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Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk5361163][bookmark: _Hlk6157042][bookmark: _Hlk6157321]This study has been designed to explore predictors of work motivation. According to Tremblay et al (2009), having a motivated workforce can create a positive workplace atmosphere and enhance productivity, which ultimately leads to the organisation’s success. In order to do this, organisations need to structure the work environment in a way that will encourage productive behaviours by increasing the workers motivation (Borman et al, 2003). Many employers use extrinsic motivation such as, offering rewards. It is believed that this type of incentive will boost performance (Greene, 2011: Vroom, 1964).  However, Jex and Britt (2008) stated that work motivation is within the individual themselves and suggested that personalities should be considered when seeking to employ motivated employees.  
     In support of Jex and Britt’s (2008) suggestions, Judge and Ilies (2002) hypothesized in their meta-analysis that trait motivation can predict job performance and motivation.
Furthermore, in an attempt to employ individual’s who are motivated, organisations use personality tests during the selection phase of recruitment. One such test is based on the five-factor model (FFM; McCrae & Costa, 1987). This model explains that there are five personalities; conscientiousness, openness, extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism (Bonebright, 2010). The five-factor model is believed to have the ability to predict future work performance outcomes based on the listed personality traits (Mount & Barrick, 2006). 
     After a literature review of all personality traits included within the five factor model, it has been decided to concentrate on just two of the personalities, conscientiousness and neuroticism, as they have both shown to have high predictive power of work motivation, both negatively and positively (Ozdemir & Dalkiran, 2017).
     Individual’s who are high in conscientiousness are often well organised and focused (Thompson, 2008). The Big five factor model of personality explains that conscientious individuals are more likely to aim for achievement, are dependable and efficient ((Toegel & Barsoux, 2012: Rothmann & Coetzer, 2003).  Additionally, a study by Bakker, Demerout and Brummeluis (2012), conducted on 144 employees from differing occupations, explored the relationship between conscientiousness and job performance. Their study saw that high conscientiousness was positively associated with task performance and engagement in work.  
     Contrary to conscientiousness, Neuroticism, also recognised as one of the big five personality traits (Rothmann & Coetzer, 2003), see’s individual’s whom are more likely to be angry natured and lack control of their impulses (Dwan & Ownsworth, 2017). According to Thompson (2008) those high in neuroticism, tend to be anxious and are prone to experience higher levels of stress. Additionally, a study exploring personality traits and personality disorders found a high correlation between those high in neuroticism and personality disorders (Depue & Fu, 2011). Due to the traits associated with neuroticism, individual’s high in neuroticism often directly or indirectly select occupations that influence negative affect (Emmons, Dierier & Larson, 1985), in turn, leading to a decline in the individuals work satisfaction (Judge, Heller & Mount, 2002). What’s more, Bipp and Kleinbeck (2011) hypothesised within their study ‘The effect of neuroticism in the process of goal pursuit’, that neuroticism would be negatively related to expectancy and motivational strength.  Their data, collected from one hundred and sixty participants, suggested that those with high scores of neuroticism, reported lower levels of both expectancy and motivational strength. 
     As a result of the current literature, it has been hypothesised that conscientiousness will positively predict work motivation and neuroticism will negatively predict work motivation.

Participants
24 participants (3 Male, 21Female) were included in this study. Participants were recruited via their University of Wales, Trinity Saint David EMS Portal in order to gain course credit. Participants ranged in ages from 18 - 47 (Mean age=29.91, SD= 7.91). Participants included in this study reported being over 18 years of age and in paid employment. Those who did not meet this criteria were excluded from taking part. Two participants were excluded as they did not meet the study requirements, their data was not collected.
Design
[bookmark: _Hlk6161568]This study was a regression design. The study included one dependant variable; Work motivation, and two independent variables; Conscientiousness and Neuroticism. 
A multiple regression was used to analysis collected data. 
Materials
[bookmark: _Hlk5969789]The Extrinsic and Intrinsic motivation scale (Tremblay et al, 2009) was used to measure levels of work motivation (Appendix A). This scale consisted of 18 items asking participants to respond to questions relating to why they do the work they do, such as; Because it allows me to earn money and for the satisfaction I experience from taking on interesting challenges. Responses were given on a 7-point Likert scale anchored 1= does not correspond at all to 7= corresponds exactly, with scores ranging from one to seven with each item. Based on the self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000), this scale has shown to have the ability to predict both positive and negative workplace criteria when an evaluation of different work environments on over 500 participants, was conducted. Results from this study also saw adequate validity and internal consistency (Tremblay et al, 2009). Therefore, this scale has been considered suitable for use within this current study. Similarly, internal reliability for this scale in this study was initiated to be .78. (Cronbach’s alpha = .78). 
     Additionally, the two predictors, conscientiousness and neuroticism were measured using the Big Five Inventory full scale (BFI: John & Srivastava, 1999)(See appendix B). This scale was adapted from a 44-item scale to a 17-item scale to only measure conscientiousness and neuroticism personalities. Nine items measured levels of conscientiousness and prompted to ‘I see myself as someone who’, such as, ‘Does a tougher job’ and ‘Is a reliable worker.’ Responses were given on a 7-point Likert scale anchored from 1= strongly disagree to 7= strongly agree, with scores then ranging from one to seven for each item. There were nine negatively worded items in this scale and were therefore reverse scored prior to analysis. The big five inventory was chosen due to its positive reliability and validity across several studies, such as Wibowo et al (2016) and a study conducted by Hee (2014) which saw excellent internal reliability for all sub-scales and consistent validity when used to measure 343 Malaysian nurses. Positive reliability can also be seen on this scale in this current study (Cronbach’s alpha = .85). 
     Levels of neuroticism were measured using eight items from the same scale. These items included questions such as ‘Is depressed, blue’ and ‘Can be tense.’ Again, items were anchored to a 7-point Likert scale and required participants to respond from 1= strongly disagree to 7= strongly agree. Positively worded items such as ‘Is relaxed, handles stress well’ were reverse scored. Reverse scored items totalled at three and was conducted before analysis. Internal reliability for this study was the same as the conscientiousness scale above (Cronbach’s alpha = .85). 
     All questionnaires were added to Qualtrix to create an online study for participants to access.
Procedure
Ethical approval was obtained through the University of Wales, Trinity Saint David ethics board after supplying a completed ethics form. Participants were first sent an email reminder to log in to their EMS portal where they would find the study. Before signing up to complete the study, participants could see the eligibility requirements. This stated that only those in paid employment may participants. Additionally, a brief description of the study was displayed. 
     Those who did meet the requirements and decided to sign up were redirected to the Qualtrics page. Participants were shown an informative consent form (See appendix C), outlining that the study involved the completion of two questionnaires relating to work motivation and personality and, that they had the right to withdraw at any point by closing the browser. Participants who were happy to continue with the study were prompted to select two tick boxes, one to give consent to take part and the other to confirm that they were in paid employment. Demographic information was also collected before participants moved on.
     Following this, participants were instructed to complete a personality questionnaire, asking them to rate the extent in which they agreed or disagreed with the statements provided, i.e.’ Is relaxed, handles stress well’. 
     On completion of the first questionnaire, participants were directed to another questionnaire. This questionnaire required participants to indicate to what extent each item displayed corresponded to the reason why they were presently involved in their work i.e. ‘For the income it provides me’. 
     To conclude the study, participants were shown a debrief form (See appendix D) which informed the participants of the purpose of the study and contact details of the researcher should any issue’s/questions arise. 
Results
A multiple regression analysis was conducted to calculate whether conscientious personalities would positively predict work motivation and if neurotic personalities would negatively predict work motivation. Table 1 summarises the means and standard deviations for each variable.

Table 1 
Means and standard deviations of all variables included in analysis.
	
	         M
	          SD
	         N

	Motivation
	73.00
	16.28
	24

	Neuroticism
	34.92
	9.24
	24

	Conscientiousness
	46.71
	9.39
	24



Correlations between the two predictor variables and dependant variable are shown in table 2.  As can be seen, conscientiousness was negatively correlated with motivation (r =.21, p < .05). Neuroticism and motivation were also negatively correlated (r =.22, p < .05). A positive correlation could be seen between conscientiousness and neuroticism (r =-.56, p < .05). (See appendix F for spss output of results).

Table 2
Correlations between variables.
	
	Motivation
	Conscientiousness
	Neuroticism

	Motivation
	       1.00
	     -.21
	  .22

	Conscientiousness
	       -.21
	     1.00
	  -.56 

	Neuroticism
	       .22
	      -.56
	   1.00




The regression analysis has shown that the two independent variables (conscientiousness and neuroticism) were statistically non-significant (F (2,21) = .671, p > .05) and produced an adjusted R-square value of -.02. The two independent variables only explained 02% of the variance in work motivation.
     Table 3 shows the coefficients for the separate independent variables in the analysis. The variable conscientiousness was a non-significant predictor (p>.05) with a betta value of -.13. The variable neuroticism was also a non-significant predictor (p>.05) with a betta value of .14.  

 Table 3
 Beta coefficients for independent variables on the dependent variable intention.
	Variable
	Betta Value

	Conscientiousness
	  -.13

	Neuroticism
	  .14 


                     

Discussion
The aim of this study was to explore whether the personality traits, conscientiousness and neuroticism, would predict work motivation. After reviewing previous studies, relating to work motivation such as; Bakker, Demerout and Brummeluis’s (2012) study which explained that task performance and work engagement were linked to conscientious personalities. As well as, Bipp and Kleinbeck’s (2011) study, which suggested that those who score high in neuroticism are more likely to lack motivational strength, it was hypothesised that conscientiousness would positively predict work motivation and neuroticism would negatively predict work motivation. However, after analysis, the results from this current study did not support this and therefore, the original hypothesis must be rejected. 
      Unquestionably, there were significant limitations when undergoing this study and further research should be considered. For instance, results may be inexact within this study due to participant numbers. With only 24 participants taking part varying levels of correlations between the dependent variable and predictor variables could be seen. According to Milton (1986) for multiple regression analysis a large sample size is required to accurately calculate variance between each predictor variable against the criterion variable. Due to these recommendations, it is suggested that a larger sample size is obtained for any future research.
     In addition to the sample size, sample recruitment may be a possible limitation also. The participants recruited for this study were all students. This may have posed two limitations, firstly, due to the majority of participants being full time students, most are not in paid employment, this could explain the small sample size. Secondly, participants may not have truthfully answered some of the questions, especially those negatively worded due to not wanting to be seen as having any difficulties or to present themselves in a more socially accepting way. Again, a larger sample size may combat this, but also, recruiting participants who are not currently in full time education. 
     Furthermore, despite the limitations, this study suggested that neuroticism did not negatively predict work motivation. This may imply that those high in neuroticism can be just as motivated as those who are low in neuroticism. Nettle (2007) has claimed that individual’s with highly neurotic personalities can be achievers within the workplace, to avoid any possible future dangers. This may be an area for further research when looking into neuroticism as a predictor for work motivation. 
     To sum up, it is clear to see that the current study was not supported by the previous literature. However, if the limitations are taken into consideration on any future research, a different result may be seen. Nonetheless, as the current study stands, it is clear that research should continue within this area. 
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