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CHAPTER 1
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Barnard (1938) first pointed out the importance of cooperation among coworkers
in organizations. Barnard’s work was influenced by two major theories. The first is the
norm of reciprocity which states that there is an expectation people will react to others in
kind, they will return benefits for benefits, or respond to indifference or hostility in a
likewise fashion. Social exchange theory posits that all human relationships are formed
by the use of a subjective cost-benefit analysis and a comparison of alternatives. In short,
“you scratch my back, I’ll scratch yours” relationships form between employees. He
found good behaviors are often reciprocated between coworkers (Barnard, 1938).

Daniel Katz (1964) found three basic types of behavior that were essential in
order for an organization to function properly. First, leadership needs to be able to entice
people to enter into and remain in the organization, second, leadership must be able to
depend upon employees to perform specific tasks effectively and responsibly, and third,
there should be unprompted and ground-breaking activity that goes beyond role
prescriptions. Katz also noted that an organization that relied completely on only those
three basic behaviors would have a very fragile social system (Katz, 1964). Every
organization depends on cooperation at multiple levels, including helping behaviors,
gestures of goodwill, altruism, and other citizenship behaviors in order to accomplish

tasks on a day to day basis (Smith, Organ & Near, 1983).



Organ (1988) is given credit for creating and defining the term organizational
citizenship behavior (OCB). Organizational citizenship behavior is defined as individual
behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward
system, and in the aggregate, promotes the effective functioning of the organization
(Organ, 1988). OCBs are behaviors employees are not required to perform. These
behaviors are not included in job descriptions and employees who choose not to
participate in these behaviors cannot be officially punished by their employer. Podsakoff
and MacKenzie (1994) further expanded the definition of OCB by adding that as extra-
role behaviors performed by workers, they are not recognized as part of an official reward
system. While employees cannot be punished for not engaging in OCB, there is also no
formal reward system for going above and beyond job prescriptions. OCBs have a major
effect on the social structure of organizations.

Conceptually, helping behaviors can be described as actions that include helping
others with, or preventing the likelihood of work related problems (Bachrach, Bendoly &
Podsakoff, 2001). Some helping behaviors are aimed at individuals, and are called OCB-I
(Williams & Anderson, 1991).

OCB has been further broken down into several different categories. Five
dimensions of OCB were identified by Organ (1988): (1) altruism, which involves
helping others, (2) courtesy, which is helping behavior that prevents problems, (3)
sportsmanship, having a positive attitude such as choosing not to complain in the face of
less than ideal circumstances, (4) conscientiousness, which encompasses good habits
such as punctuality and regular attendance, and (5) civic virtue, participation in activities

that are important to the organization. Helping behaviors that fall into the interpersonal



category are altruism and courtesy. Organ (1990) later added to the breakdown of OCB
by introducing two additional dimensions — peacekeeping and cheerleading. Additionally,
Graham and Verma (1991) contributed to dimensionality by introducing organizational
loyalty; Borman and Motowidlo (1993) added endorsing, support, and defending
organizational objectives, and Morrison and Phelps (1999) added individual initiative to
the growing list of OCB dimensions.

Another taxonomy of OCB is OCB-O, which is helping behavior that is directly
beneficial to the organization. Sportsmanship involves tolerating inconveniences that are
taking place in the company in order to improve the organization without complaining
(Bachrach et al., 2001). Organizational loyalty (Graham, 1991) is a type of OCB-O that is
concerned with protecting the organization. An employee who exhibits this behavior
endorses, supports and defends the organizations objectives.

What are some of the effects of OCB at the individual level? Although OCB is not
formally recognized by the organizational reward system, managers may take individual
level OCBs into account during performance evaluations and considering financial
rewards. An employee who engages in OCB activities, such as helping coworkers,
keeping a good attitude in the face of unpleasant circumstances, or participating in
activities that are beneficial to the organization, are sure to be noticed. These types of
behaviors could help lighten the load of supervisors and may motivate them to return the
favor in the form of promotion, positive performance evaluations, and financial
incentives (Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff & Blume, 2009). Because they are behaviors
that go above and beyond the call of duty, supervisors may look at such employees

favorably and attribute their activities as a genuine concern for the organization and its



effectiveness. This may further lead those in charge to believe the employee has a high
level of organizational commitment. Simply put, managers like to see employees exhibit
these behaviors and it is highly likely to have an effect on reward decisions, especially in
comparison to employees who exhibit lower levels of OCB (Lefkowitz, 2000). These
theories are consistent with previous empirical research by Allen and Rush (1998) and
MacKenzie, Podsakoff and Fetter (1991), which revealed that OCB activities are shown
to have a positive relationship to performance evaluations and reward allocations.

At the organizational or group level, OCBs have been extensively studied and
found to show that OCB may enhance effectiveness at both levels. An experienced
employee who takes the time to orient newer employees to procedures and norms in their
unit may help increase group or unit level effectiveness (Podsakoff et al., 2009). Lower
level employees may contribute to the company by sharing ideas for improving the
operations of activities in their work space to which supervisors may not be privy. An
employee who is willing to share his or her first-hand knowledge may help make changes
that cause the organization to become more effective. Of utmost importance, employees
who engage in high levels of OCB may help foster an environment of team spirit,
increase morale and unify those working in their immediate environment. All of these
outcomes may serve to enhance organizational effectiveness.

In order to account for specific consequences of OCB at both the individual and
organizational level, Podsakoff et al. (2009) undertook the task of examining some of the
theorized outcomes of OCB. Their extensive search produced 168 independent samples,
which consisted of 51,235 individuals to test individual level outcomes and 3,611 units

for unit level analysis. They found that OCBs are positively related to job performance



ratings (rc=.60). OCBs were also shown to have a relatively strong positive relationship
with reward allocation decisions (rc = .57). Further breakdown of this dimension revealed
that the relationship was significantly stronger between OCB and reward
recommendations (rc = .77). Average correlation coefficients were corrected for
measurements and sampling error.

Regarding OCBs and organizational outcomes, overall unit level OCB were
positively related to unit level performance (rc = .43). OCB were also found to have a
positive relationship with customer satisfaction (rc = .23), suggesting that high levels of
OCBs within units not only contributes to strengthening coworker relationships, but also
contributed to increased positive customer experiences. This is especially vital in service
oriented organizations. OCB was found to be negatively related to unit level incidents of
turnover (rc = -0.22) (Podsakoff et al., 2009).

Some precursors that have been identified as possible reasons for OCBs are job
satisfaction (Organ & Lingl, 1995), support of leadership (Smith et al., 1983),
organizational commitment (O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986), perceptions of fairness
(Moorman, 1993), and personality (Organ & Konovsky, 1989). These dimensions have
been studied extensively and revealed that all were likely motives for OCB with the
exception of personality (Coyne & Ong, 2007).

Importance of Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

OCBs are very important in terms of holding organizations together. In order to

thrive, an organization needs members who are concerned with engaging in positive

behaviors that benefit both their coworkers and the organization. OCBs encourage



positive interpersonal relationships between employees, and in turn, help the organization
succeed (Organ, 1988).

Numerous investigations have suggested that OCB has a positive impact on job
performance (Coyne & Ong, 2007). Organ (1988) posited that the impact on job
performance occurred due to the decrease of the resources the organization would have
otherwise needed to devote to maintenance activities. It was also suggested that OCB has
a positive impact on job performance due to enriched coworker productivity, and because
OCBs help enhance the attraction of the organization, which in turn increases employee
retention. OCB may also help the organization’s ability to embrace necessary changes,
such as unit restructuring/reorganization (Podsakoff, Ahearne & MacKenzie, 1997).

Lin, Hung, and Chiu (2008) found that in service organizations OCBs show
loyalty and help to promote the organization’s products. Individuals who exhibit OCBs
are also likely to go above and beyond the requirements of the service, which results in
the organization’s promises being delivered in a reliable, responsible, and helpful way.
These kinds of acts help to foster a sense of satisfaction on the part of the customer, and
thereby increase positive reviews and feelings, perhaps increasing customer loyalty.

OCBs are important and beneficial to organizations for the multitude of benefits
they provide. OCBs are positively related to job performance, they enhance
organizational performance, strengthen the social ties of the organization, provide
organizational flexibility, and enable members to cope with positive conditions of
interdependence. OCBs also contribute to resource transformation, innovation and
adaptability. Additionally, they are an effective means to coordinate activities, make

supervisors’ jobs easier by freeing their time and energy, and have the potential to



enhance the look of the organization, thereby increasing the organization’s ability to
attract and retain the best employees (Podsakoff et al., 1997). Research indicates that
sportsmanship and helping behaviors had a positive relationship with the quantity of
outputs (Podsakoff et al., 1997). Organizations need all of these in order to function at
maximum capacity. These qualities should be of utmost importance to managerial staff.
Who Is More Likely to Exhibit OCB?

Farrell and Finkelstein (2007) looked at two OCB dimensions, altruism (helping)
and civic virtues. Altruism, which are helping behaviors directed at specific persons, is
viewed as more of a feminine trait, and is seen as less optional for women, while civic
virtue, which reflects responsibility and involvement in the organization, is viewed as a
masculine trait (less optional for men). Three studies were conducted using different job
scenarios. The scenarios took on what was considered to be a masculine, feminine and
neutral nature. Participants were asked what the likelihood or motive of the employee
conducting citizenship behaviors was from a given list and/or task relevant behaviors.
The results of the study showed women were viewed as more likely to participate in
helping and civic virtue behaviors than men. In addition, the masculine job condition had
more expectations of civic virtue behaviors than did the feminine job condition. The
study also revealed women were more likely to display helping behaviors because they
wanted to help.

Paine and Organ (2000) suggested that collectivist cultures may display more
OCB than individualist cultures. Collectivist cultures rely heavily on interdependence;
therefore, this type of culture is more likely to engage in OCB on a regular basis, as

behavior such as this would be expected and considered to be the norm (Farh, Zhong &



Organ, 2004). In individualistic cultures, where people tend to rely on self, helping
behaviors would be considered the exception rather than the norm.

People high in conscientiousness are more likely to engage in OCBs, as well as
people with high affective commitment (AC) to the organization. People high in positive
affect (PA) engage in OCBs. In addition, employees who perceive a high level of
organizational justice and engage in high levels of impression management are more
likely to engage in OCBs (Bateman & Organ, 1983).

Regarding age, it would seem that older employees may be more likely to engage
in OCBs. Analysis of a sample of nurse employees concluded that job satisfaction,
organizational commitment and trust in management were factors most important to
younger employees, while concerns with morality was a precursor of altruistic behavior
among older participants (Wagner & Rush 2000).

Organizational Commitment and OCB

Organizational commitment was a major focus of research in the 1990s (Meyer,
Stanley, Herscovitch & Topolnytsky, 2002). During this decade of research it was found
that organizational commitment was a multidimensional construct with various
antecedents and consequences. Organizational commitment is a term used to describe the
relative strength of an individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular
organization (Moorman, Niehoff & Organ, 1993). An employee’s level of organizational
commitment has been said to be a precursor to OCB. An employee’s level of commitment
may reflect his or her willingness to help the organization even in the absence of a

reward.



Early research on organizational commitment focused primarily on the
individual’s emotional attachment to the organization (Mowday, Steers & Porter, 1979).
More recent research has expanded organizational commitment and includes Meyer,
Allen and Gellatly’s (1990) three components. Those components are normative,
affective, and continuance commitment.

Normative commitment is an aspect that reflects a perceived obligation to remain
in the organization. For example, an individual may feel obligated to stay with an
organization that invests its resources in training an employee, helping him or her learn
new skills, and providing other perks, such as tuition payment for job related courses.
The term normative implies that it is the “norm” for people to remain loyal to the
organization of which they are a part. Some antecedents of normative commitment are an
employee’s personal characteristics, social experiences, and organizational investments
(Meyer et al., 2002). Generally speaking, employees’ feelings of job security have
decreased in recent years, and, therefore, many organizations have tried to come up with
ways to increase normative commitment on the part of the employee by establishing
procedures an employee may find more attractive, such as having policies that include
grievance procedures, procedures that aim to promote employees from within the
organization, and providing employees with increased security (Meyer et al., 2002).
Employees who stay with the organization from the standpoint of normative commitment
stay because they feel they ought to stay.

Continuance commitment involves an employee taking into account the possible
costs associated with leaving an organization. An employee who stays with an

organization out of continuance commitment feels he or she has few options and that
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staying with the organization would be more beneficial than the costs associated with
leaving. In other words, employees who perceive the costs associated with leaving the
organization are greater than the costs of staying with the organization because they feel
like they need to stay. Some antecedents of continuance commitment are personal
characteristics, alternatives, and investments (Meyer et al., 2002).

Affective commitment may be the most important type of commitment in terms of
a person’s likelihood to participate in OCBs. Affective commitment is a form of
emotional attachment the employee has with the organization. Affective commitment
refers to the employee’s level of identification with and involvement in the organization
(Burton, Lee & Holtom, 2002). These are the employees who stay with the organization
because they want to stay. This form of organizational commitment has been considered
to be the most beneficial in terms of enhancing organizational effectiveness. Employees
who have a high level of affective commitment are less likely to engage in withdrawal
behavior and more likely to accept changes in the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997).

Research has examined the outcomes of affective commitment and found it to be
positively related with in-role job performance and extra-role behaviors, (Meyer,
Paunonen, Gellatly, Goffin & Jackson, 1989). This research also found that when
compared to normative and continuance commitment, affective commitment correlated
strongly with a wide range of outcomes. Affective commitment showed a strong negative
correlation with turnover intention, absenteeism (Meyer et al., 1993), whereas normative
and continuance commitment demonstrated reduced levels of OCBs and lack of desire to
participate in helping behaviors that go beyond the scope of their job descriptions. An

individual with high affective commitment toward an organization is more likely to
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consider the best interests of the organization than someone with only high continuance
or normative commitment (Meyer, Allen & Smith, 1993).
Other facets of OCB

Race and OCB. When it comes to race, there is a difference between how whites
and minorities (non-whites) perceive they are valued in society. Such difference in views
may have an effect on the performance of OCBs. If a non-white employee views himself
or herself as less valuable to the organization, the likelihood they will perform extra-role
behaviors may decrease. Because one view of OCB has been conceptualized as affect
based behavior, a negative mood state may lessen the likelihood a person will perform
OCBs. Negative affect is the tendency of certain people to feel negative mood states
(Watson & Clark, 1992). Therefore, it is plausible that persons experiencing high
negative affectivity will be less likely to participate in altruistic behaviors.

Non-white employees view themselves as having less privileges and rights than
their white counterparts not only in the workplace but life in general. Such perceptions
are likely to increase the occurrence of higher levels of negative affect (NA) (Jones &
Schaubroeck, 2004). People in this mood state would have lower expectations of
achieving a desired outcome. It was theorized that once an individual begins to believe
his or her work does not count as much as the next employee, he or she will begin to
disengage from any attempt to attain goals (Carver & Scheier, 1990). Additionally, black
and Hispanic employees were more likely to perceive experiences of discrimination and

unfair treatment than their white counterparts (Dixon, Storen & Van Horn, 2002).
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Jones and Schaubroeck (2004) conducted a study to determine the effects of NA
on OCB across different races. One hundred fifty-one employees across 17 different
departments in a large Midwestern private hospital were surveyed. White employees
made up 91% of the sample. All other participants were categorized as non-white. The
sample was 86% female, with an average of 40 years of age. One supervisor for each
department was also asked to complete a questionnaire that evaluated the OCB of each of
the participants in his or her department.

OCB was assessed using a 14 item instrument developed by Bateman, Organ, and
Smith (Organ, 1988). Job satisfaction was assessed using the general satisfaction scale
from Hackman and Oldham’s Job Diagnostic Survey (1980), and internalization was
measured using a scale created by Becker (1992). This study found race had a significant
effect on negative affectivity and supported the hypothesis that minorities would report
higher levels of NA. NA and coworker support were significantly related to job
satisfaction, with job satisfaction showing a significant relationship to internalization
commitment. Results of zero order correlations also showed the relationship between job
satisfaction and self-rated altruism and supervisor rated compliance was significant.

Counterproductive work behaviors. Counterproductive work behaviors (CWB)
are destructive behaviors that are opposite of OCBs. A person engaging in such behavior
is likely to perform intentional behaviors that are harmful to the legitimate interest of the
organization (Dalal, 2005). These employees may be out for revenge, and this harmful
behavior is usually carried out in retaliation to what the employee perceives to be unfair
conditions or an unjust workplace atmosphere. People who are high in negative affect are

more likely to engage in CWB. CWB are detrimental to organizations.
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Leadership influences on OCB. Many leadership theories have suggested the
importance of leading by example (Choi & Mai-Dalton, 1999; Manz & Sims, 1981,
Trevino & Brown, 2005). Specifically, transformational and charismatic leadership
theories stress that role modeling by leaders is important in encouraging subordinates to
follow their lead (Yaffe & Kark, 2011). The purpose of their study was to focus on the
role-modeling of OCB by examining OCB that is targeted at an entire group or
organization. Because OCB cannot be fostered by use of formal job descriptions, training
or a reward system, it should be affected by role modeling. When leader OCB is directed
at an entire group, it should motivate the group as a whole to participate. This is
important because research has suggested that group level OCB contributes to
organizational effectiveness (Podsakoff et al., 2009).

The study conducted by Yaffe and Kark (2011) aimed to extend existing
knowledge about leading by example, identify potential mediators and moderators of the
effect of leader OCB at the group level in an organizational setting, and contribute to the
study of antecedents of group level OCB. They hypothesized that leader OCB would be
positively related to group level OCB. The population for the study was a large Israeli
communication organization. The sample was taken from 67 work units from three
different departments. Six hundred eighty-three surveys were collected in total. Area
managers rated the level to which they thought group managers modeled OCB directed
toward the organization. The results of the study suggested that leaders could educate
subordinates about the importance of contributing to the organization by performing
OCBs if they lead by example. They suggest that organizations should begin with the

hiring process and attend to HR practices that would be more likely to enhance OCBs. In
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addition, Yaffe and Kark (2011) suggested that organizations should invest in more
programs aimed at leadership development to help build leader OCB competencies.

Job satisfaction and OCB. Cogpnitive job satisfaction is measured based on
logical and rational evaluations whereas affective based satisfaction is based on overall
positive emotions toward the duties of the job. Brief and Roberson (1987) tested for the
effect of cognition and affect on three measures of satisfaction using the Job Descriptive
Index (JDI) created by Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969), the Minnesota Satisfaction
Questionnaire (MSQ), and the Faces Scales (Dunham & Herman, 1975; Kunin, 1955).
The results found influences from both affect and cognition were present, with the MSQ
being the most cognitively based. The MSQ includes items to measure working
conditions, salary, quality of supervision, degree of autonomy and importance of the job
(Moorman, 1993). Answers based on the cognitive approach to job satisfaction center on
specifics about job conditions rather than emotional responses to the work environment.

Assimilar study by Williams (1988) provided support for Organ and Near's (1985)
theory that cognitive responses were important to take into consideration when measuring
for job satisfaction. Organ and Konovsky (1989) later studied indicators of cognition and
affect to determine which one was most likely to predict OCB. Results of the study
showed that the variance in OCB among subjects was more closely related to cognition
than affect. Regression analysis revealed that the coefficient of determination tied to
cognition was significant and much larger than that of affect. Therefore, there was greater
likelihood of OCB being predicted as a result of cognitive measures.

Looking for a link between OCB and job satisfaction, Moorman (1993) conducted

research to determine if cognitively based job satisfaction would be a predictor of OCB.
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He hypothesized that JS measures defined by cognitive influence would be more strongly
tied to OCB than JS measures defined by affective influences. Cross-sectional survey
data were obtained from two companies to test the effects of the two categories of job
satisfaction on OCB. The MSQ was used as a cognitive measure of job satisfaction based
on previous studies. The Brayfield-Rothe Job Satisfaction Scale (Brayfield & Rothe,
1951) was used to measure affective job satisfaction. OCB were measured by the
Organizational Citizenship Behavior scale modified from a previous version by
Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1989). Means, standard deviations and zero-order correlations
were obtained and supported the hypothesis. The MSQ had the strongest relationship to
four of five OCB dimensions (altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship and conscientiousness).
OCB and Turnover

The study of turnover is concerned with measuring the number of separations
from an organization. This includes resignations, retirements, reductions in workforce,
deaths, discharges and inter-agency transfers. Turnover rates are usually calculated in
terms of number per fiscal year.

There are two main types of turnover. Voluntary turnover occurs when an
employee leaves the organization of his or her own free will, and involuntary turnover
occurs when an employee is forced to leave. Turnover can be very costly to an
organization. Employee turnover costs are often measured in terms of the number of
turnovers per fiscal year (Michaels & Spector, 1982). Productivity is affected by turnover,
and time and money must be invested in recruiting new hires. In addition, training will
also be necessary for the new hires (Michaels & Spector, 1982). These activities take

away from the productivity of others, who may now need to neglect their own job duties
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in order to take on duties that once belonged to lost employees, or for taking their time to
train new hires.

New trends have surfaced during the research of turnover intention. These trends
include predictions of individual differences, an increase on contextual variables with a
focus on employee relationships, factors that cause employees to stay with the
organization (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, etc.) and turnover processes
over time (Holtom, Mitchell, Lee & Eberly, 2008). Studies indicate turnover as a
reflection of efficiency of an organization, thus, if turnover is an indication of efficiency,
then OCB should have a negative relationship with employee turnover (Chen, Hui &
Sego, 1998). Avoidance behaviors previously studied by Chen, Eisenberger, Johnson,
Sucharski, and Aselage (2009) are not adequate predictors of turnover.

Aryee and Chay (2001) examined workplace justice, citizenship behavior, and
turnover intentions in a union context. The majority of behavioral research in the union
context has focused on participation as either a multidimensional or a one-dimensional
concept. The lack of consensus on the subject led to research conducted by Fullagar,
Parks, Clark, and Gallagher (1995), which determined union participation should be
viewed from an OCB perspective. The reasoning for this theory was they found both
OCB and union participation shared similarities in that both were forms of discretionary
behavior, participation in said behaviors was beneficial to the organization, and lack of
participation in either behavior could not be penalized. Union behaviors that are
discretionary include participation in union activities, attending meetings, and taking part
in elections (Barling, Fullagar, Kelloway & McElvie, 1992). OCB were further broken

down into OCBO for OCBs that support the organization and OCBI for behaviors that
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contributed to interpersonal support. Distributive justice refers to the distribution of
resources and criteria used to make allocation decisions while procedural justice refers to
the perception of fairness of outcomes within the organization, and the procedures used to
determine these outcomes (Folger & Greenberg, 1985).

The relationship between perceived union support and outcomes such as
citizenship behavior and turnover intentions had not been previously examined in a union
context. Aryee and Chay (2001) hypothesized that distributive and procedural justice
would both be related to OCBI, and that procedural justice would be more strongly
related to OCBO and turnover intentions than distributive justice.

An eight item scale developed by Skarlicki and Latham (1996, 1997) was utilized
for participants to self-report dimensions of OCBO and OCBI and their level of
participation in union activities. A three item scale based on a scale created by Camman,
Fichman, Jenkins and Klesh (1979) was used to measure turnover intentions. Perceptions
of distributive and procedural justice were measured by a 13 item scale based on the
work of Fryxell and Gordon (1989). Demographics such as gender, union tenure and age
were collected as well.

Results showed that union helpfulness fully mediated the relationship between
workplace justice and OCBO/OCBI. The hypothesis was partially supported in that
distributive justice (8 = .25, p < .01) and procedural justice (5 = .25, p <.01) were related
to OCBI. However, only procedural justice was found to be negatively related to union
turnover intentions (# = -0.26, p <.01). An important limitation on the study is the fact

that self-report measures of OCBO and OCBI may have been inflated.
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Chen, Hui and Sego (1998) examined levels of OCB as a predictor of employee
turnover intentions, and tested the strength of the relationship across 11 companies in the
People’s Republic of China. They found a lack of empirical support for the relationship
between behavioral events and turnover. Behavioral antecedents are avoidance behaviors
that reduce the inclusion of the individual in the work role (Katz & Kahn, 1978). These
behaviors include, but are not limited to, tardiness and absenteeism. Research done solely
on the basis of examining behavioral antecedents has not shown those behaviors in and of
themselves to be good predictors of employee turnover (Benson & Pond, 1987). Prior
research theorized these behaviors have not been shown to be valid predictors of turnover
because they are not discretionary. This research broadens behavioral antecedents to
include discretionary behaviors; those behaviors that are not expected as part of the
employee’s formal role (OCBs).

Because extra-role behaviors are discretionary, an employee who has become
disgruntled in some way with the organization may choose to withhold his or her OCBs.
When an employee reaches the point where she or he considers leaving the organization,
she or he is more likely to test the waters with avoidance responses that have the fewest
negative consequences (Chen et al., 1998), and because OCB are discretionary and have
no direct impact on salaries, employment status or lifestyle outside of work, the employee
may find that withdrawing these behaviors is the “safest” way to begin withdrawing from
the organization. That is to say, a person’s lack of willingness to perform discretionary
behaviors toward the organization or his or her coworkers may indicate separation from

the organization is imminent.
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High levels of OCB are theorized to be a result of job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, or both (Organ & Ryan, 1995); therefore, it is feasible that an employee
who withholds such behaviors lacks commitment to the organization. Employees may
believe that OCBs will have a positive impact on evaluations, decisions regarding
promotion and compensation (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994), so an employee who is
committed to staying with the organization would be remiss to neglect these extra-role
behaviors.

Chen, Hui and Sego (1998) hypothesized that OCB is a direct predictor of
turnover, and employees who show low levels of OCB are more likely to leave an
organization than those who show high levels of OCB. Data for this study were collected
from middle-level managers and technical workers in 11 different companies. The sample
of 205 participants had a mean age of 28.7 years and 51% were men. Average job tenure
was 2 years. Questionnaires included questions about organizational commitment, job
satisfaction, rewards, and job alternatives. Supervisors of the participants evaluated
subordinate levels of OCBs. Turnover intention was measured using Camman, Fichman,
Jenkins, and Klesh’s (1979) 3-item scale. Internal consistency for this scale is .78. Three
categories of OCBs were measured — altruism, sportsmanship, and conscientiousness.
Items for this portion of the survey were adopted from scales developed by Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter (1990) and had internal consistency coefficients
of .87, .69, and .75, in that order. Three items were adopted for altruism, five items were
adopted for sportsmanship, and three items were adopted for conscientiousness. In
addition, actual turnover reports were collected from company records at 2 and 10

months after the questionnaire was initially completed. Average turnover rates for all
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organizations was 7.5% at 3 months, and 18% at the ten month mark. Job satisfaction, job
rewards/investments and organizational commitment were also included as control
variables.

Zero-order correlations revealed that OCB was negatively related to true turnover
(r =-0.28, p <.01), turnover intention was positively related to actual turnover (r = .15, p
<.05), and turnover intention was negatively related to OCB (r =-0.17, p < .05). These
correlations provide support for the hypothesis that OCB and turnover intention have a
relationship to actual turnover.

Coyne and Ong (2007) examined the relationship between OCB and turnover in a
cultural context by studying the effects of OCB in different branches of the same
organization in Malaysia, Germany, and England. The results of the study indicated
people who showed high levels of OCB showed lower intent for leaving than those who
exhibited lower OCBs, with the largest negative correlation in the category of
sportsmanship (-0.62). There was no evidence to support differences across cultures in
levels of turnover intentions. However, there were differences in OCB. In order to
evaluate differences between Malaysian employees and German and English employees,
a multivariate analysis (MANOVA) was carried out. The country was used as the
independent variable and all five dimensions of OCBs (altruism, civic virtue,
sportsmanship, courtesy and conscientiousness) were entered as dependent variables.
Results showed that the main effect for the country (Malaysia) was significant across all
dimensions when compared with German employees. When compared to English
employees only civic virtue and sportsmanship were higher in the Malaysian organization

(p <0.001 and p < 0.001, respectively).
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Podsakoff et al. (2009) also examined OCBs and employee withdrawal intentions.
The results indicated that OCBs were negatively related to both turnover intention (r¢ = -
0.22) and actual turnover (rc = -0.14). Analysis also revealed a negative relationship
between OCBs and incidents of employee absenteeism (rc = -0.16). These results suggest
that employees who exhibit high levels of OCB are less likely to have feelings about
leaving the organization than those employees who exhibit low levels of OCB. Higher
level OCB performers also are less likely to have excessive absences.

Attachment theory was put forth by John Bowlby (1969) and was founded on the
premise that people are born with innate behaviors that serve to attract supportive figures
who are available to protect them in times of psychological or physical distress. Having
such support available helps people feel a sense of security, but on the flip side, a lack of
supportive responses from those deemed as attachment figures results in feelings of
insecurity (Richards & Schat, 2011). Review of research regarding turnover found people
are less likely to leave their jobs if they feel connected to the social fabric of the
organization. The connection of self to others is a reflection of the level of job
embeddedness (Mitchell, Holtom, Lee & Sablynski, 2001). According to Mitchel et al.,
individuals who have higher levels of job embeddedness are more likely to stay at their
place of employment. These individuals take into account their connection with
coworkers, the feeling that their personal values align with their current position, and
uneasiness about losing those connections if they were to depart the organization.

Employees who experience attachment anxiety impede their ability to form
affective bonds with coworkers (Rom & Mikulincer, 2003). This can influence the

person’s likelihood to become embedded. For those individuals who are avoidant, the
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attachment system is disabled in order to block connection with others. This behavior
results in lower likelihood of job embeddedness to the organization. Absence of job
embeddedness results in increased likelihood to entertain thoughts of leaving the
organization (Maertz & Griffeth, 2004). Individuals with such insecure personality traits
develop fewer positive relationships at work. Individuals who have attachment-avoidant
personalities usually have negative attitudes toward others and the organization (Richards
& Schat, 2011). They prefer to avoid activities that involve working with others and may
use work tasks as an excuse to avoid socializing with coworkers. These kind of behaviors
result in decreased inclination to exhibit the OCB-1 dimensions of altruism and courtesy.
Regarding OCB-O, the avoidant individual is more likely to avoid other extra-role
behaviors that include others, meaning they won’t attend social gatherings or meetings
(Hardy & Barkham, 1994).

Research shows that interaction among coworkers has steadily increased over the
years, with 82% of US companies having more than 100 employees utilizing teams as
part of the work routine (Cascio, 1998). There has also been an increase in the number of
collective tasks among coworkers (Harrison, Johns, & Martocchio, 2000). Social support
can be linked to individual stress, burnout, and physical strain (Chiaburu & Harrison,
2008). The contribution, or lack thereof, of coworkers to the social structure of the team
can have an effect on employees who work closely with them. Behavioral outcomes such
as turnover intention, lateness and absenteeism can be affected.

Coworkers may mimic behaviors seen by those who work closely with them.
Seeing coworkers get away with negative behaviors such as excessive absenteeism can

result in the same behavior from the observing employee (Mathieu & Kohler, 1990).
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Notice of other coworkers slacking off, seeing that they are exerting the minimum effort
necessary to perform their tasks, can also influence an employee to engage in effort
reduction (Kidwell & Bennett, 1993). Furthermore, coworkers can influence an
employee’s intention to leave the organization and actual turnover by withholding
communication and emotional support (Cox, 1999) or by observations of coworkers
speaking negatively of the organization, or the actual act of departing the organization
(Krackhardt & Porter, 1986). The quality of such exchanges and observations of
coworkers can affect the level of job embeddedness an employee feels. Higher quality of
such exchanges leads to reduced turnover and job searches outside the organization (Lee
& Mitchell, 1994).

Meta-analytic analysis performed by Chiaburu and Harrison (2008) suggested that
coworker support is associated with less effort reduction, p =-0.23 (k = 8, N = 2,217),
and decreased incidences of absenteeism, p =-0.08 (k = 26, N = 7,601). In addition, there
1s a negative association between coworker support and an employee’s intent to leave the
organization, p = -0.27, indicating that as the level of coworker support goes up, intent to
leave the organization goes down. There is also a negative association between coworker
support and actual turnover p = -0.17, indicating that as coworker support increases
actual turnover decreases.

Interpersonal Citizenship Behavior and Turnover Intentions

Interpersonal citizenship behavior (ICB) is another term for OCBI. Very little
research has been done regarding the influence of interpersonal citizenship behavior
(ICB) among coworkers on turnover intentions. Aside from a few exceptions, research

studies have largely neglected the impact of social relationships with coworkers on
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outcomes such as voluntary turnover and job satisfaction (Ducharme & Martin, 2000).
Job embeddedness, a construct introduced by Mitchell et al. (2001) suggests that
employees can become attached to coworkers and become ingrained into the
organization, has been found to be correlated with both actual turnover and turnover
intention. These findings support the need for more research on relational reasons for
staying with, or leaving, an organization. A study by Regts and Molleman (2013) focused
on the association between interpersonal citizenship behavior and the recipients’ turnover
intention; a construct which has received very little attention. Employees who feel they
work in an environment where helpful behaviors are abundant have lower incidences of
turnover (Bertelli, 2007), and that satisfaction with one’s coworkers has a negative
relationship with voluntary departure of employees from the organization. ICB is
nonobligatory, and may suggest that the exhibitor of such behaviors has an attachment to
the recipient, which may in turn extract affirmative feelings in the recipient (Mossholder,
Settoon and Henagan, 2005). Molleman and Regts collected cross-sectional and multi-
source data through questionnaires from nurses at two Dutch hospitals. They found that
the correlation between ICB and turnover intention were significantly negative (r = -.20,
p <.05), and that the relationship between task interdependence and ICB was
significantly positive (r = .29, p <.01). No statistically significant relationship was found
between age, tenure or the standard deviation of receiving ICB as predictors of turnover.
They found that receiving ICB from coworkers correlates with reduced intent to turnover

via job satisfaction.
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Hypotheses and Research Questions

The review of literature has shown that employee relationships are important and
are in need of further investigation in order to predict organizational outcomes. It is
imperative that organizations take a closer look at how employee relationships may affect
turnover. The loss of human capital in organizations should be of concern to leadership,
as it leads to loss of productive time, which in turn leads to increased resources needed to
replace lost employees (Michaels & Spector, 1982). Furthermore, investigation in
organizational cultures other than nursing facilities may give further insight into the
relationship between ICB and turnover. The type of job duties and number of coworkers
combined with the level of task interdependence may generate different results.

H1la: There will be a negative relationship between an employee’s perceived level
of interpersonal citizenship behavior and employee turnover intention.

Prior research suggests that high levels of employee citizenship behavior
contribute to the social fabric of coworker relationships (Podsakoff et al., 2009) and the
result was lower incidences of employee turnover. If high levels of employee citizenship
behavior contribute to positive relationships between coworkers, then it is conceivable
that employees who exhibit little or no citizenship behavior will have weaker
relationships with coworkers, which may in turn lead to an increased desire to look
elsewhere for employment.

H1b: There will be a negative relationship between the perceived level of co-

workers’ interpersonal citizenship behavior and employee turnover intention.
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Perceived lack of coworker support may contribute to higher levels of turnover
intention due to a weakened relationship between the employee and coworker (Burton,
Lee & Holtom, 2002).

H2a: There will be a positive relationship between an employee’s perceived level
of interpersonal citizenship behavior and the employee’s affective commitment towards
the organization.

An employee’s level of affective commitment reveals an element of their
identification with, and involvement in the organization (Moorman, Niehoff & Organ,
1993). Employees who have a high level of affective commitment are said to exhibit
increased levels of extra-role behaviors (Meyer et al., 1989). Given prior research in this
area, it is possible that employees who perceive high levels of interpersonal citizenship
behavior also have a higher level of affective commitment.

H2b: There will be a positive relationship between the perceived level of co-
workers’ interpersonal citizenship behavior and the employee’s affective commitment
towards the organization.

The perception of positive relationships between coworkers can help increase the
level of affective commitment because it binds people together through positive social
relationships (Regts & Molleman, 2013).

H3a: The relationship between an employee’s perceived level of interpersonal
citizenship behavior and his or her turnover intention will be moderated by the level of
task interdependence, such that the relationship will be stronger when task

interdependence is higher.
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An employee who has a higher level of task interdependence will be affected by
coworkers who are not helpful, as it may hinder him or her from performing some of his
or her tasks. The higher the level of task interdependence, the more an employee will rely
on coworkers and expect interpersonal citizenship behavior (Paine & Organ, 2000).

H3b: The relationship between the perceived level of co-workers’ interpersonal
citizenship behavior and employee turnover intention will be moderated by the level of
task interdependence, such that the relationship will be stronger when task
interdependence is higher.

The level of task interdependence, that is, the potential impact a coworker’s
behavior or job duties has on another employee’s ability to accomplish their own tasks,
will serve as a moderator to the employee’s intent to turnover. An employee who has low
task interdependence with coworkers will not be affected as significantly as they would if
task interdependence was high (Regts & Molleman, 2013).

H4a: The relationship between an employee’s perceived level of interpersonal
citizenship behavior and the employee’s affective commitment towards the organization
will be moderated by the level of task interdependence, such that the relationship will be
stronger when task interdependence is higher.

An employee with a high level of affective commitment will exhibit higher levels
of interpersonal citizenship behavior (Bateman & Organ, 1983). Higher levels of
affective commitment combined with high task interdependence should strengthen this
effect, because an employee with high affective commitment will have a genuine concern

for the functioning of the organization (Podsakoff et al., 2009).
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H4b: The relationship between the perceived level of co-workers’ interpersonal
citizenship behavior and the employee’s affective commitment towards the organization
will be moderated by the level of task interdependence, such that the relationship will be
stronger when task interdependence is higher.

Task interdependence can increase the level of an employee’s job embeddedness.
An employee who has a higher level of job embeddedness will have increased affective
commitment toward the organization (Mitchell et al., 2001).

H5a: The more an employee’s perceived level of interpersonal citizenship
behavior exceeds the perceived level of co-workers’ interpersonal citizenship behavior,
the greater the employee’s turnover intention will be.

The norm of reciprocity states that a person who does for others will expect the
same in return. Employees will expect their helpful behaviors to be reciprocated by their
coworkers (Barnard, 1938). Thus, if they perceive that their helpful behavior is not being
returned in kind they may grow resentful and decide to leave the organization.

H5b: The more an employee’s perceived level of interpersonal citizenship
behavior exceeds the perceived level of co-workers’ interpersonal citizenship behavior,
the lower the employee’s affective commitment towards the organization will be.

Affective commitment refers to the employee’s level of identification with and
involvement in the organization (Burton, Lee & Holtom, 2002). An employee who
perceives a reduced level of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior that is lower
than what she/he feels she/he is giving out may experience decreased desire to be

involved in the organization, thus lowering their level of affective commitment.
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Research question one. Which type of interpersonal citizenship behavior, self or
co-worker, best predicts turnover intention? Also, do they add unique variance in
explaining turnover intention?

Research question two. Which type of interpersonal citizenship behavior, self or
co-worker, best predicts affective organizational commitment? Also, do they add unique

variance in explaining affective organizational commitment?
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CHAPTER 2
METHOD

Participants

One hundred forty one employees of a Midwestern state university voluntarily
completed my survey. One hundred forty one surveys were collected, with 69.6% of the
participants being female and 30.4% of the participants being male; 89.5% were non-
minorities and 10.5% were minorities. The largest percentage of participants work in
administrative support (27.7%), 26.2% were faculty, 22.7% were professionals, 9% were
student services employees, 6.4% were managerial and 2.8% were building services
employees. Tenure ranged from one month to 41 years, with the average tenure being
12.07 years. Ages of the participants ranged from 20 to greater than 60 years of age with
the mean age of the respondents in the 40-49 years-old category.
Measurements

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). ICB was measured by eight items
adapted from Lambert et al.’s (2008) study. The items used in that study were adapted
from a complete list of OCBs by extrapolating the questions that investigated OCBI,
which is also known as interpersonal citizenship behaviors (ICB). The study by Lambert
et al. used a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The
current study used the same eight items, but with a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). The purpose of using a six-point Likert scale was to help
respondents steer away from focusing on using a neutral response (Hui, Lee & Rousseau,
2004). These scaling differences make it difficult to compare Lambert et al.’s (2008)

findings with my findings.
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The participants used these eight items to score themselves (See Appendix A) and
the same eight items to score the perceived level of their coworkers’ ICB (See Appendix
A). Based on Lambert et al.’s 2008 study, this scale has a Cronbach’s alpha value of .80.
In this study, the items measuring self-ICB and other-ICB had Cronbach alpha values
of .77 and .91, respectively. These values indicate this is a reliable measure for this
construct. Items 3, 4 and 7 were reverse-scored on both scales. Lambert et al. reported a
mean score of 31 (SD = 4.69). By dividing 31 by eight the result is 3.88, which is just
below four on a five-point scale. When | measured ICB the mean was 4.93 on a six-point
scale for self-rating (SD = .60) and 4.15 for coworker rating (SD = .98). Thus, my
participants seem to rate their ICBs slightly higher than Lambert et al.’s participants did,
but they rate their coworker’s ICBs lower.

Affective commitment (AC). AC was ascertained with an eight-item scale
created by Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993) with a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A study conducted by Meyer et al. (1990) in
which they collected data on employees in two manufacturing firms and a university
concluded that the test had an internal consistency of .87. The current research used a six-
point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) (see Appendix
B). The purpose of using a six-point Likert scale was to help respondents steer away from
focusing on using a neutral response (Hui et al., 2004). These scaling differences make it
difficult to compare Meyer et al.’s (1990) research with my research. The scale used for
this study had a Cronbach’s alpha value of .86, which indicates a good level of reliability.
Items 3, 5, 6 and 7 were reverse scored. Meyer et al. reported a mean score of 5.57 (SD =

1.16) on a seven-point scale in their study. My participants had an average score of 4.27
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(SD =.91) on a six-point scale. Thus, both groups were above average and the greater
standard deviation in Meyer et al.’s study could be explained by the bigger range in scale
scores.

Turnover intention. Turnover intention was measured by Colarelli’s (1984)
three-item Intent to Quit Scale (see Appendix C). This scale uses a six-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). The scale was determined by
Saks (2006) to have an internal consistency of .82. The scale used for the current study
had a Cronbach’s alpha value of .90. This value indicates high reliability. The study by
Saks (2006) reported a mean turnover intention score of 2.63 (SD = 1.17). In my study
the mean was 2.48 (SD = 1.43). Thus, my scores are Similar to Sak’s scores.

Task interdependence. Task interdependence was measured by a five-item scale
adapted from Van et al. (2000) (see Appendix D). The purpose of this scale was to assess
to what extent the carrying out of one’s job duties are dependent on others. The scale used
by Van et al. has a reliability rating of .67. The items will be scored on a six-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). The scale used for this
study had a Cronbach’s alpha value of .79, indicating a high internal consistency. Item 2
was reverse scored. Van et al.’s study reported a mean score of 3.52 (SD = .86). My
average score was 4.43 (SD = .98), thus, my scores are higher than Van et al.’s scores.
Procedure

Prior to collecting data, ESU Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was
granted (See Appendix F). The survey questions (see Appendices A through D) were
organized onto three pieces of paper with the 32 Likert scale items being condensed onto

one page, front and back, and numbered 1 through 32. The demographic items were
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placed on the third page and each packet was stapled. Informed consent forms (see
Appendix G) were provided with each survey, but were placed in the packet as a separate
unattached sheet. The researcher personally visited departments across the university. The
participants were given an additional envelope in which to send back the survey and
informed consent acknowledgement separately. The participants were instructed to read
and sign the informed consent, to complete the survey if they were in agreement, and to
return the survey and informed consent in the self-addressed envelopes provided. The
participants were asked to return the survey within one week of having received it. At the
conclusion of week two after surveys had been handed out, only 17 were returned. Due to
the nature of the survey items being collected, the conclusion was made that participants
may have been hesitant to fill out and return the paper forms for fear of lack of
confidentiality. Therefore, the survey items were transferred onto an online survey, where
participants could read the consent form, and choose to continue the survey with
complete anonymity. The survey link was emailed to the population of the university,
with the exception of the offices that had already been supplied with paper forms. All
participants were assured of confidentiality. At the conclusion of day five, no new
surveys had been completed within a 24-hour period, thus the survey was closed and data

was organized onto an Excel spreadsheet before being entered into SPSS for analysis.
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS
Main Hypotheses and Research Questions

Hypothesis 1a. It was predicted that there would be a negative relationship
between an employee’s perceived level of interpersonal citizenship behavior and turnover
intention. To test this hypothesis, | examined the correlation between the two variables
and found a marginally significant negative relationship between the employee’s
perceived level of interpersonal citizenship behavior and turnover intention (r = -0.15, p
=.09). Thus, part A of my first hypothesis was only marginally supported. This result
weakly indicates that as an employee’s perceived level of citizenship behavior increases,
turnover intention decreases, and vice versa.

Hypothesis 1b. It was hypothesized that there would be a negative relationship
between perceived level of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior and employee
turnover intention. | ran a correlation between the two variables to test this theory. There
was no significant relationship found between level of coworker interpersonal citizenship
behavior and employee turnover intention (r =-.07, p > .05). Thus, part B of my first
hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 2a. The prediction was made that there would be a positive
relationship between an employee’s perceived level of interpersonal citizenship behavior
and the employee’s affective commitment toward the organization. To explore this
hypothesis, a correlation was conducted and a positive relationship was found between an
employee’s perceived level of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior and the

employee’s affective commitment toward the organization (r = .31, p <.001). Part B of
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my second hypothesis was supported, indicating that higher levels of an employee’s
affective commitment lead to higher levels of interpersonal citizenship behavior.

Hypothesis 2b. It was hypothesized that there would be a positive relationship
between the perceived level of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior and the
employee’s affective commitment toward the organization. To test this hypothesis, a
correlation between the two variables was examined and found to be significant (r = .21,
p < .05), indicating that increased levels of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior
may have a positive effect on an employee’s level of affective commitment. Thus, part B
of the second hypothesis was supported.

Hypothesis 3a. It was predicted that the relationship between an employee’s
perceived level of interpersonal citizenship behavior and his or her turnover intention
would be moderated by the level of task interdependence, such that the relationship
would be stronger when task interdependence is higher. First, the median task
interdependence score was calculated. Then the participants were divided into high task
interdependence and low task interdependence groups. The correlation coefficient was
calculated between the employees’ perceived level of interpersonal citizenship behavior
and their turnover intention for the two groups. For the high task interdependence group,
the correlation was r = -0.26, and for the low task interdependence group the correlation
was r = -0.03. Thus, the hypothesis was in the expected direction. However, when
Fisher’s r-to-Z transformation was conducted, the difference between the two correlations
was not significant (Z =-1.31, p > .05).

Hypothesis 3b. It was predicted that the relationship between the perceived level

of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior and employee turnover intention would be
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moderated by the level of task interdependence, such that the relationship would be
stronger when task interdependence is higher. For the high task interdependence group,
the correlation between the perceived level of coworker interpersonal citizenship
behavior and employee turnover intention was r = .03, and for the low task
interdependence group the correlation was r = -0.13. Thus, this hypothesis was not in the
expected direction and there was no need to conduct a Fisher’s r-to-Z transformation to
know that this hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 4a. It was hypothesized that the relationship between an employee’s
perceived level of interpersonal citizenship behavior and the employee’s affective
commitment toward the organization would be moderated by the level of task
interdependence, such that the relationship would be stronger when task interdependence
was higher. For the high task interdependence group, the correlation between an
employee’s perceived level of interpersonal citizenship behavior and the employee’s
affective commitment toward the organization was r = .32, and for the low task
interdependence group the correlation was r = .15. Thus, this hypothesis was in the
expected direction. However, when Fisher’s r-to-Z transformation was conducted, the
difference between the two correlations was not significant (Z = 1.03, p > .05).

Hypothesis 4b. It was hypothesized that the relationship between the perceived
level of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior and the employee’s affective
commitment toward the organization would be moderated by the level of task
interdependence, such that the relationship would be stronger when task independence
was higher. For the high task interdependence group, the correlation between the

perceived level of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior and the employee’s
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affective commitment toward the organization was r = .05, and for the low task
interdependence group the correlation was r = .17. Thus, this hypothesis was not in the
expected direction and a Fisher’s r-to-Z transformation conducted to know that this
hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 5a. It was hypothesized that the more an employee’s perceived level
of interpersonal citizenship behavior exceeded the perceived level of coworker
interpersonal citizenship behavior, the greater the employee’s turnover intention would
be. First, a new variable was created by subtracting the participants’ score on perceived
level of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior from their score on the employee’s
perceived level of interpersonal citizenship behavior. A high score on this new variable
would indicate that the participant helped out his or her coworkers more than his or her
coworkers helped him or her; while a low (or negative) score would indicate that the
participant helped out his or her coworkers less than his or her coworkers helped him or
her. Thus, | expected participants with high scores to feel more resentment and be more
likely to entertain turnover intentions. However, this hypothesis was not supported (r =
-0.03, p >.05) and it was not in the expected direction.

Hypothesis 5b. It was hypothesized that the more an employee’s perceived level
of interpersonal citizenship behavior exceeded the perceived level of coworker
interpersonal citizenship behavior, the lower the employee's affective commitment toward
the organization would be. This hypothesis was not supported (r =-0.02, p > .05).

Research question 1. Which type of interpersonal citizenship behavior, self or
coworker, best predicted turnover intention? Also, do these two variables add unique

variance in explaining turnover intention? From the first hypothesis, it is clear that the
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interpersonal citizenship behavior of the self predicts turnover intention (r = -0.15) better
than the interpersonal citizenship behavior of one’s coworkers (r = -0.07). A regression
analysis was run to predict turnover intention in which | first entered the interpersonal
citizenship behavior of the self into the equation, followed by the interpersonal
citizenship behavior of one’s coworkers. After entering the first predictor the regression
analysis returned a value of R? = .03. The second variable was unable to add significant
explanatory variance to the regression equation.

Research question 2. Which type of interpersonal citizenship behavior, self or
coworker, best predicts affective organizational commitment? Also, do these two
variables add unique variance in explaining affective organizational commitment? From
the second hypothesis, it is clear that the interpersonal citizenship behavior of the self
predicts affective organizational commitment (r = .31) better than the interpersonal
citizenship behavior of one’s coworkers (r =.21). Regression analysis was run to predict
affective organizational commitment in which | first entered the interpersonal citizenship
behavior of the self into the equation, followed by the interpersonal citizenship behavior
of one’s coworkers. After entering the first predictor the regression analysis returned a
value of R? = .12. The second variable was unable to add significant explanatory variance
to the regression equation.

Exploratory Analyses

The descriptive statistics and the correlations between my main study variables

are presented in Table 1. One thing noticeable from Table 1 is that both employee and

coworker ICB and affective commitment are higher when task interdependence is higher.



Table 1
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Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the Main Study Variables

N M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Employee ICB 134 493 .60
2. Coworker ICB 132 4.15 .98 21%
3. Turnover Intention 134 248 143 -0.15 -0.07
4. Affective Org Comm 134  4.27 91 B> 21* -62*%*
5. Task Interdependence 138 443 .98 29%*% 30** -.09 .35**

*p<.05

**p < 001
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Also, when coworker ICB is higher so is self ICB. Finally, employees with high affective
commitment are much less likely to be thinking about leaving the organization.

| found that task interdependence was a significant moderator of the relationship
between an employee’s perceived level of interpersonal citizenship behavior and the
perceived level of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior. For the high task
interdependence group, the correlation between an employee’s perceived level of
interpersonal citizenship behavior and the perceived level of coworker interpersonal
citizenship behavior was r = .35, but for the low task interdependence group the
correlation was r = -0.10. When I conducted a Fisher’s r-to-Z transformation, | found that
the difference between the two correlations was significant (Z = 2.65, p < .01).

I also examined how my demographic variables were related to my four main
variables. For age and tenure, | calculated correlation coefficients. As can be seen in
Table 2, age and tenure are not strongly related to my main variables, with the exception
of age and an employee’s perceived level of interpersonal citizenship behavior where
older employees perceive themselves as providing more interpersonal citizenship
behaviors.

For gender and minority status, | calculated t-tests. As can be seen in Table 3a,
gender was not significantly related to any of the four variables. As seen in Table 3b,
minority status was, however, related to an employee’s perceived level of interpersonal
citizenship behavior, where non-minority employees perceive themselves as providing
more interpersonal citizenship behaviors (t(131) = 3.32, p <.01). However, | also found
that minority status was confounded with age, such that non-minority employees were

older (M = 4.47, SD = 1.17) than the minority employees (M = 3.14, SD = .86; t(130) =
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4.11, p <.001). Thus, if older, non-minority employees see themselves as exhibiting more
interpersonal citizenship behaviors than younger, minority employees, is this an age

based phenomenon or a race and ethnicity based phenomenon? I do not know.



Table 2

Age and Tenure Correlations with the Main Study Variables
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N M SD Age Tenure
Employee ICB 138 4.93 .60 23% .07
Coworker ICB 136 4.15 .98 -0.03 -0.10
Turnover Intention 138 2.48 1.43 -0.08 -0.05
Affective Org Comm 138 4.27 91 .07 .03

*p<.01



Table 3a

Descriptive Statistics for Gender on the Main Study Variables
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Male Female
N M SD N M SD
Employee ICB 41 4.84 .53 94 5.00 .59
Coworker ICB 40 3.95 1.03 93 4.23 97
Turnover Intention 41 244 1.27 94 2.46 1.47
Affective Org Comm 41 4.22 .83 93 4.32 .92

*p<.01



Table 3b

Descriptive Statistics for Race on the Main Study Variables
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Non-minority Minority
N M SD N M SD
Employee ICB 119 5.00* .55 14 4.48* .63
Coworker ICB 118 4.17 .99 13 4.09 .90
Turnover Intention 119 2.48 1.38 14 2.17 1.72
Affective Org Comm 119 4.30 91 14 4.13 .83

*p<.01
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
Results only marginally supported the first part of H1. | found a marginally

significant negative relationship between the employee’s perceived level of interpersonal
citizenship behavior and turnover intention. This result coincides with research conducted
by Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1994) who theorized that employees who intend to stay
with an organization would not neglect extra-role behaviors due to their tendency to
believe that these behaviors could lead to positive outcomes of performance evaluations.
The marginally significant negative result found in the current study indicates that an
employee who exhibits high levels of interpersonal citizenship behavior may have a
decreased likelihood to leave the organization.

For the second part of H1, | predicted there would be a negative relationship
between the perceived level of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior and employee
turnover intention. This hypothesis was not supported. In other words, it would seem that
the level of an employee’s coworker’s helping behaviors does not influence an
employee’s decision to leave. Minimal research has been conducted examining the
relationship between helpful behaviors of coworkers and its impact on an employee’s
intention to quit. However, | expected the relationship to be significant due to the results
of the research conducted by Bertelli (2007) among treasury officials, which found
people who feel they work in an environment where helpful behaviors are abundant have
lower incidences of turnover. | suspect this finding may have been linked to the
occupation of the population the researcher studied. This finding among treasury officials

may have been significant due to the nature of the job, which may include a heavy
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reliance on others in order to complete job duties. Maybe university employment is less
task interdependent.

Results supported part A of H2, where | predicted there would be a positive
relationship between an employee’s perceived level of interpersonal citizenship behavior
and the employee’s affective commitment toward the organization. This prediction was
made based on prior research conducted by Meyer et al. (1989), which found employees
who exhibited higher levels of citizenship behavior also had high levels of affective
commitment. In addition, affective commitment is said to be linked to an employee’s
amount of involvement in the organization (Burton, Holtom & Lee, 2002).

For the second part of H2, | predicted there would be a positive relationship
between the perceived level of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior and the
employee’s affective commitment toward the organization. This hypothesis was
supported. According to previous research, positive social relationships help to bind
people together within the organization, whereas negative social relationships work to do
the opposite (Molleman & Regts, 2013). Positive social relationships help to increase an
employee’s affective commitment toward the organization.

Hypothesis 3a predicted the relationship between an employee’s perceived level
of interpersonal citizenship behavior and his or her turnover intention would be
moderated by the level of task interdependence such that the relationship would be
stronger when task interdependence was higher. The results supported the hypothesis in
the sense that it was in the expected direction, but when I conducted a Fisher’s r-to-Z
transformation the difference between the correlations was not significant. My first result

demonstrated the employees who were thinking of leaving had lower interpersonal
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citizenship behaviors. It makes sense for these employees to begin withdrawing behaviors
that are not mandatory (Chen, Hui & Sego, 1998). However, it would seem in my study
that the level of task interdependence has little to do with turnover intention and an
employee’s level of citizenship behavior. Perhaps an employee who has decided to leave
an organization does so without thought of the way in which his or her tasks are
intermingled with coworkers.

For Hypothesis 3b, it was predicted that the relationship between the perceived
level of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior and employee turnover intention
would be moderated by the level of task interdependence such that the relationship would
be stronger when task interdependence was higher. The difference in these correlations
was not in the expected direction, thus, the hypothesis was not supported. | believed an
employee who had high reliance on others to accomplish tasks may be influenced to look
elsewhere for employment if helpful behavior from coworkers was not up to par.
Employees can become attached to coworkers and become ingrained into the
organization. The level of job embeddedness has been found to be correlated with both
actual turnover and turnover intention (Mitchell et al., 2001). My thinking was that the
level of coworker citizenship behavior could help or harm the social ties the employee
has to an organization such that they may be influenced to leave if enough frustration and
resentment were bred by the lack of positive social relationships. But my thoughts were
not borne out by the data. The behaviors of one’s peers, helpful or not helpful, were
unrelated to turnover intentions in Hypothesis 1b, and whether one depended on those

peers or not also did not make a difference. When it comes to the decision to leave one’s
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organization, perhaps coworker characteristics are not high on the decision list on
whether to stay or leave.

For Hypothesis 4a, I expected the relationship between an employee’s perceived
level of interpersonal citizenship behavior and the employee’s affective commitment
toward the organization to be stronger when task interdependence was higher. Although
the results were in the expected direction, Fisher’s r-to-Z transformation showed no
significance. My thinking was an employee who has a high level of affective
commitment would report higher rates of citizenship behaviors because affective
commitment serves as a precursor to citizenship behaviors (Moorman, Niehoff & Organ,
1993). Additionally, citizenship behaviors enhance organizational effectiveness
(Podsakoff, Ahearne & MacKenzie, 1997). Thus, employees with high levels of affective
commitment may be more likely to engage in these behaviors, especially in instances of
high task interdependence, because they want to help coworkers and ensure the
organization is successful. Perhaps an employee engages in the same amount of
citizenship behavior regardless of the level of task interdependence. Employees may be
so concerned with the success of the organization, or delivering of services to customers
that they will perform these behaviors even in instances of low interdependence among
coworkers.

For Hypothesis 4b, | expected the relationship between the perceived level of
coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior and the employee’s affective commitment
toward the organization to be stronger when task interdependence was higher. Again,
Fisher’s r-to-Z transformation revealed no support for this prediction. My thinking was

that helpful behavior on the part of coworkers would increase positive relationships in the
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workplace, resulting in increased commitment, and it would form a stronger bond
between coworkers, which would increase an employee’s level of job embeddedness
(Mitchell et al., 2001); especially in instances of high task interdependence. But that was
not the case. Maybe the level of an employee’s commitment is not determined by
additional helpful actions of their coworkers, even when such actions are needed to
perform well, and is instead motivated by other factors, such as the job itself, or treatment
of the employee by leadership, or other factors.

Hypothesis 5a predicted that the more an employee’s perceived level of
interpersonal citizenship behavior exceeded the perceived level of coworker interpersonal
citizenship behavior, the greater the employee’s turnover intention would be. This
hypothesis was not supported. My thinking was an employee who had higher levels of
citizenship behavior than their coworkers would have high levels of resentment, which
would influence them to look for work elsewhere, perhaps where their good deeds would
be reciprocated. This is based on the social exchange theory introduced by Barnard
(1938). If people expect like-behaviors in return and they feel they are not a recipient of
the same behaviors they are giving, then this might cause an employee to become
disgruntled. Maybe the level of the employee’s affective commitment or satisfaction with
his/her job is such that she/he is happy to help others, without expecting anything in
return. This could produce a form of cognitive dissonance, where a person’s commitment
increases because of the lack of external justifications for enduring something negative.

Hypothesis 5b predicted that the more an employee’s perceived level of
interpersonal citizenship behavior exceeded the perceived level of coworker interpersonal

citizenship behavior, the lower the employee's affective commitment toward the
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organization would be. This hypothesis was not supported. There may be other factors at
play that more directly affect an employee’s level of affective commitment. Instead, these
employees may have a high level of conscientiousness, high positive affect, or be more
concerned with impression management (Bateman & Organ, 1983). These mindsets
would cause employees to be more concerned with their own behavior than that of others.
In cases such as these, affective commitment may not be affected in relation to coworker
behavior. These employees may merely be looking out for themselves, hoping their extra-
role behaviors lead to promotion or some other rewards. They may believe management
will take notice of their actions and they will look upon them favorably when comparing
them to their coworkers (Leftkowitz, 2000). Or, as mentioned in the previous paragraph,
perhaps doing more produces cognitive dissonance, where a person’s commitment
increases because of the lack of external justifications for enduring something negative.

My two research questions explored which type of interpersonal citizenship
behavior, self or coworker, would best predict turnover and affective organizational
commitment, and whether the two variables would add any unique variance in explaining
these two variables. For both variables, an employee’s perceived level of interpersonal
citizenship behavior not only outperformed the perceived level of coworker interpersonal
citizenship behavior, but the perceived level of coworker interpersonal citizenship
behavior was unable to add any unique explanatory variance. It could be that employees
are reluctant to leave a stable job regardless of coworker behavior, due to economic
conditions. These employees may be staying based on continuance commitment (Meyer
& Allen, 1990), which has caused them to examine the pros and cons associated with

leaving. Lack of extra-role behaviors by coworkers may not be the most causal factor in
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terms of making the decision to depart. Concerning affective commitment, maybe it is the
employee’s own level of emotional attachment to the organization that causes them to
perform extra-role behaviors, and is not dependent on the actions of others. In addition,
employees with higher levels of affective commitment are more likely to consider what is
best for the organization (Meyer et al., 1993). This may make them more likely to exhibit
the extra-role behavior of good sportsmanship (Organ, 1988) and continue engaging in
citizenship behaviors regardless of the lack of extra-role performance by coworkers.

After analysis of the main hypotheses, I looked at demographic variables to see
how they related to the four main variables. Age was significantly related to the perceived
level of the employee’s own interpersonal citizenship behaviors. Older employees
believed they exhibit more interpersonal citizenship behavior than their younger
counterparts. Perhaps changes in culture between the generations make them more likely
to work harder and be more helpful than those who are younger or have been employed
for fewer years. Additionally, analysis of a sample of nurse employees conducted by
Wagner and Rush (2000) concluded job satisfaction, organizational commitment and trust
in management were factors most important to younger employees, while concerns with
moral judgment was a precursor of altruistic behavior among older participants. This
could explain the variation in the levels of interpersonal citizenship behaviors reported by
people in different age groups, as the younger generation may not find citizenship
behaviors as important as their more experienced counterparts.

Minority status was also related to an employee’s perceived level of interpersonal
citizenship behavior. Non-minority employees believed that they exhibit more

interpersonal citizenship behaviors than minorities. This result is what | would have
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expected, due to previous research that suggests that minorities may be experiencing
increased negative mood states, due to the perception that their efforts will not be
rewarded with the outcomes that are desired (Jones & Schaubroeck, 2004). This negative
mood state may explain the decreased reports of citizenship behaviors. It is important to
note, however, that the results of the tests showed age was confounded with minority
status, as the non-minority employees were older than the minority employees.
Exploratory analysis of age/tenure of employees revealed that older employees reported
themselves as engaging in higher incidences of citizenship behaviors than younger
employees. Thus, | cannot completely determine whether the difference between the
groups is due to age or minority status.

Exploratory analysis also revealed that task interdependence moderated the
relationship between the employee’s perceived level of interpersonal citizenship behavior
and the perceived level of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior. Employees who
reported higher levels of task interdependence had a high correlation between self and
coworker measures of interpersonal citizenship behavior, while employees who reported
lower levels of task interdependence had a low correlation between self and coworker
measures of interpersonal citizenship behavior. When task interdependence is high,
employees either believe that (a) they and their coworkers are engaging in high levels of
citizenship behavior or (b) neither they nor their coworkers are engaging in high levels of
citizenship behavior. However, when task interdependence is low, reports of self-
citizenship behavior and coworker citizenship behavior were unrelated. When there is
high task interdependence and interpersonal citizenship behavior is high, perhaps it

creates a norm for helping that everyone conforms to. On the other hand, when such help
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breaks down, perhaps it infects the entire team. On teams with low interdependence,
however, perhaps the norms for helping others are less explicit and more left up to each
individual.

Practical Implications

The purpose of the present study was to assess the effects of lack of coworker
interpersonal citizenship behavior on an employee’s affective commitment and intention
to leave the organization. Based on research by Podsakoff et al., (1997), which found that
at the individual and team level, citizenship behaviors help foster positive relationships
between coworkers, | expected to find that employees whose coworkers exhibited low
levels of interpersonal citizenship behaviors would have weak relationships with their
coworkers and, would therefore, decide to seek employment elsewhere. However, | found
no evidence to support that a lack of support from coworkers in the area of interpersonal
citizenship behavior had an effect on an employee’s intention to quit. Interpersonal
citizenship behaviors are discretionary and cannot be enforced by employers (Organ,
1988). Therefore, if the level of coworker interpersonal citizenship behavior has no effect
on employee turnover an organizational culture whose employees do not participate in
such behaviors may not find importance of such behaviors in terms of decreasing
turnover.

It is important to note that analysis of the data did result in marginally significant
results in the area of turnover as it relates to an employee’s own level of citizenship
behaviors. | found marginal significance to indicate employees who engage in these
behaviors are less likely to quit, with the reverse being true for those who report lower

levels of interpersonal citizenship behavior. With this in mind, organizations may want to



54

visit the idea of paying attention to the level of extra-role support being offered by
employees in order to help gauge the possibility of voluntary departures from the
organization. Prior research by Chen, Hui and Sego (1998) showed significant data to
support that low levels of citizenship behavior lead to turnover. Therefore, longitudinal
studies may yield significant results for an organization by examining the progression of
the cycle of citizenship behaviors of employees, perhaps revealing decreasing amounts of
citizenship type behaviors over time and seeing if it leads to turnover. If results show a
trend, management may explore ways to intervene to see if they can prevent turnover
intention from turning into true turnover.

Although I was unable to find evidence to support that lack of coworker
interpersonal citizenship behavior led to turnover, I did find a positive relationship
between the perceived level of interpersonal coworker support and affective commitment
of the employee. Research shows organizations fostering a culture that contributes to
increasing their employee’s level of organizational commitment can help decrease
employee turnover, thereby decreasing costs associated with replacing lost employees
(Michaels & Spector, 1982). Perhaps organizations should focus on fostering positive
relationships with employees, thereby increasing affective commitment and avoiding the
loss of good employees. This study may encourage further research in the area of social
relationships among employees as it relates to affective commitment and causes of
turnover.

Limitations
The biggest limitation to the interval validity of this study was its correlational

design. Because none of my independent variables were manipulated, | was unable to
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make any causal inferences. | was merely able to report on relationships between
variables.

Another limitation of the study is the population that was used to collect data.
Perhaps targeting a population that works in teams and relies heavily on coworker
support would yield different results. | feel in an environment with a heavy reliance on
teamwork, there may be a more direct link established between coworker support and
turnover intention. This study may provide more evidence to connect the link between
coworker support and turnover if conducted in a population that has high rates of
employee turnover.

Reliability is a limitation, as the data collected was not even across the different
job categories. People in different job categories are performing different tasks, therefore
larger sample sizes in the job categories that were least represented by this survey may
have yielded different results. The distribution of job types may have contributed to the
types of responses received. Though numerous participants across all job categories were
solicited for survey completion, the number of responses returned was not representative
of a broad spectrum of job types. Due to the nature of the survey, in that it was
administered electronically and employees were contacted via email, it may be that
employees who work in food services or building services are not carrying out tasks that
require them to (a) check email regularly, or (b) have time to sit and fill out an online
survey. These jobs are more physical task oriented, and require employees to spend most
of their time away from computers.

Due to the nature of the organization used for this research, it may be that

employees have other means of obtaining information they need to perform their job
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duties, so it may not affect their feelings about coworker helpfulness as much. For
employees whose job duties are independent of their coworkers, the level of helpfulness
displayed by a coworker may not matter as much as it would to a person who works in
teams.

Another limitation of the study was the number of responses from females
(69.6%) in comparison to males (30.4%). As stated previously, women are more likely to
engage in helping behaviors than men (Farrell & Finkelstein, 2007). It is plausible that
more women completed this survey due to their likelihood to want to help. Another
possibility is women who responded to the survey are working mostly with other women,
which may indicate that citizenship behaviors are naturally abundant. It would have been
interesting to see what the results would have been had more males responded.

The final limitation is the current state of the United States economy. Employees
may be hesitant to leave what they consider to be a stable job simply on the basis of lack
of helpful behavior. In economic conditions where steady work is hard to come by, lack
of help from coworkers may seem like a small issue in the grand scheme of things. In a
healthy economy where jobs are abundant, resentment may build in the face of knowing
one has other options. Employees who have other options may be more likely to consider
looking elsewhere for employment, rather than staying with the organization out of
continuance commitment.

Future research

In depth examination of the links between age differences, race, and interpersonal

citizenship behavior may shed some light on different attitudes regarding such behaviors.

The variables of age and race were confounded in the current study so | was unable to
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conclude which variable predicted the amount of citizenship behavior undertaken. Future
studies with larger sample sizes may be able to provide more insight into this
phenomenon.

Another area of future research may be to conduct a similar study with a different
population. The type of job being performed may make a significant difference in an
employee’s resentment if they are not on the receiving end of helpful coworker behaviors,
A job where tasks are built around working on a line, where employees may have to wait
for others to complete tasks in order to carry out their own specified duties may cause
increased frustration leading to higher likelihood to look elsewhere for employment.

Collectivist cultures were found to display more citizenship behaviors than
individualistic cultures (Paine & Organ, 2000). Since this study was conducted in a
population that is part of an individualistic culture, it may be beneficial to conduct such a
study in an environment where helpful behaviors are expected, and considered to be the
norm (Farh, Zhong & Organ, 2004). In the current population, helpful behaviors would
be an exception rather than the norm. Employees in collectivist cultures who report lower
rates of helpful behaviors on the part of their coworkers may be more likely to have
increased resentment due to the expectation of such behavior. It would be worthwhile to
see if such a study may produce results indicative of the effect non-reciprocated
citizenship behaviors would have on the social fabric of an organization in a collectivist
culture.

Finally, conducting a study that examines the relationship between interpersonal
citizenship behavior and employee turnover may yield different results during a time

period where the economy is flourishing. An employee who views him or herself as



having other options may not be as likely to stay when experiencing frustration due to

lack of coworker support.
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Appendix A

Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scales
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Self-Report of One’s Own OCB

Directions: Please indicate the degree to which you disagree or agree with the following
statements by circling the appropriate number between 1 and 6 for each statement.
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1. 1 frequently volunteer to do things
1 3 4 5 6

without being asked.

2. | often take time away from my job
to help others with their work with- 1 2 3 4 5 6
out asking for a reward.

3. Sometimes | will coast during part of
the workday when there is little work

to do rather than trying to find new 1123 4 5 6

work.
4. If possible, | take extra unauthorized

breaks. 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. \INF(;ll:IIt( .forth a great deal of effort at 1 5 3 4 . 6
6. | often try to help fellow employees

so they will become more productive. 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. When possible, | take longer lunches

or breaks than allowed. 1 2 3 4 5 6
8. 1 often help others at work who have

a heavy workload without being 1 2 3 4 5 6

asked to do so.
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Perceptions of One’s Coworkers’ OCB

Directions: Please indicate the degree to which you disagree or agree with the following
statements by circling the appropriate number between 1 and 6 for each statement.
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1. My coworker(s) frequently volunteer
to do things without being asked. 1 3 4 5 6
2. My coworker(s) often take time away
from their job to help others with
their work without asking for a re- 1 2 3 4 5 6

ward.

3. Sometimes my coworker(s) will coast
during part of the workday when
there is little work to do rather than 1 2 3 4 5 6
trying to find new work.

4. If possible, my coworker(s) take ex-

tra unauthorized breaks. 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. My coworker(s) put forth a great

deal of effort at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. My coworker(s) often try to help fel-

low employees so they will become 1 2 3 4 5 6

more productive.

7. When possible, my coworker(s) take

longer lunches or breaks than al- 1 2 3 4 5 6
lowed.

8. My coworker(s) often help others at
work who have a heavy workload 1 2 3 4 5 6

without being asked to do so.
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Affective Commitment Scale
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Directions: Please indicate the degree to which you disagree or agree with the following
statements by circling the appropriate number between 1 and 6 for each statement.
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1. 1 would be very happy to spend the
rest of my career with this organiza- 1 2 3 4 5 6
tion.
2. | really feel as if this organization’s
problems are my own. 1 2] 3 4 5 6

3. 1 do not feel a strong sense of “be-
longing” to my organization.

4. 1 enjoy discussing about my organi-
zation with people outside it

5. 1 do not feel “emotionally attached”
to this organization.

6. | think that I could easily become as
attached to another organization as | 1 2 3 4 5 6
am to this one.

7. 1do not feel like “part of the family”
at my organization.

8. This organization has a great deal of
personal meaning for me. 1 2 3 4 5 6
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Turnover Intention Scale

79



80

Directions: Please indicate the degree to which you disagree or agree with the following
statements by circling the appropriate number between 1 and 6 for each statement.
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1. I frequently think of quitting my job
at this organization.

PN
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2. I am planning to search for a new 1 2 3 4 5 6
job during the next 12 months.

3. If I have my own way, I will not be 1 2 3 4 5 6
working for this organization one
year from now.




Appendix D

Task Interdependence Scale
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Directions: Please indicate the degree to which you disagree or agree with the following
statements by circling the appropriate number between 1 and 6 for each statement.
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1. I need information and advice from
my colleagues to perform my job
well.
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2. | have a one-person job; it is not nec-
essary for me to coordinate or coop- 1 2 z 4 5 6
erate with others.

3. 1 need to collaborate with my col-
leagues to perform my job well.

4. My colleagues need information and
advice from me to perform their jobs 1 2 3 4 5 6
well

5. I regularly have to communicate with
colleagues about work related issues.
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Demographic Data
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Demaographics

If any of the items below make you feel uncomfortable, feel free to leave them blank.

Age: Please circle your age category

Under 20 20-29 30-39 40 -49 50-59 60 or above
Gender: Please circle your gender

Male Female Other (i.e., Transgender)

Race/Ethnicity: Please circle which category best describes your race/ethnicity
Minority Non-minority

Tenure: Please specify how long you have been working in this organization (in years)

years

Job Category: Please circle the category that bests fits your position description
Administrative support

Faculty

Student services

Managerial

Building services

Food service

Professional

Other, please specify:

Thank You!
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IRB Human Subjects Approval Letter
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Appendix G

Informed Consent
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INFORMED CONSENT

The Department of Psychology at Emporia State University supports the practice of pro-
tection for human subjects participating in research and related activities. The following
information is provided so that you can decide whether you wish to participate in the pre-
sent study. You should be aware that even if you agree to participate, you are free to
withdraw at any time, and that if you do withdraw from the study, you will not be sub-
jected to reprimand or any other form of reproach. Likewise, if you choose not to partici-
pate, you will not be subjected to reprimand or any other form of reproach.

This study is intended to examine whether there the level of extra role behaviors received
by an employee’s coworkers has any effect that that employee’s intention to leave the
organization and his/her affective commitment to the organization. The approximate par-
ticipation time will be 10 to 20 minutes.

During the data collecting process, participants can either email their results back to the
researcher to the address: jmorril2@g.emporia.edu, of which only I, the researcher, have
the password to. Or the participants can give the survey to the researcher in person or by
campus mail. In order to protect participants’ confidentiality, only | have the access to the
names. Moreover, after the research, all the data forms will be locked up for three years,
and then be destroyed.

"I have read the above statement and have been fully advised of the procedures to be used
in this project. | have been given sufficient opportunity to ask any questions I had
concerning the procedures and possible risks involved. I understand the potential risks
involved and | assume them voluntarily. | likewise understand that | can withdraw from
the study at any time without being subjected to reproach.”

Subject Date
print name

Subject

sign name
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I, Jaime D. Morris, hereby submit this thesis/report to Emporia State University as partial
fulfillment of the requirements for an advanced degree. | agree that the Library of the
University may make it available to use in accordance with its regulations governing
materials of this type. | further agree that quoting, photocopying, digitizing or other
reproduction of this document is allowed for private study, scholarship (including
teaching) and research purposes of a nonprofit nature. No copying which involves
potential financial gain will be allowed without written permission of the author. I also
agree to permit the Graduate School at Emporia State University to digitize and place this
thesis in the ESU institutional repository.
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