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Organizational psychologists are increasingly recognizing that
employee role perceptions cannot be ignored when it comes to
explaining and predicting organizational citizenship behavior
(OCB; Morrison, 1994; Morrison & Phelps, 1999; Pond, Nacoste,
Mohr, & Rodriguez, 1997; Tepper, Lockhart, & Hoobler, 2001;
Van Dyne & Butler Ellis, 2004). Accumulating evidence suggests
that employees are more inclined to perform citizenship behavior
when they view it as a role obligation, rather than as discretionary
(Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 2002; Coyle-Shapiro, Kessler, & Pur-
cell, 2004; Kidder, 2002; Morrison, 1994; Morrison & Phelps,
1999; Tepper & Taylor, 2003; Zellars, Tepper, & Duffy, 2002).
Such results, although not surprising, suggest the importance of
understanding the factors that influence employee OCB role def-
initions. We refer to OCB role definition throughout the article as
the extent to which individuals consider OCB to be part of the job
or role defined. Higher levels of role definition signify that rele-
vant behavior is more in role in nature.

Evidence from available research indicates that employees in
similar work contexts may have different beliefs about their obli-
gations and that employee role definitions may change over time

(Hofmann, Morgeson, & Gerras, 2003; Korsgaard, Sapienza, &
Schweiger, 2002; Lam, Hui, & Law, 1999; Loveland & Mendle-
son, 1974; Morrison, 1994; Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994).
These studies highlight the importance of both contextual and
individual-difference factors as OCB role definition determinants,
and scholars are increasingly calling for systematic research in this
area (Morrison, 1994; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach,
2000; Tepper et al., 2001). Drawing on insights from theories of
social exchange and prosocial behavior, we explain how one
perceived contextual variable (procedural justice) and three indi-
vidual differences (reciprocation wariness, empathic concern, and
perspective taking) influence employee beliefs about their work-
related obligations. In addition, we provide needed theoretical
integration of existing approaches to explaining the effects of OCB
role definition on OCB.

Theoretical Foundations

Rather than departing from the conceptual foundations on which
OCB research has been founded—theories of social exchange and
prosocial behavior (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Organ & Konovsky,
1989; Puffer, 1987; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983)—this study
focuses on the centrality of role definitions within these theoretical
frameworks. For instance, within social exchange theory, OCB
role definitions emerge as individually held beliefs about personal
obligations within social exchange relations. Founded on the norm
of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), social exchange theory posits that
individuals give benefits to others in expectation of receiving
benefits back from them of equivalent value (Blau, 1964). In
contrast to economic exchange relations, where benefits are given
and received in terms of a specific quid pro quo, social exchange
relations are characterized by an open-ended stream of transactions
over time. Both parties to the relationship make contributions and
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receive benefits, with the form and timing of contributions left to
the discretion of the giver rather than the recipient (Bateman &
Organ, 1983; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Organ, 1988; Pillai, Schrei-
sheim, & Williams, 1999; Tepper et al., 2001). It is important to
note that given the reciprocal nature of social exchange relations,
obligations to contribute to them necessarily accompany expecta-
tions of benefit from them. Obligations of social exchange rela-
tions, anchored in each party’s beliefs about what the other party
expects, help frame or define roles for relationship members.
Individuals who desire to maintain mutually beneficial social
exchange relationships are careful to meet partner expectations,
and they consider such behavior a role obligation within the
relationship irrespective of whether it is formally prescribed. Con-
sistent with this understanding, empirical findings show that em-
ployees with psychological contracts governed by norms of social
exchange do indeed include OCB (working extra hours, being
loyal, and volunteering to do nonrequired tasks on the job) as
obligations they owe to their organizations (Gakovic & Tetrick,
2003; Robinson et al., 1994; Shore & Barksdale, 1998).

Although role obligations within social exchange relationships
provide one foundation for role definitions, research on prosocial
behavior from the standpoint of role-identity theory provides ad-
ditional perspective by highlighting the close coupling of role
obligations with identity beliefs (Callero, 1985; Callero, Howard,
& Piliavin, 1987; Grube & Piliavin, 2000). In varying degrees,
people define themselves as occupants of identifiable prosocial
roles (e.g., blood donor, volunteer), and these self-inrole beliefs
may have direct implications for behavioral intentions and actual
behavior (Callero, 1985; Callero et al., 1987; Grube & Piliavin,
2000; Penner, 2002; Penner & Finkelstein, 1998; Penner, Midili, &
Kegelmeyer, 1997) as well as indirect effects as moderators of
relationships between situational factors and behavior (Schwartz,
1973; Schwartz & Howard, 1980, 1984). Within organizational
settings, employee beliefs about role obligations are likely to be
shaped not only by the formal roles they are assigned and the
social exchange obligations they have accepted but also by the
citizenship-type role(s) that employees identify with and see them-

selves as occupying (Farmer, Tierney, & Kung-Mcintyre, 2003;
Finkelstein & Penner, 2004; Kidder & McLean Parks, 1993,
2001). In general, then, OCB becomes role defined when role-
identity beliefs expand to include citizenship behaviors (Morrison,
1994; Kidder, 2002) and as feelings of responsibility for citizen-
ship contributions increase (Morrison & Phelps, 1999; Pearce &
Gregerson, 1991).

For social exchange and role-identity theorists alike, roles are
defined and understood in terms of the constellation of responsi-
bilities or behavioral obligations perceived by an individual within
a specific organizational setting. Within organizations, supervisor–
subordinate relations have particular importance because of the
pivotal role that supervisors play not only as organizational au-
thorities who enact organizational policies and procedure but also
as opinion leaders within the social group. As such, supervisory
treatment can influence subordinate beliefs about their obligations
toward peers and their obligations to the organization more gen-
erally. Indeed, an important function of supervisory work is to
ensure that subordinates are prepared and willing, as necessary, to
make both organization-directed and peer-focused contributions.

Having located role definitions as central constructs within
theories of social exchange and prosocial behavior, we now pro-
ceed to identify key contextual and individual factors that might be
key determinants of OCB role definition as well as the mecha-
nisms by which OCB role definition influences citizenship behav-
ior. In this analysis, we consider the important role of perceptions
of the procedural fairness of supervisory treatment as well as the
individual differences of reciprocation wariness, perspective tak-
ing, and empathic concern, which emerged from our review of the
social exchange and prosocial behavior literatures. Our framework
of OCB role definition predictors is summarized in Figure 1.

Predicting OCB Role Obligations

Procedural justice perceptions. Social exchange and proce-
dural justice theories are coupled closely in OCB research
(Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Moorman, 1991; Moorman, Niehoff, &

Figure 1. Predictors of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) role definition (Hypotheses 1–5). H �
Hypothesis.
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Organ, 1993; Organ & Moorman, 1993; Pillai et al., 1999; Tepper
et al., 2001). Although early reflection in the OCB literature
addressed the role of fairness in general (Organ, 1988), the focus
of attention quickly shifted to procedural justice in particular
(Moorman et al., 1993; Organ & Moorman, 1993). It is important
to note that empirical findings show that it is the experience of fair
treatment from organizational authorities—operationalized either
as supervisory procedural justice or as interactional justice—rather
than perceived distributive justice that accounts for the effects of
justice on OCB (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Moorman, 1991; Moor-
man et al., 1993; Organ & Moorman, 1993; Pillai et al., 1999).
Such findings suggest that employees come to understand their
relationship to organizations and organizational authorities in
terms of social exchange when they experience procedural fairness
in their treatment, because this communicates to them that they are
valued and cared for (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Blader, 2003;
Tyler & Smith, 1998).

The norm of reciprocity that is central to social exchange theory
suggests that those receiving favorable treatment from others feel
a sense of obligation to reciprocate in some manner (Blau, 1964;
Gouldner, 1960; Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 2002). We
maintain that within organizations, the sense of obligation that
emerges as a response to favorable treatment is reflected in broader
role definitions (Gakovic & Tetrick, 2003; Robinson et al., 1994;
Shore & Barksdale, 1998). That is, broader role definitions repre-
sent reciprocation for procedurally fair treatment received from
supervisors as organizational authorities. As such, we hypothesize
the following:

Hypothesis 1: Procedural justice perceptions are positively
associated with OCB role definition.

Reciprocation wariness. Although acknowledging the perva-
sive role that social exchange relationships play within society, we
recognize that people differ in their orientations toward social
exchange, or as Organ (1977) aptly put it, people differ in “sen-
sitivity to social exchange morality” (p. 51). Organ (1977) sug-
gested and evidence shows (Cotterell, Eisenberger, & Speicher,
1992; Eisenberger, Cotterell, & Marvel, 1987; Lynch, Eisenberger,
& Armeli, 1999; Perugini, Gallucci, Presaghi, & Ercolani, 2003)
that some individuals are more fearful of being exploited in social
exchange relationships and are thus more hesitant to get involved
in them. More specifically, Eisenberger and colleagues described
an individual difference, labeled reciprocation wariness, which
measures an individual’s disposition to be fearful of being ex-
ploited in social exchange relationships, and they provided empir-
ical evidence that it affects social exchange behavior not only
within interpersonal relations but also within individual–
organization relations (Eisenberger et al., 1987; Lynch et al.,
1999).

We maintain that, given fear of exploitation in social exchange,
wary individuals are less easily convinced of the desirability of
social exchange relationships than are those low in wariness.
Furthermore, wary individuals have lower baseline expectations
for exchange relationships—including not only what they can
expect to receive from others but also what they are obligated to
contribute to them—than less wary individuals. Thus, as recipro-
cation wariness increases, individuals define their OCB obligations
in increasingly narrow terms.

Hypothesis 2: Reciprocation wariness is negatively associated
with OCB role definition.

Wary individuals have been shown to be less inclined to endorse
positive reciprocity norms (reciprocation of favorable treatment)
and more inclined to endorse negative reciprocity norms (recipro-
cation of unfavorable treatment; Lee & Tetrick, 2005; Perugini et
al., 2003). Thus, one might expect that wary individuals who are
fearful of being exploited are more sensitive to perceived injustice
and less sensitive to treatment fairness than are less wary individ-
uals. However, because wary individuals are theorized to have
constrained role definitions, perceived injustice may not strongly
impact (already constrained) role definitions. Further, we expected
that wary individuals would be less likely to be influenced by
positive treatment from the organization. By way of contrast,
however, we expected individuals low in wariness (and thus more
favorably disposed toward positive reciprocity and less concerned
with negative reciprocity) to respond favorably to fair treatment
(Eisenberger, Lynch, Aselage, & Rohdieck, 2004). Thus, we hy-
pothesized the following:

Hypothesis 3: Reciprocation wariness moderates the positive
relationship between procedural justice perceptions and OCB
role definition, such that this relationship is strongest when
reciprocation wariness is low.

Empathic concern and perspective taking. The personality
variable most studied in relationship to prosocial behavior is
empathy, and accumulated evidence suggests that it is associated
with OCB (Borman, Penner, Allen, & Motowidlo, 2001; McNeely
& Meglino, 1994; Spector & Fox, 2002). For Penner and col-
leagues, empathy is a defining element of the prosocial personal-
ity, and empirical findings show it to be a robust predictor of OCB
(Penner, 2002; Penner & Finkelstein, 1998; Penner et al., 1997;
Rioux & Penner, 2001). For organizational scholars and social
psychologists alike, the psychological construct of empathy cap-
tures at least two distinguishable but related phenomena—perspec-
tive taking as the tendency to be aware of and adopt the perspec-
tive of the other (cognitive empathy) and empathic concern as the
tendency to respond emotionally to the fortunes and misfortunes of
others (affective empathy; Allen, Facteau, & Facteau, 2004; Davis,
1980, 1983; Parker & Axtell, 2001; Settoon & Mossholder, 2002;
Spector & Fox, 2002).

Kidder (2002) and Kidder and McLean Parks (1993) contended
that individuals high in empathic concern and perspective taking
are more inclined to view altruism and courtesy as inrole forms of
OCB. Individuals oriented toward the needs of others (high in
empathic concern) and aware of those needs (high in perspective
taking) should be more inclined to adopt a prosocial role identity
consistent with this orientation and define OCB as inrole conduct.
By the same token, it should be easier for individuals less aware of
the needs of others (low in perspective taking) and less aroused by
observed need (low in empathic concern) to deny personal respon-
sibility for constructive intervention and thus be less inclined to
define OCB as a role obligation. Consistent with this understand-
ing, Finkelstein and Penner (2004) found strong associations be-
tween prosocial values and the extent to which individuals incor-
porate interpersonally directed OCB into workplace role identities
as well as between organizational concern motives and the extent
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to which individuals incorporate organization-directed OCB into
workplace role identities. Accordingly, we hypothesized the fol-
lowing:

Hypothesis 4: Individual differences in (a) empathic concern
and (b) perspective taking are positively associated with OCB
role definition.

Furthermore, because citizenship contributions may entail some
level of personal sacrifice or cost, we believed that both empathic
concern and perspective taking would interact with perceptions of
procedural justice to predict OCB role definition. That is, those
oriented toward others’ emotions (empathic concern) and view-
points (perspective taking) will be more inclined to view OCB role
obligations broadly, regardless of whether the procedural fairness
of treatment they receive is low or high. We theorized, however,
that the extent to which individuals low in empathic concern and
perspective taking view citizenship behavior as role defined will
be influenced more by their perception of situational factors,
including the procedural fairness of their treatment. Consistent
with this understanding, we hypothesized the following:

Hypothesis 5: (a) Empathic concern and (b) perspective tak-
ing moderate the positive relationship between procedural
justice perceptions and OCB role definition, such that the
relationship is strongest when empathic concern and perspec-
tive taking are low.

A major goal of our research was to answer calls in the literature
to examine the individual and situational factors influencing OCB
role definitions (Morrison, 1994; Podsakoff et al., 2000; Tepper et
al., 2001). Drawing on insights from theories of social exchange
and prosocial behavior, we argue that people are likely to define
their roles more broadly when they are treated in a manner that is
fair, when they are low in dispositional reciprocation wariness, and
when they are high in empathy (empathic concern and perspective
taking). We also assert that these individual differences moderate
the relationship of procedural justice perceptions with role defini-
tions. We complete our analysis below by addressing the way in
which perceptions of procedural justice and role definitions influ-
ence OCB.

Procedural Justice and Role-Definition Perceptions
Predicting Citizenship Behavior

Although researchers generally agree that employee role defi-
nitions are likely to influence citizenship behavior, they differ
substantially in how they model and explain these effects (Morri-
son, 1994; Tepper et al., 2001). For instance, Morrison (1994)
argued, and reported findings showing, that employees are more
likely to perform OCBs when they see such behaviors as in role
rather than extrarole. In contrast, Tepper et al. (2001) argued that
the effects of fair supervisory treatment on employee OCB are
strongest when employees view citizenship behavior as discretion-
ary rather than required. That is, employees who define OCB as
extrarole (i.e., greater role discretion) would engage in more OCB
when they are treated fairly and less OCB when procedural justice
is perceived as being low. Although at first glance these two lines
of explanation appear to be competing perspectives—direct effect
versus moderation effect—we argue, on the basis of insights from
role identity theories of prosocial behavior, that they are comple-
mentary. A summary of the relationships we discuss below is
presented in Figure 2.

As discussed above, role-identity theory proposes that employ-
ees differ in the extent to which they view themselves as occupants
of identifiable prosocial roles and that these self-inrole beliefs have
direct implications for behavior (Callero, 1985; Callero et al.,
1987; Grube & Piliavin, 2000; Penner, 2002; Penner & Finkel-
stein, 1998; Penner et al., 1997). Donors give blood more often,
volunteers contribute more of their time, and citizens more actively
participate in recycling programs when they view themselves as
occupants of relevant prosocial roles (Callero, 1985; Callero et al.,
1987; Grube & Piliavin, 2000; Mannetti, Pierro, & Livi, 2004).
These findings, consistent with Morrison (1994), suggest that
employees should be more inclined to engage in OCB when they
perceive it as a role obligation—in role rather than extrarole.

Beyond the direct effects of role definition on OCB, role identity
theorists have argued that role perceptions moderate the effects of
normative prescriptions on behavior, a dynamic referred to as
responsibility denial (Schwartz, 1973; Schwartz & Howard, 1980).
More specifically, Schwartz and colleagues have argued that
norms (beliefs governing how one should behave and respond to

Figure 2. Procedural justice and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) role definitions predicting OCB
(Hypotheses 6 and 7). H � Hypothesis.
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others) are strong predictors of behavior only when individuals
feel a sense of responsibility to adhere to such norms (Schwartz,
1973; Schwartz & Howard, 1980). Thus, although the normative
prescription underlying social exchange relations is that one
should respond to favorable treatment with increased discretionary
contributions, this relationship may be moderated by responsibility
denial. We maintain that individuals treated in a procedurally
unjust manner may be most inclined to cut back on discretionary
citizenship contributions when they can deny personal responsi-
bility for engaging in such behavior.

Thus, role-identity theories of prosocial behavior suggest not
only that employees are inclined to engage in OCB when they
believe that it is inrole behavior but also that employees may
reduce contributions in response to perceived unfairness only
when they believe that OCB is discretionary. This dynamic is
similar but not identical to the role discretion dynamic proposed by
Tepper and colleagues (Tepper et al., 2001; Tepper & Taylor,
2003; Zellars et al., 2002). Whereas both frameworks theorize an
interaction between justice perceptions and role definition on
OCB, so that the relationship between procedural justice percep-
tions and OCB is stronger when role definitions are discretionary,
the form of the interaction being predicted is different. Both
frameworks predict OCB to be least when perceived OCB role
definition and procedural justice are low. The responsibility–
denial perspective suggests that employees perceiving OCB as an
obligation will continue to contribute even if treated in a proce-
durally unfair manner. In contrast, the role discretion framework
proposes that OCB will be greatest when perceived justice is high
and OCB is considered above and beyond the call of duty. Indeed,
past empirical findings have consistently shown that employees
are least likely to engage in OCB when they feel unfairly treated
and see OCBs as extrarole (Tepper et al., 2001; Tepper & Taylor,
2003; Zellars et al., 2002), but they have failed to show that
employees engage in OCB most when they perceive treatment as
fair and OCB as extrarole (rather than in role).

When these insights from role-identity theory are applied in the
context of OCB role definition and behavior, they suggest the
following two final hypotheses:

Hypothesis 6: OCB role definition is positively associated
with OCB.

Hypothesis 7: OCB role definition moderates the positive
relationship between perceived procedural justice and OCB,
such that employees engage in OCB least when perceived
treatment fairness and OCB role definition are low.

It is important to note that our hypotheses address OCB in
general rather than specific dimensions of the construct. A recent
meta-analytic review found that specific forms of OCB (e.g.,
organization-directed OCB or person-directed OCB) are not pre-
dicted differentially (LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002). In reviewing
the prosocial behavior literature, we found empathic concern and
role-identity variables used to predict both organization- and
person-directed forms of prosocial behavior (Callero et al., 1987;
Grube & Piliavin, 2000; Penner & Finkelstein, 1998). Similarly,
reciprocation wariness has been associated with behavior (includ-
ing prosocial behavior and other forms of conduct) within the
context of both interpersonal and employee–organization rela-

tions; Eisenberger et al., 1987; Lynch et al., 1999). Nonetheless,
organizational scholars have suggested that relational variables
like empathy should more strongly predict interpersonally directed
OCBs than organization-directed OCB and that exchange-related
variables, such as reciprocation wariness, should be more predic-
tive of organization-directed than interpersonally directed OCBs
(Borman et al., 2001; Kidder & McLean Parks, 1993, 2001;
McNeely & Meglino, 1994; Podsakoff et al., 2000; Settoon &
Mossholder, 2002). Given the potential for differential patterns of
prediction and the fact that the individual differences examined in
the present study were not included in recent meta-analyses (Bor-
man et al., 2001; LePine et al., 2002; Podsakoff et al., 2000), we
operationalize OCB in terms of both organization-directed OCB
(loyal boosterism) and interpersonally directed OCB (helping
behavior).

Method

Sample and Procedure

A sample of 220 engineers and their immediate supervisors from an oil
refinery of a Fortune 500 company located in India participated in this
study (75% response rate). Supervisor assessments were not obtained for 1
of the respondents, so we conducted all analyses on the 219 subjects for
whom we had complete data. All subjects spoke fluent English, the
working language in the division. Most subjects (97.2%) were male with at
least an undergraduate university degree (76%). The mean age was 31.6
years.

We used two survey instruments in our study: one for subordinates and
one for supervisors. The subordinate survey included the measures of
reciprocation wariness, empathic concern, perspective taking, procedural
justice, and OCB role definitions. Subordinates completed the survey in
groups of between 4 and 8 during their working hours in a room on
company premises. The supervisor form contained the measures of subor-
dinate OCB. Supervisors similarly completed the survey in a separate room
on company premises during regular work hours. On average, supervisors
provided assessments of 6 employees; the average span of control was 9
employees.

Measures

We used only published, validated measures in this study. Subjects
responded to multi-item scale questions on a 7-point scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

OCB. We examined two distinct forms of OCB—OCB toward the
organization (Loyal Boosterism) and OCB toward individuals (Interper-
sonal Helping) using 5-item measures from Moorman and Blakely (1995).
Loyal Boosterism refers to the promotion of the organizational image to
outsiders and is assessed with items such as “This employee defends the
organization when other employees criticize it.” Interpersonal Helping
refers to helping coworkers in their jobs when such help is needed and is
assessed with items such as “This employee voluntarily helps new em-
ployees settle into the job.” Reliability estimates (�) for Loyal Boosterism
and Interpersonal Helping are .89 and .90, respectively.

OCB role definitions. Following the recommendation of Podsakoff et
al. (2000), we had respondents provide three distinct assessments of each
of the 10 OCB items: whether the behavior was (a) part of the job, (b)
recognized and rewarded in some way, and (c) associated with formal or
informal sanctions if not performed. The results of second-order factor
analysis showed the data were best represented by two superordinate
factors corresponding to the targets of OCB role definition—the organiza-
tion and coworkers. Accordingly, we computed six composite measures
consisting of five items each—these composite measures correspond with

845OCB ROLE DEFINITIONS AND BEHAVIOR



the two forms of OCB (loyal boosterism and interpersonal helping) and the
three forms of role-definition assessment (part of the job, recognized and
rewarded, and sanctioned if not performed)—and computed overall scores
for role-defined loyal boosterism and interpersonal helping as the average
of the three relevant composite scores. For these constructs, higher assess-
ments reflect greater role definition. Reliability estimates (�) for role-
defined loyal boosterism and role-defined interpersonal helping are .89 and
.88, respectively.

Procedural Justice. We measured supervisory procedural justice using
a 4-item scale developed and validated by Byrne (1999) and used by Rupp
and Cropanzano (2002). A sample item is as follows: “Where I work my
supervisor’s procedures and guidelines are very fair.” The reliability esti-
mate (�) for the present sample is .82.

Reciprocation wariness. We used Eisenberger’s 10-item Reciproca-
tion Wariness Scale (Eisenberger, Speicher, Leeds, Lynch, & Banicky,
1998). This measure has been adapted for use in several studies and has
acceptable construct validity (Cotterell et al., 1992; Eisenberger et al.,
1987; Lynch et al., 1999). Sample items include “It generally pays to let
others do more for you than you do for them” “I feel used when people ask
favors of me” and “People who act nicely toward others are often just
trying to get something.” Reliability (�) of this measure for the present
sample is 0.91.

Empathic Concern and Perspective Taking. We assessed Empathic
Concern and Perspective Taking with the Interpersonal Reactivity Index
(Davis, 1980, 1983). Sample items include “I often have tender concerned
feelings for people less fortunate than me” (Empathic Concern) and “I
always look at everybody’s side of a disagreement before I make a
decision” (Perspective Taking). Reliability estimates (�) are .79 (Empathic
Concern) and .84 (Perspective Taking).

Results

Before testing our hypotheses, we first evaluated the discrimi-
nant and convergent properties of our measures with confirmatory
factor analysis (using AMOS 5.0). Specifically, we first examined
an eight-factor model with items loaded on their respective scales:
Loyal Boosterism, Interpersonal Helping, Role-Defined Loyal
Boosterism, Role-Defined Interpersonal Helping, Procedural Jus-
tice, Reciprocation Wariness, Perspective Taking, and Empathic
Concern. We compared this eight-factor model with plausible

alternative nested models, including (a) a single-factor model, (b)
a two-factor model reflecting the two sources of assessment (em-
ployees and supervisors), (c) a six-factor model with the three
dispositional variables incorporated into a single factor, (d) a
six-factor model with the two forms of OCB and OCB role
definition combined to represent overall OCB and OCB role
definition, and (e) a six-factor model with items from the two loyal
boosterism measures (role definition and behavior) loading on one
common factor and with items from the two interpersonal helping
measures (role definition and behavior) loading on another com-
mon factor (see Table 1). Overall, these results clearly show that
the hypothesized eight-factor model provides substantially im-
proved fit over these relevant alternative models.

Looking more closely at our theorized measurement model, we
found a reasonably good fit of the data based on established
criteria (Bentler & Bonnett, 1980)—the comparative fit index was
.91, the Tucker–Lewis index was .91, and the root-mean-square
error of approximation was .04. The standardized loadings of all
items on their specified constructs (see Table 2) were significant at
the .001 level, suggesting that construct scales have convergent
validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Internal consistency estimates
(Cronbach’s alpha) for all measures exceeded the recommended
minimum level of .70 (Nunnally, 1978). As a final step in estab-
lishing discriminant validity, we examined whether the squared
interconstruct correlations for construct pairs were greater than the
average shared variance of each construct (Fornell & Larcker,
1981), following procedures outlined by Netemeyer, Johnston, and
Burton (1990). In all cases, average shared variance measures were
greater than squared interconstruct correlations, thus showing
strong evidence of discriminant validity (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

Table 3 presents descriptive statistics, correlations, and reliabil-
ity estimates for the study variables. The results provide initial
support for Hypothesis 1, Hypothesis 2, Hypothesis 4a, and Hy-
pothesis 4b, with significant correlations between OCB role defi-
nition and procedural justice (Hypothesis 1: r � .19, p � .01, and
r � .53, p � .01, for role-defined loyal boosterism and role-
defined interpersonal helping, respectively), reciprocation wari-

Table 1
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Nested Models

Model Description �2 df
Comparative

fit index
Tucker–Lewis

index

Root-mean-square
error of

approximation

Change from
Model 6

��2 �df

1 One-factor model 3,519.47 902 .41 .38 .12 2,266.55 28
2 Two-factor modela 3,048.31 901 .52 .49 .10 1,795.39 27
3 Six-factor modelb 2,045.62 887 .74 .72 .08 792.7 13
4 Six-factor modelc 1,806.21 887 .79 .78 .07 553.29 13
5 Six-factor modeld 1,620.55 887 .83 .82 .06 367.63 13
6 Eight-factor modele 1,252.92 874 .91 .91 .04

Note. N � 219. OCB � organizational citizenship behavior. All chi-squares are significant at p � .001.
a Employee assessments (procedural justice, reciprocation wariness, empathic concern, perspective taking,
role-defined loyal boosterism, role-defined interpersonal helping) and supervisor assessments (loyal boosterism
and interpersonal helping). b Individual differences (reciprocation wariness, empathic concern, and perspective
taking) combined into a single factor. c OCB items (loyal boosterism and interpersonal helping) combined and
OCB role-definition items (role-defined loyal boosterism and role-defined interpersonal helping) combined.
d Loyal boosterism items (OCB and OCB role definition) combined together as one construct, and interpersonal
helping items (OCB and OCB role-definition) combined together as one construct. e Hypothesized model.
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ness (Hypothesis 2: r � �.54, p � .01, and r � �.16, p � .05, for
role-defined loyal boosterism and role-defined interpersonal help-
ing, respectively), empathic concern (Hypothesis 4a: r � .23, p �
.01, and r � .39, p � .01, for role-defined loyal boosterism and
role-defined interpersonal helping, respectively) and perspective

taking (Hypothesis 4b: r � .25, p � .01, and r � .38, p � .01, for
role-defined loyal boosterism and role-defined interpersonal help-
ing, respectively).

Hypothesis tests were conducted using hierarchical regression
analysis. For models predicting OCB role definition, we entered

Table 2
Factor Loadings for Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Study Variables

Item Loadings

Loyal Boosterisma

Defends the organization when outsiders criticize it .81
Shows pride when representing the organization in public .81
Encourages friends and family to utilize organizational products .79
Actively promotes the organization’s products and services to potential users .77
Defends the organization when other employees criticize it .73

Interpersonal Helpinga

Adjusts work schedule to accommodate other employees’ requests for time off .83
Goes out of way to help coworkers with work-related problems .82
Voluntarily helps new employees settle into the job .81
Goes out of way to make newer employees feel welcome in the work group .78
Shows genuine concern and courtesy toward coworkers, even under the most trying business or personal situations .78

Role-Defined Loyal Boosterisma

Loyal boosterism behaviors are “part of the job” .85
Loyal boosterism behaviors are “recognized and rewarded in some way” .79
Those not performing loyal boosterism behaviors face “formal and informal sanctions” .63

Role-Defined Interpersonal Helpinga

Those not performing interpersonal helping behaviors face “formal and informal sanctions” .71
Interpersonal helping behaviors are “recognized and rewarded in some way” .69
Interpersonal helping behaviors are “part of the job” .64

Procedural Justiceb

My supervisor doesn’t have any fair policies. (r) .75
Where I work, my supervisor’s procedures and guidelines are very fair. .74
The procedures my supervisor uses to make decisions are not fair. (r) .74
I can count on my supervisor to have fair policies. .67

Reciprocation Wariness Scalec

People who act nicely toward others are often just trying to get something. .78
I feel used when people ask favors of me. .75
You should only help someone if that person will help you in the future. .75
How many favors you do for someone should depend on how many favors they do for you. .72
You should not bend over backwards to help another person. .71
You should give help only when it benefits you. .71
In the long run, it is better to accept favors than to do favors for others. .69
The most realistic policy is to take more from others than you give. .68
When I help someone, I often find myself thinking about what is in it for me. .64
It generally pays to let others do more for you than you do for them. .58

Perspective Takingd

I believe that there are two sides to every question and try to look at them both. .70
When I’m upset at someone, I usually try to “put myself in their shoes” for a while. .70
I sometimes try to understand my friends better by imagining how things look from their perspective. .65
If I’m sure I’m right about something, I don’t waste much time listening to other people’s arguments. (r) .65
I sometimes find it difficult to see things from the “other person’s” point of view. (r) .64
I try to look at everybody’s side of a disagreement before I make a decision. .64
Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine how I would feel if I were in their place. .61

Empathic Concernd

I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person. .70
When I see someone being treated unfairly, I sometimes don’t feel very much pity for them. (r) .69
When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of protective towards them. .60
Other people’s misfortunes do not usually disturb me a great deal. (r) .59
I am often quite touched by things that I see happen. .59
I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me. .51
Sometimes I don’t feel very sorry for other people when they are having problems. (r) .49

Note. N � 219. Standardized factor loadings reported. All factor loadings are significant at the p � .001 level. Model fit statistics are as follows: �2(874,
N � 219) � 1,252.92, p � .001, comparative fit index � .91, Tucker–Lewis index � .91, root-mean-square error of approximation � .04. r �
reverse-coded.
a Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale (Moorman & Blakely, 1995). b Byrne (1999). c Eisenberger et al. (1998). d Interpersonal Reactivity Index
(Davis, 1980, 1983).
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procedural justice perception and individual-difference variables
in Step 1, followed by interactions in Step 2. For models predicting
OCB, we entered procedural justice perception and individual-
difference variables in Step 1, the main effect of role definition in
Step 2, and the interaction of procedural justice and role definition
in Step 3. Following Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003), we
centered main effect variables prior to computing interaction
terms. After plotting significant interactions, we probed them
further by conducting simple slope analyses (Cohen et al., 2003).
More specifically, we report regression slopes at two levels of the
moderating variable—low (�1 SD) and high (�1 SD).

We hypothesized that higher levels of perceived procedural
justice (Hypothesis 1) would be associated with increased OCB
role definition. As shown in Table 4, and in support of Hypothesis
1, procedural justice perceptions were positively associated with
role definitions both for loyal boosterism (� � .15), t(214) � 2.67,
p � .01, and interpersonal helping (� � .48), t(214) � 9.37, p �
.001. These results confirm that employees are more likely to
define their jobs broadly when they believe they are being treated
fairly.

We hypothesized that lower levels of reciprocation wariness
(Hypothesis 2) and higher levels of empathic concern (Hypothesis
4a) and perspective taking (Hypothesis 4b) would be associated

with increased OCB role definition. As shown in Table 4, the
individual-difference variables were significant predictors of the
two OCB role-definition measures. Notably, however, reciproca-
tion wariness predicted role-defined loyal boosterism (� � �.49),
t(214) � �8.51, p � .001, but not interpersonal helping (� �
�.03), t(214) � �.58, ns. Also, empathic concern and perspective
taking were related to role-defined interpersonal helping, � � .22,
t(214) � 4.01, p � .001, and � � .28, t(214) � 5.12, p � .001,
respectively, but not to loyal boosterism, � � .09, t(214) � 1.42,
ns, and � � .10, t(214) � 1.57, ns, respectively. Thus, although the
correlational analyses provided full support for Hypotheses 2 and
4, the regression analyses provided only qualified support.

We hypothesized that the positive relationship between proce-
dural justice perceptions and OCB role definition would be mod-
erated by reciprocation wariness (Hypothesis 3), empathic concern
(Hypothesis 5a), and perspective taking (Hypothesis 5b). As
shown in Table 4, the set of interaction terms explains additional
variance in both role-defined loyal boosterism (�R2 � .04), �F(3,
211) � 5.23, p � .01, and role-defined interpersonal helping
(�R2 � .04), �F(3, 211) � 5.85, p � .001. The findings show a
significant Reciprocation Wariness � Perceived Procedural Jus-
tice interaction for role-defined loyal boosterism (� � �.20),
t(212) � �3.35, p � .01, the form of which is as hypothesized (see
Figure 3). Simple slope analysis results show that procedural
justice predicts role-defined loyal boosterism when wariness is low

Table 3
Correlations and Descriptive Statistics

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Procedural justice 5.03 0.94 (.82)
2. Reciprocation wariness 4.59 1.14 �.04 (.91)
3. Perspective taking 5.05 0.76 .04 �.25 (.84)
4. Empathic concern 4.76 0.92 .16 �.18 .33 (.79)
5. Role-defined loyal boosterism 4.45 1.04 .19 �.54 .25 .23 (.89)
6. Role-defined interpersonal helping 5.16 0.80 .53 �.16 .38 .39 .38 (.88)
7. Loyal boosterism 5.37 0.87 .33 �.27 .17 .30 .32 .49 (.89)
8. Interpersonal helping 5.54 0.91 .48 �.24 .37 .38 .31 .56 .51 (.90)

Note. N � 219. Correlations greater than .17 are significant at the p � .01 level. Correlations greater than .15 are significant at the p � .05 level. Interitem
reliability estimates (Cronbach’s alpha) are in parentheses and appear on the diagonal.

Table 4
Regression Analysis Results Predicting Role-Defined Loyal
Boosterism and Interpersonal Helping

Independent variable

Role-defined
loyal boosterism

Role-defined
interpersonal

helping

Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2

Procedural justice (PJ) .15** .18** .48*** .46***
Reciprocation wariness (RW) �.49*** �.51*** �.03 �.06
Empathic concern (EC) .09 .04 .22*** .25***
Perspective taking (PT) .10 .08 .28*** .25***
RW � PJ �.20** �.07
EC � PJ .09 �.04
PT � PJ �.05 �.20***
�R2 .34*** .04** .45*** .04**
R2 .34 .38 .45 .49
Adjusted R2 .33 .36 .44 .48

Note. N � 219. Standardized coefficients (betas) are reported.
** p � .01. *** p � .001.

Figure 3. Interaction between reciprocation wariness and perceived pro-
cedural justice in predicting role-defined loyal boosterism behavior.
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(� � .40), t(215) � 4.89, p � .001, but not when wariness is high
(� � .00), t(215) � .05, ns.

The findings reported in Table 4 also show a significant Per-
spective Taking � Perceived Procedural Justice interaction for
role-defined interpersonal helping (� � �.20), t(212) � �3.67,
p � .001. We depict this interaction graphically in Figure 4.
Consistent with our hypothesis, the results of simple slope analysis
confirm that the relationship of perceived procedural justice and
role-defined interpersonal helping was stronger for those low in
perspective taking (� � .57), t(215) � 9.13, p � .001, than for
those high in perspective taking (� � .30), t(215) � 4.50, p �
.001. And although a significant interaction was found for per-
spective taking, no effect was observed for empathic concern.
Thus, the results provide support for Hypothesis 5b but not for
Hypothesis 5a.

Finally, we hypothesized that OCB role definitions would di-
rectly predict OCB (Hypothesis 6) and moderate the relationship
of perceived procedural justice with OCB (Hypothesis 7). As
reported in Table 5, after controlling for procedural justice and
individual differences, we found that role-defined loyal boosterism
was still a significant predictor of supervisor-assessed loyal boos-
terism (� � .15), t(213) � 2.00, p � .05, and role-defined
interpersonal helping was a significant predictor of supervisor-
assessed interpersonal helping (� � .25), t(213) � 3.54, p � .001.
Thus, Hypothesis 6 was supported.

As shown in Table 5, the Procedural Justice � Role Definition
interaction term added unique variance for both loyal boosterism
(�R2 � .05), �F(1, 212) � 15.94, p � .001, and interpersonal
helping (�R2 � .01), �F(1, 212) � 5.67, p � .05. As shown in
Figures 5 and 6 and consistent with Hypothesis 7, OCB was lowest
when both procedural justice and role definitions were low. In
general, employees performed more OCBs when either procedural
justice or role definitions were high. The results of simple slope
analysis also indicated that procedural justice was not related to
OCB when role definitions were high, � � .08, t(215) � 1.10, ns,
for loyal boosterism and � � .12, t(215) � 1.45, ns, for interper-
sonal helping. However, when role definitions were low, proce-
dural justice predicted both forms of OCB, � � .41, t(215) � 5.40,
p � .001, for loyal boosterism and � � .25, t(215) � 4.06, p �
.001, for interpersonal helping. Such results support the interaction
proposed in Hypothesis 7.

Discussion

Our results provide new insight into the role of individual
differences as predictors of OCB role definition. We found that
people high in reciprocation wariness were less inclined to view
loyal boosterism as role-defined behavior and that people high in
empathic concern and perspective taking were more inclined to
view interpersonal helping as role-defined behavior. Furthermore,
we found that the positive effects of procedural justice perceptions
on role-defined loyal boosterism were stronger for those low rather
than high in reciprocation wariness. Similarly, the positive effects
of procedural justice perceptions on role-defined interpersonal
helping were strongest for those low rather than high in perspec-
tive taking. Finally, we found that employees perceiving OCB as
discretionary or extrarole were not only less inclined to engage in
this behavior but also more inclined (relative to employees per-
ceiving OCB as in role) to respond to perceived injustice with

reduced citizenship behavior. It is important to note that these last
findings were consistent for both organization-directed OCB (loyal
boosterism) and person-focused OCB (interpersonal helping).
Taken together, our results bring into focus the role of individual
as well as situational factors as determinants of OCB role defini-
tion, help clarify the underlying psychological mechanisms by
which OCB role definitions influence behavior, and highlight the
potential for theories of social exchange and prosocial behavior to
inform OCB theory and research.

Individual Differences and Justice Perceptions Jointly
Predict OCB Role Definitions

Our findings have particular relevance in light of recent calls for
research on the individual and situational factors influencing OCB
role definition (Morrison, 1994; Podsakoff et al., 2000; Tepper et
al., 2001). Research in this area is just emerging, and our study is
the first to systematically examine the role of individual differ-
ences. Our findings show not only that individual differences
directly predict OCB role definition but also that they moderate
relationships between procedural justice perceptions and OCB role
definitions. This latter finding has particular relevance in light of
the inconsistency of past empirical findings concerning the rela-
tionship between procedural justice perceptions and OCB role
definition (Bachrach & Jex, 2000; Kidder, 2002; Korsgaard et al.,
2002; Pond et al., 1997; Tepper et al., 2001; Tepper & Taylor,
2003; Zellars et al., 2002). Our findings suggest that this incon-
sistency may be the result of model underspecification (the mod-
erating effects of individual differences have not been considered),
and we maintain that conceptual frameworks for understanding the
antecedents of OCB role definition will remain underspecified
apart from express inclusion of individual differences.

Consistent with social exchange theory and its central tenet, the
norm of reciprocity, as well as past theorizing (Wayne et al.,
2002), our findings clearly show that individuals receiving favor-
able treatment from their supervisors report greater work obliga-
tions. However, our findings also support the assertion of Colbert,
Mount, Harter, Witt, and Barrick (2004) that “the norm of reci-
procity should be modified to include the role of personality” (p.
607). Colbert and colleagues found that perceived organizational

Figure 4. Interaction between perspective taking (PT) and perceived
procedural justice in predicting role-defined interpersonal helping
behavior.
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support was negatively associated with interpersonal deviance for
individuals low in agreeableness but not for individuals high in
agreeableness. Thus, agreeableness constrained the effects of per-
ceived organizational support on interpersonal deviance, such that
agreeable individuals were polite and courteous regardless of the
level of perceived organizational support. Similarly, we found that
perspective taking constrained the relationship of procedural jus-
tice with role-defined interpersonal helping, such that the relation-
ship was weaker for individuals higher in perspective taking.
Building on the work of Colbert et al., we would argue that
agreeable people may continue to engage in helpful, courteous
behavior despite perceiving low support because they see such
behavior as part of their work obligations. Notably, although
Colbert et al. found that individual differences constrained nega-
tive behaviors (i.e., interpersonal deviance), our results indicate
that individual differences constrain positive outcomes (i.e.,
broader role definitions). The findings of this study together with
those of Colbert et al. support the general assertion that “when
personality traits are highly relevant to criteria being investigated,
they can constrain or moderate the relationships between percep-
tions of the work situation and behavior” (p. 607).

Our finding of differential patterns of prediction and moderation
for the individual-difference variables on role definitions and be-

havior, although not hypothesized, merits mention and systematic
treatment. More specifically, results indicated that empathic con-
cern and perspective taking were related to interpersonally directed
citizenship obligations, whereas reciprocation wariness was related
to organizationally directed citizenship obligations. We believe
that these differential patterns of prediction may be explained in
terms of uniquenesses in focus. Reciprocation wariness addresses
social exchange relations in terms of outcomes for the self—“Will
exchanges with others (people, groups, and organizations) result in
favorable outcomes for me?” Empathic concern and perspective
taking, on the other hand, address social exchange relations in
terms of outcomes for other people—“Are those I am in relation-
ship with receiving favorable outcomes (emotional and tangible)?”
Given the interpersonal orientation of empathic concern and per-
spective taking, we are not surprised to find these constructs most
impactful in models predicting role-defined interpersonal helping
rather than loyal boosterism. Organization-directed OCB may have
value for those high in empathic concern and perspective taking
only insofar as it has implications for people (e.g., individuals
volunteer time to the Red Cross in order to help people, not the
agency per se). On the other hand, given individuals’ concern with
conditions of cooperative relations in general (cooperation with
systems as well as people), we are not surprised to find that

Figure 5. Interaction between perceived procedural justice and role-
defined loyal boosterism in predicting loyal boosterism behavior.

Figure 6. Interaction between perceived procedural justice and role-
defined interpersonal helping in predicting interpersonal helping.

Table 5
Regression Analysis Results Predicting Loyal Boosterism and Interpersonal Helping

Independent variable

Loyal boosterism Interpersonal helping

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

Procedural justice .29*** .27*** .25** .43*** .32*** .31**
Reciprocation wariness �.21** �.14 �.16* �.12* �.11* �.12*
Empathic concern .21** .19** .24*** .20*** .15** .16**
Perspective taking .04 .02 .01 .25*** .18** .16**
Role definition (RD) .15* .17* .25*** .22**
Procedural Justice � RD �.24*** �.13*
�R2 .22*** .02* .05*** .41*** .03*** .01*
R2 .22 .24 .29 .41 .44 .45
Adjusted R2 .21 .22 .27 .40 .43 .44

Note. N � 219. Standardized coefficients (betas) are reported. The loyal boosterism model includes role-
defined loyal boosterism in Step 3 and its interaction with procedural justice in Step 4. The interpersonal helping
model includes role-defined interpersonal helping in Step 3 and its interactions with procedural justice in
Step 4.
* p � .05. ** p � .01. *** p � .001.
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reciprocation wariness is stronger than either empathic concern or
perspective taking in predicting role-defined loyal boosterism. We
wonder, however, why reciprocation wariness did not have a direct
effect or an interactive effect with procedural justice in predicting
role-defined interpersonal helping. Our individual-difference con-
structs were moderately correlated, and the effects of reciprocation
wariness on interpersonal helping found in past research (Cotterell
et al., 1992; Lynch, et al., 1999) may be accounted for in our
findings by perspective taking. In future research, it will be im-
portant to examine once again the unique effects of reciprocation
wariness on interpersonal role definition, after controlling for
empathy and perspective taking effects.

We believe that our findings concerning the role of individual
differences as predictors of OCB role definition were particularly
strong because we used focused measures rather than a broader
measure of agreeableness. As a construct that contrasts a prosocial
and communal orientation toward others with antagonism (John &
Srivastava, 1999), agreeableness incorporates not only empathic
concern and perspective taking as elements of high agreeableness
but also reciprocation wariness as an element of low agreeable-
ness. Now, the findings of two meta-analyses (Borman et al., 2001;
Organ & Ryan, 1995) have shown that the relationship between
agreeableness and OCB, if one exists at all, is disappointingly
weak (Organ & McFall, 2004). However, when the effects of
other-oriented empathy are analyzed separately from agreeable-
ness, the observed correlations of empathy with OCB have been
much stronger than those of agreeableness with OCB (Borman et
al., 2001). Such results suggest that greater predictive and explan-
atory power can be gained through focused attention on specific
facets of agreeableness rather than on the more general agreeable-
ness construct. In light of calls for research addressing the role of
narrower dimensions of the Big Five, as well as other focused
dimensions of personality, in predicting OCB (LePine & Van
Dyne, 2001; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff, et al., 2000), our
findings suggest that further research in this vein will be fruitful.

“If it’s my job, I’ll do it. If it’s not my job, treat me right
and I’ll do it!”

Our results show clearly that employee perceptions of OCB role
definition are associated with behavior because employees who
believe that OCB is a role obligation are inclined to engage in the
behavior and because employees who deny that OCB is a role
obligation are inclined to respond to perceived unfair treatment by
withholding citizenship contributions. We hypothesized and found
that the main (Morrison, 1994) and moderating (Tepper et al.,
2001; Tepper & Taylor, 2003; Zellars et al., 2002) effects of OCB
role definitions are complementary. That is, although employees
perceiving OCB as a role obligation engage in the behavior irre-
spective of how fairly they believe they are treated, employees
who view OCB as discretionary are not only less likely to con-
tribute on that count but also more inclined to respond to evidence
of procedural unfairness by withholding contributions.

We were able to integrate these two approaches to modeling
role-definition effects (direct effects and moderating effects) by
approaching the moderating effects of role definition through the
conceptual lens of responsibility denial (Schwartz, 1973; Schwartz
& Howard, 1980, 1984). We speculate, given our results and the
corroborating evidence reported in prior empirical work (Tepper et

al., 2001; Tepper & Taylor, 2003; Zellars et al., 2002), that the
impetus for making citizenship contributions is different from the
impetus for withholding them. Until now, OCB researchers have
focused attention primarily on the motivational bases for citizen-
ship behavior, and the implicit assumption has been that withhold-
ing citizenship contributions is effortless. In fact, norms of colle-
giality may almost necessitate a certain level of citizenship
behavior from employees, and it may be easier for employees to
provide nominal assistance to others rather than to “work to rule.”
As Organ (1988) observed, employees may “simply find it per-
sonally and emotionally unacceptable to rein in their contributions,
even those of a purely voluntary sort” (p. 78). Under conditions
such as these, employees may find it difficult to justify withhold-
ing contributions if they have not already formed reasoned denials
to absolve themselves of personal responsibility (Sykes & Matza,
1957). Our findings highlight the fact that reasoned denials or
rationalizations (e.g., denial of responsibility, as in “It’s not my
job!”) combine together with impetus (e.g., perceived procedural
unfairness) to affect behavior.

Additional Analyses Exploring Cross-Construct Effects

Consistent with past research on OCB role definitions (Finkel-
stein & Penner, 2004; Morrison, 1994; Tepper, et al., 2001), we
tested our hypotheses by including in each regression model the
role-definition measure pertaining to the specific form of OCB
being predicted. That is, role-defined loyal boosterism was in-
cluded in models predicting loyal boosterism, and role-defined
interpersonal helping was included in models predicting interper-
sonal helping. Although we have no specific theory to guide us, it
is possible that role-definition constructs may have effects beyond
those that we were hypothesizing. Indeed, the pattern of intercor-
relations among constructs revealed stronger association between
role-defined interpersonal helping and loyal boosterism (r � .49)
than between role-defined loyal boosterism and loyal boosterism
itself (r � .32), suggesting that interpersonal helping role defini-
tions may have implications for loyal boosterism behavior as well
as interpersonal helping behavior. Thus, we conducted additional
analyses in which we included both role-definition constructs in
Step 2 and both interaction terms (Procedural Justice � Role-
Defined Interpersonal Helping, Procedural Justice � Role-Defined
Loyal Boosterism) in Step 3.

Results from these analyses, although consistent with Hypoth-
eses 6 and 7, revealed substantial and systematic cross-construct
effects. More specifically, we found that although OCB role def-
initions did predict OCB (Hypothesis 6), role-defined interpersonal
helping was the only significant predictor in Step 2 for both loyal
boosterism and interpersonal helping. That is, although role-
defined loyal boosterism was not a significant predictor in either
model, individuals who viewed helping others as part of their job
were more likely to help other people and also to engage in
behaviors that help the organization. It is interesting to note that
role-defined interpersonal helping has a spillover effect on
organization-directed citizenship contributions (i.e., loyal
boosterism).

We also found that role-defined loyal boosterism alone inter-
acted with procedural justice in Step 3 to predict both interpersonal
helping and boosterism behavior. Such results, although consistent
with the general prediction that role-definition constructs would
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interact with perceived procedural justice to predict citizenship
behavior (Hypothesis 7), indicate that only role-defined loyal
boosterism accounted for these effects when both role definitions
were included in the regression models. These results suggest that
the responsibility–denial mechanism occurs more strongly with
organizational-directed OCB role definitions, such that when peo-
ple perceive low procedural justice and do not see boosterism as
role defined, they engage in less boosterism and less helping of
coworkers.

Although these findings must be interpreted cautiously, given
substantial intercorrelations among the predictor variables and the
exploratory nature of the analyses, our results suggest the follow-
ing. First, individuals having broad role definitions for helping
others are more likely to engage in various types of OCBs. Second,
when individuals feel unfairly treated and view boosterism as
extrarole, then they engage in fewer OCBs. Clearly further re-
search is needed to address both the importance of various role
definitions and the functional form of their effects on citizenship
behaviors. Our results, although tentative, suggest that different
OCB role definitions may influence behavior by different means.

Managerial Implications

Our findings have implications for managers as well as re-
searchers. First and foremost, they highlight the fact that employ-
ees treated in very similar ways may perceive their role obligations
differently because of personality differences. Second, they affirm
the importance of employee role perceptions and the fact that
employees generally work to fulfill their perceived obligations
within the workplace. Therefore, efforts to shape employee per-
ceptions of work role obligations—through careful selection and
training of new recruits, concerted socialization to the organization
and the work unit, and strategic use of reward systems that signal
to employees the importance of citizenship contributions—may
enhance the overall extent to which employees will engage in
OCB. Furthermore, once broad OCB role definitions are estab-
lished, the likelihood that employees will respond to perceived
unfair treatment by withholding OCB is reduced. We want to
highlight, however, that the insight that employees are inclined to
fulfill their obligations irrespective of the fairness of their treat-
ment is not intended to suggest that treatment fairness is unimpor-
tant. Managers do not have complete freedom to select and train
employees as they would like so as to engender broad role defi-
nitions. As such, the admonition is to strive for fairness at all
times—employees high in reciprocation wariness and those with
narrow OCB role definitions respond to perceived unfairness by
withholding citizenship contributions.

Limitations

The limitations of this research suggest directions for future
research. First, the subordinate measures were collected with a
survey administered at one point in time and thus may be suscep-
tible to same-source mono-method variance, which may inflate the
relationships among the variables. Method variance, however,
does not seem to be an alternative explanation for the pattern of
results found, in particular for the interaction effects. In addition,
mono-method variance is not an alternative explanation for the
findings regarding OCBs because the OCB measures were col-

lected from supervisors. Nonetheless, given the cross-sectional
design of this study, we cannot make conclusive statements re-
garding causality. We do note, however, that our causal ordering is
consistent with past experimental and field research on justice, role
definition, and OCB (Bachrach & Jex, 2000; Pond et al., 1997;
Tepper et al., 2001; Tepper & Taylor, 2003; Zellars et al., 2002).
Furthermore, given the enduring nature of personality, it is un-
likely that role perceptions and OCB evaluations influenced our
individual-difference variables.

We recognize that the variables included in our research are
only representative of the perceived situational factors and indi-
vidual differences associated with OCB and OCB role definition
that have been addressed in the social exchange and prosocial
behavior literatures. For example, although we focused solely on
procedural justice, in order to extend the foundational work of
Tepper and colleagues (Tepper et al., 2001; Tepper & Taylor,
2003; Zellars et al., 2002), future research might examine percep-
tions of distributive and interactional justice, as evidence indicates
they are correlated with citizenship behaviors (Colquitt, Conlong,
Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). Relatedly, future research might
examine the role of procedural justice while controlling for these
other types of justice perceptions. More broadly, perceived orga-
nizational support (Moorman, Blakely, & Niehoff, 1998; Rhoades
& Eisenberger, 2002), leader–member exchange (Wayne et al.,
2002), and trust in supervisors (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994) are
variables to be examined in future research. We would not be
surprised to find that individual differences moderate the effects of
these variables on OCB role definitions and that OCB role defi-
nitions moderate the effects of these variables on behavior. Posi-
tive affectivity is an individual difference associated with prosocial
behavior and discussed at some length in the OCB literature.
Although empirical findings concerning the effects of positive
affectivity on OCB have been mixed, we note that this individual
difference may affect OCB primarily through OCB role definition
(which in turn moderates the effects of situational factors on
OCB).

In future research, it will be important to capture more explicitly
the ways in which people orient themselves within social exchange
relationships. We have drawn on recent empirical findings con-
cerning the relationship between reciprocation wariness and per-
sonal norms of reciprocity to more fully understand the mindset of
wary individuals with respect to social exchange relations (Eisen-
berger et al., 2004; Lee & Tetrick, 2005; Perugini et al., 2003). We
argued that wary individuals are concerned more with negative
exchange and less with positive exchange and that this orienting
leads them to define OCB as not being role defined, irrespective of
the fairness of their treatment. However, the empirical foundations
for our assertions are limited to a few recent studies, and more
empirical work is needed.

Finally, we see a definite need for systematic comparative work
on the dynamics of personality and OCB role definition across
cultures. Results from one study comparing OCB role definition
across cultures varying in power distance revealed no differences
for some dimensions of OCB role definition (interpersonal help-
ing, conscientiousness, and civic virtue) but significant differences
on other dimensions (courtesy and sportsmanship; Lam et al.,
1999). Exploratory findings by Paine and Organ (2000) reported
no significant differences in means across cultures. Such results
suggest that our findings regarding mean levels of interpersonal
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helping in India, a country characteristically high in power dis-
tance, are likely no different from those in countries lower in
power distance. However, researchers have yet to bring cross-
cultural perspectives to bear on the factors predicting OCB role
definition or the mechanisms by which OCB role definition works
together with other factors (including perceptions of procedural
justice) to determine behavior. Admittedly, our theoretical frame-
work is anchored in Western literature (low collectivism, low
power distance) and empirically tested in a non-Western context
(high collectivism, high power distance). Thus, we suspect that we
are capturing the etic (those elements of social behavior that
transcend culture) while missing important aspects of the emic
(those aspects of social relations unique to specific cultures).

Conclusion

Our research brings OCB scholarship back to the theoretical
foundations on which it began—theories of social exchange and
prosocial behavior. It was the discretionary or extrarole quality of
citizenship behavior that gave these theoretical frameworks intui-
tive appeal. Of late, however, researchers have legitimately ques-
tioned whether OCB is really discretionary or extrarole in nature,
and interest in identifying more appropriate theoretical foundations
is growing among scholars (Zellars & Tepper, 2003). Our argu-
ment, supported by our findings, is that the conceptual depths of
social exchange and prosocial behavior theories have yet to be
plumbed and that new insights quickly emerge as the focus of
attention shifts from surface or apparent discretion to the factors
shaping beliefs about role obligations, role identity, and responsi-
bility. Our efforts represent an initial attempt to unpack these
issues, and further research is needed if researchers are to under-
stand more fully the full spectrum of factors shaping OCB role
perceptions.

References

Allen, T. D., Facteau, J. D., & Facteau, C. L. (2004). Structured interview-
ing for OCB: Construct validity, faking, and the effects of question type.
Human Performance, 17, 1–24.

Bachrach, D. G., & Jex, S. M. (2000). Organizational citizenship and
mood: An experimental test of perceived job breadth. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 30, 641–663.

Bateman, T. S., & Organ, D. W. (1983). Job satisfaction and the good
soldier: The relationship between affect and employee citizenship. Acad-
emy of Management Journal, 26, 587–595.

Bentler, P. M., & Bonnet, D. G. (1980). Significance tests and goodness of
fit in the analysis of covariance structures. Psychological Bulletin, 88,
588–606.

Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. New York: Wiley.
Borman, W. C., Penner, L. A., Allen, T. D., & Motowidlo, S. J. (2001).

Personality predictors of citizenship performance. International Journal
of Selection and Assessment, 9, 52–69.

Byrne, Z. (1999, April). How do procedural and interactional justice
influence multiple levels of organizational outcomes? Paper presented at
the 14th Annual Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology
Conference, Atlanta, GA.

Callero, P. L. (1985). Role identity salience. Social Psychology Quarterly,
48, 203–214.

Callero, P. L., Howard, J. A., & Piliavin, J. A. (1987). Helping behavior as
role behavior: Disclosing social structure and history in the analysis of
prosocial action. Social Psychology Quarterly, 50, 247–256.

Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., & Aiken, L. S. (2003). Applied multiple
regression/correlation analysis for the behavioral sciences. Mahwah,
NJ: Erlbaum.

Colbert, A. E., Mount, M. K., Harter, J. K., Witt, L. A., & Barrick, M. R.
(2004). Interactive effects of personality and perceptions of the work
situation on workplace deviance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89,
599–609.

Colquitt, J. A., Conlon, D. E., Wesson, M. J., Porter, C. O., & Ng, K. Y.
(2001). Justice at the millennium: A meta-analytic review of 25 years of
organizational justice research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 425–
445.

Cotterell, N., Eisenberger, R., & Speicher, H. (1992). Inhibiting effects of
reciprocation wariness on interpersonal relationships. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 67, 658–668.

Coyle-Shapiro, J. A., & Kessler, I. (2002). Exploring reciprocity through
the lens of the psychological contract: Employee and employer perspec-
tives. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 11,
69–86.

Coyle-Shapiro, J. A., Kessler, I., & Purcell, J. (2004). Exploring organi-
zationally directed citizenship behavior: Reciprocity or “It’s my job”?
Journal of Management Studies, 41, 85–106.

Davis, M. H. (1980). A multidimensional approach to individual differ-
ences in empathy. JSAS Catalog of Selected Documents in Psychology,
10, 85.

Davis, M. H. (1983). Measuring individual differences in empathy: Evi-
dence for a multidimensional approach. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 44, 113–126.

Eisenberger, R., Cotterell, N., & Marvel, J. (1987). Reciprocation ideology.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53, 74–750.

Eisenberger, R., Lynch, P., Aselage, J., & Rohdieck, S. (2004). Who takes
the most revenge? Individual differences in negative reciprocity norm
endorsement. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 787–799.

Eisenberger, R., Speicher, H., Leeds, A., Lynch, P., & Banicky, L. (1998).
Reciprocation of positive regard. Unpublished manuscript, University of
Delaware.

Farmer, S. M., Tierney, P., & Kung-Mcintyre, K. (2003). Employee
creativity in Taiwan: An application of role identity theory. Academy of
Management Journal, 46, 618–630.

Finkelstein, M. A., & Penner, L. A. (2004). Predicting organizational
citizenship behavior: Integrating the functional and role identity ap-
proaches. Social Behavior and Personality, 32, 383–398.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models
with unobservable variables and measurement error. Journal of Market-
ing Research, 28, 39–50.

Gakovic, A., & Tetrick, L. E. (2003). Perceived organizational support and
work status: A comparison of the employment relationships of part-time
and full-time employees attending university classes. Journal of Orga-
nizational Behavior, 42, 649–666.

Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statement.
American Sociological Review, 25, 161–178.

Grube, J. A., & Piliavin, J. A. (2000). Role identity, organizational expe-
riences, and volunteer performance. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 26, 1108–1119.

Hofmann, D. A., Morgeson, F. P., & Gerras, S. J. (2003). Climate as a
moderator of the relationship between leader–member exchange and
content-specific citizenship: Safety climate as an exemplar. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 88, 170–178.

John, O., & Srivastava, S. (1999). The Big Five trait taxonomy: History,
measurement, and theoretical perspectives. In L. A. Pervin & O. John
(Eds.), Handbook of personality: Theory and research (pp. 102–138).
New York: Guilford Press.

Kidder, L. K. (2002). The influence of gender on the performance of
organizational citizenship behaviors. Journal of Management, 28, 629–
648.

853OCB ROLE DEFINITIONS AND BEHAVIOR



Kidder, L. K., & McLean Parks, J. P. (1993, August). The good soldier:
Who is s(he)? Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Academy of
Management, Atlanta, GA.

Kidder, L. K., & McLean Parks, J. P. (2001). The good soldier: Who is
s(he)? Journal of Organizational Behavior, 22, 939–959.

Konovsky, M. A., & Pugh, S. D. (1994). Citizenship behavior and social
exchange. Academy of Management Journal, 37, 656–669.

Korsgaard, M. A., Sapienza, H. J., & Schweiger, D. M. (2002). Beaten
before begun: The role of procedural justice in planning change. Journal
of Management, 28, 497–516.

Lam, S. S. K., Hui, C., & Law, K. S. (1999). Organizational citizenship
behavior: Comparing perspectives of supervisors and subordinates
across four international samples. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84,
594–601.

Lee, J. K., & Tetrick, L. E. (2005, April). Reciprocation wariness and
negative reciprocity: Relationships with breach and violation. Paper
presented at the 20th Annual Society for Industrial and Organizational
Psychology Conference, Los Angeles.

LePine, J. A., Erez, A., & Johnson, D. E. (2002). The nature and dimen-
sionality of organizational citizenship behavior: A critical review and
meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 52–65.

LePine, J. A., & Van Dyne, L. (2001). Voice and cooperative behavior as
contrasting forms of contextual performance: Evidence of differential
relationships with big five personality characteristics and cognitive
ability. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 326–336.

Lind, E. A., & Tyler, T. R. (1988). The social psychology of procedural
justice. New York: Plenum Press.

Loveland, J. P., & Mendleson, J. L. (1974). Employee responsibility a key
goal for managers. Human Resource Management, Spring, 32–36.

Lynch, P. D., Eisenberger, R., & Armeli, S. (1999). Perceived organiza-
tional support: Inferior versus superior performance by wary employees.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 84, 467–483.

Mannetti, L., Pierro, A., & Livi, S. (2004). Recycling: Planned and self-
expressive behavior. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 24, 227–
236.

McNeely, B. L., & Meglino, B. M. (1994). The role of dispositional and
situational antecedents in pro-social organizational behavior: An exam-
ination of the intended beneficiaries of pro-social behavior. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 79, 836–844.

Moorman, R. H. (1991). Relationship between organizational justice and
organizational citizenship behaviors: Do fairness perceptions influence
employee citizenship? Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 845–855.

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

Moorman, R. H., Blakely, G. L., & Niehoff, B. P. (1998). Does perceived
organizational support mediate the relationship between procedural jus-
tice and organizational citizenship behavior? Academy of Management
Journal, 41, 351–357.

Moorman, R. H., Niehoff, B. P., & Organ, D. W. (1993). Treating em-
ployees fairly and organizational citizenship behavior: Sorting the ef-
fects of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and procedural
justice. Employee Responsibilities & Rights Journal, 6, 209–225.

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

Morrison, E. W., & Phelps, C. C. (1999). Taking charge at work: Extra role
efforts to initiate workplace change. Academy of Management Journal,
42, 403–419.

Netemeyer, R., Johnston, M., & Burton, S. (1990). Analysis of role conflict
and role ambiguity in a structural equations framework. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 75, 148–157.

Nunnally, J. (1978). Psychometric theory (2nd ed.). New York: McGraw-
Hill.

Organ, D. W. (1977). A reappraisal and reinterpretation of the satisfaction-
causes-performance hypothesis. Academy of Management Review, 2,
46–53.

Organ, D. W. (1988). Organizational citizenship behavior: The good
soldier syndrome. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

Organ, D. W., & Konovsky, M. (1989). Cognitive versus affective deter-
minants of organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 74, 157–164.

Organ, D. W., & McFall, J. B. (2004). Personality and citizenship behavior
in organizations. In B. Schneider & B. Smith (Eds.), Personality and
organizations (pp. 291–314). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Organ, D. W., & Moorman, R. H. (1993). Fairness and organizational
citizenship behavior: What are the connections? Social Justice Research,
6, 5–18.

Organ, D. W., & Ryan, K. (1995). A meta-analytic review of attitudinal
and dispositional predictors of organizational citizenship behavior. Per-
sonnel Psychology, 48, 775–802.

Paine, J. B., & Organ, D. W. (2000). The cultural matrix of organizational
citizenship behavior: Some preliminary conceptual and empirical obser-
vations. Human Resource Management Review, 10, 45–59.

Parker, S. K., & Axtell, C. M. (2001). Seeing another viewpoint: Ante-
cedents and outcomes of employee perspective taking. Academy of
Management Journal, 44, 1065–1100.

Pearce, J. L., & Gregerson, H. B. (1991). Task interdependence and
extrarole behavior: A test of the mediating effects of felt responsibility.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 838–844.

Penner, L. A. (2002). Dispositional and organizational influences on sus-
tained volunteerism: An interactionist perspective. Journal of Social
Issues, 58, 447–467.

Penner, L. A., & Finkelstein, M. A. (1998). Dispositional and structural
determinants of volunteerism. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 74, 525–537.

Penner, L. A., Midili, A. R., & Kegelmeyer, J. (1997). Beyond job
attitudes: A personality and social psychology perspective on the causes
of organizational citizenship behavior. Human Performance, 10, 111–
132.

Perugini, M., Gallucci, M., Presaghi, F., & Ercolani, A. P. (2003). The
personal norm of reciprocity. European Journal of Personality, 17,
251–283.

Pillai, R., Schreisheim, C. A., & Williams, E. S. (1999). Fairness percep-
tions and trust as mediators for transformational and transactional lead-
ership: A two-sample study. Journal of Management, 25, 897–933.

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

Pond, S. B., Nacoste, R. W., Mohr, M. F., & Rodriguez, C. M. (1997). The
measurement of organizational citizenship behavior: Are we assuming
too much? Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 27, 1527–1544.

Puffer, S. M. (1987). Prosocial behavior, noncompliant behavior, and work
performance among commission salespeople. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 72, 615–621.

Rhoades, L., & Eisenberger, R. (2002). Perceived organizational support:
A review of the literature. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 698–714.

Rioux, S., & Penner, L. A. (2001). The causes of organizational citizenship
behavior: A motivational analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86,
1303–1314.

Robinson, S. L., Kraatz, M. S., & Rousseau, D. M. (1994). Changing
obligations and the psychological contract: A longitudinal study. Acad-
emy of Management Journal, 27, 137–152.

Rupp, D. E., & Cropanzano, R. (2002). The mediating effects of social
exchange relationships in predicting workplace outcomes from multifoci
organizational justice. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 89, 925–946.

854 KAMDAR, MCALLISTER, AND TURBAN



Schwartz, S. H. (1973). Normative explanations of helping behavior: A
critique, proposal, and empirical test. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 9, 349–364.

Schwartz, S. H., & Howard, J. A. (1980). Explanations of the moderating
effect of responsibility denial on the personal norm–behavior relation-
ship. Social Psychology Quarterly, 43, 441–446.

Schwartz, S. H., & Howard, J. A. (1984). Internalizated values as motiva-
tors of altruism. In E. Staub, D. Bar-Tal, J. Karylowski, & J. Reykowski
(Eds.), Development and maintenance of prosocial behavior (pp. 229–
255). New York: Plenum Press.

Settoon, R. P., & Mossholder, K. W. (2002). Relationship quality and
relationship context as antecedents of person- and task-focused interper-
sonal citizenship behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 255–267.

Shore, L. M., & Barksdale, K. (1998). Examining degree of balance and
level of obligation in the employment relationship: A social exchange
approach. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 19, 731–744.

Smith, C. A., Organ, D. W., & Near, J. P. (1983). Organizational citizen-
ship behavior: Its nature and antecedents. Journal of Applied Psychol-
ogy, 68, 653–663.

Spector, P. E., & Fox, S. (2002). An emotion-centered model of voluntary
work behavior: Some parallels between counterproductive work behav-
ior (CWB) and organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). Human Re-
source Management Review, 12, 269–292.

Sykes, G., & Matza, D. (1957). Techniques of neutralization: A theory of
delinquency. American Sociological Review, 6, 664–670.

Tepper, B. J., Lockhart, D., & Hoobler, J. (2001). Justice, citizenship, and
role definition effects. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 789–796.

Tepper, B. J., & Taylor, E. C. (2003). Relationships among supervisors’

and subordinates’ procedural justice perceptions and organizational cit-
izenship behaviors. Academy of Management Journal, 46, 97–105.

Tyler, T. R., & Blader, S. L. (2003). The group engagement model:
Procedural justice, social identity, and cooperative behavior. Personality
and Social Psychology Review, 7, 349–361.

Tyler, T. R., & Smith, H. J. (1998). Social justice and social movements.
In D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of
social psychology (Vol. 2, 4th ed., pp. 595–629). Boston: McGraw-Hill.

Van Dyne, L., & Butler Ellis, J. (2004). Job creep: A reactance theory
perspective on OCB as overfulfillment of obligations. In J. Coyle-
Shapiro, L. M. Shore, S. Taylor, & L. E. Tetrick (Eds.), The employment
relationship: Examining psychological and contextual perspectives (pp.
181–205). Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.

Wayne, S. J., Shore, L. M., Bommer, W. H., & Tetrick, L. E. (2002). The
role of fair treatment and rewards in perceptions of organizational
support and leader–member exchange. Journal of Applied Psychology,
87, 590–598.

Zellars, K. L., & Tepper, B. J. (2003). Beyond social exchange: New
directions for organizational citizenship behavior theory and research. In
J. Martocchio (Ed.), Research in personnel and human resource man-
agement (Vol. 22, pp. 395–424). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Zellars, K. L., Tepper, B. J., & Duffy, M. K. (2002). Abusive supervision
and subordinates’ organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Ap-
plied Psychology, 87, 1068–1076.

Received October 23, 2004
Revision received April 27, 2005

Accepted July 4, 2005 �

855OCB ROLE DEFINITIONS AND BEHAVIOR




