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ABSTRACT: In this study the relationship between self-monitoring and organi-
zational citizenship behavior (OCB) was examined longitudinally among profes-
sional and managerial employees of a federal government research laboratory.
Supervisory ratings of subordinates’ OCBs were collected and matched with
172 subordinates’ self-ratings of self-monitoring, job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, perceived organizational support, and perceptions of job character-
istics. One year later, supervisory ratings of subordinates’ OCBs were again col-
lected. Support was found for the hypothesis that individuals high in self-moni-
toring are more likely to perform OCBs which are other-directed. Implications
for management and future research are discussed.

KEY WORDS: OCB; self-monitoring; job satisfaction; commitment; organiza-
tional support.

In their original conceptualization, Bateman and Organ (1983) and
Smith, Organ, and Near (1983), generally defined organizational citizen-
ship behavior (OCB) as job behavior which is discretionary on the part
of the individual, not formally recognized by the organizational reward
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system, yet contributes to the effectiveness of the organization. Since
then, researchers have focused their efforts on identifying antecedents
of OCB (Organ & Ryan, 1995; Rioux & Penner, 2001). These antecedents
can be generally classified as either context-relevant attitudes, motives,
or dispositional. The context-relevant attitudes include job satisfaction
(e.g., Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith et al., 1983; Williams & Anderson,
1991), perceptions of fairness (e.g., Konovsky & Folger, 1991; Moorman,
1991), organizational commitment (Becker, 1992), perceived organiza-
tional support (Moorman, Blakely, & Niehoff, 1995) and job characteris-
tics (Farh, Podsakoff, & Organ, 1990; Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch,
1994). This body of research holds that the performance of OCB is reactive
(Rioux & Penner, 2001). More specifically, the decision to perform OCB
is in reaction to one’s perceptions of organizational characteristics.

While context-relevant attitudes have received the most consistent
empirical support (Organ & Ryan, 1995), researchers have also begun
examining individual motives as well as dispositional characteristics
that predict OCB. Research investigating motives presume the perfor-
mance of OCB is proactive and that individuals engage in these activities
ultimately to gain a valued outcome (Bolino, 1999; Hui, Lam, & Law,
2000; Rioux & Penner, 2001). For example, Hui et al. found that individ-
uals perform OCB to the extent they believe these behaviors are instru-
mental in receiving promotions. Moorman and Harland (2002) found
that temporary employees will perform more OCB when they seek a per-
manent position with the employing organization. Bolino (1999) suggested
individuals perform OCB for impression management reasons. These
studies rely on a functional approach in that they try to identify the
purpose that is served by a behavior (e.g., Rioux & Penner, 2001). Under
the functional approach, individuals proactively engage in OCB based on
their own goals and needs rather than responding to perceptions of their
jobs or the organization. However, there are difficulties with measuring
and isolating motives with this approach as Rioux & Penner state “This
[functional] approach . . . does not assume that if two people engage in
the same behavior, they have the same motives; nor does it assume that
most behaviors serve only one motive. The same behavior may have mul-
tiple motives” (p. 1306).

Given the challenges of identifying motives as a way of understand-
ing OCB, some researchers have turned their attention to dispositional
variables that may explain the performance of OCB. Dispositional pre-
dictors found to be positively related to the performance of OCB include
conscientiousness (Neuman & Kickul, 1998; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Ko-
novsky & Organ, 1996), protestant work ethic (Ryan, 2002), achievement
orientation, agreeableness (Neuman & Kickul, 1998), moral judgment
(Wagner & Rush, 2000) and individualism-collectivism (Moorman &
Blakely, 1995; Van Dyne et al., 2000). Similarly, we follow suggestions
by Organ and Ryan (1995) to identify additional dispositional variables
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that predict OCB by examining an important, yet neglected variable; self
monitoring (Snyder, 1974). Self monitoring pertains to one’s ability to
read and respond to social cues. Hence, the purpose of the present study
is threefold. First, we confirm that OCB is positively related to the con-
text-relevant attitudes of job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
perception of organizational support, and motivating potential of the job.
Second, we examine the relationship of self monitoring and OCB. Finally,
we extend past research by examining these relationships using longitu-
dinal data gathered from a sample of professional and managerial em-
ployees of a federal government research facility.

SELF-MONITORING

High self-monitors are sensitive to the requirements of a particular
situation and can readily adjust their own behavior to fit that situation
(Snyder, 1987). High self-monitors tend to rely more on situational ver-
bal and non-verbal cues than on their internal feelings and attitudes to
determine the appropriateness of their own behavior. High self-monitors
actively monitor and regulate their own behavior in the presence of oth-
ers. At the other extreme, low self-monitors are less sensitive to and less
concerned with their own impact on others and are guided more by their
internal feelings and attitudes than by situational cues. Low self-moni-
tors behave according to their own internal states rather than according
to external cues.

Previous research has found that high self-monitors, compared with
low self-monitors, perform better in boundary spanning positions, which
require sensitivity to social cues and communicating and interacting
with different groups of people (Caldwell & O’Reilly, 1982); perform bet-
ter in jobs which require good communications skills (Larkin, 1987); are
more likely to emerge as group leaders (Dobbins, Long, & Dedrick, 1990);
are more likely to occupy central positions in social networks (Mehra,
Kilduff, & Brass, 2001), and are more likely to resolve conflict through
collaboration and compromise rather than through avoidance and com-
petition (Baron, 1989). Finally, high self-monitors are more likely to be
promoted (Kilduff & Day, 1994). In summary, it appears that high self-
monitors, compared with low self-monitors, in addition to being sensitive
to and adjusting their behavior to particular situations, may have better
communication and interpersonal skills.

Self-Monitoring and OCB

The preceding suggests that self-monitoring may be related to OCB,
but in particular to the interpersonal dimensions. Williams and Ander-
son’s (1991) study provided support for two broad categories of OCB:
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behaviors, like altruism and courtesy (Organ, 1988), directed specifically
toward individuals (OCBI) and behaviors, like generalized compliance
(Organ, 1988) directed toward the organization in general (OCBO). Spe-
cifically, we believe that self-monitoring is more strongly related to the
interpersonal dimensions of OCB. High self-monitors are more likely to
be sensitive to others’ need for help, one of the dimensions of OCB, and
may be better able to adjust their own behavior to provide such help.
Further, high self-monitors may simply be more skilled communicators
and possess better interpersonal skills and more easily engage in OCBs
when necessary. Rioux and Penner (2001) found that prosocial values
motives were more strongly related to OCBI than OCBO. Prosocial val-
ues include helping others, being concerned for others’ feelings, and be-
ing friendly and courteous. Turnley and Bolino (2001) suggested high self
monitors can use impression management tactics more effectively than
low self-monitors. We believe that it might be easier for high self moni-
tors to express prosocial values as well as manage impressions because
of their ability to read and respond to social situations. Thus, it is likely
that these individuals will be more apt to perform OCB directed at other
individuals.

H1: The relationship between self-monitoring and the interpersonal
dimensions of OCB is greater than the relationship between
self-monitoring and the non-interpersonal dimensions of OCB.

METHOD

Sample

The sample used in this study consisted of employees of a federal
government research facility. Two hundred and three professional and
managerial employees were administered a questionnaire which contained
measures of self-monitoring. Also included in this questionnaire were
measures of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, perceived orga-
nizational support, and perceptions of job characteristics. These were col-
lected as control variables to provide a stronger test of our hypothesis.
These questionnaires were administered in small groups and collected
on-site. Individuals were provided a pre-addressed envelope so that the
questionnaire could be mailed directly to the researchers if desired. Indi-
viduals were asked to place their name on the completed questionnaire
so that responses could be matched with the supervisory ratings of OCB.
The supervisors of the 203 employees were asked to complete a measure
of OCB for their subordinates and mail the completed questionnaire di-
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rectly to the researchers. Confidentiality of the supervisor and subordi-
nate responses was guaranteed.

There were 172 matched supervisor/subordinate questionnaires for
a response rate of 85 percent. The matched questionnaires represented
71 supervisors, thus usable matched data consisted of two subordinates
OCB ratings per supervisor, on average. The average age of the subordi-
nates was 38.9 years with a standard deviation of 12.84. The average
tenure with the organization was 10 years with a standard deviation of
7.67 years. Approximately 84 percent of the sample were males. Although
data regarding education level were not collected in the questionnaire,
discussions with senior management indicated that most of the employ-
ees in this sample have graduate degrees, including many with doctor-
ates.

We also collected supervisory ratings of OCB one year after the ini-
tial data collection. For the 190 subordinate responses which we received
during the initial wave, 155 matched supervisory rated OCB question-
naires were received during the second data collection.

Measures

Organizational Citizenship Behavior. OCB was measured with the 21
item scale developed by Moorman and Blakely (1992, 1995) which was
based on Graham’s (1989) dimensions of OCB, but also included items
which referenced Organ’s (1988) dimensions. Responses were made on a
7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The four dimen-
sions included interpersonal helping, individual initiative, loyal booster-
ism, and personal industry. Interpersonal helping (six items) focuses on
helping co-workers when such help is needed. Individual initiative (five
items) focuses on communications to others in the work place to improve
individual and group performance. For example, one of the interpersonal
helping items is “goes out of his/her way to help co-workers with work-
related problems” and one of the individual initiative items is “encour-
ages hesitant or quiet co-workers to voice their opinions when they other-
wise might not speak-up.” The interpersonal helping and individual
initiative dimensions are both other directed and consistent with Wil-
liams and Anderson’s (1991) OCBI. Loyal boosterism (five items) focuses
on promoting the organization’s image. Personal industry (five items)
focuses on task performance above and beyond normal role expectations.
For example, one of the loyal boosterism items is “shows pride when
representing the organization in public” and one of the personal industry
items is “never misses work even when he/she has a legitimate reason
for doing so.” The loyal boosterism and personal industry dimensions are
both organization directed and consistent with Williams and Anderson’s
(1991) OCBO.
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A confirmatory factor analysis (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) of this
four dimension scale was conducted for the Time 1 supervisory re-
sponses. The data fit the model adequately (χ2 = 391.02, df = 183, p <
.0001; CFI = .92; RMSEA = .085). All indicators loaded significantly on
their hypothesized factors with no significant cross-loadings. Cronbach’s
alphas for the interpersonal helping, individual initiative, loyal booster-
ism, and personal industry dimensions were .91, .90, .89, and .87, respec-
tively.

Self-Monitoring. In this study we used the 18 item true-false version
of Snyder and Gangestad’s (1986) Self-monitoring scale. Example items
included “I may deceive people by being friendly when I really dislike
them” and “I guess I put on a show to impress or entertain people.” In
this scale, the responses are coded 0 and 1, with a 1 indicating a high
self-monitor. The 18 responses were then averaged. Previous research
using this scale has demonstrated acceptable psychometric properties
(Kilduff & Day, 1994; Snyder & Gangestad, 1986). Cronbach’s alpha was
.78.

Control Variables

In order to provide a rigorous test of our hypothesis, several control
variables that have been found to be related to OCBs in previous re-
search were included in the analysis.

Organizational Commitment. Organizational commitment was mea-
sured with the 16 item scale developed by Meyer and Allen (1984).
Responses were made on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 =
strongly agree). Previous research using this scale has demonstrated ac-
ceptable psychometric properties (e.g., Shore & Wayne, 1993). Cron-
bach’s alpha was .77.

Job Satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured with the five satisfac-
tion items from the JDS (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Responses were
made on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree).
Cronbach’s alpha was .80.

Perceived Organizational Support. Perceived organizational support was
measured with the 17 item scale developed by Eisenberger, Huntington,
Hutchinson, and Sowa (1986). Responses were made on a 7-point scale
(1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha for this
scale was .94.

Task Characteristics. Task characteristics were measured using the JDS
developed by Hackman and Oldham (1976). Responses to most items in
the scale were made on a 7-point scale (1 = very inaccurate to 7 = very
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accurate). The five core dimensions of skill variety, task identity, task
significance, autonomy, and feedback from the job were multiplicatively
combined to form the motivating potential score (MPS). The validity of
this measure of task characteristics is well established (Fried & Ferris,
1987). Cronbach’s alpha was .89.

RESULTS

Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for the study vari-
ables are presented in Table 1. An inspection of Table 1 reveals that the
four OCB dimensions, at Time 1 and Time 2, are significantly correlated,
which is consistent with previous studies of OCB.

Self-monitoring is significantly correlated with the interpersonal
helping OCB dimension at Time 1 (r = .24, p < .01) and at Time 2 (r =
.18, p < .05) and also with the individual initiative OCB dimension at
Time 1 (r = .20, p < .01) and at Time 2 (r = .20, p < .05). Self-monitoring
is not significantly correlated with loyal boosterism or personal industry
at either Time 1 or Time 2.

To provide a stronger test of our hypothesis, the regression models
in which the four OCB dimensions, at both Time 1 and Time 2, were
regressed on self-monitoring and the control variables. The results of
these regressions are presented in Table 2.

The change in F and r2, by including self-monitoring in the regres-
sion models, after the control variables have been entered, is presented
in Table 3.

An examination of the initial Time 1 model, in which interpersonal
helping is regressed on self-monitoring and the four control variables,
reveals that the model is statistically significant and that the relation-
ship between interpersonal helping and self-monitoring remains statisti-
cally significant, after controlling for organizational commitment, job
satisfaction, perceived organizational support, and the motivating poten-
tial score. The identical regression model with interpersonal helping col-
lected at Time 2 is not statistically significant, although as demonstrated
in Table 3, self-monitoring significantly predicts interpersonal helping
even after taking into account the four control variables.

In the second model, in which Time 1 individual initiative is re-
gressed on self-monitoring and the four control variables, self-monitoring
remains statistically significant. With Time 2 individual initiative, the
model is not statistically significant, although as demonstrated in Table
3, self-monitoring significantly predicts individual initiative even after
taking into account the four control variables. In the third and fourth
models, self-monitoring is not related to either loyal boosterism or per-
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Table 3
Change in F and R2 by Including Self-Monitoring in Models, After Control

Variables are Entered, at Time 1 and Time 2

OCB Dimension

Interpersonal Individual Loyal Personal
Helping Initiative Boosterism Industry

With Time 1 OCB
Change in F +1.104** +1.16* −.97 −.37
Change in R2 +.049** +.044* +.01 +.001

With Time 2 OCB:
Change in F +.84* +1.29** −.43 −.08
Change in R2 +.035* +.049** +.04 +.004

*p < .05, **p < .01.

sonal industry, the OBCO dimensions at either Time 1 or Time 2. These
results provide additional evidence in support of our hypothesis that self-
monitoring is related to the interpersonal dimensions of OCB.

DISCUSSION

In this study we found support for the hypothesis that the disposi-
tional variable, self-monitoring, is positively related to the interpersonal
dimensions of OCB. High self-monitors were more likely to help co-work-
ers and communicate with them to improve individual and group perfor-
mance. Self monitoring was not related to OCB directed at the organiza-
tion at either Time 1 or Time 2. Hence, these results provide support for
the notion that individuals may bring with them a predisposition to per-
form OCB directed at others and the organization has the ability to
either enhance or limit these behaviors. This relationship held after con-
trolling for job satisfaction, organizational commitment, perceptions of
organizational support, and the motivating potential of the job. More-
over, this study provided evidence of the temporal stability of these rela-
tionships and illustrate the importance of self monitoring in predicting
OCBI.

Additionally, these results provide partial confirmation of past re-
search indicating positive relationships between context-relevant atti-
tudes and OCB. Specifically, the organization directed dimension of loyal
boosterism was related to organizational commitment, job satisfaction,
motivating potential, and perceived organizational support at Time 1. At
Time 2, all of these relationships held except for motivating potential.
The organization directed dimension of personal industry also was re-
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lated to the context-relevant attitudes except for motivating potential at
Time 1. However, none of these relationships held at Time 2. The other
directed dimensions of interpersonal helping and individual initiative
were generally not related to the context-relevant attitudes. Two excep-
tions were the relationships between organizational commitment and
motivating potential with interpersonal helping at Time 1. This pattern
of findings, that context-relevant attitudes are related to OCBO and not
OCBI, is consistent with theories of social exchange (Blau, 1964) and
reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) that suggest reciprocation efforts by employ-
ees are directed at the source of benefits (Settoon, Bennett, & Liden,
1996).

Strengths and Limitations

Although there are limitations with this study, we believe that the
results of the present study are particularly strong for several reasons.
First, the OCB ratings were obtained from the supervisor and were not
subordinate self-ratings, which is characteristic of many studies of OCB.
Thus, the common source problem of inflated relationships between OCB
and other variables of interest was avoided. Organ and Ryan’s (1995)
meta-analysis of OCB studies found that relationships were greater
when the subordinates rated their own OCBs than when the OCBs were
rated by their supervisors. Second, this sample consisted entirely of pro-
fessionals, for whom OCBs are more difficult to differentiate from nor-
mal, in-role job performance. For blue collar workers, who comprise the
samples for much of OCB research, extra-role job behaviors are more
easily identified (Organ & Ryan, 1995). Further, one might argue that a
government facility would be a strong situation (Mischel, 1977), with
rules, regulations, and numerous other constraints on behavior that
would diminish the importance of individual dispositions in influencing
behavior, thereby making the results of the current study particularly
interesting. Third, the relationships between self-monitoring and the
OCB dimensions were relatively stable one year after the initial data
collection, thereby overcoming problems of causation and third variables
(Zapf, Dormann, Frese, 1996). Finally, the relationship between self-
monitoring and the two OCBI dimensions of interpersonal helping and
individual initiative remained significant after controlling for job satis-
faction, organizational commitment, perceived organizational support,
and the motivating potential score.

There also are limitations which should be noted. First, the OCB
scale used in this study has been used in previous research and has
demonstrated acceptable psychometric properties; however, the validity
of this scale is not yet established. Further, the results may simply be



142 JOURNAL OF BUSINESS AND PSYCHOLOGY

due to the nature of the sample rather than widely generalizable to other
work settings. The sample in this study consisted of educated profession-
als who were predominantly male.

Future Research and Managerial Implications

While we have argued that individuals who are high self-monitors
perform more citizenship behaviors, we have assumed that the cues
sensed by the high self-monitor and not sensed by the low self-monitor
are for the individual to be helpful to co-workers. It is possible, perhaps
even likely, that in some organizations such norms and cues would not
only be lacking but counter to our assumptions. In some organizations
high self-monitors may be responsive to cues to not help co-workers (e.g.,
it’s every woman for herself). Thus, in organizations which foster a spirit
of cooperativeness, high self-monitors may exhibit greater citizenship
while in organizations which foster individual competitiveness high self-
monitors may exhibit less citizenship. Conceivably such differences could
exist within a single organization, depending on the particular organiza-
tional subunit or level of the hierarchy. OCB research at the group level,
as has been suggested by Organ and Ryan (1995), would be helpful in
furthering our understanding of the self-monitoring OCB relationship. A
second area of potential research pertains to other possible moderators
of the self-monitoring-OCB relationship. Other than the potential moder-
ating effect of organizational or sub-group norms, other potential moder-
ators include leader behaviors and the extent, if any, to which the orga-
nization attempts to incorporate OCBs into its formal appraisal system.

Finally, these results suggest several implications for managers. First,
by identifying the dispositional characteristic of self monitoring as a pre-
dictor of OCBI, managers and organizations may wish to actively seek
out individuals high in self monitoring. These individuals may effectively
aid and support efforts to build effective work teams. Second, managers
who are interested in actively promoting the performance of OCBO may
need to concentrate their efforts on improving certain organizational
characteristics. For example, the significant relationship between job
satisfaction and motivating potential with loyal boosterism and personal
industry suggest efforts be made on improving job design. Identifying
other stable dispositional characteristics linked with both OCBI and
OCBO may also aid managers in promoting organizational effectiveness.
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