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Personality traits refer to enduring patterns of
thought, emotion, and behavior that are not
likely to change over time and explain people’s
behavior across different situations (Costa and
McCrae, 1989; Funder, 2001). The five-factor
model of personality (FFM) or “Big Five” has
influenced the field of personality during the last
two decades, providing a significant degree of
convergence in the trait-factor analytic psychol-
ogy (Robertson and Callinan, 1998). Many stud-
ies have examined the relationship of personality
traits to job performance, finding significant
relationships between them (e.g., Barrick and
Mount, 1991; Barrick, Mount, and Judge, 2001a;
Barrick, Parks, and Mount, 2005; Hurtz and
Donovan, 2000; Salgado, 1999).

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB),
which is described as a discretionary behavior,
has emerged as a popular area for study (Organ,
1990). Citizenship behaviors are those helpful to
the company but not considered core elements of
the job. Citizenship behaviors are often per-
formed by employees to support the interests of
the organization even though they may not lead
directly to individual benefits (Moorman and
Blakely, 1995). Thus, managers often find it
difficult to reward good citizenship directly as
well as difficult to punish the absence of it.

Of particular relevance to the present study is
that previous studies have found a substantial
variance in personality-performance relationship
that remains unexplained (e.g., Barrick et al.,
2001a; Barrick et al., 2005; Hogan and Holland,
2003; Hough, 1992; Hurtz and Donovan, 2000;
Nikolaou and Roberston, 2001; Organ and Ryan,
1995). This is significant because it indicates
that other individual variables and situational
conditions facilitate or constrain the influence of
personality traits on performance and influence
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the relationship between them. Hence, the
present study used four control variables —
two individual factors (work locus of control
and self-esteem) and two situational factors
(stress at work and organizational justice) — to
control their effects on OCB. Accordingly, the
purpose of this study is to examine the relation-
ship between “big five” personality traits and
OCB after controlling the impact of the control
variables.

® The Five-factor model (FFM) of
personality
The FFM has achieved popular acceptance as a
meaningful description of personality traits
(Saucier and Ostedorf, 1999). The five factors
are usually labeled extraversion (sociable vs.
introverted), agreeableness (cooperative vs.
competitive), conscientiousness (organized and
planful vs. unorganized and careless), emotional
stability (emotional stability vs. instability), and
openness to experience (intellectual curiosity vs.
preference for routine) (Costa and McCrae,
1989).

The FFM has provided research in personality
with a clear measurement framework and is
responsible for the growth of interest in person-
ality in the field of work and organizational psy-
chology. These five factors have been identified
across a number of cultures and different lan-
guages, providing further support for the exist-
ence of the FFM and its universal application
(McCare and Costa, 1997; Nikolaou and Robers-
ton, 2001).

® Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB)
OCB, which is considered another form of job
performance, first appeared in the literature
when Organ with his colleagues (Bateman and
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Organ, 1983; Smith, Organ, and Near, 1983)
examined the relationship between satisfaction
and performance. Organ (1988) defined OCB as
“the individual behavior that is discretionary, not
directly or explicitly recognized by the formal
reward system, and that in the aggregate pro-
motes the effective functioning of the organiza-
tion.” By discretionary, Organ (1988) described
OCB as the type of behavior that is not a part of
the job description, but “rather a mater of per-
sonal choice, such that its omission is not gener-
ally understood as punishable.”

Most of the studies examining the structure of
OCB have agreed that it is a multidimensional
concept (e.g., Graham1989; Moorman and
Blakely, 1995; Organ, 1988; Podsakoff, Mac-
Kenzie, Moorman, and Fetter, 1990). Graham
(1989), for example, proposed a four-dimension
model of OCB consisting of interpersonal help-
ing, individual initiative, personal industry, and
loyal boosterism. Interpersonal helping involves
helping co-workers in their jobs as needed. Indi-
vidual initiative is communicating to others in
the work place to improve individual and group
performance. Personal industry includes taking
on specific tasks above and beyond the call of
duty. Finally, loyal boosterism involves the pro-
motion of the organizational image to outsiders
(Moorman and Blakely, 1995).

® Personality and OCB

There is increasing empirical evidence that per-
sonality affects individuals’ performance once
they are hired (e.g., Barrick and Mount, 1991;
Caldwell and Burger, 1998; Tett, Jackson, and
Rothstein, 1991). Organ (1990) argued that indi-
vidual differences play an important role in pre-
dicting whether an employee would exhibit
OCB. Hence, it is believed that some people,
because of who they are, would be more likely
to show OCB.

Studies on contextual performance have sug-
gested that personality traits are likely to be
particularly good predictors of contextual perfor-
mance (e.g., Borman and Motowidlo, 1993;
Morgeson, Reider, and Campion, 2005; Moto-
widlo and Van Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter and
Motowidlo, 1996). A variety of meta-analytic
research studies have found that conscientious-
ness, extraversion, agreeableness, and emotional
stability are positively related to different as-
pects of contextual performance (e.g., Hogan
and Holland, 2003; Hough, 1992, Hurtz and
Donovan, 2000; Organ and Ryan, 1995).

The few studies examining the relationship
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between individual differences and OCB have
provided contradictory results (e.g., George,
1991; Nikolaou and Roberston, 2001; Organ and
Konovsky, 1989; Smith et al., 1983). For ex-
ample, Organ and Konovsky (1989) examined
the influence of the personality trait of positive
affectivity (PA) on OCB. They found that when
PA was studied simultaneously with cognition, it
did not add to the explanation of OCB variance.
On the other hand, George (1991) tested the
relationship between mood trait (such as PA),
mood state, and OCB and found that when mea-
sured separately, mood state was related to OCB.

In another study, Organ and Lingl (1995) ex-
amined the hypothesis that agreeableness and
conscientiousness accounted for commonly
shared variance between job satisfaction and
citizenship behaviors. Their results showed that
although agreeableness and conscientiousness
were significant predictors of work satisfaction
— positively and negatively, respectively — it
was only conscientiousness that showed a reli-
able connection to OCB and only in respect to
the dimension of generalized compliance. In a
meta-analysis published in the same year, Organ
and Ryan (1995) found weak relationship be-
tween agreeableness and conscientiousness, the
two dimensions included in their analyses, and
OCB dimensions.

In one more study, Konovsky and Organ
(1996) predicted that agreeableness would relate
particularly with altruism, courtesy, and sports-
manship, whereas conscientiousness would re-
late with generalized compliance. However, the
statistically significant correlations they came up
with were quite weak: 0.12 between agreeable-
ness and courtesy and 0.15 between conscien-
tiousness and generalized compliance. The
results of regression analyses showed that, with
the exception of generalized compliance, the
dispositional variables could not predict signifi-
cant variance in OCB beyond that predicted by
work attitudes. But, in the case of generalized
compliance, the personality dimension of con-
scientiousness was the strongest predictor of all,
accounting for unique variance on the imper-
sonal dimension of OCB. Finally, the results of a
recent study conducted in Greece did not show
any significant relationship between personality
and OCB (Nikolaou and Roberston, 2001).

Given theses results, the search for individual
differences predictors of OCB is still unsettled.
Hence, the purpose of this study is to understand
an individual difference that may cause OCB
dimensions.

SAM ADVANCED MANAGEMENT JOURNAL

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




= Hypotheses Development

The present study examines the relationship
between personality traits and OCB. Barrick, et
al. (2005) described extraversion and agreeable-
ness as key dispositional determinants of social
behavior. Empirical evidence showed that these
two personality traits are significantly related to
interpersonal performance (Mount, Barrick and
Stewart, 1998). Mount et al. (1998) also de-
scribed conscientiousness and emotional stabil-
ity as important predictors of interpersonal
performance. Individuals who score high on
conscientiousness are typically dependable

and responsible, and those scoring high on
emotional stability are even-tempered and
tolerant of stress. Again, it seems reasonable
that these traits would result in higher-quality
working relationships. Therefore, it is expected
that:

Hypothesis 1: Extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, and emo-
tional stability are positively
related to interpersonal help-

ing.

Hypothesis 2: Extraversion, agreeableness,
conscientiousness, and emo-
tional stability are positively
related to individual initiative.

Conscientiousness refers to the tendency to be
purposeful, determined, exacting, and attentive
to detail. Conscientious individuals are depend-
able, achievement-oriented, and organized. In
essence, conscientious individuals can perform
their work with a minimum of oversight
(Morgeson et al., 2005). Hence, it is expected
that persons high on conscientiousness are more
likely to perform tasks above and beyond the
call of duty.

Hypothesis 3: Conscientiousness is positively
related to personal industry.

The conceptual nature of openness to experi-
ence suggests a close relationship with other
dispositional traits such as creativity, inquisitive-
ness, unconventionality, autonomy, and change
acceptance (Goldberg, 1992). These traits might
benefit performance depending on the job or
situation. Therefore, the study expects that per-
sons high on openness to experience are likely to
exhibit the behavior of promoting the organiza-
tion in general rather than a particular group.
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Hypothesis 4: Openness to experience is posi-
tively related to loyal
boosterism.

In summary, the study examines the rela-
tionship between individual personality and
performing OCB, with a focus on whether indi-
vidual personality (as measured by the “big
five”) predicts the four dimensions of OCB.

= Control Variables

All behaviors are a function of the characteris-
tics of the situation and the characteristics of the
person, because both can potentially facilitate

or restrict the behavioral expression of an indi-
vidual’s personality traits (Konovsky and Organ,
1996). Many studies have shown that situations
can limit the extent to which an individual can
behave in accordance with his or her personality
(e.g., Barrick and Mount, 1993; Barrick, et al.,
2005; Beaty, Cleveland and Murphy, 2001;
Gellatly and Irving, 2001; Hochwarter, Witt and
Kacmar, 2002). For example, weak situations
provide individuals with considerable autonomy
to engage in behaviors that are in accordance
with their personality traits. Previous studies
have been suggested linking OCB to some situ-
ational factors such as job satisfaction (Bateman
and Organ, 1983; Smith et al., 1983), percep-
tions of fairness (Moorman, 1991), task charac-
teristics (Farh, Podsakoff and Organ, 1990), and
interpersonal trust (Podsakoff et al., 1990).
Equally important is the idea that certain charac-
teristics of individuals may also restrict behav-
ior, which, in turn, constrains the expression of
personality traits (Moorman and Blakely, 1995).
For example, the literature showed that personal-
ity traits interact with one another to determine
behavior (e.g., George and Zhou, 2001; Witt,
Burke, Barrick and Mount, 2002).

To explain the main effect the individual per-
sonality might have on OCB, the present study
has identified four control variables that could
explain some of the variance in rating of OCB.
These variables are classified into two personal-
based groups (work locus of control and self-
esteem) and two situation-based variables (stress
at wok and organizational justice).

Work locus of control (WLOC). Individuals
differ in terms of their beliefs about whether
they control the outcomes in their lives (i.e.,
internal locus of control) or the outcomes are
controlled by factors such as luck and other
people (i.e., external locus of control) (Rotter,
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1966). Considering work domain, Spector
(1988) developed the WLOC scale which was
considered as a strong predictor of work-related
behaviors. Employees with an internal WLOC
are not likely to be constrained by rigid job roles
in order to retain control over events in the work
place. Hence, internals are more likely to per-
form organization citizenship behaviors than
externals (Blakely, et al., 2005).

Self-esteem. Self-esteem addresses enduring
patterns in judgments of self-worth and self-
regard (Williams, 1997). People with high self-
esteem show better self-regulation (Baumeister,
Heatherton and Tice, 1993), set appropriate
goals, and perform more effectively. People with
low self-esteem are easier to influence than
people with high self-esteem (Brockner, 1988;
Rhodes and Wood, 1992). Previous studies
showed that only high self-esteem employees
will have the emotional ability to perform OCB
under difficult and challenging situations (e.g.,
Tang and Ibrahim, 1998).

Organizational justice. Previous studies in the
area of organizational justice have suggested that
employee perception of both distributive and
procedural justice influence OCB (e.g., Farh et
al., 1990; Moorman, 1991; Organ, 1988). That
is, if employees perceive the outcomes of their
evaluations to be fair or perceive the process by
which outcome allocation decisions are made to
be fair, they will be likely to perform OCB
(Niehoff and Moorman, 1993).

Stress at work. Stress refers to a physical and
emotional reaction to potential environmental
threats (Steers, 1991). Previous studies showed
that people who have experienced a high level of
stress are unlikely to perform OCB. Rather, they
may try to find time to relax whenever they can
(Tang and Ibrahim, 1998).

Methods

® Participants and procedures

A survey of 230 employees working in a variety
of service organizations in Dubai was conducted
using anonymous questionnaires. The question-
naire containing measures of FFM, OCB,
WLOC, self-esteem, stress at work, and organi-
zational justice was distributed to employees
using the drop-off method. The response rate
was 71 %, leading to a sample of 164 individu-
als. The study sample was homogeneous since
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all respondents were UAE citizens. Forty nine
percent of the respondents were females and the
average respondent age was 32.5 with a standard
deviation (S.D.) .75. Respondents had been with
the organization an average of 5.5 years (S.D. =
1.0) and had been in their present job 3.0 years
(S.D.=.74).

= Measures

Personality. The “big five” personality dimen-
sions were assessed using the 44-item big five
Inventory (BFI) (John and Srivastava, 1999).
The BFI shows high convergent validity with
other self-report scales and with peer ratings of
the big five. The BFI items were rated on a five-
point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly
disagree to 5 = strongly agree.

OCB was measured with the 21-item scale
developed by Moorman and Blakely (1995).
Responses were made on a five-point scale (1 =
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). The
four dimensions included were: interpersonal
helping (six items), individual initiative (five
items), personal industry (five items), and loyal
boosterism (five items).

WLOC was measured with the 16-item scale
developed by Spector (1988). Responses were
made on a five-point scale anchored from 1 =
strongly disagree t0 5 = strongly agree.

Self-esteem was measured using the scale
developed by Rosenberg (1965). The scale is a
ten item Likert scale answered on a five point
from strongly disagree to strongly disagree.

Stress at work was measured with the 14-item
scale developed by Parasuraman and Alutto
(1981). Responses were made on a five-point
scale anchored from strongly disagree to
strongly agree.

Organizational justice was measured using
the three-dimension scale developed by Niehoff
and Moorman (1993). The scale consists of one
dimension measuring perceptions of distributive
justice and two dimensions measuring percep-
tions of procedural justice. Distributive justice
was measured using five items assessing the
fairness of different work outcomes. Procedural
justice was measured with items designed to tap
both formal procedures and interactional justice.
Formal procedures (six items) measured the
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degree to which job decisions included mecha-
nisms that insured the gathering of accurate and
unbiased information, employee voice, and an
appeal process. Interactional justice (nine items)
measured the degree to which employees felt
their needs were considered in job decisions. All
items used a five-point response scale anchored
from strongly disagree to strongly agree.

w Analysis

To test the relationship between the FFM of
personality and the four OCB dimensions, each
of the latter was regressed separately on to the
set of five personality factors. The four control
variables — WLOC, self-esteem, stress at work,
and organizational justice — were entered first
into the regression equation. Next, the five per-
sonality factors were entered on the second step
of the regression analysis to test study’s hypoth-
esis.

Results

Descriptive statistics, reliability estimates, and
the inter-correlation matrix of all the study’s
measures are presented in Table 1. As shown, all
alphas were at an acceptable level. All FFM
dimensions were positively related to the three
OCB dimensions of interpersonal helping, indi-
vidual initiative, and personal industry. Neither
extraversion (r = .14) nor emotional stability (r =
.08) was significantly related to loyal booster-
ism. The strongest correlation with interpersonal
helping was conscientiousness (r = .43, P < .01),
individual initiative was openness to experience
(r = .53, P < .01), personal industry was consci-
entiousness (r = .38, P < .01), and loyal
boosterism was openness to experience (r = .23,
P < .01).

Table 2 presents results of the hierarchical
regression analyses. The control variables as a
block contributed significant variance to the
explanation of interpersonal helping scores. En-
tering the five personality dimensions in step 2
added significant variance (A R?= .24, P < .01)
over and above the control variables and main
effects of the five personality traits. The b-coeffi-
cients presented in Table 2 were those derived at
the second step, so the relative contribution of
main effects of the predictors could be more
easily compared. Accordingly, conscientiousness
was the strongest predictor of variation in inter-
personal helping (B = .23, P<.01). Next in se-
quential order were openness to experience (B =
.21, P< .05) and agreeableness (B = .16, P< .05).
On the other hand, neither extraversion ( = .13)
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nor emotional stability (B = -.02) was signifi-
cantly related to interpersonal helping. Hence,
Hypothesis 1 was partially supported. The unex-
pected result was the significant relationship
found between openness to experience and inter-
personal helping. This was inconsistent with the
previous studies suggesting that openness to
experience would have little validity in predict-
ing performance (e.g., Barrick, Mount and
Judge, 2001b).

To test Hypothesis 2, the five personality traits
were regressed on to the individual initiative.
Entering the five personality dimensions in step
2 added significant variance (A R?= .44, P< .01).
Openness to experience was the strongest pre-
dictor of variation in individual initiative ( =
46 at P< .01); this was not expected, as stated in
Hypothesis 2. Next in sequential order were
agreeableness (B = .20 at P< .01) and conscien-
tiousness (B = .15 at P< .05). However, extraver-
sion and emotional stability were not significant
predictors of individual initiative (see Table 2).
Hence, Hypothesis 2 was partially supported.
Table 2 also shows that conscientiousness was
the only significant predictor of variation in per-
sonal industry (B = 0.34, P< .01). Similarly,
openness to experience was the only significant
predictor of variation in loyal boosterism (B =
.26 at P< .01). Hence, Hypothesis 3 and 4 were
supported.

Discussion

The study examined the relationship between
personality traits, as expressed by the FFM, and
the OCB four dimensions in the UAE. The re-
sults, in general, supported FFM as a predictor
of OCB. Employees high in conscientiousness,
openness to experience, or agreeableness
achieve the highest levels of interpersonal help-
ing performance. This result is consistent with
the results of Mount et al. (1998), who reported
that conscientiousness was an important predic-
tor of interpersonal performance. Additionally,
empirical evidence showed agreeableness as
significantly related to measures of interpersonal
performance (Konovsky and Organ, 1996;
Mount et al., 1998). This makes sense given that
individuals who score high on agreeableness
tend to be friendly and helpful, all traits that
facilitate working well with others.

It is also interesting that the study revealed an
unexpected positive relationship between open-
ness to experience and interpersonal helping.
This is inconsistent with the results of Mount et
al. (1998), who found no empirical evidence to
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Table 2. Hierarchical Regression Results Testing the Relationship between the Five Personality
Traits and the Four Dimensions of Organizational Citizenship Behavior (N = 164)

B Values for dependent variables

Predictors Interpersonal Individual Personal Loyal

helping initiative industry boosterism
Step 1: Control variables
Work locus of control 27%* .06 28%* 290"
Stress at work -07 -.19 -.01 .04
Self-esteem -.11 -07 -.08 07
Organizational justice 12 J2¥ -.03 32*
Adjusted R’ 17 14 .10 28
Step 2: The five personality
traits
Extraversion 13 A1 .03 -.01
Agreeableness 16* 20** .06 .03
Conscientiousness 23** - g 34> -.07
Emotional stability -.02 .09 .01 .01
Openness to experience 21% A6** .09 26%*
Adjusted R’ 41 .58 27 42
AR T 24 A4** A7t 4%

Note: The [’s presented are those derived at the second step.
* P<.05, ** P< .01

associate openness to experience with the ableness will be important predictors. Among
ability to work well with others. One possible these three traits, the present study suggests that
explanation is that individual who score high on conscientiousness is the most important predic-
openness to experience tend to be imaginative, tor of interpersonal helping.
curious and creative, all traits that would result As regards individual initiative, the study
in higher-quality working relationships. revealed that openness to experience, agreeable-
Therefore, the findings of this study suggest ness, and conscientiousness are valid predictors
that when assessing how effective a person is of individual initiative. Employees high in open-
in performing the social requirements at work ness to experience, agreeableness, or conscien-
— communication, interpersonal skills, and tiousness are also high in performing the OCB
facilitating peer or team performance —— consci- role of individual initiative (communicating to
entiousness, openness to experience, or agree- others in the work place to improve individual
SUMMER 2007 53
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and group performance). It is worth mentioning
that these three personality traits are the same
ones that predicted the OCB dimension of inter-
personal helping. This reflects the interpersonal
nature of both interpersonal helping and indi-
vidual initiative. The findings of the study also
suggest that openness to experience is the most
important personality trait in predicting indi-
vidual initiative.

Testing the relationship between personality
traits and personal industry, which describes the
performance of specific tasks above and beyond
normal role expectations, shows that conscien-
tiousness is the only valid predictor. This is con-
sistent with the previous studies suggesting a
positive relationship between conscientiousness
and performance across all jobs and tasks (e.g.,
Barrick and Mount, 1991; Hurtz and Donovan,
2000). This is also consistent with Moorman and
Blakely’s (1995) argument that conscientious-
ness could easily be related to personal industry
since conscientious individuals can be relied
upon to perform their part of the work with a
minimum of oversight. Conscientious individu-
als are also willing to handle any role within the
team and thus contribute to team performance
regardless of their specific assigned role
(Barrick, Stewart, Neubert and Mount, 1998). In
addition, conscientious individuals are task-
focused and will be particularly concerned with
performing their required behaviors and accom-
plishing the assigned goals (LePine, Hollenbeck,
Ilgen and Hedlund, 1997).

Contrary to previous studies suggesting that
openness to experience has little validity in pre-
dicting performance (e.g., Barrick et al., 2001a),
the present study showed it as the only valid
predictor of loyal boosterism (focusing on pro-
moting the organization’s image). A possible
explanation for this result is that persons high on
openness are likely to exhibit certain tendencies
of particular value in contemporary work envi-
ronments, such as positively viewing work place
transitions and changes, creative thinking, and
remaining open to new alternatives (Wanberg
and Banas, 2000). Thus, the person who is high
in openness to experience is expected to be will-
ing to promote the organization’s image.

An additional finding that deserves mention-
ing is the lack of any significant relationship
between both emotional stability and extraver-
sion and OCB dimensions. Similar results were
reported in previous studies (e.g., Nikolaou and
Roberston, 2001). However, previous studies,
such as Hormann and Maschke (1996), found
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that neuroticism (the opposite of emotional sta-
bility) predicted performance in various occupa-
tions. Moreover, extraversion was reported as a
valid predictor of performance in jobs character-
ized by social interaction, such as sales person-
nel and managers (e.g., Barrick and Mount,
1991; Vinchur et al. 1998). Thus, the present
study recommends that the relationship between
OCB and both emotional stability and extraver-
sion merit further examination in the same cul-
ture.

The interaction of openness to experience
with the three OCB dimensions of interpersonal
helping, individual initiative, and loyal
boosterism is one of the main contributions of
the current study. This is contrary to previous
studies reporting a weak relationship between
that personality trait and performance (e.g.,
Barrick et al., 2001a; Hogan and Holland, 2003;
Hough, 1992; Hurtz and Donovan, 2000; Organ
and Ryan, 1995). Thus, this research suggests
that openness to experience is an important per-
sonality trait in predicting OCB, especially per-
forming the social requirements at work and
promoting the organization’s image internally
and externally.

Finally, the results from this study have im-
portant practical implications in the employee
selection process. The results show that both
consciousness and openness to experience are
the most important personality traits in predict-
ing OCB. Hence, the study suggests that the
employee selection process could target appli-
cants who are high on conscientiousness and
openness to experience, especially to improve
staff OCB.

a Limitations, strengths, and future research
As with any research, the study has limitations.
The first involves the impact of culture on OCB,
which was not controlled in this study and may
have influenced personality-OCB relationship.
The literature has supported the idea that na-
tional culture affects the performing of OCB.
Previous studies (e.g., Blakely et al., 2005;
Moorman and Blakely, 1995; Van Dyne, Vande-
walle, Kostova, Latham, Cummings, 2000)
showed that respondents who were in more col-
lectivistic, higher-power distance nations per-
formed more OCB than those who were in more
individualistic, lower-power distance nations.
Thus, future researches need to measure and
control the impact of culture on personality-
OCSB relationship.

Second, OCB was measured subjectively
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by staff not by their managers. Ratings were
obtained from the same source: employees
contributed ratings of personality and OCB di-
mensions. Finally, common variance problems
cannot be ruled out since data on both indepen-
dent and dependent variables were collected at
the same time using the same questionnaire.
This potential bias could be prevented with lon-
gitudinal approaches.

Despite the limitations, the study has
strengths. It used four control variables to deter-
mine the main effect of the FFM on OCB. In
addition, it examined the relationship between
the five personality dimensions and each of the
OCB dimensions, not the overall score of OCB,
to better understand the relationship between
personality and OCB.

There are several areas for possible future
research. First, replication is needed to deter-
mine how the findings reported here correspond
to the results of studies conducted in other work
environments to ensure proper generalizability.
Second, future researches need to consider the
moderating influences of person and situation-
based factors on the relationship between FFM
and OCB. Third, researchers may consider the
respondents’ position in future studies as find-
ings may differ across jobs and contexts. Finally,
future researches could measure the impact of
culture on personality-OCB relationship.

Conclusion
This study examined the relationship between
individual personality and dimensions of OCB.
In general, it has found evidence that individual
differences correlate with citizenship behavior.
The personality trait of conscientiousness was
found to play a critical role in the prediction of
OCB dimensions of interpersonal helping, indi-
vidual initiative, and personal industry. Further,
openness to experience was found to play a criti-
cal role in the prediction of interpersonal help-
ing, individual initiative, and loyal boosterism.
The results have two notable implications in
personnel assessment and selection. First, an
individual’s personality plays a significant role
in workplace behaviors. Jenkins and Griffith
(2004) argued that using a personality-based job
analysis when choosing a personality measure is
as important as using a traditional job analysis
when choosing a content-valid selection tests.
Accordingly, researching personality traits and
conducting a personality-based job analysis will
improve the prediction of applicants’ OCB per-
formance. Second, OCB and personality are
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multifaceted. To predict narrow aspects of OCB,
narrow personality traits should be chosen.
Hence, this study suggests that measuring con-
scientiousness is important in predicting the
applicant’s performance of interpersonal help-
ing, individual initiatives, and personal industry.
Similarly, measuring an applicant’s openness to
experience is important in predicting the perfor-
mance of interpersonal helping, individual initia-
tive, and loyal boosterism.

Dr. Abu Elanain, an assistant professor of man-
agement, focuses his research on personality and
performance, job design and performance,
culture and performance management, and
strategic human resource management.
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