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ABSTRACT

How to change employees’negative perception of their work
environment into intrinsic motivation is a much‐debated issue
in organizational behavior research. We constructed a three‐
way interaction model to explore the relationship between
employees’job dissatisfaction and proactive person–environment
fit behavior ﴾PPEFB﴿, incorporating organizational commitment
and labor relations climate as moderators, and conducted a
two‐wave study with 501 employees of 15 firms in China. The
results revealed that job dissatisfaction was negatively related
to PPEFB. Employees’organizational commitment alone did
not predict PPEFB in dissatisfying situations; however, the
interaction between organizational commitment and labor
relations climate significantly moderated the relationship between
job dissatisfaction and PPEFB, such that strong organizational
commitment and a harmonious labor relations climate
strengthened this link. These findings resolve inconsistencies
in the proactive behavior and person–environment fit literature,
and provide practical guidance for organizations seeking to
transform employee dissatisfaction into constructive change.
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JOB DISSATISFACTION AND FIT BEHAVIOR

ARTICLE HIGHLIGHTS

We constructed a three‐way interaction model of the relationship between job
dissatisfaction and proactive person–environment fit behavior, incorporating
organizational commitment and labor relations climate as moderators.
Job dissatisfaction exerted dual effects on proactive person–environment fit behavior,
functioning as both a source of psychological strain and a catalyst for change seeking.
The transformation of dissatisfaction into proactive person–environment fit behavior was
contingent upon the coexistence of high organizational commitment and a harmonious
labor relations climate.

Individuals and their work environment coexist as an interacting entity. The objective work
environment shapes employees’internal psychological experiences, and, in turn, their subjective
responses and coping strategies reshape the external environment ﴾Sylva et al., 2019﴿. Job
satisfaction reflects the intrinsic link betweenwork environment and human cognition, serving as a
fundamental predictor of positive employee attitudes and behaviors ﴾Spector, 1997﴿. Conversely,
job dissatisfaction represents a negative cognitive appraisal, indicating a discrepancy between
work environment and employees’subjective expectations ﴾Mattarelli & Tagliaventi, 2015﴿.
Maertz et al. ﴾2023﴿ found that job dissatisfaction can lead to psychological issues ﴾e.g., frustration,
depression﴿ and to behaviors such as tardiness, absenteeism, and turnover.

With the advancement of positive psychology and proactive behavior research, scholars
have increasingly recognized the importance of heightened employee proactivity and agency
in the workplace ﴾Jiang et al., 2023﴿. This shift indicates that employees do not function merely
as passive recipients of the work environment, but are active agents capable of learning through
feedback or job‐specific challenges ﴾Decius et al., 2023﴿. Research exploring the link between
job dissatisfaction and employee behavior has revealed some counterintuitive outcomes: Job
dissatisfaction can stimulate positive work behaviors, including job crafting, organizational
citizenship behavior, and innovative behavior ﴾Wang et al., 2020; Zhou & George, 2001﴿. Thus,
when employees develop a negative cognitive appraisal of their work environment, such as
job dissatisfaction, they may experience corresponding adverse psychological and behavioral
motivations. However, this state can simultaneously motivate employees to seek newmethods or
avenues to improve their work situation, thereby transforming job dissatisfaction into proactivity.

According to person–environment fit theory ﴾Edwards et al., 1998﴿, employees strive to
reduce strain and stress caused by misfit through coping strategies integrating self‐regulation
and environmental change. Parker et al. ﴾2010﴿ conceptualized this as proactive person–
environment fit behavior ﴾PPEFB﴿, which is aimed at maximizing compatibility between individual
traits and environmental demands through self‐regulation or environmental improvement. These
behaviors reflect employees’efforts to align their skills and preferences with work demands
through feedback seeking, job negotiation, and career initiatives ﴾Parker & Collins, 2010﴿. For
example, employees apply their job knowledge to seek performance feedback or negotiate work
designs for better person–job fit. The inconsistent relationship between job dissatisfaction and
behavioral outcomes observed in existing research suggests that the association between job
dissatisfaction and PPEFB is complex and indeterminate. Whether through seeking performance
feedback to adjust behaviors or proposing creative ideas to enhance job design, these efforts
reflect employees’extensive initiatives to improve person–environment fit. Consequently, in this
study we examined how to cultivate and facilitate the transformation of job dissatisfaction into
PPEFB.

As an extrarole behavior, PPEFB entails both challenge and change. Because there are
perceived risks and costs ﴾e.g., organizational sanctions for failed initiatives﴿, maintaining
silence or self‐preservation often becomes employees’preferred approach to expressing their
dissatisfaction. Few studies have explored coping strategies for job dissatisfaction through
the lens of resource depletion and cognitive appraisal. Zhou and George ﴾2001﴿ found that
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employees who were highly dissatisfied with their job exhibited the greatest creativity when
continuance commitment and perceived support for creativity were high. However, although they
confirmed the potential of dissatisfaction to stimulate proactivity, they did not identify the specific
mechanisms for turning employees’job dissatisfaction into work‐adjustment behavior. On the
basis of person–environment fit theory, job dissatisfaction stems from employees’perceived
discrepancies between their expectations and the work environment ﴾van Vianen, 2018﴿. We
posited that transforming job dissatisfaction into PPEFB would require two conditions to be met:
organizational empowerment and employee motivation. Specifically, a positive labor relations
climate provides employees with environmental resources, and organizational commitment
reflects their intrinsic identification with the organization. The synergistic interaction of these
factors can buffer the adverse effects of job dissatisfaction, enabling employees to engage in
PPEFB.

In summary, in this research we constructed a model grounded in person–environment
fit theory to examine the interactive effects of job dissatisfaction, labor relations climate, and
organizational commitment on PPEFB. Our aim was to clarify the intrinsic relationship and
contextual factors between job dissatisfaction and PPEFB, thereby offering insights for guiding
management practices and fostering employee proactivity.

The Double‐Edged Sword Effect of Job Dissatisfaction on Proactive
Person–Environment Fit Behavior
PPEFB may yield positive outcomes like performance improvement and career advancement
﴾Ma et al., 2023﴿. Proactive personality and conscientiousness could strengthen employees’
psychological connections with the organization, enhancing PPEFB ﴾Parker & Collins, 2010﴿.
Conversely, as the perception that work quality is impaired is negative, employees’job
dissatisfaction may undermine their engagement and efficiency ﴾Chinomona &Mofokeng, 2016﴿.
For instance, when employees perceive workplace injustice they become dissatisfied, which, in
turn, leads to turnover intention andwork withdrawal ﴾Hughes& Bozionelos, 2007﴿. Such negative
affect impedes cognitive processing of alternatives, reducing PPEFB intentions ﴾Parker et al., 2019﴿.

Conversely, in traditional models scholars have posited unidirectional links: dissatisfaction
predicts withdrawal, whereas satisfaction enables proactivity ﴾Rusbult & Farrell, 1983﴿.  More
recently, Feinberg et al. ﴾2020﴿ reconceptualized the functional potential of dissatisfaction,
and Zhou and George ﴾2001﴿ demonstrated that dissatisfaction signals person–environment
misfit, prompting creative behaviors, organizational citizenship behaviors, and job crafting to
improve work conditions. These behaviors constitute core PPEFB strategies for enhancing person–
environment fit ﴾Vleugels et al., 2023﴿. Thus, in this research we proposed that PPEFB would
stem from multilevel interactions between individual traits and organizational resources. We
investigated how heterogeneous resources jointly enable PPEFB mechanisms, which is crucial
for advancing person–environment fit theory and practice.

The Moderating Role of Organizational Commitment
Organizational commitment signifies a psychological bond wherein employees identify with
organizational goals and values ﴾Meyer & Allen, 1991﴿. Those with strong ﴾vs. weak﴿ commitment
are more capable of maintaining positive emotions and keeping trust in their organization, even
during adversity ﴾Wu et al., 2025﴿. Highly committed, dissatisfied employees will be motivated to
transform challenges into opportunities and realign work conditions, whereas low commitment
predicts diminished extrarole behaviors ﴾Schwarz et al., 2023﴿. Thus, a high level of organizational
commitment may mitigate the psychological costs of dissatisfaction, serving as a key moderator
of the link between dissatisfaction and PPEFB.

Edwards et al. ﴾1998﴿ posited in person–environment fit theory that individuals gravitate
toward congruent organizations, exerting effort for collective benefit. Highly committed
employees will regard themselves as company insiders and perceive dissatisfaction as a signal
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of misfit, triggering opportunities for organizational improvement. Such strong values alignment
could enhance employees’intrinsic motivation, facilitating proactive role construction and
organizationally desired behaviors ﴾Nguyen et al., 2020﴿. Therefore, we formed the following
hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: Organizational commitment will moderate the relationship between job
dissatisfaction and proactive person–environment fit behavior, such that the negative impact of
job dissatisfaction on proactive person–environment fit behavior will be weaker for employees
with high ﴾vs. low﴿ levels of organizational commitment.

Organizational Commitment and Labor Relations Climate as Joint
Moderators
Person–environment exchange is embedded in the workplace, where individual proactive
adjustments depend on organizational resources and opportunities provided ﴾Parker & Collins,
2010﴿. Thus, PPEFB initiation requires alignment between environmental supplies and individual
needs. The workplace labor relations climate reflects the degree of mutual trust and cooperation,
signaling organizational support to employees ﴾Xi et al., 2017﴿. We proposed that when labor
relations climate resources matched commitment‐based needs, dissatisfied employees would
show higher willingness and capacity for PPEFB. Thus, we examined four congruence types
for this relationship: ﴾a﴿ high commitment–high harmonious labor relations climate, ﴾b﴿ low
commitment–low harmonious labor relations climate, ﴾c﴿ low harmonious labor relations climate–
high commitment, and ﴾d﴿ high harmonious labor relations climate–low commitment.

Under the condition of high commitment and high harmonious labor relations climate, a
resource‐abundant environment enables collaborative resource spillover that enhances PPEFB.
Specifically, a supportive climate amplifies commitment, strengthening individual positive
affect and organizational citizenship behavior ﴾Huang et al., 2022﴿. Simultaneously, highly
committed employees with a strong collective consciousness are willing to integrate resources
for job improvement, thereby maximizing environmental resource utilization ﴾Schwarz et al.,
2023﴿. Consequently, an upward dynamic coupling emerges between contextual resources
and employees’commitment: Prolonged exposure to a harmonious labor relations climate
secures work safety perceptions, mitigating dissatisfaction‐induced cognitive dissonance while
boosting proactive motivation. Conversely, in the condition of low commitment–low harmonious
labor relations climate, dissatisfied employees deprived of problem‐solving resources may
question environmental stability, triggering self‐protective withdrawal behaviors that reduce
PPEFB ﴾Zimmerman et al., 2016﴿.

In the condition of low harmonious labor relations climate with high commitment,
an adversarial climate deprives employees of autonomy and advancement opportunities,
undermining the process of person–environment fit. Consequently, high commitment fails to
motivate but instead induces psychological contract breach, suppressing employees’work
initiative. De Clercq et al. ﴾2020﴿ found that when employees feel abused or overcontrolled by
supervisors, this triggers dissatisfaction‐driven counterproductive behaviors. In the condition of
high harmonious labor relations climate with low commitment, the low commitment decouples
the exchange relationship between individual and organization. Thus, even when the climate is
positive, employees will not be motivated to engage in PPEFB ﴾Jiang et al., 2023﴿. Therefore, we
formed the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 2: The matching of organizational commitment and labor relations climate will
moderate the relationship between job dissatisfaction and proactive person–environment fit
behavior, such that job dissatisfaction will most strongly predict proactive person–environment fit
behavior under conditions of high organizational commitment and a harmonious labor relations
climate.

The proposed research model is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Research Model

Method
Participants and Procedure
Following the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki, we ensured that throughout our
research we conformed with ethics standards. We collected data via a paper‐based survey
distributed to 501 employees across 102 departments within 15 firms spanning food, e‐
commerce, manufacturing, and tourism industries in multiple Chinese provinces. Specifically,
we mailed the survey forms to supervisors, who distributed them to employees. A designated
coordinator within each department collected completed surveys, sealed them in unit‐specific
envelopes, and returned them via mail to the research team. Participation was voluntary, and
we obtained informed consent from all participants, emphasizing the importance of honest
responses and guaranteeing data confidentiality. We distributed surveys at two time points 1
month apart. At Time 1, we measured organizational commitment and job dissatisfaction. At
Time 2, we assessed labor relations climate and PPEFB. Completed survey forms were coded by
survey phase and department. We collected 588 survey forms, with 501 valid responses retained
after matching ﴾85.2% response rate﴿. Participants’demographic details are shown in Table 1.

Measures
All scales we used had been published in peer‐reviewed studies. We applied a standard back‐
translation method to guarantee the equivalence of meaning, inviting several scholars to
complete the translation work. Items were rated on a 5‐point Likert scale ranging from 1 ﴾strongly
disagree﴿ to 5 ﴾strongly agree﴿.

We assessed job dissatisfaction with a five‐item scale adapted from the Job Satisfaction Index
﴾Brayfield & Rothe, 1951﴿. As certain items in the original scale were designed to measure overall
job satisfaction ﴾as opposed to job dissatisfaction﴿, we reverse scored these items during data
analysis. A sample item is“I find real enjoyment in my work”﴾α = .72﴿.

We used a 13‐item scale developed by Meyer and Allen ﴾1991﴿ to measure organizational
commitment. A sample item is“It would be very hard for me to leave my organization, even if I
wanted to”﴾α = .75﴿.

We used a 17‐item scale developed by Cui et al. ﴾2012﴿ to measure labor relations climate. A
sample item is“The company and employees have mutual trust”﴾α = .87﴿.

We assessed PPEFB with a 12‐item scale developed by Parker and Collins ﴾2010﴿. A sample
item is“Seek feedback from your supervisor about work performance”﴾α = .87﴿.

Control variables comprised gender, age, marital status, department type, firm type, and unit
size.
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Table 1. Participants’Demographic Data

Data Analysis
Assessment of job dissatisfaction, organizational commitment, and PPEFB was made at the
individual level ﴾Klein & Kozlowski, 2012﴿. Labor relations climate captures shared perceptions
of mutual trust, cooperation, and interest alignment between management and employees.
Consequently, obtaining individual‐level environmental perceptions through employee ratings
provides greater accuracy. Thus, we operationalized the workplace climate measure by
aggregating individual survey responses to the work‐unit level.

We performed a hierarchical linear modeling analysis. One‐way analysis of variance results
confirmed significant between‐unit variance in labor relations climate ﴾F = 3.85, p < .001﴿.
Intraclass correlation coefficients were ICC﴾1﴿ = .37 and ICC﴾2﴿ = .74, which exceeded established
aggregation thresholds ﴾LeBreton et al., 2023﴿. Additionally, the mean within‐group agreement
index of .92 met the conventional criterion. These statistical results collectively justified the
appropriateness of aggregating individual‐level labor relations climate perceptions to the work‐
unit level.

Results

Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Analysis
Means, standard deviations, and correlations of study variables are presented in Table 2. Job
dissatisfaction was negatively correlated with PPEFB, whereas organizational commitment and
labor relations climate were positively correlated with PPEFB. These results provided initial
support for Hypotheses 1 and 2.
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study Variables

Note. N ﴾individual level﴿ = 501; N ﴾workgroup level﴿ = 102. PPEFB = proactive person–
environment fit behavior.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Validity Tests
Table 3 shows the results of discriminant validity testing. Single‐factor, two‐factor, and three‐
factor models showed a poor fit to the data, whereas the four‐factor model demonstrated
a satisfactory fit. The average variance extracted for all factors exceeded .50 and composite
reliability surpassed .70. Standardized loadings exceeded .50 ﴾p < .01﴿ with no Heywood cases,
demonstrating good convergent validity.

Table 3. Discriminant Validity Testing

Note. PPEFB = proactive person–environment fit behavior; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI =
Tucker–Lewis index; RMSEA = root‐mean‐square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized
root‐mean‐square residual.
a Job dissatisfaction, Organizational commitment, Labor relations climate, Proactive person–
environment fit behavior; b Job dissatisfaction, Organizational commitment, Labor relations
climate + Proactive person–environment fit behavior; c Job dissatisfaction + Organizational
commitment, Labor relations climate, Proactive person–environment fit behavior; d Job
dissatisfaction, Organizational commitment + Labor relations climate + Proactive person–
environment fit behavior; e Job dissatisfaction + Organizational commitment + Labor relations
climate + Proactive person–environment fit behavior.

Hypothesis Testing
Results for the hierarchical linear modeling analysis are presented in Table 4. The null model
revealed significant between‐unit variance, ICC﴾1﴿ = .23, ICC﴾2﴿ = .11. Model 1 showed
job dissatisfaction negatively predicted PPEFB. In Model 2, the interaction of organizational
commitment and job dissatisfaction was marginal, which did not support Hypothesis 1. In Model
3, the significant three‐way interaction indicated the congruence of organizational commitment
and labor relations climate moderated the relationship between job dissatisfaction and PPEFB.

The sample was categorized into four groups: high organizational commitment–high labor
relations climate, high organizational commitment–low labor relations climate, low organizational
commitment–high labor relations climate, and low organizational commitment–low labor
relations climate. A simple slope analysis ﴾Dawson, 2014﴿ demonstrated the strongest positive
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Table 4. Results of Hierarchical Linear Modeling Analysis

Note. † p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

relationship between job dissatisfaction and PPEFB in the high organizational commitment–
high labor relations climate group ﴾β = .27, p < .05﴿. The association of job dissatisfaction with
PPEFBwas negative but nonsignificant in the high organizational commitment–low labor relations
climate ﴾β = −.31, p > .05﴿, low organizational commitment–high labor relations climate ﴾β =
−.05, p > .05﴿, and low organizational commitment–low labor relations climate ﴾β = −.12, p > .05﴿
groups. These findings ﴾see Figure 2﴿ indicated that job dissatisfaction positively predicted PPEFB
only when high organizational commitment coexisted with a harmonious labor relations climate,
which supported Hypothesis 2.

Figure 2. The Joint Moderating Effect of Organizational Commitment and Labor Relations Climate
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Discussion
We developed a theoretical model grounded in person–environment fit theory to examine
how job dissatisfaction, labor relations climate, and organizational commitment jointly predict
PPEFB. We found that job dissatisfaction exerted dual effects on PPEFB. Although scholars
have advocated re‐examining the duality of dissatisfaction ﴾Pascual‐Nebreda et al., 2022﴿,
the mechanisms underlying the transformation of dissatisfaction into proactive behaviors
have remained underexplored. By framing dissatisfaction as person–environment misfit, we
demonstrated its dual pathways, whereby it induces psychological strain while activating change‐
seeking potential. This reconciles contradictory findings in the dissatisfaction literature and
advances PPEFB knowledge through counterintuitive logic.

Organizational commitment did not significantly moderate the dissatisfaction–PPEFB
relationship. This indicates that the influence of organizational commitment is complex and
contingent upon specific conditions ﴾Wu et al., 2025﴿. When environmental support is absent,
dissatisfaction may attenuate commitment‐based motivation despite its role as a psychological
bond.

In our study the congruence of organizational commitment and labor relations climate
moderated the link between dissatisfaction and PPEFB. The strongest positive effect emerged
under the condition of a high labor relations climate with high organizational commitment.
When an inclusive, equitable, and supportive labor climate coupled with strong employee
commitment is established in an organization, the psychological discrepancies arising from
person–environment misalignment can be mitigated. Thus, we have systematically revealed
boundary conditions for dissatisfaction–PPEFB transformation, enriching the literature on
proactive behavior and person–environment fit.

Practical Implications
First, managers should adopt a holistic view of the dual effects of dissatisfaction by
cultivating commitment and creating a supportive labor relations climate. Given that the
relationship between dissatisfaction and PPEFB is contingent upon the degree of organizational
commitment and the labor relations climate, employee dissatisfaction should be leveraged as an
opportunity for proactive responses through human‐centered motivational policies, transparent
communication, and a caring culture ﴾Hu et al., 2025﴿. Second, managers should enhance
employees’affective bonds with the organization by ensuring that management practices are
aligned with employees’values expectations. This can be achieved through personnel selection
and performance evaluation systems that reward proactive and creative behaviors. Finally, the
joint moderation effect we observed indicates that emphasis solely on either organizational
commitment or labor relations climate inadequately optimizes PPEFB transformation. Instead,
integrated interventions spanning leadership support, employee assistance programs, cultural
mechanisms, and commitment reinforcements will help to achieve synergistic effects.

Limitations and Future Research
Although job dissatisfaction research has flourished in Western contexts, its linkage with
proactive behavior remains underexplored in the Chinese cultural and organizational setting
﴾Wang et al., 2020﴿. Future studies could incorporate cultural–institutional differences to
advance the conceptualization of dissatisfaction within the Chinese context. We did not control
for occupational characteristics or personality traits. Individuals in certain occupations ﴾e.g.,
physicians﴿ exhibit above‐average dissatisfaction because of high job demands, whereas others
﴾e.g., knowledge workers﴿ may be more capable of turning dissatisfaction into creativity.
Expanding occupational diversity in future studies would enhance ecological validity. Despite
the two‐wave data collection method used in our study, common method bias may have
persisted, thereby limiting assessment of the dynamics underlying employee proactive behavior.
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Experience sampling methods or latent growth modeling may better capture the mechanisms of
the dissatisfaction–PPEFB relationship ﴾Gabriel et al., 2019; Jung & Wickrama, 2008﴿.
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