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1. Introduction
The following thesis deals with Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB), a type of
organizational behavior, “that goes beyond existing role expectations” (Organ, Podsakoff,
MacKenzie 2006, p.33). I have decided to write my bachelor thesis about OCB due to the
fact that research on Organizational Behavior has a strong link to psychology, which is to me
one of the most interesting fields of science as it deals with something behind the visible.
Reviewing literature and research on OCB gives me the opportunity to work on one of the
“soft components” (Kasper and Mühlbacher 2002, p. 99 In: Kasper and Mayerhofer 2002) of
an organization- meaning the people, who are part of this construct- and to link economic
and psychological views of one phenomenon. What I find most interesting about OCB is the
question: “Why are employees so devoted to their work that they go even beyond what is
required by their job descriptions?” I was wondering whether this behavior was determined
by personality factors and decided to analyze the theoretical background and studies (e.g.,
Organ, 1994; Organ and Lingl, 1995; Chien, 2004; Comeau and Griffith 2005; Emmerik and
Euwema 2007 and Wrigth and Sablinsky, 2008) on OCB and personality factors. Before
providing the reader with a detailed definition of OCB in the second chapter, the first chapter
will give the most prominent definition of OCB. It will then explain the concept’s relevance in
order to lead the reader to the research question and to make him/her understand why I have
chosen to work on this matter.
1.1.

The topic and its relevance

OCB, is according to Organ (1988, p.4 cited in Podsakoff et al. 2000, p. 513) an “individual
behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward
system, and in the aggregate promotes the efficient and effective functioning of the
organization” (further explanation in point 2.1.).
Referring to the definition, OCB promotes the “efficient and effective functioning of the
organization” (Organ 1988, p.4 cited in Podsakoff et al. 2000, p. 513). This effect can only be
visualized by examining a huge number of such behaviors. Usually a single occurrence of
OCB is a small gesture of one person towards another one, such as helping a colleague,
which is likely to remain unrecognized by others, especially by supervisors who may take it
for granted. The triviality of a single occurrence is most probably the reason why it is not (or
cannot) be recognized by formal reward systems. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006,
p.8-10) A formal reward system can factually not take into consideration every single
altruistic action or extra-effort of each co-worker. Nevertheless, it will not remain
unrecognized if some employees engage in different OCBs again and again in an extended
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period of time. In this case OCB becomes part of one’s behavior and can in the aggregate
benefit the whole organization. So far the link to the relevance of OCB in organizational
practice is obvious as OCB positively affects an organization’s effectivity and efficiency. The
aggregation of individual OCB leads to increased performance of an organization, as proved
by several studies (e.g: Podsakoff and MacKenzie 1997). Summing up the results of different
empirical findings, Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1997, p.10) found strong support for the
hypothesis that OCB is related to organizational performance. Despite its positive influence
on organizational performance OCB is, per definition, unrewarded in terms of physical return
(but it might be rewarded with appreciation).
Putting the above mentioned components of OCB’s definition together leads us to the
following conclusion: Assuming that managers are able to influence this behavior, or to
predict which personalities will most certainly engage in OCB, they will consequently hire
more of OCB-favorable personalities and respectively provide the employees with OCBfavorable working conditions. Referring to the part of the definition that says that OCB has an
effect on organizational effectiveness and efficiency, an organization is likely to perform even
better (without any extra-expenses), if people are hired that are more likely to engage in OCB
than others.
If one wants to influence OCB, it is indispensable to understand OCBs’ determinants and
their significance. With respect to the assumption made above, the question is what such
OCB-favorable personalities and working conditions might be. Research on OCB’s
dispositional determinants (e.g. personality or affectivity) and contextual determinants (e.g.
working conditions) has found its way into many studies conducted since the beginning of
OCB research in 1983. In my paper I will examine relevant studies and consequently connect
them in order to try to give an answer whether there are certain types of personalities which
are more likely to engage in OCB than others. For now I would like to focus on the relevance
and actuality of OCB. The question is why organizations should focus on OCB and why it is
important for them to know whether OCB is influenced to a significant extent by disposition.
“Employees provide organizations with unique human resource capabilities that can create a
competitive advantage, and OCB is one type of behavior that may contribute to that
advantage.” (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, Bachrach 2000, p.46) As a consequence
organizations have to find ways to benefit from human resources, and subsequently have to
make sure that their employees contribute to their competitive advantage. OCB can be an
important factor that might distinguish the employees from one organization and those of
another one. In the following paragraph I would like to argue why organizations should
particularly now, in times of economic difficulties, focus more on their employees generally
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and on OCB in particular. Especially nowadays, in times of fast changes and economic
difficulties many organizations have to cope with a decrease in revenues. As a consequence
competition among similar organizations is growing even harsher. Wouldn’t it be desirable to
find a competitive advantage that contributes to an increase in performance without requiring
any financial investment? Finding a way to making employees engaging in OCB or to choose
the right personalities, who will predictably engage in OCB might represent such a
competitive advantage. That is why it seems very obvious to me that a large number of
managers should be interested in profiting from OCB.
Therefore I assume that it is still a very relevant field of research even though the term was
first mentioned about 30 years ago.
1.2 Research question and aim of the thesis
Various studies (Organ, 1994; Organ and Lingl, 1995; Chien, 2004; Comeau and Griffith
2005; Emmerik and Euwema 2007 and Wrigth and Sablinsky, 2008) have tried to find out
about OCB and its determinants. In this thesis the focus will be put on one type of
determinants, which are dispositional determinants, and thereby on personality factors, which
are the most important among them.
People react differently in similar situations. Very probably their dispositional factors, such as
the personality, have a strong effect on their situational behavior and reaction. As a
consequence, I conclude that personality factors determine behavior in any case, no matter
how dominant other influences may be. No one is able to neglect the fact that personality is
also predicts behavior, at least to a certain extent. Although OCB is a type of behavior in a
specific context the basic assumption, that personality influences behavior, is the same as for
all types of behavior. I am not questioning if personality factors play a certain role in the
composition of determinants for OCB, indeed I want to find out about the personality factors’
significance as a determinant of OCB. This leads to the following research question:
To what extent is OCB influenced by dispositional factors, especially by personality
factors described in the five-factor-model?
In order to point out more precisely what will be touched by the following thesis, I will add
some questions:
1. Which arguments corroborate the assumption that disposition influences behavior?
2. Which personality factor(s) is/are positively related to one or several OCB dimensions
and how can this be explained?
5

3. What advises can be provided for managers in order to enhance the likelihood of the
occurrence of OCB among their employees?
The aim of this thesis is to provide a meta-analysis of studies conducted in the field of OCB
in order to find out more about the extent to which empirical evidence supports the
hypothesis that personality is one of the main determinants of OCB. The thesis will not
provide any new empirical research. Instead my challenge will be to provide a detailed
literature and research review that sums up and logically connects existing research so that
conclusions can be drawn and recommendations to managers can be proposed.
This first chapter has introduced the subject and the aim of the thesis, illustrating its
relevance and posing the research question. The second chapter will include a detailed
definition, the context and the theoretical development of the term OCB. The third chapter
will conceptualize the term “disposition” with a focus on the Five-Factor-Model of personality
(e.g., Barrick and Mount 1991, p.5) which is the model most often used in research to assess
someone’s personality. This chapter will thus provide the basis for the fourth chapter, which
will examine in detail the link between personality factors and OCB dimensions. After having
commented on empirical methods used to assess the linkage, I want to conclude and
discuss the results in the fifth chapter. The last chapter will give recommendations to
managers, show the limitations of this thesis and present ideas concerning the future
prospects of research on OCB and personality.
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2. Organizational Citizenship Behavior
In this chapter of the thesis I would like to present a detailed definition of the concept of OCB
and its dimensions. Furthermore, I would like to describe OCB within the context of
organizational theory. On the one hand I will give insight into theories of similar concepts that
have provided a basis for OCB, and on the other hand I will compare OCB to other concepts,
which should be distinguished from OCB in order to define OCB as clearly as possible.
Further, the development of the concept of OCB, as well as its dimensions, will be explained.
2.1.

Definition of Organizational Citizenship Behavior

OCB according to Organ (1988, p.4 cited in Podsakoff et al. 2000, p. 513) refers to an
“individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal
reward system, and in the aggregate promotes the efficient and effective functioning of the
organization”.
The first research on OCB conducted by Organ in the 1980ies was influenced by the theories
and research in social psychology and prosocial behavior. (Further explanation in chapter
2.5.2) Prosocial behavior includes similar facets of behavior as OCB, despite some
differences in the definition of the two terms.
Prosocial behavior focuses on helping an individual without compensation, but it
distinguishes itself from OCB in a way that individuals involved in prosocial behavior are
often unknown to each other, whereas in OCB people involved are working together in the
same organization. Furthermore, the concept of OCB includes also other, more impersonal
dimensions besides helping, such as high levels of conscientiousness and involvement in
work beyond the general requirements. Although OCB can express itself in the form of
altruism, the two concepts are not the same, because the motives are different:
Altruism is always selfless, whereas OCB can have various motives. Even if the motives are
often unconscious, OCB might be driven by ego-centric motives as well. Therefore we have
to look first at the motives to decide whether a certain type of OCB is altruistic or not. (Organ,
Podsakoff, MacKenzie 2006 p.4-7)
By taking a closer look on the definition some of the terms used should be described more
precisely: Discretionary behavior means that it is up to oneself to behave in a specific way or
not, as it is not directly required from anyone. OCB is per definition discretionary, respectively
the engagement in OCB is voluntary. As a consequence one cannot be punished for not
engaging in OCB. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.8-10)
According to this definition, some components of OCB are also in-role-behaviors, because a
certain level of conscientiousness, for example, is required, but everything that goes beyond
7

this level is voluntary and therefore not directly recognized by the formal reward system.
Even though OCB is “not directly recognized by the formal reward system” per definition, this
shall not mean that OCB must be limited to those gestures remaining unrewarded. In some
cases reward systems that are more sophistical than others may take into consideration
some sort of OCB. Depending on the context some forms of OCB might even provide some
form of return in the future, the point is that benefits for such behaviors are not contractually
guaranteed in advance. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.8-10)
Summing up the main points of the definition, it should be mentioned that OCB in the first
place is always a type of voluntary behavior that cannot be enforced by superiors.
Nevertheless this does not mean that it has to be altruistically driven per definition. There are
innumerous motives for such behavior. In the second place OCB is always connected to an
organizational context, meaning that it is not directed towards strangers, but colleagues. In
the third place one should bear in mind that some forms of OCB might be difficult to
distinguish from in-role behavior, as they are not different from the latter one in their nature
itself, but in their intensity. At last it should be noted once more that OCB does not require to
remain unrewarded, but a reward for OCB cannot be contractually guaranteed, per definition.
Having now presented a definition, OCB can now be put into a bigger framework- the
organizational theory.
2.2.

OCB in the Context of Organizational Theory

The following part of this chapter will describe the roots of OCB within organizational theory.
Some researchers described types of behavior, similar to OCBs, a long time before OCB
was first mentioned in scientific articles. This fact supports the suspicion that OCB is based
on the ideas of Barnard’s (1938) concept of “willingness to cooperate”, Roethilisberger and
Dickson’s (1939) “informal collaboration” and Katz and Kahn’s (1967) “patterns of individual
behavior”.
Research on OCB and related constructs dates back the 1980ies. Still, this does not mean
that the 1980ies were the years when OCB was discovered. There are some fields of
Organizational Theory that have had an influence on the phenomenon we nowadays call
OCB. In this part of the paper I would like to present some concepts that provide the basis for
OCB or describe similar types of behaviors.
The first concept I would like to present is Chester Barnard’s (1938) theory of the
“cooperative system”. Barnard’s view of an organization was different from the theories of
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other researchers at that time, who put more emphasis on the formal structure and control of
organizations. Barnard defined the essence of an organization differently. He argued that the
“willingness of persons to contribute efforts to the cooperative system is indispensable”.
(Barnard 1938 p.83)
According to Barnard the willingness to contribute went beyond the execution of specified
functions in exchange for contractual compensation. In order to make the organization work,
as a cooperative system, every participant is required to behave in a certain way and to show
some commitment. It results in a shared understanding that these spontaneous contributions
of every single member result in a benefit for the whole organization. The term “willingness”
points out in a clear manner that authority cannot enforce this kind of behavior, it is up to the
participants to contribute to the community or not. (Barnard 1938, cited in Organ, Podsakoff
and MacKenzie 2006, p.44-48)
The essence of the term “willingness”, as well as its determinants shows similarities to the
latterly developed concept of OCB and its determinents.
Barnard saw the roots of the willingness to cooperate in the general satisfaction of a person
and the compatibility of the person (respectively his/her education and experience). The
executive’s function was to maintain this cooperative effort. Summing up, Barnard noted that
spontaneous contributions beyond contractual obligations are of vital necessity for an
organization as a cooperative construct. (Barnard 1938, cited in Organ, Podsakoff and
MacKenzie 2006, p.44-48)
If one compares the nature of both OCB, defined by Organ (1988), and the so called
“willingness to cooperate”, defined by Barnard (1983), it is clear that both types of behavior
are voluntary ones. This voluntariness, which is the essence of Barnard’s “willingness to
cooperate”, was what Organ called “discretionary behavior” half a century later, when he
described the concept of OCB.
Having presented one possible root of the concept of OCB, I would like to proceed by
analyzing the roots of other parts of OCB’s definition.
Another concept of organizational theory similar to OCB is described in the chronicle of the
Hawthorne studies by Roethlisberger and Dickson (1939).
The Hawthorne studies began in 1924 in the Hawthorne Works in Chicago, which was at that
time the biggest production plant of the Western-Electric-Company. A number of
researchers, among them Roethlisberger and Dickson, conducted experiments of different
content between 1924 and 1932. The first experiments intended to establish a relationship
between illumination and productivity. Another series of experiments should have found out
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about the effects of rest, pauses and schedules of work, followed by studies, which
concentrated on the factors of work-satisfaction. The last study, the so called BWOR-study
examined the influence of teamwork on performance. The Hawthorne studies represented a
new era, as they found out that leadership has to focus not only on efficiency and
effectiveness in an economic sense, but has to take into account socio-psychological
conditions of leadership as well. The results of the Hawthorne studies made clear that
besides technical processes, especially social dynamics, as well as appreciation of work and
acceptance doubtlessly affect productivity. (Heinrich 2002, p. 293-294 In: Kasper and
Mayrhofer 2002)
Summing up the results the researchers, who conducted the Hawthorne studies, found that
increases in productivity did not only depend on the arrangement of pauses, hours of work or
favorable working conditions. Instead, changes in supervisory treatment and unpredictable
cooperation within the working groups seemed to have a strong influence on performance
too. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.48-51)
Roethlisberger and Dickson provided in their work “Management and the worker” (1939) a
coherent picture of all the studies involved in the Hawthorne studies and interpreted the
results with reference to behavioral science. They made a distinction between the formal and
the informal organization. The first one was marked by the system of rules and policies
regulating the workers’ tasks, the latter one described the informal differentiation and
integration of the individuals. The informal system should not be misinterpreted as a
construct opposing the formal organization, it should rather be understood as a necessary
condition for collaboration making the formal organization work better. (Organ, Podsakoff and
MacKenzie 2006, p.48-51)
A similarity to the concept of OCB was found in the interpretation of the “informal
collaboration”, which is a system of unpredictable cooperation within individuals that ensures
a better functioning of the formal organization. Another similarity of this concept of
collaboration and OCB can be seen in the way job satisfaction seems to have an effect on
both types of behavior. Roethlisberger and Dickson- just like researchers on OCB- concluded
that the quality of collaboration is positively linked to job satisfaction. Thus, co-workers in a
good mood collaborate in a way that goes beyond the formal level required. (Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.48-51)
Summing up, both the commitment beyond formal job requirements, described in the
concept of OCB, and the so-called “informal collaboration” positively contribute to the
organization’s performance. Just like “the willingness to cooperate” described by Barnard
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(1938), Roethlisberger and Dickson’s (1939) “informal collaboration” can be seen as one
possible root of OCB.
Another concept dated prior to OCB but dealing with similar content is Katz and Kahn’s
(1967) behavioral analysis of organizations based on the open system model.
The two authors argued in their book, published in 1966, that there were three types of
“patterns of individual behavior required for organizational functioning and effectiveness”
(Katz and Kahn 1967, p.337).
The first category of behavior, they focused on, was to join the organization and to stay
within the system. It is obvious that in order to make an organization well functioning, a
certain number of employees is needed. As high turn-over rates are costly for an
organization it is desirable to bind the workers to the organization so that they “stay within the
system.” (Katz and Kahn 1967, p.337)
The second category of behavior refers to the role-requirements and was called “dependable
behavior”. “Dependable” in this sense was understood in a way that employees’ behavior
should be restricted to predictable patterns, depending on the working context. This type of
behavior demands of each individual to fulfill its role requirements, respectively to meet or
even to exceed quantitative as well as qualitative standards of performance. (Katz and Kahn
1967, p.337)

The last

type of behavior was defined by the authors as “innovative and spontaneous behavior:
performance beyond role requirements for accomplishments of organizational functions.”
(Katz and Kahn 1967, p.337) It includes all those gestures that promote a positive climate for
the organization in the external environment, but also cooperation with colleagues and
actions to maintain a favorable working climate. (Katz and Kahn 1967, p.337)
The system of an organization would be too fragile and would break down without these
spontaneous, unpredictable cooperative actions. On one hand, each action taken singularly
is unimpressive and thus might be taken for granted or even neglected. On the other hand,
summing up the contributions of all participants, the result can have a significant impact on
the performance of the whole organization. (Katz and Kahn 1967, p. 337-339)
A similarity to OCB is the unpredictability of these contributions, thus showing paralells with
the OCB feature of being discretionary. Any action that is a product of a person’s intrinsic
motivation, guided by his/her own willingness to do something or not to do it, is unpredictable
and uncontrollable to a certain extent. Another resemblance is that both behaviors are
described as going beyond role requirements and as being essential for the functioning of an
organization, respectively contributing to the overall performance of an organization.
11

There are some more theories that share some common points with OCB. One of them is the
Leader-Member Exchange Theory (LMX), which analyzes leadership types that are
suggested to result in a certain kind of behavior of the group members. The members’
behaviors seem to reflect the way they are managed. In contrast there are also exchange
theories which describe the relation the other way round, thus the leader behavior becomes
a function of subordinate behavior (e.g., Lowin and Craig 1968 and Greene 1975). In
reference to OCB, the LMX theory includes also some sort of extra-role contributions offered
by the employees in exchange for extra-offers from the leader. (Organ, Podsakoff and
MacKenzie 2006, p.55-57)
Even though there might be some factors of OCB included in the extra-role contributions of
the LMX theory, I argue that the motives behind are different to those behind OCB. As OCB
is per definition unrewarded, the dominant motive for OCB subsequently cannot be any kind
of material compensation. To me it seems that OCB is to a certain extent more voluntary and
selfless than similar actions in the LMX theory, as the latter one describes behavior in the
context of exchange, thus as a reaction to the behavior of someone else. As soon as there is
some sort of compensation, the motives behind the extra-role behavior might change from a
selfless other-oriented to a kind of “give and take” arrangement. I assume that in order to
distinguish these two forms of commitments one has to look more in detail at the motives
behind.
So far there has been given insight into three different organizational theories where
similarities to OCB up to a certain extent can be found. The fact that other researchers, who
worked separately and totally independently from research and papers on OCB that were
conducted later on, came to similar conclusions is a strong support for the concept of OCB. It
supports the fact that OCB is not something constructed in a person’s mind and afterwards
defended by empirical prove. On the contrary it is something that had been observed a long
time before it was given a name. Even if there are still questions open on influences on OCB
and its determination by numerous factors, there is no doubt about its relevance in
organizational theory.
After having placed OCB within the context of Organizational Theory, I want to proceed with
the development of the term OCB and its dimensions.
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2.3.

The development of the concept of OCB
2.3.1. The worker contribution

In 1977 Organ published a paper to defend the popular opinion that satisfaction had an effect
on productivity, even though solid empirical evidence for this hypothesis was still missing at
that time.
In his paper he distinguished between “quantitative measures of output or productivity and
other, more subtle, forms of worker contribution that often are not reflected in measures of
individual output.” (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.15) These contributions might
manifest themselves by helping coworkers, contributing to the organization’s unwritten rules
and its culture, as well as adapting to changes made by managers. (Organ, Podsakoff and
MacKenzie 2006, p.15)
One can easily admit that there are similarities between the later described OCB and these
kinds of contributions. That is the reason why we can see Organ’s paper from the year 1977
as the cornerstone of the theory around OCB.
His paper was not written for the purpose of developing a new concept of Organizational
Behavior, nevertheless two of Organ’s doctoral students became interested in doing some
research in order to justify or to disprove Organ’s ideas. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie
2006, p.15)
2.3.2. The term “citizenship behavior”
Bateman (Bateman and Organ 1983), one of the two students, conducted a study on the
relationship between affect, respectively job satisfaction, and employee citizenship. The
study tried to find empirical evidence for the link between job satisfaction and performance
through taking into account not only the quantity of output but also those gestures of suprarole behavior that are often taken for granted but are necessary to make the social
machinery of an organization well functioning. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.15)
Examples of such behavior are: Helping colleagues with job-related problems,
communicating a positive image of the organization to outsiders, accepting a temporary
overload of work without complaint, avoiding interpersonal conflicts and protecting
organizational resources. (Katz and Kahn 1966, cited in Bateman and Organ 1983, p. 588)
Bateman named these gestures “citizenship” behaviors. According to the authors of the
study, Bateman and Organ, there are two theoretical concepts which might describe why
citizenship behaviors are influenced by job satisfaction. The first one is the Social Exchange
Theory, which predicts that under certain conditions people try to compensate those who
benefit them. If an employee, for instance, feels that he is treated in a fair manner by his
13

supervisory, he will try to compensate him in some way and might therefore, for example,
engage in citizenship behaviors. If one claims that a person’s satisfaction results from the
effort of organizational officials, the person will try to reciprocate those efforts. Citizenship
behaviors are a suitable way to compensate the organizational officials, when one is unable
to produce more quantitative output. (Adams 1965 and Blau 1964, cited in Bateman and
Organ 1983, p. 588)
Another way to justify the hypothesized linkage between satisfaction and performance is
through affectivity. If it is claimed that satisfaction reflects a positive affective mood, therefore
it is likely that a person, who is more satisfied, engages more in prosocial behavior, thus,
performing better (because prosocial behavior is seen as one component of performance
mentioned above in the description of Bateman’s study). (Bateman and Organ 1983, p.587591)
In the study the researchers measured job satisfaction, behavior and attitudes of employees
at Indiana University. In addition, supervisor ratings of the subjects’ behavior at work were
collected. The results were surprising: Not only was the correlation between earlier job
satisfaction and later citizenship behavior significantly positive, but also the correlation
between earlier citizenship behavior and later job satisfaction. Furthermore, the significance
between qualitative (citizenship) and quantitative performance was higher than hypothesized.
(Bateman and Organ 1983, p.587-591)
Summing up the results of the study, I conclude that there is a link between OCB and job
satisfaction in both ways which means that the two variables influence each other, in other
words one might weaken or enforce the other one.
Assuming that job satisfaction is not fully dependent on personality and subjective
assumptions, but can be influenced from the outside as well, one can consequently argue
that OCB as well can be influenced by external factors, most probably through the mediator
of job satisfaction, but probably even directly.
The positive results of this study might have been the reason why researchers have sticked
to the topic of OCB. In the fourth chapter of my thesis I will present the results of studies
aimed at finding out more about the dispositional antecedents of OCB in more detail. The
conclusion of findings within these studies might give an answer to the question whether
managers are able to influence the occurrence and the intensity of this behavior. With
reference to the research question (chapter 1.2) the reader might now even better
understand the main points of the question- the influence of personality factors among other
determinants of OCB. Reading between the lines the research question raises the following
matter: “Is there any combination of personality factors that definitively lead to OCB or is
14

OCB to a broad extent depending on the situation and external factors?” The answer will
most probably be found somewhere in between.
Once we have understood the different determinants of OCB in detail we can give
recommendations to organizations not only how to choose their employees in order to
increase the probability of the occurrence of OCB, but also how to lead different types of
personalities so that they feel motivated to engage in OCB. Furthermore, we can advise on
how the working environment should be designed in a way to make it OCB-“favorable”. (see
chapter 5.1) Before analyzing the antecedents of OCB and reviewing several studies
conducted to find out more about the role of personality factors in the concept of OCB, we
have to go one step back and proceed with the detailed analysis of the definition of OCB and
give insight into the different types of OCB. The next paragraph of this chapter will introduce
the first attributes to measure OCB that have been chosen by Smith, one of Organ’s
students, who worked on the conceptualization of OCB in the first place.
2.3.3. The definition of OCB measures
After Bateman and Organ (1983) tried to find linkages between satisfaction and citizenship
behaviors and potential influence on them through dispositional factors, another one of
Organ’s students began to do research on citizenship behavior. Anna Smith (Smith, Organ
and Near 1983) interviewed several supervisors in manufacturing plants in Southern Indiana
asking them the following question:
“What are the things you would like your employees to do more of, but really can’t make
them do, and for which you can’t guarantee any definite rewards, other than your
appreciation?”
(Smith, Organ and Near 1983, cited in Organ, Podsakoff, MacKenzie 2006, p.16) The
answers to this question can be found in the chart below (Chart 1: Measures of OCB).
Chart 1: Measures of OCB
1. Helps other employees with their work when they have been absent.
2. Exhibits punctuality in arriving at work on time in the morning and after lunch and breaks.
3. Volunteers to do things not formally required by the job.
4. Takes undeserved work breaks.*
5. Takes initiative to orient new employees to the department even though it is not part of his/her
job description.
*item is reverse scored

(continued)
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Chart 1 continued:
6. Exhibits attendance at work beyond the norm (for example, takes fewer days off than most
individuals or fewer than allowed).
7. Helps others when their workload increases (assists others until they get over the hurdles).
8. Coasts toward the end of the day.*
9. Gives advance notice if unable to come to work.
10. Spends great deal of time in personal telephone conversations.*
11. Does not take unnecessary time off work.
12. Assists me with my duties.
13. Makes innovative suggestions to improve overall quality of the department.
14. Does not take extra-breaks
15. Willingly attends functions not required by the organization but that help its overall image.
16. Does not spend a great deal of time in idle conversation.
Source: Smith, C.A. / Organ, D.W. / Near, J.P. (1983): Organizational Citizenship Behavior: Its nature and
antecedents. Journal of Applied Psychology, 68. p.653-663. Cited in: Organ, Podsakoff, MacKenzie 2006,
p.17-18

The sixteen actions mentioned above in the chart, are the answers that have been given
most frequently. One can conclude that Smith found out that unrewarded and voluntary help
respectively assistance, as well as all those actions that show that work is taken seriously
and considered as important (e.g.: avoiding absence at work), obviously increase efficiency,
otherwise managers would not want them to increase. Provided that all those extra-efforts
contribute to an organization’s efficiency and effectiveness, it seems to make sense to
examine them in more detail. Smith, therefore, asked a group of evening MBA students, who
were as well working managers, to think of a specific coworker and to rate the frequency with
which the coworker engages in such behaviors in order to define forms of the citizenship
behaviors. In her analyses she found that there were at least two different factors of OCB.
The first was labeled “altruism”. This dimension of OCB is directed at a specific individual,
usually a colleague, but sometimes a supervisor or a customer. One example of this
dimension of OCB is helping a new worker to get to know the job or to help a colleague with
unusually large amount of work to finish it in time or to solve a problem. (Smith et al. 1983
cited in Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.18) The altruism-dimension was later often
called “helping”. (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, Bachrach 2000, p.517)
The other factor was composed by all those answers given, which were more impersonal
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and generally affected the whole working group. Examples of this factor are: being punctual,
not taking unnecessary breaks, avoiding absence and private conversations during working
time. This factor was initially called “generalized compliance” and later “conscientiousness”.
The latter one led to confusions between “conscientiousness” as a personality factor and as
a type of OCB, consequently the term “compliance” came into usage. (Organ, Podsakoff and
MacKenzie 2006, p. 18-19) One should note that “compliance” as a form of OCB does not
imply to obey to strict rules. It should rather be interpreted as a voluntary obedience to the
unwritten rules of a social system. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 18-19) Smith
made an important effort through the definition of two forms of OCB. She set the cornerstone
for further research on OCB and its antecedents. Other dimensions of OCB, which have
been added later, are “sportsmanship”, “courtesy” and “civic virtue”. (Organ, Podsakoff and
MacKenzie 2006, p.18-24) An example of sportsmanship is not to complain, courtesy
involves those actions that help to avoid problems with colleagues and civic virtue “describes
a posture of responsible, constructive involvement in the political or governance process of
the organization”. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.18-24) The dimensions of OCB
will be defined in more detail in chapter 2.4. In order to give a complete picture of the
development of the concept of OCB, I would like to point out, in the following paragraph, the
discussion on the dimensionality of OCB that followed within the years after the initial
definition by Organ and his students. Consecutively, I would like to define, as mentioned
previously, the dimensions of OCB, especially those, which found the largest reverberation
among those studies, which I reviewed in order to write my thesis.
2.3.4. The enlargement of the initial dimensions
In the following years researchers working in the field of OCB were discussing thoroughly the
definitions of the various types of OCB. Podsakoff et al. (2000, p. 515) criticized that the
literature had focused primarily on differentiating OCB from other constructs and disregarded
to clearly define the concept of OCB itself. One of the main points in the discussion of the
OCB dimensions was whether some of the forms (e.g. “helping” and “compliance”) fit into the
definition because they might as well be seen as in-role behavior to a certain extent. (Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.18-24)
Furthermore, two other forms of OCB were added, but nevertheless studies tended to go on
working with the initial definition including five types of OCB.
Organ added the two other types of OCB, which were “cheerleading” and “peacemaking”.
“Cheerleading” includes those actions of employees which are intended to show respect and
recognition of good work for another co-worker. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006,
p.18-24)
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“Peacemaking” is a sort of intermediary position of one co-worker who has realized that there
are interpersonal conflicts between two or more of his colleagues. The peacemaker not only
recognizes the conflict but actively intervenes as a moderator. (Organ, Podsakoff and
MacKenzie 2006, p.18-24)
2.3.5. The new conceptualization of OCB
Podsakoff et al. (2000) analyzed the broad variety of different dimensions and
conceptualizations of OCB and provided in their paper an integration of different
interpretations. They drew up a new structure of the previously described dimensions. Some
of the dimensions have been given new names in order to embody more than one meaning,
others integrated several dimensions of similar content into a single dimension. Furthermore,
Podsakoff et al. added two dimensions to the concept of Organ. The dimensions listed by
Podsakoff et al. are as follows: “Helping behavior” includes Organ’s “altruism”,
“peacemaking” and “cheerleading”, which are all forms of citizenship behavior intending to
help another person or group. Additionally it includes also “courtesy”, as it is interpreted a
kind of helping in terms of preventing problems. (Podsakoff et al. 2000, p.517).
“Sportsmanship”, “organizational compliance” (initially called “generalized compliance” or
“conscientiousness”) and “civic virtue” do not change in denomination and interpretation.
According to Podsakoff et al. (2000, p. 524) the nature of “conscientiousness”, should be
included into the dimension they referred to as “individual initiative”, as it includes all
engagement in task-related behavior that goes beyond minimally required levels.
The two dimensions added by Podsakoff et al. are “organizational loyalty” and “selfdevelopment”. “Organizational loyalty” means “promoting the organization to outsiders,
protecting and defending it against external threats, and remaining committed to it even
under adverse conditions.” (Podsakoff et al. 2000, p. 517) “Self Development includes
voluntary behaviors employees engage in to improve their knowledge, skills and abilities.”
(Podsakoff et al. 2000, p. 525)
Summing up there are seven types of OCB according to each of the authors (Organ and
Podsakoff et al.), but only five of them are commonly used for empirical findings: “altruism”
(respectively “helping”), “compliance” (respectively “conscientiousness”), “sportsmanship”,
“courtesy”, and “civic virtue”. I will therefore continue to use these five most prominent types
of OCB and I will use the initial as well as the new denominations synonymously (in order to
summarize both the findings of recent studies, but also those of elder ones).
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Having now presented the development of the dimensions of OCB, the following part of the
paper will proceed with a short description of each dimension by providing a list of examples
of each dimension.
2.4.

The definition of the OCB dimensions

In order to avoid confusions I want to sum up in short the conceptualization of the various
dimensions according to the most recent findings.
2.4.1. Helping
This dimension was initially labeled “altruism”. It was given a new name, because “altruism”
was criticized to imply selflessness as a motive behind the behavior and limited the
dimension thereby to those gestures which were driven by selfless motivators. (Organ,
Podsakoff, MacKenzie 2006, p. 18)
The new conceptualization is defined as “voluntarily helping others with, or preventing the
occurrence of, work related problems”. (Podsakoff et al. 2000, p. 516) Regardless of its
denomination (helping or altruism) this type of OCB is in its nature “…directed at a specific
individual- usually a coworker, but sometimes the supervisor or a customer. In other words,
the target of the behavior, the immediate beneficiary, is a person. This factor includes items
such as helping a new worker learn the job or helping an overloaded worker catch up with
the workflow or solve a problem.” (Organ, Podsakoff, MacKenzie 2006, p.18)
Podsakoff et al. (2000, p. 517) argued that Organ’s dimensions of “peacemaking” and
“cheerleading” (definition in chapter 2.3.) were also included in “helping”. Furthermore, those
behaviors of “courtesy” intended to avoid problems were also included, according to
Podsakoff et al., as they also constituted some sort of helping-behavior.
2.4.2. Courtesy
Although this dimension is according to the most recent conceptualization included in the
dimension of “helping” (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie, 2006, p. 297), I will treat it within
my thesis as a separate dimension. I will do so due to the fact that earlier dated studies will
as well treat it separately from other dimensions as the linkage to certain factors of
personality might differ from other dimensions of OCB. I therefore find it not reasonable to
summarize several different facets of OCB under one dimension.
Organ (1988) initially labeled “courtesy” as a specific form of OCB, whereas Podsakoff et al.
later argued that it was included within the dimension of “helping” (as mentioned in the
description of “helping”).
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“Whereas helping pertains to mitigating or solving a problem confronted by a colleague,
courtesy consists of actions that help prevent those problems from occurring. The basic idea
is to avoid practices that make other people’s work harder and, when you have to add to their
load, to give them enough notice that they’ll be prepared to deal with it.” (Organ, Podsakoff,
MacKenzie 2006, p.24)
Items to measure courtesy are (Konovsky and Organ 1996, p. 253-266. Cited in: Organ,
Podsakoff, MacKenzie 2006, p.22-23):
1. Tries to avoid creating problems for others.
2. Considers the effects of his/her actions.
3. Consults with me or other people who might be affected by his/her actions or
decisions.
4. Informs me before taking any important actions.
2.4.3. Sportsmanship
Employees who engage in sportsmanship are described as “…people who not only do not
complain when they are inconvenienced by others, but also maintain a positive attitude even
when things do not go their way…” (Podsakoff et al. 2000, p. 517)
Konovsky and Organ (1996, p. 253-266. Cited in: Organ, Podsakoff, MacKenzie 2006, p.2223) list the following items as measures of sportsmanship:
1.

Complains a lot about trivial matters.*

2. Always finds fault with what the organization is doing.*
3. Expresses resentment with any changes introduced by management.*
4. Thinks only about his/her work problems, not others’.*
5. Tries to make the best of the situation, even when there are problems.
6. Is able to tolerate occasional inconveniences when they arise.
7. Does not complain about work assignments.
* item reverse scored

2.4.4. Compliance
This dimension consisted, according to its initial definition, of “…items that did not have the
immediate effect of helping a specific person but rather contributed in a more impersonal and
generalized fashion to the group, department, or organization. For example, punctuality in
arriving at work or at meetings, exemplary attendance (i.e., very low absenteeism), and
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refraining from unnecessary breaks and idle conversation do not appear to help any specific
individual (although one could make the case that such behavior does, at least indirectly,
help the supervisor or manager). What these behaviors exemplify is a particularly high order
of compliance with constraints upon individuals necessary to make a cooperative system.”
(Organ, Podsakoff, MacKenzie 2006, p.19) Although this dimension was initially labeled
“conscientiousness”, it was later renamed “compliance” in order to avoid confusions with the
personality factor labeled “conscientiousness”. (Organ, Podsakoff, MacKenzie 2006, p.19)
A shorter definition is provided by Podsakoff et al. (2000, p. 524) who described an employee
engaging in “compliance” as: “…an employee who religiously obeys all rules and regulations,
even when no one is watching…”
The dimension of “conscientiousness” is included in the dimension of “individual initiative”
described by Podsakoff et al. (2000, p.524), which are “…task-related behaviors at a level
that is far beyond minimally required or generally expected levels…”
In this paper I will sum up all the task-related, impersonal types of OCB that are defined as
extra-role according to the level of engagement within the category of “compliance” rather
than as a matter of nature. I will continue to use the terms “compliance” and “individual
initiative” synonymously. In contrast I will avoid the term “conscientiousness” in order to
prevent confusions with the personality factor named “conscientiousness”.
2.4.5. Civic Virtue
Podsakoff et al. (2000, p. 525) describe civic virtue as “…a person’s recognition of being part
of a larger whole in the same way that citizens are members of a country and accept the
responsibilities.”
Items to measure civic virtue are (Konovsky and Organ 1996, p. 253-266. Cited in: Organ,
Podsakoff, MacKenzie 2006, p.22-23):
1. Stays informed about developments in the company.
2. Attends and participates in meetings regarding the company.
3. Offers suggestions for ways to improve operations.
2.4.6. Organizational Loyalty
This dimension of OCB, which consist - according to Podsakoff et al. (2000, p. 521) - of
behaviors that protect and defend the image and good reputation of the organization towards
the external environment is of minor importance in the research of personality factors and
their linkage to OCB.
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2.4.7. Self Development
Self development is characterized as “… voluntary behaviors employees engage in to
improve their knowledge, skills, and abilities.” (Podsakoff et al. 2000, p. 525) This dimension
will not be further mentioned in my work, as empirical research on this dimension of OCB in
reference to its link to personality traits is rare up to now.
So far I have defined in a detailed manner those dimensions of OCB that will be of relevance
for this thesis (altruism, compliance, civic virtue, sportsmanship and courtesy) and
additionally have provided a short definition those dimensions that have been added later
and are consequently less often mentioned in studies on OCB and personality. I would like to
present in chapter 2.5 alternative concepts to the concept of OCB, which describe similar
behaviors to OCB, but are nevertheless defined slightly differently.
2.5.

Alternative concepts to OCB

The following part of my thesis aims at distinguishing organizational citizenship behavior from
related, but nevertheless different concepts. Even though OCB, ERB, prosocial behavior and
contextual performance are often used synonymously and in the same sense within research
papers, one must insist that the concepts are per definition not exactly the same. As my
thesis is focusing on OCB, I want to draw a line between OCB and alternative concepts of
similar phenomena in order to point out clearly the topic of my thesis.
2.5.1. Extra Role Behavior (ERB)
Extra Role Behavior, as opposed to in-role behavior, is per definition a behavior that tries to
benefit the organization and that “goes beyond existing role requirements.” (Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 33)
Whereas failing to perform the required in-role behavior that serves as basis for continuing
job performance (Katz 1964, cited in Van Dyne and Le Pine 1998, p.108), will have financial
consequences and bear the risk of losing the job, extra-role behavior is discretionary. If one
takes a closer look on the definition of extra-role behavior, one can see the resemblances
with OCB as well as the differences. Extra role behavior is: “(1) not specified in advance by
role prescriptions, (2) not recognized by formal reward systems and (3) not a source of
punitive consequences when not performed by job incumbents.” (Van Dyne and Le Pine
1998, p.108) Extra-role behavior and related concepts (such as OCB for example), according
to Van Dyne and Le Pine (1998, p.108) include promotive, prohibitive, affiliative and
challenging behaviors. Promotive behaviors are promoting changes in the system, prohibitive
behaviors sustain and protect against unfavorable conditions, affiliative behavior describes
cooperation with others and is oriented towards other members of the community and
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challenging behavior promotes new concepts and changes and can therefore have a
negative impact on relationships. The four main types of extra-role behavior, “helping”,
“voice”, “stewardship” and “whistle-blowing”, each embody two different behaviors described
above. (Van Dyne and Le Pine 1998, p.108-109) “Helping is an example of affiliative
promotive behavior. Voice is an example of challenging promotive behavior. Stewardship is
an example of affiliative prohibitive behavior, and whistle-blowing is an example of
challenging prohibitive behavior.” (Van Dyne and Le Pine 1998, p.108-109) “Helping” is
voluntary cooperation that strengthens the social boundaries between individuals. “Voice” is
to encourage and suggest ideas for innovative changes, it “constructively challenges the
status-quo”. (Van Dyne and Le Pine 1998, p.109) This type of extra-role behavior is
particularly important when an organization is confronted with fast changing environments
and therefore has to adapt as quickly as possible. The authors emphasize that these types of
“helping” and “voice” should not be confused with behavior that is required in some jobs. For
example “helping” is required in a nurse’s job description. (Van Dyne and Le Pine 1998,
p.108-109) The last type of extra-role behavior is whistle-blowing. “Whistle-blowing brings to
light unethical or illegal practices occurring within the organization and initiates actions by
authorities who can terminate such practices.” (Organ, Posdakoff and MacKenzie 2006,
p.33)
Referring to the definitions of each type of ERB mentioned above one can see that there are
some similarities between the ERB dimension of “helping” and some OCB behaviorsespecially the “altruism” dimension. Nevertheless the definition of ERB tends to exclude
those types of OCB which are not explicitly beyond role requirements, but fit into the
definition of OCB as soon as the level of engagement in a certain behavior, such as
“compliance”, exceeds the minimum standards required by the job description. (Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.33)
Referring to the challenging forms of ERB, the distinction between OCB and ERB is more
obvious: Both the antecedents and the immediate consequences are quite different. (Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.33)
2.5.2. Prosocial Behavior
“Acts such as helping, sharing, donating, cooperating, and volunteering are forms of
prosocial behavior” according to Brief and Motowidlo. (1986, p. 710)
Although a consensus upon the definition of prosocial behavior has not been reached, it has
generally been described as a type of action “which the actor expects will benefit the person
or persons to whom it is directed.” (Brief and Motowidlo 1986, p. 711) The two authors point
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out that these positive acts are other- oriented “carried out to produce and maintain the wellbeing and integrity of others”. (Brief and Motowidlo 1986, p.710)
Prosocial behavior, synonymously to extra-role behavior or OCB, is thought to have an
impact on the overall performance of an organization. Brief and Motowidlo (1986, p.710) use
the description of the different types of behaviors that are necessary to make an organization
function provided by Katz and Kahn (1967, p.337) in order to complete what is meant with
prosocial behavior.
According to Katz and Kahn (1967, p.337) the three types of behavior include first to join the
system and to stay within it, second to fulfill the in-role requirements and quantitative as well
as qualitative performance requirements and third to go beyond these role requirements.
(detailed description chapter 2.2.)
Brief and Motowidlo argue that the meaning of prosocial behavior is partly covered by the
third type of behavior within the typology made by Katz and Kahn. It includes actions such as
cooperation with colleagues, protection of the organization, suggestions for improvement,
“self development and preparation for higher levels of organizational responsibility” (Brief and
Motowidlo 1986, p.710) and to communicate a positive image of the organization to the
external environment. These spontaneous, voluntary actions on behalf of the interests of the
organization are only one part of prosocial behavior. The concept of prosocial behavior goes
beyond these spontaneous actions. One can distinguish the various types according to the
motives behind. For example “altruism” is, as mentioned above in the general definition, a
type of behavior that will benefit the person to whom it is addressed, but additionally altruistic
prosocial behavior is selfless without expecting any reward in return. (Brief and Motowidlo
1986, p.710-712)
To include the variety of different types of prosocial behavior, Brief and Motowidlo propose
the following definition: “Prosocial organizational behavior is behavior which is a) performed
by a member of an organization, b) directed toward an individual, group or organization with
whom he or she interacts while carrying out his or her organizational role, and c) performed
with the intention of promoting the welfare of the individual, group or organization toward
which it is directed.” (Brief and Motowidlo 1986, p. 711)
The various types of prosocial behavior can be distinguished according to some features.
First, some types of prosocial behavior are organizationally functional, others are
dysfunctional. Organizationally functional behaviors include all types of behaviors described
by Katz and Kahn within the third category of necessary behaviors within an organization:
Cooperation between co-workers, creating and supporting a positive image of the
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organization in the external environment and protection of the organization are all beneficial
behaviors to the organization. In contrast there are organizationally dysfunctional behaviors,
such as helping a colleague to reach a personal aim that is opposing organizational interests
or providing customers with services inconsistent with organizational aims. These types of
behavior are also considered prosocial, but do not contribute to organizational performance.
The second distinction can be made between role-prescribed types of prosocial behavior and
those types which are extra-role. (Brief and Motowidlo 1986, p.710-712) Many job
descriptions include being helpful for instance. Organ emphasizes the importance of
behaviors beyond requirements: “In numerous situations, outstanding performance or
productivity, beyond some minimally acceptable level, is of relatively little interest to
organizational officials. They may be more desirous of such things as regular attendance,
predictability, following the rules, ‘not making waves’, avoidance of hassles, cooperation, and
generalized tendencies toward compliance.” (Organ 1977, p.50) In-role behaviors are usually
organizationally functional, while extra-role behaviors can be either functional or
dysfunctional. (Brief and Motowidlo 1986, p.710-712)
A third distinction can be made concerning the diverse targets to which prosocial behavior is
directed. Targets might be co-workers, customers or clients or the whole organization.
Prosocial behaviors directed toward the whole organization are, for example, when an
employee expresses his or her loyalty toward the organization or offers extra efforts.
Prosocial acts toward individuals can be either functional or dysfunctional, prosocial behavior
directed toward the organization, in contrast, is in general functional. (Brief and Motowidlo
1986, p.710-712) Brief and Motowidlo (1986, p.710-712) describe thirteen different types of
prosocial behavior. I want to list some of them and compare them with the concept of OCB.
One type of prosocial behavior is “assisting co-workers with job-related matters”. (Brief and
Motowidlo 1986, p.712) The OCB dimension of “altruism” includes these prosocial behaviors
directed towards individuals. According to Smith, Organ and Near (1983) “altruism” includes
helping co-workers, who have been absent, offering help to new colleagues without being
required to do so and helping co-workers with temporary extra amounts of work (p.657).
Primarily they are both behaviors beyond role requirements intended to benefit subordinates,
co-workers or supervisors. Some of these prosocial behaviors might be role-prescribed as
well. (Brief and Motowidlo 1986, p.713)
Another component of prosocial behavior, which is helping co-workers in focusing on solving
their personal problems, can be dysfunctional and is therefore not included in the general
definition of OCB. OCB per definition has a positive effect on the organization’s performance,
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respectively behaviors included in OCB must be functional to the organization. (Brief and
Motowidlo 1986, p.713)
Another facet of prosocial behavior is to provide customers with services in a way that the
organization’s interests are protected. (Brief and Motowidlo 1986, p.713) I would compare
this type of prosocial behavior to the “conscientiousness” or “compliance” dimension of OCB,
assuming that conscientiousness is interpreted as fulfilling one’s duties as precisely and
conscientiously as possible.
Brief and Motowidlo list “providing services or products to consumers in organizationally
inconsistent ways”, which is the opposite of the behavior mentioned previously, as well as
one type of prosocial behavior. (1986, p.713) This may sound like a contradiction, but in fact
both behaviors can be prosocial, as they benefit the person to whom it is addressed, with or
without respect to the interests of another party (in this case the organization).
To point it out in a clear manner this is, according to my point of view, the biggest difference
between prosocial and organizational citizenship behavior. The first one includes any type of
behavior that benefits another person or group within an organizational context, but does not
necessarily require respecting the interests of the organization (as we can see in the list of
types mentioned above). The latter one, indeed, does not require respecting the interest of
the organization per definition, either, but does include the term “promotes the efficient and
effective functioning of the organization” (Organ 1988, p.4), and consequently excludes any
behavior that will harm the effective and efficient functioning of the organization.
The last concept, which I would like to compare to OCB, is contextual performance.
2.5.3. Contextual Performance
A group of industrial psychologists (e.g. Borman and Motowidlo, 1993 among others) tried to
find empirical evidence for the assumption that personality affected a person’s dedication to
work and therefore influenced his or her productivity in work. The researchers differentiated
between workers’ performance into “task performance” and “contextual performance” in
order to increase the probability to find a linkage between personality factors and at least one
of the two components of performance. They found out that “the best predictors of individual
“task performance” are knowledge, skills and abilities…researchers argued that personality
or dispositional variables, on the other hand, better predict those contributions that
individuals make to the social and psychological context in which technical or task
performance occurs.” (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 31)
“Contextual performance is defined by those contributions that sustain an ethos of
cooperation and interpersonal supportiveness of the group. Contextual performance can take
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the form of interpersonal facilitation (such as helping and good colleagueship) or job
dedication, which has much in common with the OCB compliance factor because it
encompasses self-disciplined behaviors with respect to rules and use of time.” (Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.31)
Contextual performance is in its nature very similar to OCB, as it includes not only forms of
helping and supporting one’s colleagues, but also more impersonal forms of contribution to
the social spirit of the organization in form of job dedication. Nevertheless OCB seems to be
more specified as it includes in its definition that those behaviors are unrewarded and not
included in the job-description.
The concept of contextual performance, in contrast to OCB, does not make reference to the
expectations according to the job description or the prospect of formal rewards. (Organ,
Podsakoff, MacKenzie 2006, p. 32) Consequently it remains open whether contextual
performance includes all types of dedication to work and helping without questioning whether
this behavior is voluntary or required. As a consequence it can be argued that the motives
behind contextual performance might vary from being totally selfless and other-oriented to
egocentric ones that motivate to behave socially in order to fulfill all the job-requirements in
the best possible way.
Having now given insight into the concepts of extra-role behavior, prosocial behavior and
contextual performance, and having outlined the main differences between OCB and three
other types of similar organizational behaviors, I want to conclude this chapter by listing
several antecedents of OCB in order to provide a linkage to the third chapter which will
describe in detail the theoretical background of one possible antecedent of OCB, which is
disposition.
2.6.

Antecedents of OCB

This chapter will include a representative, but not a complete selection of possible
antecedents of OCB, examined within different studies, and put together by Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Paine and Bachrach (2000). My aim is not to provide the reader with a complete,
detailed examination of all antecedents and their intensity of influence on OCB, I rather
would aim at giving a general overview of possible antecedents, with short explanations on
their significance in order to subsequently concentrate on the significance of one category of
them- namely dispositional antecedents- within the network of different determinants.
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According to Podsakoff et al. (2000, p. 526) Organizational Citizenship Behavior has four
major categories of antecedents, which are the following:
•

Individual (or employee) characteristics

•

Task characteristics

•

Organizational characteristics

•

Leadership behaviors

The earliest research on OCB’s antecedents focused on attitudes, disposition and leader
supportiveness (for example: Bateman and Organ, 1983). Studies analyzing leadership, as
well as task and organizational characteristics as possible antecedents of OCB followed
later. (Podsakoff et al. 2000, p.526)
Podsakoff et al. listed several subordinated types for each category of antecedents that had
been examined within other studies and had proved to have linkages with one, several or all
types of OCB. They focused only on those types of OCB that had received the most attention
in research literature, namely altruism, courtesy, conscientiousness, civic virtue,
sportsmanship, generalized compliance. They measured the average impact of the various
variables on the sum of all dimensions and called it “overall OCB”. (For further information on
the dimensions see chapter 2.4.)
Among individual characteristics one can find employee attitudes, including traits such as
satisfaction, fairness, and commitment. Furthermore, there are dispositional variables,
including two dimensions of the big five personality factors (namely conscientiousness and
agreeableness) and affectivity. Additionally role perceptions and demographic variables are
also part of employee attitudes. (Podsakoff et al. 2000, p. 526-527)
In the following chapters of my thesis I will focus on one category of individual antecedentsnamely the dispositional variables measured as factors of personality.
It is more likely that dispositional antecedents influence OCB in an indirect rather than direct
way. This is due to the fact that dispositional factors, such as the personality factors of
conscientiousness and agreeability, as well as positive or negative affectivity “predispose
people to certain orientations vis-à-vis coworkers and managers.” As a consequence those
orientations might increase the probability of feeling treated in a fair, supporting and
satisfying way that is worth being reciprocated and therefore increases and intensifies OCB
(Organ and Ryan 1995, p. 794, cited in: Podsakoff et al. 2000, p. 530). Certain dispositional
factors can provide an explanation why some people might be more likely to engage in OCB
than others.
Even though my work is dedicated to dispositional antecedents of OCB I will proceed by
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listing several other representative categories of antecedents as well, in order to provide the
reader with some general overview of the most important antecedents of OCB.
The second category- task characteristics- include, for example, task routinization and task
feedback. The category of organizational characteristics includes, for example, formalization,
organizational support, and inflexibility. The last category, referred to as “leadership
behaviors” lists, for example, transformational leadership, articulating a vision, providing an
appropriate model and leader-member exchange. (Podsakoff et al. 2000, p. 527- 528)
While some of the variables mentioned above have proved to be significantly correlated with
OCB, others have not. Employee satisfaction, organizational commitment, perceptions of
fairness, and perceptions of leader supportiveness all have proved as being significantly
linked to OCB and thus “appear to be important determinants of citizenship behaviors.”
Among dispositional factors agreeableness, conscientiousness and positive affectivity
seemed to have the strongest effects, according to Podsakoff et al. (2000, p. 530-532).
Whether this might be supported, shall be analyzed in the fourth chapter of my thesis.
Furthermore, studies have proved a significant correlation between role perceptions and at
least some factors of OCB, which is not the case for demographic variables- for example no
evidence has been found to prove a correlation between gender and OCB. Nevertheless,
Podsakoff et al. pointed out that additional evidence was needed in order to totally exclude a
relationship between demographic variables and OCB. Almost no employee characteristic
(including ability, experience, knowledge and professional orientation) has a strong relation
to OCB. On the contrary task characteristics have a significant correlation with OCB. Among
the last category of antecedents transformational leadership behaviors and some forms of
transactional leadership behaviors have proved to be consistently and significantly correlated
to OCB (or at least to some forms of OCB). (Podsakoff et al. 2000, p. 530-532)
“In summary, job attitudes, task variables, and various types of leader behaviors appear to
be more strongly related to OCBs than the other antecedents.” (Podsakoff et al. 2000, p.
532) Nevertheless, the relation between OCB and its dispositional antecedents was
examined in various studies even after the above mentioned study of Podsakoff et al. and
will therefore be analyzed in detail in the fourth chapter of my work. Additionally, conclusions
in accordance to these findings will be drawn, as I assume that Podsakoff et al. did not take
all the findings on dispositional antecedents into account when they conducted their study.
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2.7.

Conclusion

So far, there has been presented a detailed definition of the concept of OCB and its
dimensions. Furthermore, I have placed OCB within the context of organizational theory.
Within this second chapter theories of similar concepts, that provided a basis for OCB, have
been analyzed in order to show that the roots of OCB were established half a decade before
the concept of OCB, as we call it today, was developed. It is reasonable to assume that
Barnard’s (1938, p.83) concept of “willingness to cooperate”, Roethilisberger and Dickson’s
(1939) “informal collaboration” and Katz and Kahn’s (1967, p. 337) “patterns of individual
behavior” are the roots of the phenomenon later labeled organizational citizenship behavior.
I have proceeded with comparing OCB to other concepts. These similar, but slightly different
concepts are extra-role behavior, prosocial behavior and contextual performance. Finally I
have listed and shortly described several categories of antecedents of OCB and their
subordinated traits. Chapter 2.6 (antecedents of OCB) has established a linkage to the
following two main chapters of the thesis, as they will focus on one category of antecedentsthe dispositional one- and its significance for predicting individual OCB behavior.
The following chapter will in short assess the theory behind the term “disposition”. I will
describe the five-factor-model of personality, as well as the concept of prosocial personality,
in order to assess the linkage between personality and OCB in chapter number four. I have
chosen to focus on the five-factor-model, as far as the measurement of personality is
concerned, as it is one of the most important empirically relevant tools to measure
disposition. After having given some theoretical input on disposition in chapter three, I will
focus on assessing the linkage between the various dispositional factors and OCB
dimensions in the fourth chapter of my work.
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3. Theoretical constructs of disposition
The third chapter of my thesis represents, together with the second one, the basis for the
fourth chapter, which will establish the linkage between OCB (described in the second
chapter) and disposition (defined in the third chapter). Before arguing why it is reasonable to
assume that dispositional factors, respectively one’s personality and affectivity, influence
behavior, I will present a tool to assess dispositional factors. I have chosen the most famous
personality model- the Five-Factor-Model - and another one that has been examined in
respect to its link to OCB- the concept of Prosocial Personality.
I want to point out that the constructs of disposition mentioned in the following chapter are
only chosen in reference to their link to OCB. The two concepts of personality mentioned
above have been examined within studies focusing on potential dispositional antecedents of
OCB. I have therefore chosen those concepts to work with in my thesis as well, even though
there might be other dispositional antecedents of OCB as well and respectively other
concepts of disposition too. Nevertheless without any doubt most research on OCBs’
dispositional antecedents was conducted using the five-factor-model of personality that is
why I will also put the focus on this concept in the first place.
3.1.

The Five-Factor-Model of personality

The five factor model of personality traits is a concept that has been developed, interpreted
and changed within a period of about 50 years. Due to the differences concerning the
interpretation of the five main factors of personality I first want to give a short definition of the
essence of personality traits, then present diverging views of different researchers and
afterwards link the various personality factors to the concept of OCB.
“Personality traits refer to enduring patterns of thought, emotion and behavior that are not
likely to change over time and explain people’s behavior across different situations.” (Costa
and McCrae 1989, cited in: Singh and Singh 2009, p.291)
McDougall (1932) was the first to mention that, “Personality may to advantage be broadly
analyzed into five distinguishable but separate factors namely “Intellect”, “Character”,
“Temperament”, “Disposition” and “Temper”…” (McDougall 1932, p.15)
In the following decade other researchers tried to develop more complex systems to assess
people’s personalities, but a tendency to refocus on five factors could be seen in the studies
of Tupes and Christal for example. In the 1960ies they reanalyzed the results of other
researchers (Cattell and Fiske) and found that there was support for five factors: “Surgency”,
“Emotional Stability”, “Agreeableness”, “Dependability” and “Culture”. Later it turned out that
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these factors were quite similar to those accepted by researchers today. (Barrick and Mount
1991, p.2) Even though Tupes and Christal found similar factors to describe personalities as
the five factors commonly used nowadays, their work had little impact on personality
research as it was published in an insignificant Air Force technical report. (Digman 1990,
p.419)
The five factor model was confirmed by several studies, the most important among them
conducted by Norman. Norman named the personality factors as follows: “Extraversion”,
“Emotional Stability”, “Agreeableness”, “Conscientiousness” and “Culture”. His factors are
commonly used and therefore are named “Norman’s big five” or simply the “Big Five”.
The five-factor-model became a standard model for assessing personality in research, thus
confirming its robustness. Nevertheless there are non-supporters too, one of them, Hogan
(1986), lists six main factors of personality. The main difference to the common five-factor
concept is the splitting of the “Extraversion” dimension into “Sociability” and “Ambition”. While
the majority of researchers agree on the number of factors, their interpretation has led to
disagreement among researchers. (Barrick and Mount 1991, p.2-4)
There is a general agreement on two dimensions “Extraversion” and “Emotional Stability”
(respectively “Neuroticism”). The interpretation of these two dimensions can be ascribed to
Eysenck.
“Extraversion”, also referred to as “Surgency”, is associated with “being sociable, gregarious,
assertive, talkative and active”. (Barrick and Mount 1991, p.3)
According to Hogan, who has split “Extraversion” into “Sociability” and “Ambition”, the latter
one includes components such as initiative and impetuous, while expressiveness and
exhibitionism are included in “Sociability”. (Barrick and Mount 1991, p.2-4)
The second dimension “Emotional Stability” is also called “Neuroticism” and includes traits
such as anxiety, depression, anger, embarrassment, emotionality, insecurity and worries.
(Barrick and Mount 1991, p.2-4)
The third dimension is most commonly referred to as “Agreeableness” or “Likeability” and
includes traits such as “courteous, flexible, trusting, good-natured, cooperative, forgiving,
soft-hearted, and tolerant.” (Barrick and Mount 1991, p.4)
The fourth dimension has been given very diverging names and has been interpreted quite
differently. It is most commonly called “Conscientiousness” or “Conscience” (Norman 1963,
Costa and McCrae, 1985). Some researchers (e.g: Digman, 1989; Smith, 1967) think that
this dimension has a close link to educational achievements and therefore call it “Will to
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achieve” or “Will”. The essence of this dimension has not been agreed upon. It is sometimes
understood to be linked to dependability and thus includes being careful, responsible and
organized. Others interpret it more in the direction of volition and describe it through traits like
“hardworking, achievement-oriented, and persevering”. (Barrick and Mount 1991, p.4)
The most difficult definition to agree upon was the one of the last dimension. It has most
frequently been called “Intellect” or “Intelligence”. Others label it “Openness to experience”
(McCrae and Costa, 1985) or “Culture” (Norman, 1963). Traits commonly associated with
this dimension are imagination, curiosity, broad-mindedness, intelligence and artistic
sensitivity. (Barrick and Mount 1991, p.4-5)
The development of the five-factor model of personality was of high significance for further
research in the field of personnel psychology as the model provides a common taxonomy for
studying differences between personalities. (Barrick and Mount 1991, p.4-5)
For the assessment of linkages between OCB dimensions and personality factors I will
choose the following five factors: “Extraversion”, “Emotional Stability”,
“Agreeableness”, “Conscientiousness” and “Openness to Experience”. (Barrick and
Mount 1991, p.5)
Note that all factors include specific traits- subordinated personality variables- that altogether
characterize the specific personality factor. Personalities are different not only in respect to
the occurrence of one trait or the absence of the same trait, but they also differ in intensity of
one trait. All the factors include their exact opposites within their definition. Meaning that for
example extraversion includes its opposite meaning- introversion- as well. I will only provide
one list of certain traits for each dimension, and not assess the same traits twice for the other
extreme value. Metaphorically speaking this means that the degree to which extent a specific
trait occurs marks the position of an individual on the line between the two extreme values of
one dimension (for example between introversion and extraversion) and thereby leads to the
conclusion whether a person is introvert or extrovert.
The table on the following page will conclude this chapter by providing an overview of all the
five factors including their most common traits. The next chapter provides the reader with a
description of the concept of prosocial personality. This concept of disposition will be
presented in my thesis as basis for an alternative way to link personality and OCB.
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Extraversion

Emotional

Agreeableness

Conscientiousness Openness to

Stability

Experience

•

sociable

•

anxious

•

courteous

•

careful

•

imaginative

•

gregarious

•

depressive

•

flexible

•

responsible

•

curious

•

assertive

•

angry

•

trusting

•

organized

•

•

talkative

•

embarrassed •

•

hardworking

•

•

•

insecure

achievementoriented

intelligent

•

emotional

•

•

active

goodnatured

broadminded

artistically
sensitive

•

worried

•

cooperative

•

forgiving

•

soft-hearted

•

tolerant

•

persevering

Table 1: The big five personality factors (summarizing Barrick and Mount 1991, p.3-5)

3.2.

The concept of Prosocial Personality

Although Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie (2006, p.5) argue that it is unclear whether a
“prosocial personality” exists or not, they do make a point that some research indicates that
”...a somewhat greater tendency toward helping exists among those who are socially well
adjusted and generally lacking in neurotic symptoms, and extroverted.”
Nevertheless other researchers used the term “prosocial personality” and developed a
certain scale to measure it.
“In the early 1990s, Penner and his colleagues began to develop a scale that measured a
prosocial personality orientation- an enduring predisposition to feel concern about the welfare
of other people, to think about their best interests, and to engage in actions on their behalf.”
(Penner, Midili and Kegelmeyer, 1997, p. 121)
Their initial model of measurement was a 128-item scale. It was a composition of variables
from many other personality measure scales. They chose only those items that had been
confirmed by other models or theories of helping to be associated with prosocial tendencies.
One example of such an item is empathy, because innumerous theories that explain why
people offer help, include empathy as a main reason for helping behavior. The scale to
measure prosocial tendencies in personalities was called Prosocial Personality Battery
(PSB). The final version of the PSB consists of 56 items only. (Penner, Midili and
Kegelmeyer, 1997, p. 121)
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The scales included in the PSB assess the affinity to
“experience affective empathy (Empathetic Concern), cognitive empathy (Perspective
Taking), and egocentric or self-oriented empathy (Personnel Distress…), feel responsibility
for one’s own actions and the welfare of others (..), use certain rules when making moral
decisions (..), and offer help to needy individuals and groups (..).” (Penner, Midili and
Kegelmeyer, 1997, p. 121)
The items have finally been summarized to two distinguishable factors of a prosocial
personality. Those factors are firstly the Other-Oriented Empathy and secondly Helpfulness.
The first one means “the tendency to experience empathy for, and to feel responsibility and
concern about, the well-being of others, in other words prosocial thoughts and feelings.” The
latter one is “a self-reported history of engaging in helpful actions and an absence of
egocentric physical reactions to other’s distress, in other words prosocial behavior.” (Penner,
Midili and Kegelmeyer, 1997, p. 121)
Having now defined the so-called prosocial personality, the linkage to OCB will be examined
in detail in chapter 4.2 of the thesis.
3.3.

Conclusion

So far the third chapter has provided a description of dispositional constructs that have found
their way into research on the dispositional antecedents of OCB. The five-factor-model of
personality is the most prominent among them, it is very often used for assessing personality
and linking it to other fields of research. The concept of prosocial personality is less often
used, but there are some studies on OCB that have tried to establish a link between
prosocial personality and OCB.
The fourth chapter will present the analysis and interpretation of different findings on the
linkage between OCB and dispositional factors. It will provide an answer to my research
questions posed in the first chapter (see chapter 1.2). In addition to this I would like to finish
the fourth chapter by critically commenting on the research methods used.
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4. The linkage between disposition and OCB
This chapter will provide a meta-analysis of numerous studies conducted in order to assess
the linkage between dispositional factors and OCB. I first want to provide the reader with
some reasonable arguments why it is justifiable to suspect that disposition influences OCB
and thereby answer my first research question, which is: Which arguments support the
assumption that disposition influences behavior? (see chapter 1.2) I will then proceed by
listing the big five factors of personality and assess the linkage between each of them and
OCB. Additionally the concept of prosocial personality should be as well examined in
reference to its linkage to OCB. This part of the chapter will give an answer to the second
research question, which is: Which personality factor(s) is/are positively related to one or
several OCB dimensions and how can this be explained? Finally, I would like to provide the
reader with a critical review on the empirical methods used within the studies.
4.1.

Behavior as a function of attitudes and disposition

This chapter is devoted to explaining why it is justifiable to assume that there is a linkage
between attitudes/disposition and behavior, in general, and OCB specifically. In this part of
my work I would like to find reasonable arguments to corroborate the assumption that OCB is
significantly influenced by dispositional factors, such as one’s personality and answer the first
research question posed in chapter 1.2. After having hypothesized the assumed linkage, I
will proceed with the analysis of empirical results to prove the assumption.
The first attitudinal factors, which were assumed to have an impact on specific behaviors,
were job attitudes, in the aggregate called job satisfaction. The assumed linkage between
personality traits and OCB derived from the assumptions made on the link between attitudes
and behavior.
According to Weiss and Adler (1990, cited in Organ, Podsakoff and Mackenzie 2006, p.65)
behavior is different in “strong” and “weak” situations. They describe “strong” situations as
those “that are uniformly encoded, generate uniform expectancies, and offer compelling
incentives for performance”, in contrast to that, “weak” situations are characterized by the
opposite features.
OCB is described as behavior that occurs in “weak” situations, where attitudes and
dispositions, in the form of personality traits, are likely to appear and manifest themselves
within the behavior, whereas in “strong” situations the individual’s behavior is restricted by
rules and therefore can be in contrast to disposition and attitudes. “Neither attitudes nor
personality variables predict behavior well in situations marked by strong incentives, societal
norms, or pressure to behave in a particular fashion.” (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie
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2006, p.66)
What is more, attitudes or personality traits tend to be more influential regarding “cumulative
patterns or trends of behavior” in a longer period of time in situations marked by moderate
external influences on behavior, in contrast to “specific behavior in a single time and place”.
These tendencies support the assumption that attitudes and personality do have an influence
on OCB, regarding OCB as tendencies of behaviors that are discretionary and
spontaneously in occurrence rather than a precisely specified behavior towards a certain
circumstance. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 66)
The “satisfaction causes performance” hypothesis was defended for a long time, even
though empirical evidence did not support the hypothesis. It seems to be justifiable to claim
that positive job attitudes and job satisfaction may lead to positive behavior in the job as
there are many examples in every-day-life supporting this assumption. For example, people
perform better in things they like, than in others they do not favor as much. Thus one
naturally tends to assume that someone who likes his/her job will perform well in it, and the
other way around. “Therefore, it would seem to make sense that the greater the overall job
satisfaction (…), the more productive and the better the performance of the individual.”
(Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.67)
Nevertheless, as mentioned above, the empirical evidence found to support this hypothesis,
has remained weak unless one distinguishes between different forms of performance. If
performance is seen as a conglomerate of task performance and contributions to the
organization or “patterns of cooperation and commitment”, the “satisfaction causes
performance” hypothesis can be analyzed in light of the above mentioned facets of
performance. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p.67-70)
The question I would like to answer now is why OCB and other forms of commitment could
be predicted in a better way by attitudes and personality factors than task performance.
Task performance is very dependent on ability and technology, in contrast OCB is much less
influenced by one’s ability (even though offering help in specific situations does require some
sort of ability). (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 70-71) For example, sticking to
the rules of an organization, supporting its image and not complaining about trivial matters do
not require specific abilities.
“The fact that OCB- this generalized willingness to cooperate- can take so many varied forms
and be suited to a variety of situations... renders it eminently viable as a means of expressing
positive job attitudes.” (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 71)
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Assuming that OCB is not significantly depending on one’s ability, theoretically everyone is
able to engage in OCB, but in fact not every person (even in face of similar working
conditions and job environment) shows the same sort and level of commitment as his/ her
colleagues. As a consequence I would like to point out that there must be other factors (than
ability) that determine and influence the occurrence of OCB. That is why it is reasonable to
think that OCB is determined to a broad extent by attitudes, such as job satisfaction, and
disposition, explained through personality factors.
In general the conclusion for the “personality- performance proposition” is very similar to the
satisfaction- performance hypothesis. Empirical studies have also missed to prove the
potential linkage between personality traits and performance just like they have done in the
case of satisfaction and performance. What is more, “the same arguments for why job
satisfaction should predict OCB better than task performance also apply to personality.”
(Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 81) Similar to job attitudes personality factors
predict patterns of behavior better during a longer period of time within “weak” situations,
where pressures, norms and rules are less restrictive and leave personality traits find their
way into behavior. Each of the big five personality factors is supposed to influence different
dimensions of OCB in varying intensity. Agreeableness that consists of a friendly and
pleasant manner towards the others, is supposed to correlate positively with the OCB
dimensions of helping, courtesy and sportsmanship, as such people are hypothesized to
offer help voluntarily in order to react to the needs of others and thereby avoid to offend
them. Another personality factor that is supposed to predict OCB is conscientiousness. This
dimension includes traits such as being dependent, organized, self-disciplined and
persevering and is therefore claimed to have a link to compliance, which represents more
impersonal forms of OCB directed to the job itself and the organization. Conscientiousness is
likely to have an impact on civic virtue, including being punctual and following the rules of the
organization even if one is not monitored. Neuroticism (respectively emotional stability) is
also supposed to have connections to OCB, because emotionally stable people are more
open to problems of others than emotionally instable people who are often overstrained with
their own problems and are, consequently, less likely to engage in helping behavior. One can
also claim that the personality factor of extraversion might have a link to OCB, because
extroverts generally respond more to their social surroundings than introverts do. (Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 81-82)
Having now provided the reader with reasonable arguments for the assumption that
behavior, especially in “weak situations”, is influenced by attitudes and disposition, I would
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like to underlay these assumptions with empirical proves provided by researchers working on
the construct of OCB and its dispositional antecedents.
4.2.

The link between personality factors and OCB dimensions

Referring to the potential explanations why personality could have an effect on OCB, I would
like to proceed with the presentation of several research results that provide support for the
assumptions made above. I will do so by listing each of the big five personality factors and
assess their linkage to the OCB dimensions separately.
4.2.1. The linkage between agreeableness and OCB
As mentioned before (in chapter 3.1) people scoring high on the personality factor of
agreeableness, also referred to as likeability, are described as being “courteous, flexible,
trusting, good-natured, cooperative, forgiving, soft-hearted, and tolerant.” (Barrick and Mount
1991, p.4) As a consequence of the friendly and pleasant manner towards the others, which
is associated with being agreeable, this personality factor is suspected to correlate positively
with the OCB dimensions of helping, courtesy and sportsmanship, as such people are
hypothesized to offer help voluntarily in order to react to the needs of others and thereby
avoid to offend them. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 81-82)
In the following paragraph I would like to present the results of four study papers issued one
after the other within a short period of time. I have chosen those four papers, because they
are worth mentioning in respect to the supposed linkage between agreeableness and OCB.
Two of them represent a summary of various resembling studies conducted up to the year
1995. What is more all of them presented not very promising results for proving a positive
linkage between agreeableness and OCB.
The first paper is not very promising in terms of supporting an assumed linkage between the
personality dimension of agreeableness and OCB. Nonetheless, it should be mentioned here
as it most certainly provided a good summary of the results of studies analyzing the linkage
between personality and OCB up to the year of 1994. In the same year Organ published a
research paper aiming at assessing the influence of personality dimensions on OCB. He tried
to establish a linkage between personality and OCB synonymously to the linkage between
job attitudes and OCB. His work showed no meta-analytical character, it was rather a
discussion paper giving explanations that support the idea of a potential linkage between
OCB and personality. (Organ 1994, p. 465-469) This paper represents the second one that
should be mentioned in this context. As far as agreeableness is concerned Organ assumes
that this factor of personality seems to be the perfect counterpart of the OCB dimension of
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“altruism”, as agreeableness measures one’s generosity, friendliness, helpfulness and
courtesy. (Organ 1994, p. 471) Despite the supposed logical linkage between
agreeableness and OCB mentioned in the sentence above, Organ (1994) could not provide a
sufficient number of studies that confirmed his assumptions. On the contrary, most of the
studies conducted in this field before 1994 provided little basis to think that OCB is
significantly influenced by dispositional factors. Barrick, Mount and Strauss (1992), for
instance, found no significant correlation between agreeableness and compliance, altruism
and other OCB dimensions. Konovsky and Organ (1993) found correlations below 0.10 for
agreeableness and compliance, altruism and other OCB dimensions. Slightly more promising
results were provided by Moorman (1990). His results proved a correlation of 0.12 between
agreeableness and altruism, 0.11between agreeableness and compliance and 0.13 between
agreeableness and other OCB dimensions. (Organ 1994, p. 465-469) Although Organ
concludes that the linkage between personality factors and OCB dimensions seems so far
unsupportable, he criticizes the methods used (mostly self- or other-ratings) and suggests
further research. (Organ 1994, p. 474)
Organ and his colleagues conducted two studies in the following year to retest the influence
of dispositional factors on OCB. The first one conducted by Organ and Ryan (1995) was a
meta-analytic review of 55 studies examining attitudinal and dispositional predictors of OCB.
Organ and Ryan analyzed four major journals within the period of 1983 to 1994 and
summarized the results of articles dealing with OCB and its dispositional and attitudinal
antecedents. (Organ and Ryan 1995, p. 775-780)
As far as dispositional antecedents were concerned the two authors only took into account
two factors of the big five personality factors- namely agreeableness and conscientiousness.
Additionally they examined two other factors of disposition- negative and positive affectivity.
The two authors found no significant correlation between dispositional antecedents and OCB
(with the exception of conscientiousness) and admitted that the most important moderator of
these correlations were self- versus other- ratings. “Self-ratings are associated with higher
correlations,…, and much greater variance in correlation.” (Organ and Ryan 1995, p. 775)
Organ and Ryan listed each dimension of OCB and compared separately the correlation of
each of them with the dispositional and attitudinal antecedents. In comparison to the
correlation between satisfaction and altruism, the correlation between dispositional variables
(agreeableness, conscientiousness, negative and positive affectivity) was very weak. The
only significant correlation of any dispositional variable and altruism was between
conscientiousness and altruism, but only in the case when altruism was measured by selfratings. The analysis of compliance and other OCB dimensions showed approximately the
same correlations, although it has to be noted that Organ and Ryan found no studies that
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examined a potential linkage between sportsmanship, civic virtue or courtesy and any
dispositional factor. The studies they found, which examined other OCB dimensions as
compliance or altruism, focused only on their linkage to satisfaction. (Organ and Ryan 1995,
p. 788-791)
Within the same year Organ and one of his colleagues conducted another study of similar
content. It was titled “Personality, satisfaction and organizational citizenship behavior” (Organ
and Lingl, 1995). This is the third article I would like to mention in reference to the linkage
between agreeableness and OCB. Organ and Lingl again examined the two personality
factors- agreeableness and conscientiousness- and their influence on variance between job
satisfaction and OCB. Although the results supported the assumption that personality
influences job satisfaction, they did not support the assumption that personality influences
OCB in the same way. Organ and Lingl found no correlation between agreeableness and
OCB, but a significant correlation between agreeableness and satisfaction. The two authors
nevertheless admitted that: “Although agreeableness did not here exhibit a statistically
reliable prediction of altruism, the coefficient was larger and positive in magnitude than its
coefficient with respect to compliance.” (Organ and Lingl 1995, p. 339)
Finally I would like to present the results of the study conducted by Organ and Konovsky in
1996. The authors tried to find an answer to the question whether certain dispositional
factors, such as agreeableness and conscientiousness, could determine the relation between
contextual work attitudes and OCB. Organ and Konovsky predicted a significant correlation
between agreeableness and three OCB dimensions, namely altruism, courtesy and
sportsmanship. But the data collected could not confirm a positive relation as supposed.
(Organ and Konovsky 1996, p. 253, 261)
Summing up those four studies mentioned above (Organ 1994, Organ and Ryan 1995,
Organ and Lingl 1995, Organ and Konovsky 1996) I have to admit that all of them disproved
the fact that agreeableness has a significant influence on OCB. Nevertheless I have found
one study that came to the opposite conclusion. It was a study titled “Does personality
predict organizational citizenship behavior among managerial personnel” (Singh and Singh,
2009) conducted and published in India. The researchers used the NEO five-factor inventory
to assess the personality, as well as self- and other-ratings of OCB. They came to the
conclusion that agreeableness was significantly positively correlating with all the five OCB
dimensions, except civic virtue (p<0.01). The correlation between agreeableness and
altruism was 0.46, the correlation between agreeableness and compliance amounted to 0.26,
the correlation between agreeableness and sportsmanship made up 0.44 and the one with
courtesy 0.43. (Singh and Singh 2009, p. 293) The study also included another scale
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measuring personality as a potential predictor of OCB. That scale, which represented the
result of a hierarchical regression analysis, showed the percentage of variance in OCB that is
caused by personality factors. (Singh and Singh 2009, p. 291-294) The results showed that
personality factors were “… explaining 12% of the total variance in conscientiousness, 9% of
the total variance in sportsmanship, 13% of the total variance in civic virtue, 16% of the total
variance in courtesy and 18% of the total variance in the altruism dimension of OCB” (Singh
and Singh, 2009, p. 296). When considering the personality dimension of agreeableness
separately, it explained 30% of variance in altruism, 19 % of variance in sportsmanship and
10% of variance in courtesy. The variance in courtesy, caused by agreeableness,
nevertheless remained insignificant as it made up only 10%. (Singh and Singh 2009, p. 294)
The regression analysis proves that personality dimensions are not the only predictors of
OCB, but in some cases personality dimensions are responsible for significant variance in
certain dimensions of OCB. Agreeableness, in this case, proved the strongest influence on
altruistic forms of OCB and consequently confirmed the assumption that people, who are
generally friendly and good-natured are more open for the concerns of others and are more
likely to behave in a helpful way. Even more it is quite likely that these people not only help
others more often to solve their problems, but they might as well try to avoid creating
problems for others, as can be seen in the 10% variance in the dimension of courtesy,
caused by agreeableness. What is more, agreeableness also accounted for almost 20% of
variance in sportsmanship. This leads to the conclusion that people scoring high on
agreeableness, are more willing to accept inconveniences without complaining. This might
be due to the generally positive attitude that such people might have.
Summing up the results of this study, agreeableness is positively related to all dimensions of
OCB, except civic virtue. Furthermore the regression analysis proved significant positive
associations with sportsmanship and altruism. Konovsky and Organ (1996) as well predicted
positive correlations between agreeableness and three OCB dimensions (altruism, courtesy
and sportsmanship), but the correlations they found were very weak. (Singh and Singh 2009,
p. 295) Furthermore, Elanain (2007, p. 37, 38) also came to the conclusion that
agreeableness was positively related to overall OCB (correlation of 0.36, p< .01), but in the
second step the hierarchical regression analysis proved no significant relation between
agreeableness and OCB.
Singh and Singh sum up that it is not very surprising that agreeableness has a significant
influence on OCB, as “... agreeable employees show higher levels of interpersonal
competence”. (Witt et al. 2002 cited in: Singh and Singh 2009, p. 295)
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In conclusion one can say that a larger number of studies have disproved the hypothesized
linkage between agreeableness and OCB, compared to a few ones that have been able to
confirm positive correlations. Nevertheless the arguments found within most of the studies
support the assumed linkage. One shall not forget that most of the studies use similar scales
to measure agreeableness, therefore it is not surprising at all that there is not much
difference in outcome. That means that different types of measurement might possibly lead
to different results.
4.2.2. The linkage between conscientiousness and OCB
Numerous studies have proved that conscientiousness is positively linked to OCB. The
correlation between this personality factor and various OCB dimensions is much stronger
than the correlation of the previously mentioned personality dimension- agreeableness- and
OCB.
Conscientiousness includes traits such as being dependent, organized, self-disciplined and
persevering and is therefore claimed to have a link to more impersonal forms of OCB, such
as compliance and civic virtue, directed to the job itself and the organization. (Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 81-82) Surprisingly researchers also observed
correlations with other dimensions of OCB to which the linkage was not foreseen in contrast
to the two dimensions mentioned above. The examination of various studies assessing the
linkage of personality and OCB has drawn a clear picture. Conscientiousness is among all
five personality dimensions without any doubt the one that showed the strongest influence on
OCB as can be seen from the results listed in the following paragraph.
Although Organ (1994, p. 465) argued that OCB was not best predicted by the traits of one
personality factor only, but rather by a personality profile comprising different factors of the
big five, conscientiousness, or at least some facets of it, doubtlessly directly influence the
occurrence of OCB directly. Organ (1994) summarized results confirming the importance of
conscientiousness in this context. For instance Barrick, Mount and Strauss (1992) found a
0.23 correlation between conscientiousness and altruism and 0.30 between
conscientiousness and compliance (Barrick, Mount and Strauss 1992, cited in: Organ 1994,
p. 469). This significant correlation was also confirmed by Organ and Lingl (1995, p. 339).
Another study that observed the linkage between disposition and OCB offered some
interesting results. By analyzing the influence of agreeableness, conscientiousness, as well
as positive and negative affectivity on various OCB dimensions Organ and Ryan (1996, p.
788) came to the conclusion that altruism was better predicted by attitudinal factors in
comparison to dispositional factors. In contrast to this, conscientiousness is almost as
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reliable in predicting altruism as work attitudes are, but only when self-ratings of altruism are
included. As opposed to the dimension of altruism compliance is as well predicted by
disposition as it is by attitudes. In this case conscientiousness predicts compliance at the
same level as attitudinal variables do even if only other-ratings of OCB and
conscientiousness are taken into consideration. Still, it should be noticed that the use of
other-ratings for assessing the OCB dimensions and the personality factors is most probably
the strongest moderator within this relationship, as can clearly be seen in the following
results. When studies with self-ratings were included the correlation between
conscientiousness and compliance amounted to 0.467, in comparison to 0.228, when only
other-ratings were used. Although conscientiousness proved to be a solid predictor of
compliance this was not the case for any other dimension of OCB. Conscientiousness did not
significantly correlate neither with sportsmanship, nor civic virtue, nor courtesy. (Organ and
Ryan, 1996, p. 788-789, 791) Organ and one of his colleagues conducted another study with
similar content within the same year. The authors tried to find out whether the dispositional
factors of agreeableness, conscientiousness and equity sensitivity could determine the
relationship between work attitudes and OCB. They once again confirmed that
conscientiousness was (among those three dispositional factors) the only personality trait,
which significantly influenced some forms of OCB. The results were quite similar to those
found out by Organ and Ryan. While job attitudes influenced almost all factors of OCB
(except compliance) more heavily than dispositional variables, compliance was significantly
and most strongly influenced by conscientiousness. Additionally, this study proved that
conscientiousness predicted compliance even better than general satisfaction or
organizational fairness did. Furthermore, conscientiousness was also significantly related to
civic virtue and altruism. Summing up the results of this study the authors pointed out that in
reference to the fact that conscientiousness accounted for an outstanding amount of
variance in compliance, civic virtue and altruism, this personality dimension had to be
considered as an important predictor of some forms of OCB. (Organ and Konovsky 1996, p.
259, 261)
Although the above mentioned studies all strongly support the assumption that the
personality factor of conscientiousness is an important predictor of at least some facets of
OCB, I would like to mention some other, more recent, studies in this context as well.
A substantial thesis about the big five personality factors and their influence on
organizational outcomes was written in 2004. Within this thesis personality factors were
examined in order to assess their linkage to forms of organizational performance, among
them OCB, which was divided into two dimensions within this study. The first dimension,
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OCBI, summed up all the citizenship behaviors directed toward individuals, such as altruistic
behavior for example. The other dimension, OCBO, included all the impersonal variations of
OCB, including compliance. Conscientiousness was positively correlating with OCBO within
this study. (Usman 2004, p. 79)
A recent study, hypothesizing the positive linkage of conscientiousness and overall OCB,
also confirmed a significant correlation of the two variables, although the measurement of
OCB was slightly different to the one that is commonly used. It was in this case composed of
interpersonal helping, individual initiative, personal industry and loyal boosterism. (Elenain
2007, p. 36, 37)
Within the same year another author conducted a study where the citizenship behavior of
teachers towards the school, towards students and towards colleagues was tested. Although
OCB was in this case observed in a slightly different context than traditionally (as it is
commonly observed in profit-oriented organizations) the results might be interesting for a
business context too, regarding students as customers and the school as an organization in
its broader sense. The results showed that conscientiousness was significantly correlating
with OCB towards the students, and not as might be supposed with OCB towards the school.
This means that careful and responsible people, scoring high on conscientiousness, are
obviously more concerned about people affected by their work, than the organization itself.
(Van Emmerik and Euwema 2007, p. 530) If we synonymously transfer these results to a
profit seeking organization one might expect that conscientious employees are more
concerned about the customers than dedicating extra efforts to the organization itself. In
order to prove these assumptions further research will be needed in a profit-seeking
organization.
Additional research in this field was later provided by Singh and Singh, two authors who
conducted a study analyzing OCB among 188 front-level managers in India. The two authors
found out that conscientiousness was significantly correlating with all five OCB dimensions.
The table with results of the correlation analysis showed: 0.37 correlation between
conscientiousness and compliance1, 0.41 correlation between conscientiousness and
sportsmanship, 0.25 correlation between conscientiousness and civic virtue, 0.48 between
conscientiousness and courtesy and 0.37 between conscientiousness and altruism (with
p<0.01 in all five cases). (Singh and Singh 2009, p. 293) In a second step a hierarchical
regression analysis was conducted in order to test whether certain personality factors were
able to predict one or several OCB dimensions. The result concerning the personality factor

1

in the sample the name conscientiousness was used as for both the personality dimension and OCB dimension, it was
replaced by compliance in order to avoid confusions
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of conscientiousness, was the following: “The conscientiousness dimension of personality
was significantly positively associated with (the) conscientiousness (respectively compliance)
factor of OCB (a= 0.25, p<0.01), sportsmanship (a=0.20, p<0.05), civic virtue (a=0.27,
p<0.01), and courtesy (a=0.28, p<0.01).” (Singh and Singh 2009, p. 294) In other words this
result showed that conscientiousness was responsible for 25% of the variance in
compliance, 20% of the variance in sportsmanship, 27% in civic virtue and 28% of the
variance in courtesy.
If we consider the fact that conscientiousness proved to be positively linked to OCB, and
even more to account for significant variance in OCB, in at least those seven studies
mentioned above, one can doubtlessly conclude that the personality factor of
conscientiousness is a main predictor of OCB.
4.2.3. The linkage between extraversion and OCB
The previous two chapters have given a quite detailed insight into different findings
connecting agreeableness and OCB, respectively conscientiousness and OCB. As far as the
three remaining factors of the big five model are concerned, there is a clear tendency that
studies taking those personality factors into consideration are fewer in number. At the
beginning of research on personality factors as possible predictors of OCB an emphasis was
put on agreeableness and conscientiousness, as can be seen, for instance, in Organ and
Ryan (1995) and Organ and Konovsky (1996). For this reason I will also mention more
recent studies, which included the personality factor of extraversion as a possible antecedent
of OCB.
As mentioned in the paragraph above some of the studies taken into consideration in order
to assess the linkage between personality and OCB did not even include the dimension of
extraversion. One reason for that might be that the theoretical analysis that had been
conducted previously to the studies did not suppose any linkage between extraversion and
OCB as there did not seem to be any parallels in any dimension of OCB and the nature of
the personality dimension named extraversion. It seemed obvious to the researchers that the
connection between conscientiousness and impersonal aspects of OCB had to be stronger in
comparison to OCB as similar traits such as being punctual, disciplined and organized were
shared. On the contrary the concept of OCB, may it be directed toward individuals or toward
organizations, does not necessarily need to be linked to a personality factor, that assesses
whether a person is more open to others, especially unfamiliar people, or not. Nevertheless
there are certain arguments that do support the assumption that there is a linkage between
extraversion and OCB.
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“Extraversion”, also referred to as “Surgency”, is associated with “being sociable, gregarious,
assertive, talkative and active”. (Barrick and Mount 1991, p.3) In respect to the social
component of being extrovert it is likely that extrovert people engage more in OCB as they
are more responsive to their social surroundings and might therefore be more open to the
claims of others. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 81-82)
Although one can find studies that assume that extraversion influences variability in OCB, I
would like to list two studies that did not support this assumption. The first one analyzed the
big fives’ influence on organizational outcome. Although the dimension of extraversion was
hypothesized within this study to correlate positively with the personal components of OCB
(in this case referred to as “OCBI”), the correlation proved to be insignificant. (Usman 2004,
p. 79) Elanain (2007, p. 37) did not observe any significant correlation either between
extraversion and OCB within the hierarchical regression analysis used to measure the
variance in each OCB dimension caused by a specific personality factor. In contrast to those
findings, Singh and Singh (2009, p. 294) came to the following result: “The extraversion
dimension was significantly positively associated with conscientiousness2 (a=0.24, p<0.01),
civic virtue (a=0.23, p<0.01), courtesy (a=0.19, p<0.05), and altruism (a=0.19, p<0.05).”
At this point I would like to mention again the study conducted by Emmerik and Euwema
focusing on the occurrence of OCB among teachers at schools. The two authors argued that
scoring high on introversion (the opposite of extraversion) meant that one was shy and
therefore might not take an active role in social interactions, thus withdrawing from those
situations. Furthermore those people were limited in their social skills. They pointed out that
introversion measured one’s degree of involvement with others and consequently they
assumed that introversion was negatively related to OCB towards the school, towards
students and towards colleagues. (Emmerik and Euwema 2007, p. 530) The results of this
study “... indicate that extroverts and teachers open for experiences engaged more in OCB
towards their school, than introverts and less open for experiences do.” (Emmerik and
Euwema 2007, p. 530) Additionally the two authors found out that extrovert people were less
influenced by team leader effectiveness, while introverts were more sensitive concerning the
relation to their team leader. That leads to the conclusion that an effective team leader is
able to buffer the negative effects of introversion on the occurrence of OCB. (Emmerik and
Euwema 2007, p. 530)
Given that these results, collected within the context of an organization not seeking to make
a profit, might be observed also in a traditionally profit oriented organization, one can draw
2

In this study the authors used the initially used name for the OCB dimension of compliance
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important conclusions. If the effectiveness of team leaders does not only affect the
extraversion factor of personality, but also other ones, we can assume that it is probably not
essential to hire the person most likely to engage in OCB, but to lead him in a way that
compensates negative influences of certain personality dimensions so that citizenship
behaviors will occur naturally.
4.2.4

The linkage between emotional stability and OCB

Similarly to the previously mentioned personality dimension (extraversion) the first studies
that analyzed influence of personality factors on OCB did not include the factor of emotional
stability either, they only considered agreeableness and conscientiousness as possible
dispositional predictors of OCB. More recent studies on the contrary have included emotional
stability as a possible predictor of OCB as well and have provided interesting results.
“Emotional Stability” is also called “Neuroticism” and includes traits such as anxiety,
depression, anger, embarrassment, emotionality, insecurity and worries. (Barrick and Mount
1991, p.2-4) Emotionally stable people who score high on emotional stability (or low at
neuroticism if we put it the other way around), are more likely to perform OCB in comparison
to neurotic personalities. This is due to the fact that emotionally stable people are more open
to problems of others. Whereas emotionally instable people, in contrast to emotionally stable
people, are often overstrained with their own problems and are, consequently, less likely to
engage in helping behavior. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 81-82) Elanain, for
instance, argues that emotional stability was considered as a “… key dispositional
determinant of social behavior” (Barrick et al 2005 cited in Elanain 2007, p. 34) and therefore
will be positively related to OCB. The hierarchical regression analysis confirmed the
hypothesized linkage with a beta-coefficient of 0.13 (p<0.05). As a consequence Elanain
considered emotional stability as an important predictor when trying to assess how effective
people were in performing OCB. (Elanain 2007, p. 38-39) In comparison to the results that
Elanain (2007) found, Emmerik and Euwema (2007, p. 530) did not find support for their
hypothesis that neuroticism was negatively related to OCB. On the other hand they found out
about “… the buffering effects of team leader effectiveness for introversion and emotional
instability.” It seems that “… the engagement in OCB of emotionally instable persons
deteriorates without an effective team leader…” On the other hand an effective team leader
can outweigh the negative effects of emotional instability. (Emmerik and Euwema 2007, p.
530)
This result leads me to the conclusion that if one employee scores low on emotional stability,
he or she is not necessarily unable to perform OCB, but this employee needs more
encouragement from an effective team leader in order to engage in OCB.
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Interestingly there is also a study that disproved a supposed negative linkage between
neuroticism and OCB by measuring an unexpected positive relation between the two
variables. Although the correlation between neuroticism and OCBO (a measure of the
impersonal components of OCB) was rather small (ß= 0.10, p<0.06), still it was considered
as significant. (Usman 2004, p. 79) It is, nevertheless, very surprising that high scores on
neuroticism, respectively low scores on emotional stability, predict higher engagement in the
impersonal forms of OCB, such as compliance for example.
The results of the above mentioned study conflict with the results of a later conducted study
proving a significantly negative correlation between neuroticism and sportsmanship, courtesy
and altruism. (Singh and Singh 2009, p. 294) In other words high emotional stability is
positively related to sportsmanship, courtesy and altruism.
According to my point of view a positive linkage between emotional stability and various
forms of helping (altruism and courtesy), as well as avoiding problems and not complaining
about inconveniences (sportsmanship), sounds far more plausible than a negative correlation
between the same variables. One would naturally assume that a neurotic person complains
more about trivial matters and offers less help to others, as such a person might focus more
on his or her personal problems. On the contrary, as mentioned above, an emotionally stable
person feels freer to help others, as he or she might be more efficient in solving his or her
own problems and will not spend a lot of time focusing on trivial, insignificant problems.
Nevertheless, I would like to point out that, as far as the personality dimension of emotional
stability is concerned, there is still need for further research in order to draw reliable
conclusions. A relatively small number of findings, partly offering divergent and contradictory
results, are not adequate to draw general conclusions.
4.2.5. The linkage between openness to experience and OCB
This personality dimension is very broadly and differently interpreted. Traits commonly
associated with this dimension are imagination, curiosity, broad-mindedness, intelligence and
artistic sensitivity. (Barrick and Mount 1991, p.4-5)
According to Elanain (2007, p. 35), who found strong support for the hypothesized positive
linkage between openness to experience and OCB, gave the following explanation leading to
his hypothesis: “Open individuals also differ from more closed individuals in social attitudes,
and attitudes toward accepted values and assumptions. Importantly, open individuals display
a preference for variety, they enjoy grasping new ideas, and they have an intrinsic interest in
and appreciation for novelty. Thus, the study expects that persons high on openness to
experience are more likely to show OCB.” The hierarchical regression analysis used in that
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study to measure the percentage of variance that each personality factor exercises on the
various OCB dimensions strongly supported the author’s hypothesis. “…Openness to
experience was the strongest predictor of variation in OCB (ß= 0.35, p<0.01).” (Elanain 2007,
p. 37) Specifically the connection to impersonal forms of OCB seemed to be strong. The
research conducted on OCB among teachers confirmed that: “… extroverts and teachers
open for experience engaged more in OCBs towards their school than introverts and
teachers less open for experience do.” (Emmerik and Euwema 2007, p. 530) Although the
correlation between openness to experience and OCB towards the school was stronger (ß=
0.22, p<0.01) than the relation between openness to experience and OCB towards students
(ß= 0.12, p<0.01), both relations were significant in amount. (Emmerik and Euwema 2007, p.
530) The positive relation between openness to experience and impersonal forms of OCB
was also confirmed by Usman (2004, p. 79). The same study found as well, though not
hypothesized, a positive linkage between openness to experience and OCBI (forms of OCB
directed towards individuals). (Usman 2004, p. 80)
Summing up the promising results of those three studies mentioned above there is a strong
support to assume a positive correlation between OCB and openness to experience. The
linkage to impersonal forms of OCB, such as compliance, sportsmanship, and civic virtue
seems to be slightly stronger than the influence of openness to experience on forms of OCB
directed towards individuals, such as altruism and courtesy. Despite the fact that there is
strong support for the linkage between openness to experience and OCB, I would propose
further research in order to provide a solid empirical evidence for this relationship, as findings
up to now are quite rare in this respect.
4.2.6 The linkage between prosocial personality and OCB
Penner, Midili and Kegelmeyer (1997, p. 111) argue that the concept of prosocial personality
(see chapter 3.3) might be more reliable in predicting OCB than any other personality trait, as
it includes prosocial thoughts and actions.
Studies have analyzed the linkage between prosocial personality, including two different
factors of prosocial personality, and OCB. Those factors of prosocial personality are firstly
the “Other-Oriented Empathy” and secondly “Helpfulness”. The first one means “the
tendency to experience empathy for, and to feel responsibility and concern about, the wellbeing of others, in other words prosocial thoughts and feelings.” The latter one is “a selfreported history of engaging in helpful actions and an absence of egocentric physical
reactions to other’s distress, in other words prosocial behavior.” (Penner et al 1997, p. 121)
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Midili conducted a study in 1995 where employees of a large retail store had to fill out
questionnaires that assessed both types of prosocial behavior and two dimensions of OCB,
altruism and conscientiousness, respectively compliance. The author found a positive
correlation between other-oriented empathy and both OCB-dimensions, as well as between
helpfulness and compliance. In addition Midili and Penner (1997) conducted a study
including a hierarchical regression analysis including the same variables. The two authors
found out that each dimension of the prosocial personality battery (PSB) accounted for
significant unique variance in the prediction of altruism. Additionally other-oriented empathy
also accounted for significant unique variance in the compliance dimension. Nevertheless it
should be mentioned that both studies used self-reports of OCB only. (Penner et al 1997, p.
122)
When peer-ratings of OCB were used, both factors of the PSB positively correlated with
altruism and compliance. The hierarchical regression analysis including peer-ratings of OCB
showed that other-oriented empathy and helping were the only variables that accounted for
significant variance in altruism, additionally they also accounted for variance in compliance
beside other variables. These positive results, however, did not occur when supervisorratings were used. When supervisors rated the occurrence of OCB the correlation between
the PSB and OCB remained insignificant. (Penner et al 1997, p. 123)
Penner et al (1997) could not give comprehensible reasons for the big difference in results
when self- or peer-ratings had been used in comparison to supervisor-ratings. They,
however, emphasized that this should not undermine the general conclusion that could be
drawn from the studies mentioned above. The studies showed “… substantial and replicable
relations between personality measures and OCB”. (Penner et al 1997, p. 123)
The results of various studies conducted by Penner and Midili were retested by Wright and
Sablynski (2008). They analyzed the relationship between procedural justice, mood and
prosocial personality and their influence on an extra-role citizenship behavior. The authors
previously assessed each participant’s personality with the PSB. Two weeks later the
participants were invited to a laboratory session where they were given the opportunity to
engage in an extra-role behavior without knowing the real purpose of the study. The
correlational analysis to test whether both factors of the PSB were influencing the occurrence
of the extra-role citizenship behavior showed that neither dimension was significantly
correlated with the extra-role citizenship behavior. The multiple regression analysis
conducted afterwards showed that only perceptions of fairness could significantly influence
the variance in the extra-role citizenship behavior. The beta-coefficient of the helpfulness
dimension of the PSB, on the other hand, was only marginally significant, which means that
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helpfulness could only marginally influence extra-role citizenship behavior. (Wright and
Sablynski 2008, p. 397-402)
Concluding I would like to point out that the second study tested the influence of prosocial
personality on one specific citizenship behavior only. In this case only helpfulness could
account for a marginal proportion of variance in the citizenship behavior. One should be
aware of the fact that this test, conducted in a laboratory setting, is not suitable to be
generalized as does not reflect the multiplicity of OCB. On the other hand, Penner and Midili
(1997) found significant correlations between both factors of the PSB and OCB, at least for
those cases when OCB was assessed by self- or peer-ratings. Nonetheless, further research
is needed in order to answer the question why there are differences in the results when
supervisor-ratings of OCB are used. Additionally further research is also advisable to find
stronger support for the hypothesized positive linkage between prosocial personality and
OCB dimensions.
4.3.

Critical review of the empirical methods used

In this part of the thesis I would like to conclude the empirical review by commenting on and
discussing the research methods used in the study on the linkage between personality
factors, especially the five factor model, and OCB. In general there are three main points of
criticism that are worth mentioning in this respect. The first one is criticism concerning the
use of the five-factor model of personality to assess dispositional factors. The second main
point of criticism concerns the method of data-collection, in this case mainly the use of selfreports. Thirdly, I would like to critically comment on the organizational settings of research
and their consequence on empirical results.
Organ (1994) already mentioned, after having conducted a review on different studies about
personality factors and their linkage to OCB, the problem with the five-factor model of
personality. Among the studies Organ reviewed, he found out that the most disappointing
results (referring to the supposed link between OCB and personality) came from those
studies that adopted the personality factors unmodified from the five-factor model of
personality. (Organ 1994, p. 474) Organ and Konovsky (1996, p. 262) pointed out that
“…there is now evidence (…) that the Big Five rendering of traits, while useful at a globally
descriptive level of personality, is not the most promising approach to predicting workplace
contributions.” They further argued that the big five personality factors were too complex and
heterogeneous. (Organ and Konovsky 1996, p. 262) That complexity was a result of the fact
that one factor included a number of different traits, which were often not close enough to
each other in their very nature. Organ argued that “some aspects of Conscientiousness
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might relate to OCB, others might not; the same could be true for other dimensions of the Big
Five, such as Agreeableness.” (Organ 1994, p. 474) In order to avoid watering down the
influence of one specific trait by the influence of another trait the analysis of the influence of
single traits on certain types of OCB was worth being suggested. Organ (1994) even came
up with the idea that certain types of OCB might be better predicted by personality
dimensions composed of certain traits from different factors of the “big five”. He pointed out:
“Perhaps in our study of the chemistry of personality in the workplace we are too hung up on
single elements and underappreciate the richness of the compounds derived therefrom.”
(Organ 1994, p. 476) Hugh (1992) confirmed this view in her empirical work where she found
out that “the best dispositional predictors cut across some of the Big Five dimensions...”
(Organ and Konovsky 1996, p. 262) Although a mixture of traits belonging to different factors
of the big five, as well as the analysis of single traits and their influence on OCB might
provide a more suitable basis for promising results, the use of the traditional big five
personality factors provides several advantages. According to my point of view one of the
main advantages of the big five dimensions is that they provide comparability of the results of
different findings. As soon as researchers start to use individually defined or combined
factors (respectively traits) of personality, it will be almost impossible to compare the results
of one study with another one conducted by someone else. As a consequence I assume that
although one study might, for instance, prove a high correlation between a certain personality
trait and OCB, the linkage to other studies in this field would not be as strong anymore (due
to differences in measurement of personality) and the study would lose its reliability.
Nevertheless, I do share the doubts concerning the five factor model, but I also have to admit
that it is, still, the most commonly used model of personality and therefore most probably a
very good one that has proved its usefulness for decades.
The second major point of criticism, concerning the measurement of dispositional influence
on OCB, deals with the assessment of the variables. Organ (1994, p. 474) argues that “…the
prototypical study of personality and OCB uses self-ratings to measure personality and
supervisor ratings to assess OCB.” “This approach implicitly treats “personality” as the
structures and dynamics within the person and assumes that people can reliably and
accurately describe these structures and dynamics. “ (Organ and Ryan 1995, p. 795) In
contrast to the strongly subjective self-ratings of personality, Hogan (1991) suggests that
alternatively to this approach personality could be seen as social reputation, and thus should
be rated by others than oneself. (Hogan 1991 cited in Organ and Ryan 1995, p. 795) Organ
and Ryan (1995, p. 788-791) proved that in some cases the correlation between a specific
personality dimension and a certain form of OCB was insignificant, unless the personality
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factor was assessed by self-ratings (see chapter 4.2.1). What is more, researchers observed
low variance within the self-rated personality factors. Organ and Konovsky (1996, p. 262)
argue that “…this restriction of range is due to a social desirability artifact in self-report
measures of traits such as Agreeableness and Conscientiousness.” This means that it is
quite likely that people (although unconsciously) tend to rate their personalities with respect
to a certain social desirability they have in mind, and are therefore less aware of their “true”
personalities. Nevertheless it is still not clarified whether other people, such as colleagues,
would provide more “realistic” ratings of personalities, as their evaluation might be modified
by sympathy or dislike, for instance.
The third point of criticism concerns the organizational setting, in which research on
personality and OCB is conducted. In some cases there might be problems to differentiate inrole job characteristics from OCB, depending on the type of organization in which research
on OCB is conducted. In health-care organizations, such as hospitals, for instance, certain
types of OCB are part of the job, whereas in other organizations the difference of in-role and
extra-role performance is more obvious and, thus, the occurrence of OCB is more visible.
Beside the fact that working in a health-care institution, for example, might put a sort of
pressure on the employees to behave in a more socially accepted way and thereby makes
the distinction between in-role performance and OCB more difficult, there are other
drawbacks for research depending on the organizational setting as well. For instance, it may
be possible that low variance in personalities among employees is due to the selection of a
certain type of personality, which is best suitable to work in a certain business, for example
the health-care business. (Organ and Konovsky 1996, p. 262) This low variance in
personalities among the employees makes it difficult for the researcher to reliably prove the
influence of certain patterns of personality on OCB, as there is generally a lack of divergent
personalities and consequently low variance in the outcome as well.
Finally I would like to point out once again, what Organ and Konovsky (1996, p. 263) have
already emphasized. “Clearly, no single study or small group of study can settle such a large
issue as the general importance of disposition in explaining OCB or the comparative
importance of disposition and context.” This is a far too complex question to be answered in
single analysis, thus there is, to my point of view, a need for further research on this issue
and increased cooperation of researchers to gain promising results.
The above mentioned points of criticism are not complete, they indeed represent the main
criticism which I found in the studies taken into consideration for this work. Still, they very
clearly point out that the results are often not as promising as suggested due to inappropriate
54

measurement. This, nonetheless, should not give the impression that studies have not been
carefully conducted, using the best models to assess personality and OCB available up to
now. On the contrary, the criticism should rather show the limitations that empirical work is
always facing and should motivate to further research without questioning the quality of
results gained up to now.
4.4.

Conclusion

So far the fourth chapter of my thesis has given answers to the research questions. (See
chapter 1.2) It has answered the main research question, which focuses on the influence of
dispositional factors on OCB in chapter 4.2, and the more detailed research questions
concerning potential reasons for this linkage (chapter 4.1), as well as differences in intensity
of influence between the personality factors (chapter 4.2). In sum, I have found, on the one
hand, empirical proof for a strong linkage between conscientiousness and OCB (e.g.: Organ
and Lingl 1995, p. 339; Organ and Ryan 1996, p. 788; Usman 2004, p. 79; Van Emmerik and
Euwema 2007, p. 530; see chapter 4.2.2), respectively openness to experience and OCB
(e.g.: Elenain 2007, p. 37; Emmerik and Euwema 2007, p. 530; Usman 2004, p. 79; see
chapter 4.2.5). On the other hand there are personality factors, for example agreeableness,
that have showed no or very weak correlations with OCB in most of the studies reviewed.
Although a logical linkage was supposed, as it seemed to be the perfect counterpart of the
OCB dimension named altruism (Organ 1994, p. 471), no significant correlation between
agreeableness and OCB has been found in most cases (e.g.: Organ and Lingl 1995, p. 339;
Organ and Konovsky 1996, p. 261). Only one recently conducted study (Singh and Singh
2009, p. 293) has proved a strong correlation between agreeableness and OCB. (See
chapter 4.2.1) In the case of extraversion and OCB (see chapter 4.2.3) and emotional
stability and OCB (see chapter 4.2.4) the results of the various empirical studies have been
contradictory. Additionally, also the prosocial personality battery (described in chapter 3.2)
has proved to be positively related to OCB. (See chapter 4.2.6)
In the fifth chapter of my thesis I would like to conclude the discussion on the linkage
between personality and OCB by commenting on the results concerning the occurrence of
OCB in reference to a manager’s position within the network of different influences.
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5. Concluding discussion and managerial implications
This chapter of my thesis is devoted to provide the reader with reasonable recommendations
for managers on how to influence employees to engage in OCB. After having given
recommendations, I will finally present the conclusions and limitations of my thesis. The fifth
chapter will as well include some future prospects for research in this area.
5.1.

Discussion of the results and recommendations for managers

In this part of my thesis I would like to discuss the role of managers concerning the
occurrence of OCB and consequently provide suggestions to increase the probability of OCB
among employees.
„The extent to which an employee exhibits organizational citizenship behaviors, or any
behavior, is a function of the employee's ability, motivation, and opportunity... Motivation
determines how hard an employee will try to engage in the behavior, and the combination of
ability and opportunity determine whether the employee can successfully exhibit the
behavior. “ (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 93)
Two of these three categories, namely ability and motivation, are in part determined by
dispositional factors. (Chapter 4 provides further information on the influence of dispositional
factors on OCB) Considering the role of managers within the network of influences on OCB,
there are a number of steps, which a manager can take to increase the probability that his or
her employees engage in OCB.
Firstly, in reference to an employee’s dispositional features, leaders “can select employees
who have a greater ability to exhibit OCB, because of their dispositional characteristics (e.g.,
they are naturally conscientious, altruistic, and so on).” (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie
2006, p. 94) Referring to the results examined within this study (see chapter 4.2), notably
people scoring high on conscientiousness and openness to experiences, as well as prosocially oriented people, are very likely to engage further in OCB than people who show
lower levels in these categories. With respect, these people could be considered less prosocially oriented. Subsequently, I would advise managers to consider those “OCB- favorable”
personality factors within job-interviews, for instance.
Secondly, managers can refer to an employee’s motivation and consequently try to influence
it. Still, I have to admit that being motivated is a necessary, however insufficient, condition for
the exhibition of OCB. Even highly motivated employees may find themselves unable to
exhibit OCB unless they have the skills to do so. It is up to the supervisor to take steps to
enhance the employee’s ability to exhibit OCB through training and intentionally influencing
the employee’s behavior. (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 94) This part of the
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thesis will focus on the influence that a manager is able to exercise in reference to an
employee's ability, motivation and above all on an employee's opportunity to engage in OCB.
The leader can influence the employee's behavior through his own behavior or through
shaping the structural factors, respectively the working environment. (Organ, Podsakoff and
MacKenzie 2006, p. 93) The following recommendations for managers will first of all include
those actions of managers that increase the ability of an employee to engage in OCB. This
can be achieved through the hiring of appropriate employees, as well as aid in the form of
supportable leadership. Following this I would like to describe some structural factors, which
will most certainly increase the opportunity of an employee to exhibit OCB.
As far as the impact of leadership on OCB is concerned, one can find a large number of
leadership behaviors that in theory, as well as empirically, proved to influence OCB
positively. As my thesis is dedicated to assess the linkage between personality factors and
OCB, I find it reasonable to mention only a few leadership behaviors that are able to
influence OCB in a positive way. To provide a complete list of leadership behaviors that are
theoretically able to have an influence on OCB is not my purpose as it would mislead the
reader too far away from the main focus, respectively the content of this thesis. My main
intention is to make it perfectly clear that although some OCB dimensions are partly
denominated by one’s personality, I do not think that leaders are unable to influence the
occurrence of OCB to a significant extent as well. On the contrary, I want to point out that
employees with different personalities are, in some situations, able to engage in the same
intensity in certain types of OCB. However, whereas one might not need a supportable
leader, another might call for support from the manager’s side in order to feel enabled to
engage in OCB. Consequently, it might, up to a certain extent, be part of the leader’s
responsibility whether a certain employee will engage in OCB or not.
In the following paragraph I would like to take a closer look on the effects of leadership on
OCB and consequently draw some conclusions for managers. I would like to explain three
types of leadership behavior that are able to positively influence the occurrence of OCB.
Those leadership behaviors are the following: instrumental and supportive leader behaviors,
transformational leadership and leadership empowerment behavior. (Organ, Podsakoff and
MacKenzie 2006, p. 95-107) The instrumental and supportive leadership behaviors are
based on the expectancy theory. According to the expectancy theory employees choose their
level of effort in accordance with their expected increase in performance, due to their
enhanced effort, resulting in a raise in bonuses. According to this theory, effective leaders
are those who motivate subordinates by clarifying how a specific goal can be reached,
thereby reducing uncertainty. Additionally, they increase benefits for the employees when
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they have reached the goals set by the supervisor. Whereas instrumental leadership focuses
more on the clarification of what is expected from an employee, supportive leadership means
that the supervisor shows concern for his or her employees in terms of their personal
requests. As both behaviors are considered by employees as being helpful, they might wish
to reciprocate those gestures and, thus are more likely to engage in OCB. Empirical support
was found for the assumption that both instrumental and supportive leadership are positively
related to altruism, courtesy, conscientiousness, civic virtue and sportsmanship. (Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 95-96) One can consequently argue that in order to
increase the probability that one’s employees engage in OCB, a manager should choose
instrumental and supportive leadership behaviors vis-à-vis his or her employees.
The second category of leadership behaviors I would like to mention in this context is
transformational leadership behavior. According to its definition “...transformational
leadership involves fundamentally changing the values, goals, and aspirations of employees
so that they are intrinsically motivated to perform their work because it is consistent with their
values, rather than because it is externally motivated by the expectation that they will be
rewarded for their efforts.” (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 98) Transformational
leaders are likely to increase their employees’ performance beyond expectations due to the
articulation of a vision, through acting as a role model, providing intellectual stimulation as
well as individual support. (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman and Fetter 1990 cited in: Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 98) All the above mentioned features included in
transformational leadership are able to increase OCB. Leaders, who want their employees to
engage in certain types of behaviors, for example OCB, should themselves demonstrate
such behavior. As a result, the fact that their modeling creates norms of appropriate work
behavior, the employees will most certainly feel motivated to engage in OCB as well. (Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 99-100) This is only one among several examples how
transformational leadership can increase OCB. I would therefore argue that by providing a
vision and acting as a role model, as well as offering individual support (as mentioned before
in the category of supportive leadership behaviors) will without any doubt at the least
increase the probability of commitment in citizenship behaviors among employees.
The last leadership behavior I would like to mention in this place is leadership empowerment
behavior. “..Leadership empowerment behaviors include enhancing the meaningfulness of
the work, fostering participation in decision making, expressing confidence in high
performance, and encouraging autonomy.” (Conger and Kanungo 1988 / Hui 1994 cited in:
Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 107) There are a number of explanations for a
positive linkage between empowerment behaviors and OCB. One of them is the following: If
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an employee is empowered by gaining more autonomy and participation in decision making
processes, he or she will feel personally responsible for organizational outcomes (and not
only for producing a specific output). This will, consequently, increase the likelihood that the
employee will invest much more personally (including OCB) in order to make the
organization successful. In the best case scenario, the employee will do whatever seems to
be necessary in order to make the organization perform well. Additionally, another facet of
empowerment, namely enhancing the meaningfulness of work, will lead to higher levels of
job satisfaction. This will most certainly positively influence the occurrence of OCB. (Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 108)
So far, I have provided in short some suggestions to managers on how to increase the
likelihood of OCB among employees through their own behavior- namely leadership
behaviors. The explanations provided have been in a general sense, but still they have made
a clear point on the fact that managers are able to influence OCB regardless if it might be
determined to a broad extent, by personality factors for instance. I would like to mention
again that this thesis cannot provide detailed and concrete explanations on how different
leadership behaviors will influence different types of OCB. Its purpose is to show at this place
that managers can and should try to influence OCB as well, as OCB is not fully limited by
dispositional factors. Disposition is only one antecedent of OCB among others. Beside
leadership behaviors, job characteristics play as well a certain role within the network of
antecedents of OCB. The following paragraph will list some structural factors that are able to
increase an employee’s opportunity to engage in OCB. We should however remember the
following: „The extent to which an employee exhibits organizational citizenship behaviors, or
any behavior, is a function of the employee's ability, motivation, and opportunity.” (Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 93)
Although there are a number of task characteristics that proved to positively influence the
occurrence of OCB, theoretical explanations to assess why this is the case are rather rare.
(Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 109) However, I would like to mention some of
them as I am assuming that managers can shape the task characteristics, so that they are
more likely to enhance OCB, in addition to the choice of an appropriate leading behavior that
positively influences OCB. In general, it is remarkable that job characteristics which increase
job satisfaction and the feeling of being responsible for outcomes, as well as the perceptions
of meaningfulness of the work, are able to positively influence the occurrence of OCB. Task
characteristics that fulfill the above mentioned criteria are: task autonomy, task identity, task
variety and task significance, for instance. The more autonomously an employee can
schedule his work, the more he will feel responsible for the outcomes, thus he or she will be
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more willing to engage in OCB in order to positively influence the work outcomes.
Additionally, the more visible those outcomes are to an employee, the greater the effort (in
the form of OCB, for example) he or she will be willing to exercise. Moreover, a job that
includes a broad variety of tasks will increase job satisfaction and thus lead to higher levels
of OCB. Finally, it should be mentioned that a tasks, which is considered by an employee as
being significant to the environment is more likely to motivate to engage in OCB. Another
task characteristic that is able to increase OCB is task interdependence. Task
interdependence is described as the intensity of interconnection between the tasks of several
employees, which are all working together on a common outcome. In the case where
employees work closer together and thus the responsibilities of each employee are
dependent on the outcome produced by his or her colleagues, they are more willing, for
instance, to engage in altruistic behaviors in order to ensure that the aims are achieved.
(Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 109-110) There are some other task
characteristics that have proved to positively influence OCB and perhaps there are even
some that have not yet been analyzed in reference to their influence on OCB. Still, I would
like to mention one more factor. Intrinsically satisfying tasks, meaning tasks that lead to an
increase in job satisfaction and to higher levels of task involvement, are also able to stimulate
the occurrence of OCB through their influence on job satisfaction. (Organ, Podsakoff and
MacKenzie 2006, p. 110)
Concluding from the previously described methods (leadership behaviors and task
characteristics) that represent tools for managers to increase the probability of OCB among
their employees, one can assume that the manager’s influence on OCB is a remarkable one
as it offers a broad range of activities that managers can take in order to increase OCB.
Although this thesis is not focused on the comparison between the intensity of influence of
personality factors on OCB and the one that managers are able to exercise, it can be said
that a manager can influence the occurrence of OCB at least in addition to dispositional
adequacy of certain employees. To do so a manager can engage in certain leadership
behaviors, such as empowerment behaviors, and/or shape the task characteristics in such a
way that the employee feels enabled and motivated to engage in OCB.
All in all, I would like to emphasize that, in my personal opinion, managers should not
primarily focus on hiring the adequate employees, respectively people, who are, according to
their personalities, more likely to engage in OCB. On the contrary, they should in the first
place try to adapt task characteristics and their leadership behavior so that employees feel
motivated to engage in OCB. Following this, it might be advisable to focus on OCB-adequate
personalities in hiring processes as well. Nevertheless, I think that relying too strongly on
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certain personality factors in order to enhance OCB, particularly focusing on hiring “the right
person”, is risky and may have serious drawbacks that should not be underestimated. One
reason that makes me think in this way is that it seems, as at least in the case of some forms
of OCB, a huge part of ascendancy has remained empirically unexplained up to now.
Furthermore, for other OCB variables there are contradictory results in respect to their
determinants. (see chapter 4.2) That is why I do not consider it advisable to focus only on
hiring certain types of personalities in order to increase OCB among employees. The first
steps that a manager should take, in order to increase OCB, are to be aware of the certain
types of OCB that are especially important for a specific working context, and consequently
enhancing the ability to adapt leadership behaviors and to shape task characteristics towards
an OCB-favorable working environment.
5.2.

Conclusion, limitations of the thesis and future prospects

I would like to conclude this thesis by summarizing once more the answer to the main
research question raised in chapter 1.2. Furthermore, I would like to comment on the
limitations of the thesis, leaving additional points of the research question that are left
unresolved to be explained by future articles focusing on this field of research. The last part
of my thesis will provide some suggestions for future research on the linkage between
personality factors and their influence on OCB.
The main research question was focused on explaining the extent of influence that
dispositional factors, especially the personality factors of the five-factor-model, exercise on
OCB. In chapter 4.2 I have provided a detailed meta-analysis of several studies conducted
with the purpose of assessing this relationship. Whereas most of the studies I reviewed
supported the assumption that conscientiousness and openness to experiences influence
OCB to a relatively high extent (e.g.: Emmerik and Euwema 2007, p. 530; Usman 2004, p.
79, see chapter 4.2.2. and 4.2.5), agreeableness did not proved to determine OCB
significantly in most of the studies reviewed (e.g.: Organ and Lingl 1995, p. 339; Organ and
Konovsky 1996, p. 261). A generally prosocially-oriented personality also proved to increase
the probability of engaging in OCB (Penner et al 1997, p. 122, see chapter 4.2.6). The results
concerning emotional stability and extraversion as potential determinants of OCB have been
contradictory, as I found on one hand results that confirmed a significant positive influence
(e.g.: Elanain 2007, p. 38-39, respectively Singh and Singh 2009, p. 294), but on the other
hand researched studies that disproved a significant linkage (e.g.: Emmerik and Euwema
2007, p. 530, respectively Usman 2004, p. 79). (For further explanation see chapter 4.2)
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In reference to the first research question, I have given an insight into empirical studies
aimed at drawing a picture of the extent of influence that personality factors are able to
exercise on different types of citizenship behaviors. This thesis mainly focused on
summarizing the results that have been conducted up to now, and thus is drawing general
conclusions. This thesis was, nevertheless, limited by several circumstances. Firstly, one
single study, especially one of limited length, can certainly not provide a complete picture of
all empirical results conducted in this field, not only due to limited access to unpublished
articles, but also, because it is factually an unrealistic attempt. Moreover, the expressiveness
was limited by the fact that this thesis did not aim at comparing the influence of personality
factors on OCB to other potential influences and determinants. The fact that determination, in
the form of personality factors, was reviewed separately and not in comparison to other
influences sets clear limitations to the conclusion that can be drawn from this meta-analysis.
Finally, the thesis was limited by the fact that it provides no empirical part, but focuses on the
collection of different empirical results conducted by other authors. The limitations, however,
provide a basis for future research on which I would like to comment on now. The first
suggestion for potential future research, I would like to highlight is based on an interesting
result, which Emmerik and Euwema (2007, p. 530) found whilst empirically testing the
influence of certain personality traits and other factors on OCB. Their results showed that
team leader effectiveness is affecting the influence of introversion and emotional stability on
OCB. While it was proved, on one hand, that generally emotionally instable people and
introverts tend to engage less in OCB, the results showed, on the other hand, that an
effective team leader can change this general tendency. An effective team leader can
outweigh the negative effects of emotional instability and introversion on OCB. (Emmerik and
Euwema 2007, p. 530) I, subsequently, conclude that if a team leader would be able to
outweigh, through his behavior, a negative influence of a certain personality trait on the
occurrence of OCB, then it is obvious that leadership has an influence on OCB beyond the
one that is determined by one’s personality. I would suggest for future research to analyze
whether leadership behaviors are able to influence employees in such a way that their
personal predisposition to exercise OCB becomes less important. Results of such empirical
research would have an important impact on employee selection processes. Given that one
empirically proves that there are certain leadership behaviors to outweigh those personality
traits, which are obstacles to a high level of commitment to OCB, organizations will be less
dependent on choosing the “right” employees in order to ensure high levels of OCB. On the
contrary, it will be the supervisor’s task to lead each employee in a way that potential
negative personality traits (in respect to OCB-adequacy) are outweighed and, thus, each
employee is motivated to engage in OCB in order to increase organizational efficiency and
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effectiveness, referring to the OCB definition provided by Organ (1988, p.4 cited in Podsakoff
et al. 2000, p. 513).
My second suggestion for future research in the field of OCB ties in with a suggestion
proposed by Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie (2006). In arguing for human resource
practices that are able to influence OCB, the three authors concluded that the effort to
encourage OCB is mostly focusing on selecting the “right” person and much less on training
and development of the employees to increase their ability and awareness to engage in
OCB. “..There is no reason to assume that people cannot be trained to perform OCBs, just
as they can be taught any other form of work behavior.” (Organ, Podsakoff and MacKenzie
2006, p. 226) Additionally, they advise to use mentoring in order to increase OCB. Organ,
Podsakoff and MacKenzie 2006, p. 226-227) Subsequently, I would suggest that research
should less focus on trying to measure precisely the percentage of influence that a certain
personality factor is able to exercise, but should rather focus on developing instruments and
trainings to increase the employee’s ability to exercise OCB. The development of such
trainings would, previously, call for several steps in preparation. The first step would be to
analyze the forms of OCB, which are the most important for a certain job. The ensuing stage
of preparation would focus on personality factors and behavioral characteristics which
influence OCB. The third step will establish special trainings for those personality factors and
behavioral characteristics in order to increase OCB. Finally, one could empirically test
whether the trainings lead to the desired result or not.
The suggestion made in the paragraph above, points out that research on personality traits
and their influence on OCB should, according to my point of view, in the future be regarded
as basis for further research on OCB, but not as the final stage of the research itself. On one
hand, the extent to which predisposition determines OCB is important to be analyzed in order
to make it clear where the roots of such a behavior are. On the other hand, research
concerning OCB should not end by claiming that only certain personalities are able to
exercise OCB. I am confident that, provided that the focus is shifted on empirically proving
how OCB can be increased through personality trainings, leadership behaviors and task
characteristics, OCB can emerge into a competitive advantage in the field of human
resources. I feel personally that research on OCB in the future should primarily focus on
giving concrete proof and suggestions for managers how to encourage concrete forms of jobrelevant OCBs for specific types of jobs, so that OCB can emerge into a relatively cheap, but
efficient and effective organizational resource that is able to increase an organization’s
overall performance and, thus, is part of its competitive advantage.
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