
Task identity (-) 511 141 b 0] -15 - 14 15 2489
Task sigmficance (+) 567 123 84 -04 -230e 35ne 554*
Task significance (<) 5.85 116 56 -03 no 27 19+
Autonomy (+) 5.38 128 86 -12 ~35%e 3gee 44
Autonomy (-} 4.86 134 64 - 14 =12 15 34ee
Feedback () 498 130 88 - 09 - 35 32%2 g
Feedbuck (-) 493 131 81 -24 ** - 16 22%e 23%¢
JDS Outcomes
General Satisfaction (+) 468 124 Bl -25 8 - 48 36** 48**
General Satisfaction () 4.94 1.42 84 =54 % -.38%° 5]ee 40~
PANAS Affect
State negative affiect 1477 6 56 90
Trait negative affect 16 69 6 48 88
State posttive affect 31 886 92
Trut positive affect 34 80 7.72 91

Note. "+" = Positive version of the Joh Diagnostic Survey, "-" = Negative version of the Job
Diagnostic Survey. N =612
*p<.05 **p< 0l

The means, standard deviations. and internal consistency reliabilities for data
from all study scales are displayed in Table 1. Table [ also presents zero-order
correlations between JDS scales and PANAS scales. In general, positive affect
has a tendency towards stronger relationships with the JDS scales (mean r = .34)
than does negative affect (mean r = -.19). This trend is consistent for both state
(state PA: mean » = 32; state NA: mean r = -.14) and trait (trait PA: mean r =
.36; trait NA: mean r = -.23) affect, and for both the positively worded (PA:
mean = .39 NA: meanr = -.18) and negatively worded (PA: mean r= .24: NA:
mean = -.10) versions of the JDS. In addition, the positively worded JDS scales
have a higher average coefficient alpha (mean « - .84) than the negatively
worded JDS scales (mean a = .68).
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Table 2
Mediational Analyses for Affecting Job Characteristic-Job
Satisfaction Relationships *
Seplic  Step2a  Step3 b Stepd Yo ¢ expluned

c-c by M
State PA, JDS+ Affect’Wording Match
SV-I8 342 2444 034 083 243"
TI-JS 288 2.009 039 a78 272*
TS-18 417 2508 032 080 192°*
AU-IS 422 2787 031 086 205"
FB-IS 434 2310 030 069 160"
State PA, JDS- AffectWording Mismatch
SV-IS 419 2427 061 148 53"
TI-18 208 G99 073 073 245
TS-IS 201* 2,061 076" 155 76.9
AU-JS 2719 987 073 072* 258
FB-IS 388 1.588% 071 L 291"
Stute NA, JDS+: Affect/Wording Mismatch
SV-IS 342 106™ - D46 - 05*= -1.4
TS 288 - 8™ =040 o= 4.0
TS-JS 417 - 199™ -04] .008* 20
AU-IS 422 - 632" -035 022 52
FB-IS A34 - 462 -037 017 39
State NA, JDS- Affect’Wording Match
SV-IS 419 063" - 115 =007 -1.7
TI-IS 298 - 758" - 107 081+ 272
TS-1§ 201* - 187 =113 021~ 10.5
AL-IS 279 - 670™ - 108 072 259
FB-JS 388 -L22m™ - 102 1257 2.3
Trait PA_ JDS+. Affect/ Wording Match
SV-IS 436 2543 (] 153 350"
TI-18 372 1.815 067 122 327"
T8-JS 415 3.483 066 230 554"
AU-IS 494 2.606 056 146 295"
FB-JS 501 2275 056 127 254"
Trait PA, IDS-. AffecvWording Mismatch
SV-IS 335 1.157 064 074+ 221"
TI-JS 266 1.197 D68 081** 06"
TS-IS 207 1.235* 74 o1 40
AU-JS 467 1.895 0355 104 22.3%
FB-JS 459 1.276%¢ 062 079+ 172"
Trat NA, DS+ Affect/Wording Mismatch
SV-IS 436 =131 - 076 olo™ 23
T1-18 372 -162 -075 ol 33
1S8-1S 415 -1.284 -079 101** 244"
AU-JS 494 -1 757 - 067 118 238"
FB-1S 501 -1.749 - 66 1135 230"
Trait NA, JDS- AffectWording Match
SV-IS 335 oree - 093 -002™ -5
TI-IS 260 - 579" - 085 049« 185
TS-1S 207* ~0r= -093 voL= 0.5
AU-IS 467 - 538" - 082 044 94
FR-JS 459 - 739" - 079 O58* 12:7

Note: JDS+ = Positively worded Job Diagnostic Survey. JDS- = Negatively-worded Job Diagnostic Survey ¢ =
Path estimate for Job Satisfaction regressed on JDS predictor. ¢ = Path estimate for affeet regressed on predictor
b= Path estimate for Job Satisfaction regressed on affect, controlling for JDS predictor ¢ - ¢'= Difference between
mitial path coefficient for Job Satistaction regressed on JDS predictor and that when affect 15 a mediator SV =
Skill vaniety. TI - Task wdentity. TS = Task Significance. AU = Autonomy. FB = Feedback IS = General Job
Satisfaction. PA = Positive Affect. NA = Negative Affect. *For all regression weights ¢, a, b, and ¢ - ¢, p< 0085,
exceptns p > 05, * p= 05, ** p= 01 "Cntena for partial mediation are sansfied
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Figure 1

Mean c - ¢' regression weights for all study conditions
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Table 2 reports the results of the tests of the potential mediating effects of
affect in the job characteristics-job satisfaction relationships. Step 1 estimates
and tests the regression coefficient, ¢, for the path from the predictor to the
criterion. For example, in the first row of Table 2. a unit difference in skill
variety 1s associated with a difference of .342 in general job satisfaction (when
both are assessed with the positively worded version of the JDS). Step 2
estimates and tests the regression coefficient, a, for the path from the predictor
to the potential mediator. Continuing the previous example, a unit difference in
skill variety is associated with a difference ot 2.444 in state PA. Step 3 estimates
and tests the partial regression coefficient, b, for the path from the potential
mediator to the criterion with the predictor in the model. So in the example. the
partial regression coefficient for state PA is .034 when predicting general job
satisfaction with skill variety as an additional predictor. Finally, Step 4 estimates
and tests the difference in the regression coefficients for the path from predictor
to criterion when the potential mediator is not included in the regression equation
versus when the potential mediator is included in the equation. Therefore, the
mitial regression weight of .342 was reduced to .259 when state PA was entered
into the model, resulting in a difference of .083, which is statistically significant
(p < .005). If this quantity (¢ - ¢’ = .083) is divided by the original regression
weight (¢ = .342) for the relationship between skill variety and general job
satisfaction, one obtains the percentage by which ¢ is reduced by the inclusion
of state PA in the model (or the percentage of ¢ "explained"” by state PA): 24.3%
in this example. Since ¢ - ¢"is less than ¢ (or, alternatively. since 24.3% <
100%), state PA has partially mediated the relationship between skill variety and
general job satisfaction. Figure |1 plots the mean ¢ - ¢’ regression weights for
each study condition, averaged across all job characteristics-job satisfaction
relationships.

The first hypothesis stated that both PA and NA would mediate the
relationships between job characteristics and job satisfaction; the data strongly
support this hypothesis for PA, but provide only weak support for the mediating
role of NA. Table 2 shows that for PA, the mean ¢ - ¢"is .108 (SD = .059). For
NA, the mean ¢ - ¢"is .043 (SD = .045).

The second hypothesis stated that state affect should have a stronger mediating
role in the job characteristics-job satisfaction relationships than trait affect. This
hypothesis is not generally supported, with the overall mean ¢ - ¢’ for trait
exceeding that for state (Cohen's ¢ = .39). Table 2 shows that for state affect, the
mean ¢ - ¢'1s .065 (SD = .049). For trait affect, the mean ¢ - ¢"is .086 (SD =
058). But a closer examination of the data indicates that for the negatively
worded version of the JDS, the mediating effect for state affect (mean ¢ - ¢'=
086; SD = .052) is greater than that for trait affect (mean ¢ - ¢’ = .058; §D =
036; Cohen's d = .64). In the positively worded version of the JDS, however, the
mediating effect for trait affect (mean ¢ - ¢'= .113; §D = .063) is greater than
that for state affect (mean ¢ - ¢'= .045; SD = .037; Cohen's d = 1.33).

The third hypothesis stated that affect should have a stronger mediating role
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in cases where affect and item wording matches (e.g., PA mediating the
relationship between positively worded job characteristics and job satisfaction)
than in cases of mismatch (e.g.. PA mediating the relationship between
negatively worded job characteristics and job satisfaction). The data displayed
in Table 2 provide modest support for this hypothesis as the ¢ - ¢’ for matches
was generally greater than that for mismatches (Cohen's d= .20). In relationships
between job characteristics and job satisfaction for which the potential affect
mediator matches the wording of the JDS the mean ¢ - ¢"is .081 (§D = .059). In
mismatched cases, the mean ¢ - ¢'is .070 (SD = .050).

Discussion

These results indicate that though the hypotheses were generally supported,
the mediational roles of PA and NA are not as simple as previous research would
suggest. Thus, we offer several tentative conclusions. First, PA does mediate the
relationship between JDS-measured job characteristics and job satisfaction,
whereas NA does not generally appear to mediate these relationships. More
precisely, for PA the relationship was reduced by 10.8%; for NA, the
relationship was reduced by 4.3%,

This is a striking difference between the two affects (Cohen’s @ = 1.51), and
it may be related to a tentative conclusion involving our third hypothesis. This
hypothesis stated that when affect matched the questionnaire version (i.e., PA
and positively worded JDS questions, NA and negatively worded questions) the
mediating effect for affect would be stronger than in mismatched cases (i.e.. NA
and positively worded JDS questions, PA and negatively worded questions). The
data were supportive, but effect was not strong (Cohen’s o = .20). We proposed
the hypothesis based upon Burke and colleagues’ (1993) idea that negative work
features and other stimuli would trigger higher levels of NA in workers, leading
them to experience or report more strains. We reasoned that PA should work in
an analogous fashion: that positive work features would trigger PA and influence
the experience or report of job satisfaction. That PA is a notable mediator of
positively worded relationships. and that PA is a stronger mediator in positively
worded relationships than NA are both predicted by the hypothesis. But the
failure of NA to mediate negatively worded relationships, along with the strong
mediating role of PA in these relationships, was not predicted,

To test this matching hypothesis. we asked the respondents questions about
desirable job characteristics (e.g., autonomy) and job satisfaction (e.g..
satisfaction with coworkers). But wording these positive items in a negative
fashion may not result an assessment of undesirable work features, as specified
by the hypothesis. For example, the negatively worded version of an autonomy
question read “The job gives me little chance to use my personal initiative and
judgment in carrying out the work™ (the positively worded version read “The job
gives me a chance to use my personal initiative and judgment in carrying out the
work™). Perhaps a stronger test of this hypothesis would involve the assessment
of different but related constructs. An example could be the desirable construct
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of autonomy and a related undesirable construct such as centralized decision
making (assessed by an item such as “In this job, all of the decisions are made
by my supervisor”). The presence of a stressor (e.g.. centralized decision
making) may elicit NA in a way that the lack of a positive work feature (e.g., a
lack of autonomy) may not. Such an idea is consistent with the bulk of the
literature in this area which finds effects (substantive or measurement) for NA
in stressor-strain relationships (e.g., Brief et al., 1998; Spector et al. 1999) and
for PA in positive work feature—job satisfaction relationships (e.g., the present
study; Munz et al. 1996). The next step in this area of research should be a more
explicit test of this idea.

Another conclusion suggested in the present analysis is that state affect
appears to be a weaker mediator than trait affect in these relationships, which
contradicts our prediction. But the data indicate that state is not always the
weaker mediator. Our analyses demonstrate that trait affect is a stronger mediator
than state affect in relationships measured by the positively worded version of
the JDS, but that state is the stronger mediator in the negatively worded
relationships. Forgas® (1995) Affect Infusion Model (AIM) may be invoked to
explain the present study’s results. The AIM is a broad, integrative theory
proposed to describe the role of mood in social judgments, and, according to
Forgas, is particularly useful in instances in which affect elicited by some
stimulus infuses judgments of another stimulus. The mediating role of affect in
job characteristics—job satisfaction relationships is just such an instance.

One of the judgmental strategies in the AIM is the direct access of a
preexisting evaluation. Forgas (1995) notes that this strategy “involve(s) highly
predetermined and directed information search patterns and require(s) little
generative, constructive processing, limiting the scope of affect infusion effects”
(p. 40). Forgas noted that in one study (Salovey & Birnbaum, 1989, Experiment
3). when participants rated familiar, positive health information, the direct access
strategy was used and no affect infusion occurred. This situation may be
analogous to employees rating their jobs using the positively worded version of
the JDS. If this is true, then the direct access strategy should result in no affect
infusion at the time of the judgment. However, trait affect (dispositional affect
not elicited by current stimuli) may still (and does in the case of PA) mediate the
Job characteristic—job satisfaction relationships as these general relationships are
mediated by affect over time, just not by state affect at the time of judgment.

The negatively worded version of the JDS may stimulate a different
Jjudgmental strategy than the positively worded version. Forgas (1995) posits that
the nature of the stimuli influences the amount of affect infusion into a judgment.
In the present research, the stimuli are the JDS questions, and when they are
worded negatively, state affect has a greater mediating role in the job
characteristics—job satisfaction relationship. Huttenlocher (1963) suggested that
negatively worded items require greater cognition than positively worded items,
and Dudycha and Carpenter (1974) demonstrated that negatively worded
questionnaire items are more difficult than their positively worded equivalents.
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More germane to the present study, Cordery and Sevastos (1993) concluded that
the negatively worded items on the JDS require more care to answer—a
conclusion that is consistent with the greater difficulty of these items. In our
study, the lower reliabilities of the negatively worded items is also consistent
with the idea that such items are more difficult. Forgas (1992, 1993, 1994)
demonstrated that more extensive processing, like that required by the negatively
worded items, increases the degree of affect infusion into judgments. Since the
negatively worded JDS requires greater processing (heuristic processing in the
AIM), greater affect infusion is likely to occur, particularly the affect present at
the time of the judgment: state affect. Thus, we found that state affect plays a
stronger mediating role in the negatively worded JDS relationships than trait
affect.

Several limitations in the present study should be noted. First. the use of the
IDS may limit the generalizability of these results. Fortunato, Jex. and Heinish
(1999) have noted that some of the research investigating the role of NA in
organizational assessments have studied work-related stressors and
psychological or somatic strains (e.g., Brief et al., 1988; Watson & Pennebaker.
1989). Other studies, including the present one, have investigated the
relationships between work-related characteristics and affective outcomes (e.g.,
Munz et al., 1996; Williams, Gavin, & Williams, 1996). Recently, Judge and
Larsen (2001) have reviewed research concerning the dispositional sources of
job satisfaction and suggest that NA and PA “may be the most proximal
dispositional influences on job satistaction™ (p. 82). This strong relationship
between affect and satisfaction (see also Brief & Weiss, 2002) may mean that the
data presented here represent a unique situation. Affect may mediate
relationships between work conditions and non-affective outcomes differently
(or may not mediate them at all); the implications of examining other types of
outcome variables is unknown and should be the focus of future research.

One caveat regarding the present research is that we have studied one of many
possible mechanisms through which affect may substantively operate in
organizational relationships (Spector et al. 2000 suggest additional
mechanisms). We caution readers not to assume that NA fails to influence
relationships between job characteristics and job satisfaction, or that the
mediational role is the only function of PA in such relationships.

In summary, the pattern of results was very close to that predicted by the
hypotheses. Though NA was not a strong mediator, the present research
demonstrates that PA mediates the relationships between self-reported job
characteristics and job satisfaction. We found modest support for the matching
hypothesis that stated that affect would have a stronger role when its valence
(positive or negative) matched the wording of the questionnaire items (positively
worded items or negatively worded items). Finally, we found that, overall. trait
affect was a stronger mediator than state affect. Although this was true for
relationships between positively worded items, state affect was the stronger
mediator in relationships between negatively-worded items. A ffect does play a
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substantive role in organizational relationships, and we reiterate the conclusion
of Spector and colleagues (2000) in calling for further investigation into other
substantive roles of affect in organizational relationships.

Notes
'We also used the JDS 1o assess two other critecion variables: internal work motvation and
growth satisfaction. After our analyses were completed. we omitted these two vartables from the
present report in the interest of brevity and because of the similarity of the results for these variables
to the results for general job satisfaction. Interested readers may contact the first author o obtain
these data
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