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Abstract The current study examined the relationship between individualis m/collectivis m and factors previously shown
to influence Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB): in- vs. extra-role perceptions ofcitizenship behaviors and emp loyee
engagement with the job and the organization. We examined OCBI, behavior directed at individuals, and OCBO, which
targets the organization per se. OCBO appealed predominantly to collectivists who were engaged with the organization and
viewed service as part of the job. While OCBI, too, was largely the province of collectivists who viewed the activity as in-role,
neither organization nor job engagement predicted OCBI. The data provide support for a conceptual model of OCB in which
dispositional variables and employee-organization interactions influence amounts and types of citizenship activity.
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1. Introduction

The present study examined the relationship between
individual differences in individualism/collectivism and
factors previously shown to influence Organizational
Citizenship Behavior (OCB): employee engagement and
in-role vs. extra-role perceptions of citizenship activity.

OCBJ[30] refers to workplace activities that exceed the
formal job requirements and contribute to the effective
functioning of the organization. OCB also is referred to as
“contextual performance” or “prosocial organizational
behavior’[5,6,8] to emphasize its voluntary nature and
distinguish it from “task performance” or assigned duties.
Such activity enhances overall performance by increasing
efficiency and reducing friction among employees[12,38].
Katz[24] argued that helpful and cooperative behaviors
beyond what is explicitly required are essential to
organizational effectiveness. Note, however, Bolino,
Turnley, Gilstrap & Suazo[4] found that perceived pressure
to perform OCB can lead to negative experiences, including
job stress, and intentions to quit.

Discretionary activities historically were viewed as
reactive, a response to aspects of the work environment[44].
With the introduction of the functional perspective,
Finkelstein, Penner, and colleagues[14,16,20,34] proposed a
proactive conceptualization in which dispositional variables
and employee-organization interactions together determine
OCB. The present study examined the influence of several of

* Corresponding author:

marcie@us f edu (Marcia A. Finkelstein)

Published online at http:/journal.sapub.org/ijpbs

Copyright © 2013 Scientific & Academic Publishing. All Rights Reserved

these variables on citizenship behavior. Constructs examined
include individualis m/collectivis m, in-role/extra-role
perceptions of OCB, and job and organization engagement.

Identifying individuals who are likely to perform OCBs is
particularly important today, with organizations downsizing
and employees asked to take on extra duties. Unemploy ment
in the United States stands at 7.7%[ 9], making OCB essential
to the operation of many institutions. The employees
themselves also may benefit from the performance of OCB,
as citizenship activities can improve work environment[12].

Collectivism is one dispositional characteristic that has
been associated with OCB. Some studies have shown that
those with collectivistic values or norms were more likely to
perform OCB and engage in cooperative behaviors[28,43].
Dyne etal.[13] reported that collectivis m was related to OCB
measured six months later, and Allen[1,7] found that
collectivism was related to a specific form of organizational
citizenship, serving as a mentor. The present study further
investigated the influence on OCB of individualism/collecti
vism, examining the relationship between this construct and
other variables known to influence OCB.

In this investigation, as in prior work, we used a measure
of OCB that specified two dimensions, differentiated
according to the intended target. OCBI is prosocial behavior
directed at individuals and/or groups within the organization;
OCBO is behavior that focuses on the organization per se.
Examples include assisting others with work-related
problems (OCBI) and offering ideas to improve the
functioning of the organization (OCBO).

1.1. Individualism/Collectivism

Hofstede[22] proposed individualism and collectivis m as
a way of characterizing cultures. Collectivist societies
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consist of strong, cohesive in-groups whose members define

themselves in terms of their group membership. Because
one’s self-concept derives from identification with the group,
the well-being of the whole takes precedence over individual

desires and pursuits. In contrast, individualist cultures draw

sharper boundaries between the self and others, emphasizing

personal autonomy and responsibility over group

identification.

More recently, the constructs have been adapted to the
individual and conceptualized as personality traits, albeit
traits that are adaptable to situational demands[39,40].
Fundamental to the individualist is a focus on independence
and self-fulfilment[31], placing personal goals over group
goals[43] and personal attitudes over group norms[37,40]
Collectivists, in contrast, are more likely to submerge
personal goals for the good of the whole and maintain
relationships with the group even when the personal cost
exceeds the rewards.

Some studies reported that employees with collectivist
values were more likely to perform OCB[28,43]. Finkelstein
and colleagues[11,19] examined the relationship between
individualism/collectivism and specific OCB motives.
Collectivism was more closely associated than individualism
with concern for co-workers, while individualism was
related more strongly to regard for the organization.
Collectivism also fostered an identity as an organizational
citizen, while individualism correlated negatively with a
citizen self-concept. Overall, individualists and collectivists
differed, not in amount of citizenship, but in why they served
and how they perceived the experience.

1.2. In-Role/ Extra-Role

Although Organ[30] conceived of OCB as extra-role
activity, subsequent studies questioned its discretionary
nature. Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks[41] maintained that
to be considered extra-role, behavior must exceed
expectations. Consequently, whether OCB assumes in-role
or extra-role status will depend on the perspectives of the
provider, the recipient(s), and observers. Further,
expectations, and thus perceptions, change over time as
one’s responsibilities and tenure with the organization
evolve.

In evaluating employees, supervisors often consider OCB,
viewing citizenship as the duty of a productive employee
rather than extra-role service[2,33] and allocation of
rewards[1,33,42]. Additionally, supervisor perceptions of
the motives underlying OCB affect performance ratings.
Employees who appear to be motivated by a genuine desire
to help are viewed more favorably than those whose
citizenship behavior is dismissed as an attempt at impression
management[21]. However, supervisor-focused impression
management tactics can indeed influence a supervisor
favorably[3].

Beliefs about whether an activity is obligatory or
discretionary differ among employees and between
emp loyees and their supervisors. Workers are more likely to

engage in OCBs they consider in-role. According to Vey &
Campbell[44] young workers in particular view many items
typically contained in OCB instruments as in-role behaviors.

1.3. Employee Eng agement

Job engagement refers to the extent to which a worker is
attentive to, and absorbed by, his or her job[36]. Engagement
has been shown to be a distinct construct from attitude
toward one’s job[10]. Engaging in the work fosters
connectedness both to the work itself and to co-workers, and
engagement becomes a form of self-expression[23]. Thus the
concept of engagement is akin to role identity[20], the idea
that carrying out a role shapes the self-concept and drives
future behavior as the individual strives to behave
consistently with this identity.

Saks[35] noted that employees also may be engaged in the
organization. He proposed a separate construct, organization
engagement, measuring attachment to the organization perse.
Saks found that both job and organization engagement
predicted OCBO, with organization engagement the stronger
predictor. Organization, but not job, engagement predicted
OCBL

1.4. Hypotheses

We hypothesized that citizenship behaviors derive in part
from individual differences in individualism/collectivism.
Collectivists judge themselves by their contributions to the
group, and that connection is part of an individual’s
self-definition.  Therefore, collectivists, more than
individualists, should be inclined to perform OCBs.

1.4.1. Hypothesis

1. Collectivism will correlate more strongly than
individualism with performance of OCBO and OCBL

Defining oneself in terms of group membership should
mean that collectivists consider OCB part of their
responsibilities. Indeed, Finkelstein[17] reported that
collectivism correlated with a sense of personal
responsibility to those in need. Conversely, individualists
value personal autonomy and goals, so helping others will be
viewed as extra-role activity.

1.4.2. Hypothesis

2. Collectivism will correlate more strongly than
individualism with perceptions of OCB as in-role behavior.

Forcollectivists, the health ofthe workplace community is
paramount. Therefore they are likely to invest themselves in
the organization. Individualists, in contrast, focus more on
their own jobs than on the organization as a whole. No
differences between individualism and collectivism with
regard to engagement with the job are proposed.

1.4.3. Hypothesis

3. Collectivism will be more closely correlated than
individualism with organization engagement.
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2. Method

2.1. Participants

Participants were a convenience sample of 190
undergraduates (131 female, 59 male) at a metropolitan
university in the southeastern United States; the mean age
was 22.57 years. They worked for a variety of organizations,
all as permanent hires and all employed at least 20 hours per
week, with an average of 27.45 hours. Every participant had
been at the current place of employ ment for at least 6 months,
and the average tenure was 2.44 years.

Respondents completed questionnaires anonymously in
exchange for extra course credit. No specific recruitment
strategies were emp loyed. They accessed the questionnaires
online through the psychology department’s participant pool
management software. An introductory paragraph exp lained
that the purpose of the study was to learn about participants’
employment experiences. The instructions assured them
there were no right or wrong responses, and they could
withdraw at any time without penalty.

2.2. Measures

2.2.1. Organizational Citizenship Behavior

We measured self-reported OCB with Lee and Allen’s
scale[25]. The instrument assesses OCBO and OCBI by
listing behaviors and asking participants how often they
engaged in each. The scale comprises 16 items, eight
corresponding to OCBO (e.g., “Offer ideas to improve the
functioning of the organization”) and eight to OCBI (e.g.,
“Help others who have been absent”). A Likert format
ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 (Always) was employed. The
coefficient alphas for each factor in the current sample
were .84 (OCBO) and .77 (OCBI).

Many studies of OCB supplement self-report data with
information from co-workers or supervisors. However, we
were concerned less with obtaining an objective accounting
of OCB than with people’s perceptions of their behavior and
the factors that drive it. Effectively encouraging OCB
requires understanding an individual’s views of his or her
behavior and its influences.

2.2.2. In-role/extra-role

Lee & Allen’s scale[25] also was used to assess the extent
to which participants viewed OCB as in-role activity.
Respondents reviewed each item and indicated the degree to
which they perceived each behavior as part of the job.
Response alternatives ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). Cronbach’s alphas were .85 for OCBO
items and .80 for OCBI items.

2.2.3. Individualism/collectivism

We measured this construct with the scale by Singelis et
al[37]. The instrument contained 27 items, 13 assessing
individualism (e.g., “My personal identity, independent of

others, is very important to me.”) and 14, collectivism (e.g.,
“It is my duty to take care of my family, even when [ have to
sacrifice what I want.”) The 5-point rating scale had
alternatives ranging from 1 to 5 (Strongly disagree to
Strongly agree). Coefficient alpha was .75 for individualism
and .76 for collectivis m.

2.2.4. Employee Engagement

The 11-item instrument by Saks[35] measured job (5
items) and organization (6 items) engagement. An example
of the former is “Sometimes [ am so into my job that I lose
track of time.” The latter includes “Being a member of this
organization makes me come ‘alive.”” Participants indicated
the degree to which they agreed with each statement,
utilizing a Likert format ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 5 (strongly agree).

Coefficient alphas were .69 (job engagement) and .84
(organization engagement).

3. Results

The results are organized around the hypotheses that were
tested. Table 1 presents the correlations among the variables
along with their means and standard deviations.

The first hypothesis concerned the association between
individualisnv/collectivism and OCB and was supported by
the results. The correlation between collectivism and OCBI
(r = .48) was stronger than that between individualism and
OCBI(r=.14),1(187)=4.04,p <.01. Similarly, co llectivism
was associated more strongly than individualism with
OCBO[r = .40 and r = .18, respectively; #(187) = 2.52, p
<.01]

The findings did not support Hypothesis 2, which linked
individualisnv/collectivism to perceptions of OCB as in-role
or extra-role. Collectivism was no more associated than
individualism with the perception of OCB as in-role
behavior. This was true for both OCBO[r = .31 vs. r = .19,
1(187)=1.33, ns] and OCBI[r =.28 and = .13, respectively,
t(187)=1.63, ns].

As predicted (Hypothesis 3), collectivis m correlated more
strongly than individualism with organization engagement (»
= .25 and r = .08, respectively; #(187) = 1.83, p < .05. In
contrast, individualism and collectivism were nearly
identical in the strength of their correlations with job
engagement[r = .26 for collectivism and » = 20 for
individualism; #(187) = .66, ns.]

While the correlations suggested systematic differences in
relationships among variables, the analyses also revealed
large intercorrelations. To determine the unique
contributions to OCB of individualisnv/collectivism,
engagement, and in-role/extra-role perceptions, regression
equations were calculated. Allvariables were simultaneously
entered as predictors of OCBO and OCBI, respectively.
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Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, Reliabilities, and Intercorrelations for Individualism/Collectivism, Engagement, Role Perception, and OCB

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Indiv. (.75)
2. Collect. 5% (.76)
3. Jobeng. 20%* 207K (.69)
4.0Org. eng. .08 Q25%* A9 xrk (.84)
5. In/extra-role . s s s
OCBO .19 31 38 40 (.85)
6. Ingété‘i"mle 13 28w 24k 26%H 52wk (.80)
8. OCBI .14 4 HHE Q5% Q1% 21k AQFEE S56FE* (.77)
Mean 44.71 51.88 16.82 18.37 28.58 25.87 28.69 29.70
SD 6.25 5.80 320 436 5.86 543 534 428

Note. n=190. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.

As Table 2 (left) shows, three variables emerged as unique
predictors of OCBO: collectivism (B = .19), organization
engagement (f =.29), and the perception of OCBO as in-role
behavior (3 = .47). Together, the three variables accounted
for 51% of the variance in OCBO. For OCBI (Table 2, right),
significant predictors included collectivism (B = .40) and
viewing the behavior as in-role activity (f = .32). The two
accounted for 32% of the variance in OCBI. There was no
evidence of multicollinearity in either regression, as the
maximum Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) was 1.63.

Table 2. Summary of Regression Analysis for Predicting OCB from
Individualism/Collectivism, Engagement, and Role Perception
OCBO OCBI
S S
Variable B E B B B
B EB
Individualis . . 05 . . .04
m 04 05 ’ 03 04
Colleativi N U S
OREANISI 97 05 * 29 05
Job - . -0l . . .09
engagement 01 10 ’ 12 10
Org. . 29% . . .04
engagement 34 08 ** 04 07
In/extra-role . . A47* - . -.14
OCBO 43 06 ** 10 06
32**
In/extra-role - . 0 . . v
OCBI 02 06 - 25 06
R2 51 32

Note. n=190. **p < .01. ***p<.001.

4. Discussion

The results paint a partial portrait of employees most
likely to engage in OCB. OCBO appealed predominantly to
collectivists who were engaged in the organization and
viewed citizenship as part of the job. OCBI, too, was largely
the province of collectivists who viewed their citizenship
activities as in-role. However, organization engagement did
not predict OCBI. While absorption in one’s job boosts task

performance[25], job engagement did not appear to foster
either type of OCB.

The salience of group membership helps explain the large
contribution of collectivism to OCBO and OCBI. The two
activities benefit the group, either the organization as a
whole or other individuals. For collectivists, using one’s time
and talents for the common good and maintaining
harmonious relationships are both valued traits. Satisfaction
derives from successfully carrying out social roles and
obligations[31].

Recent examinations of OCB been influenced by studies
of another prosocial activity, volunteerism. The two share
important attributes. Both involve long-term, planned, and
discretionary activities that benefit non-intimate others.
The relationship between collectivism and helping, evident
in OCB, also matches findings in the volunteer literature.
Finkelstein[17] reported that collectivism, but not
individualism was associated with time spent volunteering,
while Finkelstein[18] found the same result for informal
volunteering.

The positive associations between collectivism and
OCBO and OCBJI, respectively also reflect the collectivist
belief that citizenship activities are part of the job. In contrast,
individualists feel less obligated to be of service because
they primarily value personal success. Relationships and
group membership matter insofar as they enable one to attain
self-relevant goals[31]. Assisting others or the organization
will be attractive only to the extent that helping provides the
emp loyee with benefits that otherwise would be difficult to
acquire[43]. Individualists are pragmatic volunteers, using
their skills to foster independence in others while
simultaneously benefiting themselves[32].

4.1. Study Limitations/Conclusions

That our OCB instrument categorized the activity
according to the target of citizenship behavior potentially
affected our conclusions. Some scales utilize additional
categories such as altruism, conscientiousness,
sportsmanship, courtesy and civic virtue[30]. Still others
examine interpersonal helping, individual initiative and
industriousness, and the extent to which one defends and
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promotes the organization[28]. Different instruments could
reveal somewhat different relationships among variables.

The participants, though relatively long-term permanent
emp loyees, also were college students. At each stage in life
(and employment history), new goals and priorities take
precedence. These affect decisions about any motivated
behavior, including OCB. For example, career advancement
may be most important early in professional development,
while the opportunity to give back may predominate later.
Family obligations and other outside considerations also
change throughout one’s work life, and these affect people’s
motives for OCB as well as the types of activities in which
they engage.

Our relatively small sample size and the variety of
organizations at which participants worked may have
contributed to underestimating the influence of some
variables. We did not ascertain the types of jobs respondents
held or the types companies that employed them, thus
limiting the generalizability of the present results. A
complete understanding of the factors that underlie OCB
will need to include workplace factors and interaction
between individual and workplace. However, our limited
sample makes the significant results obtained even more
striking and the present findings are all the more
noteworthy for supporting our conceptual framework.

From a practical standpoint, the data suggest that
employers should benefit from hiring collectivist-oriented
workers. Training and mentoring programs could encourage
socialization and reward cooperation and mutual help rather
than competition[13]. Borman, Penner, Allen, &
Motowidlo[7] maintained that behaviors such as OCB
contribute to organizational effectiveness because they help
create the psychological, social, and organizational context
that helps employees to perform their jobs. Citizenship
behavior lubricates the social machinery of the organization,
increasing efficiency and reducing friction among
employees[12,38]. Encouraging workers to serve in ways
that best suit their talents and interests fosters organization
engagement. Engagement, in turn, spurs OCB, perhaps
because engaged employees tend to view OCB as in-role
behavior[26,27,29].

5. Conclusions

The findings provide new support for the idea of
dispositional, as well as organizational, variables as
contributing to OCB. The relationship between collectivism
and citizenship behavior is consistent with that between
collectivism and other prosocial activities, particularly
volunteerism[ 15]. The results also provide additional support
for the utility of a conceptual model that includes
engagement and in-role/extra-role perceptions in the
prediction of OCB.

REFERENCES

(1]

(2]

(3]

[4]

(6]

(7]

(]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

Allen, T.D. & Rush, M.C. The effects of organizational
citizenship behavior on performance judgments: A field study
and a laboratory experiment. Journal of Applied Psychology,
83, 247-260, 1998.

Barksdale, K. & Werner, J.M. M anagerial ratings of in-role
behaviors, organizational citizenship behaviors, and overall
performance: testing different models of their relationship.
Journal of Business Research, 51, 145-155, 2001.

Bolino, M.C., Varela, J.A., Bande, B. & Turnley, W.H. The
impact of impression-management tactics on supervisor
ratings of citizenship behavior. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 27, 281-297, 2006.

Bolino, W.H., Turnley, W.H., Gilstrap, J.E. & Suazo, M M.
Citizenship under pressure: What’s a “good soldier” to do?
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 31, 835-855, 2010.

Borman, W.C. & Motowidlo, S.J. Expanding the criterion
domain to include elements of contextual performance. In N.
Schmitt & W.C. Borman (Eds.), Personnel selection in
organizations (pp. 71-98). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1993.

Borman, W.C. & Motowidlo, S.J. Task performance and
contextual performance: The meaning for personnel selection
research. Human Performance, 10, 99-109, 1997.

Borman, W.C., Penner, L.A., Allen, T.D., & Motowidlo, S.J.
Personality — predictors of citizenship  performance.
International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 9, 52-69,
2001.

Brief, A.P. & Motowidlo, S.J. Prosocial organizational
behaviors. Academy of Management Review, 11, 710-725,
1986.

Bureau of Labor Statistics. Retrieved December 30, 2012
from http:/www.bls.gov.

Christian, M.S., Garza, A.S. & Slaughter, J.E. Work
engagement: A quantitative review and test of its relations
with task and contextual performance. Personnel Psychology,
64, 89-136, 2011.

Davila, M.C. & Finkelstein, M. A. Individualism/collectivism
and organizational citizenship behavior. Psicothema, 23,
401-406, 2011.

Dovidio, J.F., Piliavin, J.A., Schroeder, D.A., & Penner, L.A.
The social psychology of prosocial behavior. New Jersey:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc, 2006.

Dyne, L.V., Vandewalle, D., Kostova, T., Latham, M .E. &
Cummings, L.L. Collectivism, propensity to trust and
self-esteem as predictors of organizational citizenship in a
non-work setting. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21,
3-23, 2000.

Finkelstein, M.A. Dispositional predictors of organizational
citizenship behavior: Motives, motive fulfillment, and role
identity. Social Behavior and Personality, 34, 603-616, 2006.

Finkelstein, M.A. Individualism/collectivism: Implications
for the volunteer process. Social Behavior and Personality, 38
445-452,2010.

Finkelstein, M.A. Intrinsic/extrinsic motivation and
organizational citizenship behavior: A functional approachto

>



62

[18]

[19]

[20]

[22]

[23]

Marcia A. Finkelstein ef al. :

Correlates of Individualism and Collectivism: Predicting

Organizational Citizenship Behavior

OCB. Journal of Psychological Issues in Organizational
Culture, 2, 19-34, 201 1a.

Finkelstein, M.A. Correlates of individualism and
collectivism: Predicting volunteer activity. Social Behavior
and Personality, 39, 597-606, 2011b.

Finkelstein, M.A. Dispositional Correlates of Informal
Volunteering. Current Research in Social Psychology, 18,
60-69, 2012a.

Finkelstein, M .A. Individualism/collectivism and organizatio
nal citizenship behavior: An integrative framework. Social
Behavior and Personality, 40, 1633-1644, 2012b.

Finkelstein, M .A. and Penner, L.A. Predicting or ganizational
citizenship behavior: Integrating the functional and role
identity approaches. Social Behavior and Personality, 32,
383-398, 2004.

Halbesleben, J.R.B., Bowler, W.M., Bolino, M.C. & Turnley,
W.H. Organizational concern, prosocial values, or impression
management? How supervisors attribute motive to
organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 40, 1450-1489, 2010.

Hofstede, G. Culture’s consequences: International
differences in work related values. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications, Inc., 1980.

Kahn, W.A. Psychological conditions of personal
engagement and disengagement at work. The Academy of
M anagement Journal, 33, 692-724, 1990.

Katz, D. The motivational basis of organizational behavior.
Behavioral Science, 9, 131-146, 1964.

Lee, K. & Allen, N.J. Organizational citizenship behavior and
workplace deviance: The role of affect and cognitions.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 131-142, 2002.

Little, B. & Little, P. Employee engagement: Conceptual
issues. Journal of Organizational Culture, Communications
and Conflict, 10, 111-120, 2006.

Macey, W.H. & Schneider, B. The meaning of employee
engagement. Industrial and Organizational psychology, 1,
3-30, 2008.

Moorman, R.H. & Blakely, G.L. Individualism-collectivism
as an individual difference predictor of organizational
citizenship behavior. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 16,
127-142, 1995.

Morrison, E.W. Role definitions and organizational
citizenship behavior: The importance of the employee’s
perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 37,
1543-1567, 1994.

Organ, D.W. Organizational citizenship behavior: The good
soldier syndrome. Lexington, M A: Lexington Books, 1988.

(31]

[34]

(35]

[37]

[42]

[43]

[44]

Oyserman, D., Coon, H.M ., & Kemmelmeier, M. Rethinking
individualism and collectivism: Evaluation of theoretical
assumptions and meta-analyses. Psychological Bulletin, 128,
3-72,2002.

Perloff, R. Self-interest and personal responsibility redux.
American Psychologist, 42, 3-11, 1987.

Podsakoff, PM., MacKenzie, S.B., Paine, J.B. & Bachrach,
D.G. Organizational citizenship behaviors: A critical review
of the theoretical and empirical literature and suggestions for
future research. Journal of M anagement, 26, 513-563, 2000.

Rioux, S. & Penner, L.A. The Causes of Organizational
Citizenship Behavior: A Motivational Analysis. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 86, 1303-1314, 2001.

Saks, A.M. Antecedents and consequences of employee
engagement. Journal of M anagerial Psychology, 21, 600-619,
2006.

Schaufeli, W.B., Salanova, M., Gonzalez-Roma, V., &
Bakker, A.B. The measurement of engagement and burnout:

A two sample confirmatory factor analytic approach. Journal
of Happiness Studies, 3, 71-92, 2002.

Singelis, T.M., Triandis, H.C., Bhawuk, D.P.S., & Gelfand,
M J. Horizontal and vertical dimensions of individualism and
collectivism: A theoretical and measurement refinement.
Cross-Cultural Research, 29, 240-275, 1995.

Smith, C.A., Organ, D.W. & Near, J.P. Organizational
citizenship behaviour: Its nature and antecedents. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 68, 653-663, 1983.

Taras, V., Kirkman, B.L. & Steel, P. Examining the impact of
culture’s  consequences: A three-decade, multilevel,
meta-analytic review of Hofstede’s cultural value dimensions.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 405-439, 2010.

Triandis, H.C. Individualism-collectivism and personality.
Journal of Personality, 69, 907-924, 2001.

Van Dyne, L., Cummings, L.L., & Parks. J.M. Extra-role
behaviors: In pursuit of construct and definitional clarity (A
bridge over muddied waters.) In L.L. Cummings & BM.
Staw (Eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior (pp.
215-285). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, 1995.

Van Scotter, J.R., Motowidlo, S.J., & Cross, T.C. Effects of
task performance and contextual performance on systemic
rewards. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 526-535, 2000.

Wagner, J.A. III. Studies of individualism-collectivism:
Effects on cooperation in groups. Academy of M anagement
Journal, 38, 152-172, 1995.

Vey, M.A. & Campbell, J.P. In-role or extra-role
organizational citizenship behavior: Which are we measuring?
Human Performance, 17, 119-135, 2004.



