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CHAPTER I 
 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

This chapter introduces the concept of Organizational Citizenship Behavior. Its 

origin, importance and the importance to study Organizational Citizenship Behavior in 

the context of the hotel industry are explained. 

Two challenges of the hotel industries are presented and the possibility of using 

OCBs to overcome the challenges is justified. The purposes, objectives and the 

significance of the study are presented.  
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The Importance of “Going Above and Beyond” for Hotel Employees 

The hospitality industry is the world’s largest service industry (Johnson, 2004). A 

historically dominant market in the world, the hotel and motel industry in the United 

States (The U.S.) consists of about 30,000 companies, with the revenue of over $90 

billion annually (Market Research.com, 2009). In recent decades the hotel industry in 

Asia-pacific region, especially in China, has been witnessing the fastest growth (Research 

and Market, 2008). Unlike other industries, the hotel industry is unique in that its core 

product is the intangible service. The importance of service quality to a hotel is as critical 

as the importance of product quality to a manufacturer, because providing high quality 

service is the starting point of creating satisfied customers. In return, satisfied customers 

have a stronger tendency to purchase more products and become loyal customers of the 

hotel (Bienstock, Demoranville & Smith, 2003). Hence creating high quality service is 

essential to the success of any hotel.  

 Although service quality has been identified as a key factor for hotels’ success, 

delivering quality service is still one of the major challenges facing hotel managers in the 

21st century (Lazer & Layton, 1999).  This challenge is determined by two major reasons.  

 First, service has unique features, which include intangibility (Bateson, 1977; 

Lovelock, 1981), heterogeneity (Booms & Bitner, 1981), and inseparability (Carmen & 

Langeard, 1980) between production and consumption. In the hotel context, service is 

delivered by frontline employees who serve customers on a face-to-face basis. How 

employees interact with customers determines to a great extent how customers perceive 

the service quality. Due to each individual employee’s uniqueness in terms of personality, 
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attitudes and skills, the quality of service that employees deliver can hardly be consistent. 

Additionally, hotel service is a highly interactive process, and both employees’ and 

customers’ physical well-being and moods could influence the service experience. 

Therefore, even the same employee’s service performance may fluctuate from time to 

time and vary from one customer to another.   

Second, as people have become more aware of the importance of service, hotel 

guests have become more difficult to be satisfied. According to Zeithaml (1987), 

customers’ perceived service quality is resulted from a comparison between the services 

they received and the expectations they hold. When the service experience meets or 

exceeds the customers’ expectations they feel satisfied; if not, they feel dissatisfied. A 

satisfied experience will raise a customer’s expectations, which however, makes it more 

difficult to satisfy the customer in next service circumstance. As more hotels start to 

realize the importance of service quality, and the competition among hotels becomes 

fiercer, today’s customers have more choices and stronger bargaining power than ever 

before. Therefore, it is becoming more difficult to satisfy customers if hotel employees 

do only what is required by the job description. Rather, excellent services require 

employees to go above and beyond the job description in order to exceed customers’ 

expectations.  

A second challenge that faces the hotel industry today is the high employee 

turnover, which puts additional pressure on hotels to provide good service to customers. 

The hotel industry is a labor intensive industry, which is characterized as offering low 

payment and a heavy workload (Petrillose, 1998). As a result, the employee turnover rate 

is extremely high. According to a study conducted by the American Hotel and Motel 
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Association (Mehta, 2005), the annual employee turnover rate in the American hotel 

industry ranged from 60% to 300%. The cost of high employee turnover averages about 

$6,000 per frontline employee and almost $10,000 per management level employee 

(Tracey & Hinkin, 2006). The high turnover rate of hotel employees is not only costly to 

a hotel, but also could harm the service quality of the hotel. This is because the loss of 

skilled employees leads to increased workload for the remaining employees and they may 

not be able to maintain a high level of service as they used to provide. In addition, it takes 

time to train the newly hired employees to be familiar with the service processes and 

industry expectations. As a result, high employee challenges hotels to maintain high 

quality service.  

As mentioned above, delivering quality service and retaining qualified employees 

are the two major challenges facing the hotel industry today. Meanwhile, there are always 

“good soldiers” in the hotels, who do not mind going above and beyond their job duties 

in order to satisfy customers. From these people, managers and researchers see the hope 

of overcoming these challenges. These “good soldiers” could be a front office agent who 

serves the customers with special care because the customer is sick; a housekeeper who 

helps a new housekeeper to finish her assigned rooms; a restaurant waitress who helps to 

store the leftover food in the refrigerator, to name a few. All these examples are 

employees who perform organizational citizenship behavior.  
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Organizational Citizenship Behavior: Research and Debates 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) refers to individual contributions in 

the workplace that go above and beyond role requirements and contractually rewarded 

job achievements (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith, Organ & Near, 1983). OCBs are 

beneficial to all organizations but especially to hotels where satisfying the customers 

requires meeting and exceeding customers’ expectations on a constant basis. If all 

employees could perform OCBs, delivering high quality service and satisfying customers 

would no longer be a challenge. In addition, if a hotel employee does not mind 

performing OCBs, it may imply that the job is more important to the employee than to 

others who just fulfill the basic requirements. It may also imply that this employee has 

higher intention to stay with the hotel. Therefore, by identifying factors that influence 

employees’ motivation to perform OCBs, it may help to retain valuable hotel employees. 

However, not all hotel employees are willing to go “above and beyond” the call of 

duty. The question, then, is what motivates hotel employees to engage in OCBs? Over the 

past two decades, researchers have been trying to find the answer(s) to this question. 

Demographic factors (Ford & Richardson, 1994), personality traits (Konovsky & Organ, 

1996; Elanain, 2007), attitudinal factors (Bateman & Organ, 1983), and contextual 

factors (Chonko & Hunt, 2000; Baker, Hunt & Andrews, 2005) have all been investigated 

as to their relationship with employees’ OCB. In recent years, OCB researchers started to 

integrate environmental/organizational factors and attitudinal/personal factors, to 

examine how those factors could influence employees’ OCB performance jointly (e.g. 

Tan & Tan, 2008; Bowler & Brass, 2006).  Researchers tended to believe that OCB is a 
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complex type of behavior that can be influenced by organizational factors, social 

environmental factors and personal traits.  

Although many factors have been taken into account for employees’ OCB 

motivation, agreement towards the motivational mechanism of OCB is still to be 

determined. As suggested by Eastman (1994), similar behaviors can be motivated by very 

different factors, and this also applied to the motivational mechanism of OCB. There is 

some debate on the nature of OCB. Traditionally OCB has been defined and considered 

as a more altruistic behavior, while many later researchers have started to think it as a 

more egoistic behavior. A large group of researchers thought that social exchange is a 

major motivation for OCB (e.g. Organ et al., 2006; Euwema, Wendi & Emmerik, 2007). 

Two types of social exchanges have been studied and gained empirical support, including 

social exchange between leaders and members, and social exchange between coworkers. 

However, another group of researchers, such as Bolino and Turnley (1999) proposed that 

impression management should be considered a major motivation for employees to 

engage in OCB and social exchange and personality/dispositional factors should be 

regarded as traditional motivations of employees’ OCB.  

This debate continues and has become even more complicated when we take 

culture into consideration. Culture is defined as the sum of learned beliefs, values and 

customs that create behavioral norms for a given society (Yau, 1995). People from 

different culture may behave quite differently when facing similar situations. Similarly, 

the same behavior could also be motivated by different factors for people from different 

cultures. As suggested by Brockner (2003), certain theories developed in the United 

States (US), such as the social loafing theory and the attribution theory, failed to gain 
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support in collectivism oriented countries.  Since Bolino and Turnely’s (1999) study and 

most of the previous studies on OCB were conducted in the countries that have been 

labeled as individualism oriented, would the findings on OCB still hold true in countries 

that are more collectivism oriented? When taking culture context into consideration, 

which type of OCB motivation (e.g. personal traits, social exchange and impression 

management) is the dominate motivation of OCB? Can they be properly integrated? Are 

motivations of OCB culturally specific and are certain motivations more prominent in 

certain cultures, while others not?  
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Problem Statement 

A review of previous literature shows that there is a need to fill in the theoretical 

gap as well as the practical gap of the study on OCB. The theoretical gap of OCB study is 

reflected from the following three aspects. First, there is still a disagreement on the 

motivational mechanism of OCB. Questions such as “What is the major motivation of 

OCB? Is OCB motivation culturally specific?” are still unanswered. Second, little 

research has been done to investigate both the antecedents and consequences of OCB in 

the same model. Existing research mainly focuses on only either the antecedents or 

consequences of OCB. Third, most previous studies on the consequences of OCB focused 

on the organizational level, while little attention has been paid to OCB’s influence to 

employees themselves.  

In addition, there is a need to fill in the practical gap of OCB studies in the 

hospitality setting. Despite OCB’s popularity in the organizational behavior and 

management disciplines, little research has been conducted in the hospitality discipline, 

especially in the hotel context. Yet such studies would be very helpful, because OCB 

seems to be the possible solution for the two challenges that are facing the hotel industry-

--constantly exceeding customers’ expectation by providing quality services and retaining 

qualified employees who deliver high quality service. Maintaining high quality service by 

constantly exceeding customers’ expectation is essentially important in the hotel industry. 

To ensure customer satisfaction, hotel employees need not only perform tasks required by 

job descriptions, but also need to perform OCBs from time to time. Therefore, identifying 

factors motivating and influencing hotel employees’ OCB is very important. Retaining 
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employees is another challenge for the hotel industry. Researchers have found that there 

is a negative relationship between employees’ OCBs and their turnover intention (e.g. 

Chen et al., 2002). One possible explanation is that OCBs, such as the helping behaviors 

and courtesy, could enhance group attractiveness and cohesiveness, thus it could help to 

decrease voluntary turnover (George & Bettehause, 1990). Therefore by encouraging 

hotel employees to engage in OCB, it might help hotel managers to solve the two 

challenges that face the hotel industry.  
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Purpose of the Study 

There are two major purposes of this study.  

1. To develop and build a theoretical structural model of the motivational 

mechanism of hotel employees’ OCB, integrating both the antecedents and consequences 

of OCB. The proposed model integrates social exchange, impression management, 

perceived level of empowerment and personal traits as the antecedents, and workplace 

social inclusion, continuance commitment, positive emotion and intention to stay as the 

consequences. 

2. To empirically test the theoretical model and the relationships among the 

constructs in the context of hotels, aiming to provide implications for hotel managers to 

effectively motivate employees to perform OCB and to retain the employees. The study 

takes the cross-cultural perspective and the model was tested both in the United States 

and China.  
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Objectives of the Study 

Specific objectives of the study include:  

1. To examine the structural relationships of the antecedents and consequences 

of hotel employees’ OCB. Specifically:  

• To  find out the relationships between the three types of social 

exchanges (leaders, coworkers and customers) and the three types of 

OCBs (OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-C); 

• To find out the relationships between impression management and 

employees’ OCBs;  

• To find out the relationships between certain personality traits 

(conscientiousness and empathy) and employees’ OCBs;  

• To find out the relationships between empowerment and employees’ 

OCBs; 

• To find out the relationships between employees’ OCBs and 

employees’ positive emotion, workplace social inclusion, continuance 

commitment and employees’ intention to stay with the current 

organization. 

2. To examine the moderating effects of several constructs on the proposed 

relationships. Four moderators, culture, individualism-collectivism 
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orientation, impression management and empowerment, were included in 

order to find out:   

• If culture moderates the proposed relationships;  

• If individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the proposed 

relationships;  

• If impression management moderates the proposed relationships;  

• If empowerment moderates the proposed relationships. 
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Significance of the Study 

OCB has been a popular topic in organizational behavior research for about three 

decades. Conducting a study in the hotel setting with a focus at the individual employee 

level is significant and meaningful from both theoretical perspective and practical 

perspective.  

 

Theoretical Contribution 

This study is expected to make four major contributions to the existing theory on 

OCB. First, there are still inconsistencies in the dimensionality of the construct OCB. 

Although OCB has been generally considered as a multidimensional construct, no 

agreement has been achieved on the dimensionality of OCB. Traditionally, researchers 

categorized the dimensions of OCB by the nature of each individual dimension (e.g. 

Organ, 1988). Later, researchers started to categorize OCB based on their targets of 

performance. Williams and Anderson (1991) identified the underlying dimensions of 

OCBs as OCB-O (to organization) and OCB-I (to co-workers). Bettencourt and Brown 

(1997) identified three dimensions of OCB, which included extra-role customer service, 

role-prescribed customer service and cooperation. These effort made by previous 

researchers (Williams & Anderson, 1991; Bettencourt & Brown, 1997) provides a 

theoretical basis for separating service-oriented OCBs (OCB-C) as an independent 

dimension of OCB. However, no one has tried to integrate the three types of OCBs 

(OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-C) in the same model. Doing this is very meaningful for the 
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service industry (such as the hotel industry) because the major product is service and 

creating satisfied customers relies, to a great extent, on employees’ cooperative efforts in 

performing OCBs, especially OCBs to customers (OCB-C).   

Second, many researchers have applied the social exchange theory in the study of 

OCB (e.g. Hofmann, Morgeson, & Gerras, 2003; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). 

However, according to the knowledge of the author, none of the previous studies looked 

into the interactions between customers and employees and treated those interactions as a 

process of social exchange. This new prospective is important because customer service 

is the major function for hotel industry and service-oriented OCBs are essentially 

important for the successful functioning of hotels.  

Third, relatively fewer studies looked into the consequences of OCB. Previous 

studies focused more on OCBs’ influence at the organizational level or on the customers’ 

side. Less attention has been focused to look at how the performance of OCB would 

influence employees themselves. This study attempts to test several consequences of 

OCB at the individual employee’s level, such as workplace social inclusion, positive 

emotion, continuance commitment and intention to stay.  

Fourth, studies have shown that some theories are culturally specific. Therefore, 

this study tests culture’s moderating effects on the proposed relationships. As culture is a 

multidimensional construct, besides using culture in the holistic sense as a moderator, this 

study also uses one dimension of culture, which is the individualism-collectivism 

orientation, as the moderator. All the proposed relationships are tested. In addition, this 

study also tests if the level of impression management motivation and level of perceived 



15 

 

empowerment have moderating effects on the proposed relationships. Therefore, by 

considering the moderating effects, this study would provide a more complete picture of 

the motivational mechanism of OCB in various contexts, thus contributing to the existing 

literature of OCB.  

 

Practical Contribution 

This study is expected to make two major practical contributions to the hotel 

industry. First, providing quality service and constantly exceeding customers’ expectation 

have become a required practice in the hotel industry. OCBs are behaviors that are 

“above and beyond” the formal job requirements and are good for the effective 

functioning of the organization. Therefore, if more employees can perform various types 

of OCBs, it would be easier for the hotel to maintain high quality service and create 

satisfied customers.  

Second, the high employee turnover is a major challenge for the hotel industry. If 

an employee would like to exceed his/her job duties on a constant basis, it may imply that 

the employee has higher commitment with the organization. Therefore, the employee’s 

turnover intention could be lower. In addition, if more employees engage in OCBs, it 

makes the hotel a more attractive place to work at. This in turn could reduce employee 

turnover. By identifying the mechanism that motivates employees’ OCB, we may provide 

practical suggestions to hotel managers on how to retain hotel employees.  
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Therefore, if hotel managers could figure out what motivate employees to perform 

OCBs, they can take proactive steps to encourage employees to perform OCBs. As a 

result, both of the two challenges might be properly solved.  
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Organization of the Dissertation 

This dissertation is organized into five chapters. Chapter One provides an 

introduction and overview of the importance of hotel employees’ organizational 

citizenship behavior, and explains why it is important to conduct a study with a proposed 

model to understand the motivational mechanism of hotel employees’ OCB in a cross-

cultural context. Chapter Two reviews the literature on the concept of OCB, egoistic and 

altruistic motivations, theory of social exchange, impression management and personality 

traits, and also presents the conceptual model as well as hypotheses that guided the study. 

Chapter Three describes the research methodology, including the research design, 

instrument development, sampling method and data analysis. Chapter Four reports and 

discusses the findings. The results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the three 

dimensional framework of OCB are assessed and the results of both the Confirmatory 

Factor Analysis and Structural Equation Modeling are discussed for the full motivational 

mechanism model of OCB.  All hypotheses are tested and the moderating effects of four 

moderators are assessed. Chapter Five presents the conclusion, the theoretical and 

managerial implications, limitations and suggestions for future research.   
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE  

This section provides a background for the study. The concept of Organizational 

Citizenship Behavior is introduced, which includes how it is originated and developed as 

well as its dimensionality. 

Building on previous literature, this study proposes a three-dimensional 

framework of OCB specifically for the hotel (and other service-oriented) industry. A 

justification of the validity as well as meaningfulness of this framework is provided.  

This section also reviews previous literature on the motivational mechanism of 

OCB, and proposes the altruistic and egoistic motivational mechanism of OCB. Several 

altruistic motivations as well as egoistic motivations are integrated in the model. 
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The Concept of Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

Definition    

It has been almost three decades since the term Organizational Citizenship 

Behavior (OCB) was introduced by Organ and Organ’s colleagues (Bateman & Organ, 

1983; Smith, Organ & Near, 1983). Similar concepts of OCB, however, can be traced 

back to Barnard (1938)’s “willingness to cooperate” and Katz (1964)’s “innovative and 

spontaneous behaviors” that go beyond role prescription. Organ (1988) defined OCB as 

“individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the 

formal reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the 

organization” (p.4). This definition implies that OCBs have three characteristics: 1) 

discretionary in nature, which means that the behavior is not an enforceable requirement, 

but rather, a personal choice; 2) not directly or explicitly rewarded within the context of 

the organization’s formal reward structure, which means that the potential rewards of 

performing OCB is not guaranteed; and 3) important for the effective and successful 

functioning of an organization, which means that OCBs could influence organizational 

performance in a positive manner.  

A clear concept is important because a concept contributes to the systematization 

of knowledge by facilitating the formulation of general laws or theoretical principles 

(Hempel, 1965). However, discrepancies still exist in the conceptualization of OCB after 

two decades’ development. 
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Discrepancies first exist in what kinds of behaviors should be considered as OCB. 

For example, Organ (1997) found that most studies define OCB as extra-role behavior. 

Eastman and Pawar (2005) suggested that OCB is just one type of extra-role behavior, 

while a broader framework of extra-role behaviors should included OCB, Political 

Behaviors and Negative Behaviors. On the other hand, Jolly (2003) proposed that a 

broader definition of OCB should include both role-prescribed and extra-role behavior as 

long as these behaviors are beneficial to the effective functioning of the organization. In 

addition, people in different position levels of the organization may have different 

opinions on what behaviors should be considered as OCB. For instance, Lam, Hui and 

Law (1999) found that supervisors and subordinates have different scopes on what 

behaviors should be considered as job duties and what behaviors should be considered as 

OCBs. As a result, behaviors that fall into the category of OCB from subordinates’ 

perspective may be regarded as part of the job requirements from the supervisors’ 

perspective.  

Despite the discrepancies in the conceptualization of OCB, Organ’s (1988) 

definition of OCB is the most widely accepted and applied one. In response to those 

discrepancies, Organ further elaborated the three characteristics of OCB in 1997 as 

follows:  

By discretionary, we mean that the behavior is not an enforceable 

requirement of the role of the job description that is the clearly specifiable terms 

of the person’s employment contract with the organization; the behavior is rather 

a matter of personal choice, such that its omission is not generally understood as 

punishable (Organ, 1988, p. 4).  
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Our definition of OCB requires that it not be directly or formally 

recompensed by the  organization’s reward system……OCB must be limited to 

those  gestures that are utterly and eternally lacking in any tangible return to the 

individual?...Not necessarily. Over time, a steady stream of OCB of different 

types…could well determine the impression that an individual makes on a 

supervisor or on coworkers. That impression, in turn, could influence the 

recommendation by the boss for a salary increase or promotion. The important 

issue here is that such returns not be contractually guaranteed (Organ, 1988, p. 5).  

Finally, it was required that OCB contains only those behaviors that, in the 

aggregate, across time and across persons, contribute to organizational 

effectiveness. In other words not every single discrete instance of OCB would 

make a difference in organizational outcomes (Organ, 1997, p 87). 

Considering the wide acceptance as well as profound influence of Organ’s 

definition, this study uses Organ’s (1988) definition of OCB, and considers OCB as 

“individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the 

formal reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the 

organization” (p.4). 

 

The Dimensionality of OCB 

Perspectives on the dimensionality of OCB also went through considerable 

development. Although researchers hold different views regarding the dimensionality of 
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OCB, they generally agree that OCB is a multidimensional construct (e.g., Graham, l989; 

Moorman & Blakely, 1995; Organ, 1988; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 

1990; LePine, Erez & Johnson, 2002).  

From the way that the dimensions of OCB are distinguished, two approaches are 

identified based on a review of previous literature (Table 1): 1) Categorizing OCB 

dimensions based on the nature of OCB (e.g. Organ, 1988); 2) Categorizing OCB 

dimensions based on the targets of OCB (e.g. Williams & Anderson, 1991; Bettencourt & 

Brown, 1997).  

For the first approach, Organ’s (1988) proposed a five-dimension framework of 

OCB, which so far is the most widely used framework of OCB. The popularity of this 

five-dimension framework, as suggested by LePine, Erez and Johnson (2002), was due to 

three reasons. First of all, Organ’s framework has a relatively longer history, and there 

are a large number of articles and books published based on the five-dimension 

frameworks. Second, Podsakoff et al. (1990) provided a sound measurement of Organ’s 

five-dimension framework of OCB, and this measurement scale was widely applied in 

many empirical studies (e.g. MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Fetter, 1991; Moorman, 1993). 

Third, OCB scholars generally assumed that in the long run, the behavioral dimensions 

are beneficial across situations and organizations (Organ, 1997).  

These five dimensions identified by Organ (1988) included: 

(1) Altruism: May also be considered “Helping” behaviors, meaning being 

selflessness and concern for the welfare of others. Examples include helping others who 
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have been absent, or helping others who have very high workload. It should be noted that 

the target of helping behaviors is a person (Organ, et al., 2006).  

(2) Conscientiousness: Could be easily described as responsible. Examples 

include obeying company regulations even when no one is watching and not taking extra 

breaks.  

(3) Sportsmanship: Usually refers to the attitude of choosing not to do negative 

things (Organ et al., 2006). Examples include not complaining about trivial matters, and 

focusing on the positive rather than the negative side.  

(4) Courtesy: This includes actions that help prevent problems from occurring, or 

taking actions in advance to mitigate the problem (Organ, 1988). Examples include: 

Notifying others in advance about actions that may bring inconvenience and trying to 

prevent problems with coworkers from happening.  

(5) Civic virtue: This describes a posture of “responsible, constructive 

involvement in the political or governance process of the organization” (Organ, et al., 

2006, p. 24). Examples include attending meetings that are not mandatory and keeping up 

with the changes in the organization.  

Besides the generally accepted five-dimension framework of OCB, researchers 

also identified additional dimensions. For example, “Loyalty” was identified as one 

additional dimension of OCB (George & Brief, 1992; Graham, 1989). Examples of 

Loyalty behaviors include saying good things about the organization when chatting with 

potential employees and customers or showing pride about working for the organization. 

Katz (1964) suggested that “Self-development” and “Protecting the Organization” were 
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also important dimensions of OCB. Self-development refers to actions people take to 

broaden their work-relevant skills and knowledge. Protecting the Organization refers to 

taking the initiatives to notice and correct conditions that may potentially harm the 

organization.  

Different from the first approach, the second approach categorized OCB 

dimensions based on the targets of OCBs. This approach was initiated by Smith, et al. 

(1983), who conducted a factor analysis on the attributes of OCBs, and generated two 

factors, including “Altruism” and “Generalized Compliance”. Altruism behaviors were 

performed to individuals within an organization. It refers to behaviors that were intended 

to help a specific person in a face-to-face situation. General Compliance behaviors were 

performed to the organization, and refer to impersonal behaviors that are compliant with 

norms of the organization.  

Following this perspective, Williams and Anderson (1991) further clarified that 

OCB should be regarded as a two dimension construct, namely, 1) OCB-O, which refers 

to OCB that benefits the organization in general. 2) OCB-I, which refers to OCB that 

directs primarily to individuals (employees) within the organization.  

The two approaches of categorizing OCBs, however, were internally correlated 

with each other. The OCB-O dimension actually has three sub-dimensions from Organ’s 

(1988) framework, including Conscientiousness, Sportsmanship and Civic Virtue. The 

OCB-I dimension, similarly has Altruism and Courtesy as its sub-dimensions from 

Organ’s (1988) framework.  
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For the past decades, the majority of research on OCB was conducted in 

organizations, where customer service was a major component of the organizations’ daily 

operation. Borman and Motowidlo (1993) suggested that traditionally identified OCBs 

might be more appropriate for certain types of organizations than others, and service-

oriented organizations might have special requirements on dimensions related to dealing 

with customers and representing the organization to outsiders.  

In the service-oriented industry, such as the hotel industry, customer services are 

important activities that frontline employees perform on a daily basis. Therefore, the 

targets of citizenship behaviors that service employees perform may be different 

compared with other organizations. Therefore, researchers suggested customer-oriented 

citizenship in service-oriented organizations (e.g. Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Podsakoff 

& MacKenzie, 1997).  

In response to this knowledge gap, Bettencourt and Brown (1997) identified three 

dimensions of service-oriented OCBs, which included Extra-role Customer service, Role-

prescribed Customer Service and Cooperation, all of which were citizenship behaviors 

towards customers. The importance of treating service-oriented OCBs separately was 

also supported by Bettencourt and Gwinner (2001), who combined previous OCB 

measurement (Mackenzie, Podsakoff, & Fetter, 1993; Moorman & Blakely, 1995) and 

service quality measurement (SERVQUAL) (Parasuraman et al., 1988) to develop a 

three-dimension service-oriented OCB measurement scale.  The three dimensions of 

service-oriented OCB include: Loyalty, Service Delivery and Participation. Since 

service-oriented OCBs are performed to customers, we name this type of OCB as OCB-C 
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(C represents customers), using the second approach of categorizing the dimensions of 

OCB.  

Table 1. Two Approaches on Categorizing OCB Dimensions 

OCB Dimensions Categorized by Nature 
Author(s) Year Dimensions of OCB 
Organ 1988 Altruism, Conscientiousness, Sportsmanship, Courtesy, Civic 

Virtue 
 

Van Dyne and 
Ang 
 

1998 Social Participation, Loyalty, Obedience, Functional Participation 
 

Morrison 1996 Altruism, Conscientiousness, Sportsmanship and Involvement, 
Keeping up with Changes 
 

Van Scotter and 
Motowidlo 
 

1996 Interpersonal facilitation, Job Dedication 

Katz  1964 Self-development and Protecting the Organization 
 

George and Brief  1992 Loyalty 
 

Graham  1989 Loyalty 
OCB Dimensions Categorized by the Target of Behavior 
Author(s) Year Dimensions of OCB 
Smith et al. 1983 Altruism: behaviors directly intended to help a specific person in 

face-to-face situation;  
General Compliance: impersonal behaviors targeted to 
organization, such as compliance with norms. 
 

Williams and 
Anderson 

1991 OCB-I: OCB that directed towards individuals, altruism and 
courtesy fit in this category;  
OCB-O: OCB that directed towards organization, sportsmanship, 
civic virtue and conscientiousness fit in this category.  
 

Bettencourt and 
Brown 

1997 Service-oriented OCB, which include extra-role customer 
service, role-prescribed customer service and cooperation. Can be 
regarded as OCB-C (OCB towards customers). 
 

Bettencourt, 
Gwinner and 
Meuter 

2001 Service-oriented OCB, which include three dimensions: Loyalty, 
Service Delivery and Participation. Can be regarded as OCB-C 
(OCB towards customers). 
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Justification of the OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-C Framework 

Customer service is the most important duty for hotel frontline employees. Hotel 

employees need to try their best to deliver quality service and create satisfied customers. 

Due to the unique nature of hotel jobs, traditionally identified OCBs may not be able to 

address the importance of services. Historically, relatively fewer researches have been 

conducted in the hospitality settings empirically (especially in the hotel settings), where 

service is a major product. Therefore, lack of studies in service-oriented organizations led 

to the under-identification of the OCB-C dimension.  

Fortunately, researchers started to realize the unique features of service 

organizations and those features’ impact on OCB dimensions. Specifically, Borman and 

Motowidlo (1993) suggested that service-oriented organizations should have special 

requirements on OCB dimensions that related to customers. The need to treat OCB-C as a 

separate dimension of OCB was thus identified in service-oriented organizations.  

Separating OCB-C as an independent dimension was not only determined by the 

unique features of service organizations, but also gained theoretical support. Previous 

researchers have used the targets of OCBs to categorize the dimensions of OCBs (e.g. 

Williams & Anderson, 1991). OCB-O and OCB-I have been identified, widely applied, 

and have been proven as valid and reliable constructs in various studies (e. g. Moorman 

& Blakely, 1995). In addition, previous researchers also have noticed the importance of 

service-oriented OCBs, and OCB-C has been identified and tested as a valid construct 

(Bettencourt & Brown, 1997; Bettencourt, Gwinner, & Meuter, 2001). The efforts made 

by previous researchers built a sound theoretical foundation for incorporating OCB-C 

into the existing OCB-O and OCB-I framework of OCB.   
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From a practical perspective, the hotel industry is known as the people’s industry, 

because in hotels, people serve people. Researchers found that human factors, such as 

employees’ attitudes, friendliness and skills are determinant factors to the formation of 

customers’ perception towards service quality (e.g. Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 

1985; Stevens, Knutson, & Patton, 1995; Wall & Berry, 2007). Also, the long term 

success of a hotel relies greatly on constantly exceeding customers’ expectation. To 

exceed customers’ expectations, hotel employees need to perform above and beyond the 

job description, in other words, to perform OCBs to customers.  

In addition, hotel employees also need to interact and closely cooperate with 

coworkers and supervisors, as teamwork is very important in creating successful service 

experiences for hotel customers. For example, in order to clean a hotel room in a shorter 

time, the cooperation between two housekeepers is necessary; the cooperation between 

front-of-the house employees and back-of-the house employees is also critical to the 

effective functioning of any hotel. As a result, hotel frontline employees need to perform 

OCBs to coworkers (OCB-I) and also to the organization (OCB-O) constantly. Therefore, 

using the three-dimension framework of OCB (OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-C) seems to be 

more appropriate as well as more meaningful in the hotel setting.  

Although no previous research has attempted to combine the three dimensions 

(OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-C) in a single study, each of the three dimensions has received 

substantial support both conceptually and empirically (Wiliams & Anderson, 1991; 

Bettencourt & Brown,   1997; Bettencourt, Gwinner & Meuter, 2001). In addition, 

potential benefits could be achieved by treating the three dimensions of OCB as 

independent latent construct, which is, but not limited to, gaining a more specific 
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understanding of the antecedents and consequences of each type of OCBs. This is 

especially useful for studies adopting a social exchange perspective, because the 

exchange with different groups may result in OCBs towards that specific group. For 

example, social exchange with co-workers may influence the employee’s OCB to 

coworkers (OCB-I) but not OCB to customers (OCB-C). Similarly, social exchange with 

customers may influence employee’s OCB to customers (OCB-C), but may not influence 

OCB to coworkers (OCB-I).  
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Egoistic versus Altruistic Motivation 

A large portion of previous literatures focused on identifying the antecedents and 

consequences of OCB (Coyne & Ong, 2007). Examples of previously identified 

antecedents of OCB include job satisfaction (Organ & Lingl, 1995; Smith et al., 1983), 

leadership support (Smith et al., 1983) and organizational commitment (O’Reilly & 

Chatman, 1986; Williams & Anderson, 1991). In addition, certain personality traits are 

believed to be related to certain dimensions of OCB. For example, conscientiousness was 

identified as the best predictor of OCB among the Big-five personality dimensions (e.g. 

Tan & Tan, 2008). On the consequence side, most studies focused on OCB’s influences 

at the organization level. For example, MacKenzi et al. (1991 & 1993) found that 

employees’ OCBs can increase the efficiency of an organization by enhancing co-worker 

or managerial productivity, which is achieved by reducing the need to devote scarce 

resources to maintenance functions (Organ, 1988), or by coordinating the activities of 

work groups (Smith et al., 1983). 

Despite the popularity of OCB research, researchers have attempted to answer the 

question of why employees engage in OCB. Among the researchers that have attempted 

to do that, various theories have been proposed to explain the motivational mechanism of 

OCB. Some researchers claimed that OCB is self-serving, such as using OCB as means 

of impression management (e.g. Bolino & Turnley, 1999), others researchers believed 

that OCB is generated due to the obligation from social exchange (e. g. Eisenberger, 

Huntington, & Sowa, 1986). In Eastman’s (1994) studies on the attribution approach to 

ingratiation and OCB, he suggested that similar behaviors may have different motives 
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underline them. This explains why different theories and motivations have been proposed 

to describe the phenomenon of OCB. In 1991, Batson introduced the theory of altruistic 

and egoistic motivation, which seems to be a sound theoretical explanation of the 

motivational mechanism of OCB. Yuan (2006) empirically tested this framework and 

found that altruism and egoistic motivations were both important drivers for OCB.  In the 

following text, a brief description of theory is provided.  

Auguste Comte (1798-1857) was the pioneer who differentiated altruism and 

egoism. Comte considered altruism and egoism to be two distinct motives of an 

individual. He defined egoism as the impulse to seek self-benefit and self- gratification, 

while altruism is an unselfish desire to live for others. Batson (1987) further defined 

egoistic motivation as motivation that is stimulated whether by seeking reward and 

avoiding punishment, or by the desire to reduce an individual’s own unpleasant 

emotional arousal that rises from perceiving another person in need. Altruism motivation, 

on the other hand, is an ethical doctrine that individuals have a moral obligation to help, 

serve, or benefit others, and necessary at the sacrifice of self interest.  

According to Auguste Comte (1798-1857), altruism calls for living for the sake of 

others. People may hold different beliefs and values in their work and life, but the key in 

distinguishing egoistic motivation and altruistic motivation is whether the ultimate goal 

is self-serving. If the behavior is for serving self-interest, it is egoistic; if it is for 

another’s welfare, it is altruistic.  
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Egoistic Motivations of OCB 

Applying the concept of altruistic and egoistic motivations of human behaviors to 

the context of OCB motivations, several previously identified motivations for OCB fall 

into the category of egoistic motivation (Yuan, 2006). Examples include impression 

management (Bolino & Turnley, 1999; Rioux & Penner, 2001), and social exchange 

(Blau, 1964; Eisenberger et al., 1986). Impression management is considered as egoistic 

motivation because the ultimate goal of impression management is to build or rebuild 

self-image, which is a self-serving purpose. Social exchange motivation is also 

considered as egoistic motivation, because social exchange involves unspecified future 

returns, which also falls into the self-serving purpose.  

The following text described two egoistic motivations of OCB, including social 

exchange with three workplace groups and impression management.  

 

Social Exchange    

Theory of Social Exchange  

The social exchange theory grew out of the disciplines of economics, psychology 

and sociology. It was developed to understand the social behaviors of people in economic 

settings (Homans, 1958). According to Homans (1958, p. 606), who is the initiator of 

social exchange theory:  
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“Social behavior is an exchange of goods, material goods but also non-

material ones, such as the symbols of approval or prestige. Persons that give 

much to others try to get much from them, and persons that get much from others 

are under pressure to give much to them.” 

 

 Blau (1986) defined social exchange as voluntary actions of individuals that are 

motivated by the returns they are expected to bring from others, and that social exchange 

forms relationships that entail unspecified future obligations. Similar to economic 

exchange, social exchange generates an expectation of some future return for 

contributions; however, unlike economic exchange, the exact nature of that return is 

unspecified. Furthermore, social exchange does not occur on a quid pro quo or calculated 

basis, but based on individuals' trusting that the other side of the exchanges would fairly 

fulfill their obligations in the long run (Holmes, 1981).  

The fundamental difference between the economic exchange theory and social 

exchange theory is the way persons or organizations are viewed. The economic exchange 

theory views a person as dealing not with another person but with a market; while the 

social exchange theory views the exchange relationship between specific persons as 

actions contingent on rewarding reactions from others (Blau, 1964). The social exchange 

theory explains how we feel about a relationship with another person based on our 

perceptions of: 1) The balance between what we put into the relationship and what we get 

from it; 2) The kind of relationship we deserve; 3) The chances of having a better 

relationship with someone else.  
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The social exchange theory has been widely applied to explain the various 

phenomena and processes that occur in organizations (e.g. Tsui, Pearce, Porter, & Tripoli, 

1997; Tsui & Wu, 2005; Van Dyne & Ang, 1998).  For example, the social exchange 

theory has been used to explain the relationship between employees and the organization 

(Tsui et al., 1997; Van Dyne & Ang, 1998). Employers utilizing the social exchange 

approach seek a long-term relationship with employees and show concern about 

employees’ well-being and career development. From the employees’ side, if employees 

are treated with respects and concern, they would be more likely to engage in OCBs as a 

return of positive social exchange with the organization and leaders (Cho & Johanson, 

2008).  Researchers also found that leader and supervisor support led to employees’ 

citizenship behavior because a social exchange relationship was developed between 

employees and their leaders (supervisors) (Organ, 1988; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & 

Bachrach, 2000). Similar findings were also discovered in the context of coworkers’ 

social exchange and support (Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007; Rhodes & Eisenberger, 

2002).  

In the hotel setting, frontline employees could have social exchanges with three 

groups of people, namely leaders, coworkers and customers. Based on previous research 

on social exchange, the three types of social exchanges are named as: 1) Leader-member 

exchange; 2) Coworkers exchange; 3) Customer-employee exchange.  Among the three 

types of social exchange, leader-member exchange has received a lot of attention from 

researchers, while relatively less attention has been paid to the social exchange processes 

between coworkers, and between employees and customers. Yet such attention is desired 

and important especially for the hotel industry, for at least two reasons. First, hotel 
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employees are not working independently. Rather, the creation of high quality services 

and customer satisfaction relies greatly on the cooperative and supportive teamwork of 

hotel employees. Therefore, many interactions between coworkers happen in the process 

of customer services, such as helping a coworker with heavy workload and helping to 

train a new employee in service skills. These helping behaviors are examples of OCBs 

towards coworkers (OCB-I). Second, customer service is the most important task for 

hotel employees. Customers are not negative recipients of the service. Rather, they are 

actively involved in it. Therefore, the success of the service experiences relies greatly on 

the active participation of customers. For example, a polite customer may influence a 

hotel employee’s mood and service attitude. This in turn may influence the employee’s 

service performance, in which the employee may be more willing to go above and 

beyond his/her job duties and perform OCBs to customers (OCB-C) in order to create 

high quality services.  

Therefore, a lot of interactions are going on among coworkers, customers, leaders 

and the hotel frontline employees in the customer service processes. In the following text 

I describe in detail the three types of social exchanges and how they relate to the three 

dimensions (OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-C) of OCB.  

 

Social Exchange with Leaders/Supervisors and OCB-O 

Leader-member Exchange (LMX) theory was built upon the role-making theory 

and social exchange theory. Leader-member Exchange theory proposes that leaders 

distribute the finite resources to their subordinates differentially (Gerstner & Day, 1997). 
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As the quality of the Leader-member Exchange relationship matures, it moves from a 

predominantly economic exchange, where self-interest prevails, to a social exchange 

where mutual and collective interests dominate (Jiao, 2006). In high quality Leader-

member Exchange, the importance of affective-based motivations in social exchange 

increase, while the cognitive motivations diminish (Liden et al., 1997). When high 

quality social exchanges happen between leaders and subordinates, there is a perceived 

obligation on the part of subordinates to reciprocate high-quality relationships (Blau, 

1964; Gouldner, 1960). One way to reciprocate these relationships is by enlarging their 

roles so that they extend beyond normal role requirements and perform OCBs (Hofmann 

et al, 2003). By engaging in OCBs, subordinates in high-quality Leader-member 

Exchange relationships “payback” their leaders (Liden et al., 1997; Settoon et al., 1996). 

OCBs are considered to be closely related to leadership. Organ et al. (2006) found 

positive relations between supportive leadership and different forms of OCB, because a 

positive social exchange relationship was developed between the employees and their 

supervisors.  

Leadership is usually differentiated into two types: directive leadership and 

supportive leadership (Judge, Piccolo, & Illies, 2004; Northouse, 2004). Euwenma et al. 

(2007) defined directive leadership as task-oriented behavior, with a strong focus on 

targets, close supervision, and control of subordinates’ actions. Directive leadership is 

characterized as a strong tendency to control discussion, to dominate interactions, and to 

personally direct task completion (Cruz, Henningson, & Smith, 1999). Leaders of this 

style are good at time management and tend to use pressure on and close supervision to 

subordinates (Schmidt & Yeh, 1992). Supportive leadership, on the other hand, is 
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characterized by sensitivity to individual and groups’ needs, caring for group tensions, 

and focusing on harmonic working relations (Euwema, Wendi, & Emmerik, 2007). 

Therefore supportive leadership can create a climate in which members feel supported 

and empowered to perform their jobs. Supportive leadership communicates the message 

of trust, helping team members to take initiative, to reciprocate the behavior by 

supporting team members, and to overcome fears of criticism, all of which could foster 

OCBs in the organization.  

Euwema, Wendi and Emmerik (2007) found that supportive leadership is 

positively related to OCB, while directive leadership is negatively related to OCB. 

Further, Konovsky and Pugh (1994) found that employees whose managers were more 

procedurally fair were more likely to trust their managers and as a consequence, would 

exhibit more OCBs.  

According to the social exchange theory, “persons that get much from others are 

under pressure to give much to them” (Homans, 1958, p606), employees who are 

supported, and cared for by leaders are more likely to go above and beyond their job 

duties (OCBs) to contribute to the effective functioning of the organization. Therefore, 

the following hypothesis is generated:  

H1: There is a significant positive relationship between leader-member exchange 

and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-

O).  
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Social Exchange with Coworkers and Employees’ OCB-I 

According to the social exchange theory, if an employee received support and 

help from his/her coworker, he/she would be under pressure to give back to that specific 

co-worker. The pressure could be released by helping the co-worker with his/her job, or 

by performing other types of OCBs toward that coworker (OCB-I). Previous researchers 

also suggested that colleague and coworker support have a strong effect on employees’ 

OCBs (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). Specifically, coworkers’ 

support has stronger effects on OCB-I than on OCB-O (Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 

2007; Rhodes & Eisenberger, 2002). The fact that employees perform OCBs to different 

targets may be due to the fact that employees are expected to have stronger reciprocate 

behaviors back to the source of such treatment (Scott, 2007). As a result, high quality 

Leader-member Exchange is more likely to generate OCB-O, while high quality 

coworker exchange is more likely to generate OCB-I. Therefore, the following 

hypothesis is generated:  

H2: There is a significant positive relationship between coworker exchange and 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I).  

 

Social Exchange with Customers and Employees’ OCB-C 

Sierra and McQuitty (2005) proposed that the interactions between customers and 

employees is not merely an economic exchange process, but can be regarded as social 

exchange processes. Lawler (2001) also claimed in his affection theory of social 

exchange that there is a social exchange between customers and employees. Customers 
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and employees perceive some degree of shared responsibility in the social exchange 

process. Therefore, although employees’ roles are central for creating successful 

exchanges with customers, the role of customers cannot be overlooked (Sierra & 

McQuitty, 2005). This is also determined by the unique features of services, in which the 

intangibility and inseparability (Parasuraman et al., 1985) make customers’ participation 

an important factor in determining the outcomes of service experience.  

Most previous research that guided the social exchange theory focused on 

employee’s influence on customers (Sierra & McQuitty, 2005), while limited attention 

has been paid to the exchange’s influence on employees. According to the assumptions of 

social exchange, the attitudes and responses of customers could also influence 

employees’ perceptions and behaviors. Considering the fact that employees are expected 

to have stronger reciprocate behaviors back to the source of such treatment (Scott, 2007), 

if an employee were treated respectfully by a customer, he would be more likely to 

perform OCBs to that customer (OCB-C). Therefore the following hypothesis is 

proposed.  

H3: There is a significant positive relationship between customer-employee 

exchange and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers 

(OCB-C).  
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Impression Management 

Theory of Impression Management 

Impression Management refers to the process by which individuals attempt to 

control the impressions that others have of them (Leary & Kowalshi, 1990; Rosenfeld, 

Giacalone, & Riordan, 1995). People have an ongoing interest in how people perceive 

and evaluate them. Individuals are more likely to engage in impression management 

activities when they perceive (1) impressions are relevant to their goals; (2) the goals are 

desired and (3) there is a discrepancy between desired and current images (Leary & 

Kowalshi, 1990). Bolino and Turnely (1999) found that there are five tactics that 

individuals could use for impression management. These tactics include: (1) Ingratiation, 

or doing favors and using flattery in order to be seen positively by the target; (2) Self-

promotion, which means emphasizing one’s own accomplishments and be little of one’s 

own failures in order to be seen as competent by the target; (3) Exemplification, which 

could be described as going above and beyond what is expected to be seen as dedicated 

by the target; (4) Intimidation, or showing power of the potential ability to punish in 

order to be seen as dangerous by the target; and (5) Supplication, which means promoting 

one’s weaknesses in order to be seem as needy by the target. 

 

Impression Management and OCB 

Behaviors generated by the five tactics of impression management are very 

similar to OCBs (Bourdage, 2008). For example, impression management behaviors 

under the exemplification tactic includes going beyond what is expected, which is also 
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one important feature of OCBs (Bolino & Turnley, 1999). Also, the ingratiation tactic 

involves behaviors that are helpful in nature, which is very similar to the helping 

behaviors of OCB. Despite the many similarities, the only thing that distinguishes the 

two, as suggested by Ferris et al. (1992), is the intent underlining these behaviors. 

Impression management is self-serving, while OCBs in the aggregate could promote the 

effective functioning of the organizations. As suggested by Eastman (1994), similar 

behaviors may have different motives underlining them. Same type of OCBs could also 

be motivated by different motivations, such as impression management, social exchange 

or empathy.  

Supervisors and coworkers are two groups of people that hotel employees interact 

with therefore, leaving good impressions to these groups are very important. This is 

because good impressions from those people may have potential benefits to employees, 

such as good image building, performance evaluation, promotion opportunity, etc. 

Therefore, it is very likely that employees would engage in impression management 

through the performance of OCBs, so the following hypotheses are generated:  

H4: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ impression 

management and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-

O). 

H5: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ impression 

management and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I). 
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Altruistic Motivations of OCB 

Applying the concept of altruistic and egoistic motivation of human behavior to 

the context of OCB motivations, certain personal traits motivation, such as empathy, 

(Batson, 1987) fall into the category of altruistic motivation. This is because the OCBs 

motivated by empathy is not self-serving in nature, but generated to meet others’ needs. 

Similarly, conscientiousness also belonged to altruistic motivation. The following text 

describes the relationships between the two altruistic motivations and the three 

dimensions of OCB.  

 

Empathy and OCB 

Yuan (2006) suggested that empathy is the key construct in the Altruistic 

motivation of OCB. Empathy is defined as a “more other-oriented, emotional response 

elicited by and congruent with the perceived welfare of someone else” (Batson, 1987, p. 

93). Feeling sympathetic, compassionate, warm, softhearted and tender are the 

expressions of having empathy (Batson, 1987). Perspective taking is the major predictor 

of empathy (Yuan, 2006). When one is taking the other person’s perspective, he/she is 

more likely to develop empathetic feelings for that person.  

Ladd and Henry (2000) proposed that empathy is positively related to employees’ 

OCBs towards individuals. Empirical evidences also confirmed that empathy can lead to 

helping behaviors (or the Altruism dimension of OCB; e.g. Eisenberg & Miller, 1987).  

McNeely and Meglino (1994) found that empathy is positively related to OCB-I, but not 
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to OCB-O. However, they did not separate the individuals from organizational members 

and customers. Coincidently, one dimension of service quality is also named Empathy, 

which is defined as the ability to provide the customer with caring and individualized 

attention (Parasuraman et al., 1988). If an employee has high level of empathy, he/she is 

more likely to perform OCBs to customers and coworkers. Therefore, the following 

hypotheses are proposed:  

H6: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ empathy and 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I).    

H7: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ empathy and 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C).   

 

Conscientiousness and OCB 

Personality refers to individuals’ patterns of thought, emotion, and behavior that 

are relatively stable over time (Costa & McCrae, 1995). Empirical evidence shows that 

personality affects individuals’ performance on the job (e.g. Barrick & Mount, 1991; 

Caldwell & Burger, 1998), and is good predictor for contextual performance such as 

OCBs (e.g., Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Morgeson, Reider, & Campion, 2005). Of the 

many personality models, the Big-five personality model, proposed by Digman (1990), is 

the most widely applied. According to this model, there are five dimensions of 

personality including: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability 

and openness to experience.  
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Researchers have consistently found that conscientiousness is the strongest 

predictor for employees’ OCBs among all five dimensions of personality (e.g. Hogan & 

Holland, 2003; Organ and Ryan, 1995). Conscientiousness refers to a dependable, 

responsible, achievement-oriented and persistent personality trait (Barrick & Mount, 

1993). Ladd and Henry (2000) found that conscientiousness is positively related to both 

employees’ OCB-O and OCB-I. In addition, Ladd and Henry (2000) found that 

conscientiousness accounted for unique variance in OCBs targeted at coworkers. This 

may be due to the fact that people who are high in conscientiousness are more 

achievement-oriented, therefore, they have stronger tendency to go above and beyond the 

job requirements and engage in OCBs in order to do a job well. In the hotel setting, due 

to its unique nature, customer satisfaction is the most important goal that employees 

should try to accomplish through services. Therefore, it is expected that a conscientious 

employee would engage in more citizenship behaviors towards the customers (OCB-C). 

The following hypotheses are proposed:  

H8: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ 

conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization 

(OCB-O). 

H9: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ 

conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-

C). 
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Situational Factor and OCB: Empowerment 

The importance of empowerment in the effective functioning of business 

organizations has been well documented in the literature (Laschinger, Finegan, Shamian, 

& Wilk, 2004; Lampton, 2003). Empowerment is especially important in the hotel 

industry as hotel guests are getting more and more demanding. As a result, exceeding 

customers’ expectations requires making exceptions from time to time. However, the 

realization of these exceptions relies on how hotel employees are empowered. If a hotel 

employee has no rights to make exceptions, even if he/she is willing, he/she is not 

capable to do so. On the other hand, going above and beyond may be a more common 

practice in hotels where employees are properly empowered. The Ritz-Carlton hotel 

group is a pioneer in practicing employee empowerment (Lampton, 2003). For example, 

a newly hired frontline employee can commit up to $2000 of the hotel’s funds to bring 

instant resolution to a guest’s problem.  

To empower literally means “to give power”. Empowerment in the organization, 

thus, can be defined as a process where organizations or the management provide powers 

to employees (Sagie & Koslowsky, 2000). An empowered employee feels competent 

(Thomas & Velthouse, 1990), is able to make an impact on the outcome and has the 

autonomy to make choices (Spreitzer, 1997).  

Empowerment is an important form of organizational support to employees. 

Organizational support has been found to be able to predict a number of organizational 

outcomes, including absenteeism, performance, and innovation (Eisenberger et al., 1986). 

Ladd and Henry (2000) found that there is a stronger relationship between organizational 
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support and employees’ OCB-O. However, performing OCBs usually requires extra 

efforts and resources. In many cases, even if an employee is willing to go above and 

beyond what is expected, he /she may not be empowered to do so. Therefore, the level of 

perceived empowerment could influence the actual OCBs that employees perform. 

Therefore, the following hypotheses are drawn:  

H10: There is a significant positive relationship between empowerment and 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O). 

H11: There is a significant positive relationship between empowerment and 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I). 

 H12: There is a significant positive relationship between empowerment 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C). 
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Consequences of OCB 

OCBs and Employees’ Continuance Commitment 

Organizational commitment is defined as an individual’s preference to stay with 

the present organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997), as well as the strength of an individual’s 

relationship and identification with the organization (Mowday et al., 1979). An employee 

who has high level of commitment is expected to have higher identification with the 

organization, and higher intention to stay with the organization. There are three 

dimensions of organizational commitment: affective commitment, normative 

commitment and continuance commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1984, 1991; Allen & Meyer, 

1990, 1996). Employees with high levels of affective commitment want to stay with the 

current organization; employees with high level of normative commitment ought to stay 

with the current organization; employees with high level of continuance commitment 

need to stay with the organization.  

As one dimension of organizational commitment, continuance commitment is 

defined as the costs associated with leaving the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997), in 

which as the investment to the organization increases in terms of time and energy, the 

cost associated with leaving the organization also increases. As a result, the employee 

would have higher commitment to stay with the current organization. As OCBs are 

behaviors that go above and beyond job requirements and require extra effort, energy and 

even emotion to perform. As a result, engaging in OCBs may lead to higher continuance 

commitment. Since leaving the organization would result in disruption in the return of 
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these efforts. As a result, employees who perform more OCBs may build a stronger 

continuance commitment with the organization and therefore, are more likely to stay with 

the current organization. This is best illustrated by a romantic relationship between a boy 

and a girl, in which the longer the relationship lasts, the more money, time, effort and 

emotion is spent in building and maintaining the relationship, and the higher the cost is 

associated with the ending of the relationship. In addition, OCBs have positive 

contributions to business performance (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1994; 1997), which in 

turn, make the organization a more attractive place to work. This would further contribute 

to employees’ continuance commitment.  

Therefore, the following hypotheses regarding the relationships between the three 

dimensions of OCB and continuance commitment are generated:  

H13: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O) and 

continuance commitment. 

H14: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance 

commitment. 

 H15: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance 

commitment. 
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OCB-I and Employees’ Perception on Workplace Social Inclusion  

Workplace social inclusion refers to the extent to which employees have informal 

social ties with coworkers and feel as if they are socially included by others in their 

workplace (Randel & Ranft, 2007). As human capital is playing key roles in the success 

of business (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998), the quality of relationships among employees 

determines, to a great extent, the performance of an organization. When the employees 

feel that they are included within the organization and have close relationships with their 

coworkers, they may feel it is easier to accomplish various tasks. Similar situations can 

also happen in the hotel industry, because the creation of customer satisfaction relies 

greatly on the cooperation and coordination of every employee that encounters the 

customers, either directly or indirectly.  

Randel and Ranft (2007) found that the relationship building efforts can positively 

contribute to employees’ perception of their workplace social inclusion. OCB as an 

important result of such effort can positively contribute to relationship building in the 

workplace (Bolino & Turnley, 1999). Therefore, the following hypothesis regarding the 

relationship between Organizational Citizenship towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and 

workplace social inclusion is proposed:  

H16: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and perceived 

workplace social inclusion. 
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OCB-C and Employees’ Positive Emotion 

Previous literature on customer and employee social exchange focuses on the 

exchange’s influence on the customers’ side only (Sierra & McQuitty, 2005), while little 

research has attempted to address this exchange process’s influence on employees.  

Lawler (2001) introduced the affect theory of social exchange (Lawler, 2001), suggesting 

that social relationships are a source of emotions. The interactions between customers 

and employees could bring pleasant and positive emotions to both customers and 

employees. This is especially true when an employee satisfies the customer by providing 

exceptional services through OCBs. Since the recipient of the social exchange has 

stronger intention to reciprocate similar behaviors to the source of exchange (Scott, 

2007), the satisfied customers would also treat the employees well, perhaps by expressing 

positive emotional responses or praises. Such positive feedback would further influence 

employees’ emotions positively in the short run, while maybe in the long run becoming a 

foundation for relationship building between customers and employees.  

Therefore, the following hypothesis regarding the social exchanges between 

customers and employees and its influence on employees’ emotion at the workplace is 

proposed:  

H17: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and employees’ 

positive emotion. 
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Social Inclusion, Positive Emotion, Continuance Commitment and Intention to Stay 

In addition, Pearce and Randel (2004) found that when an employee experiences 

workplace social inclusion, they can accomplish their work more effectively. High 

workplace social inclusion can create a strong sense of belonging, which may further 

contribute to employees’ intention to stay with the current organization (Cooper-Hakim 

& Viswesvaran, 2005; Allen & Meyer, 1996). Recent meta-analyses reported that 

organizational commitment is negatively related to employees’ turnover intention 

(Cooper-Hakim & Viswesvaran, 2005; Meyer et al., 1997), especially when the cost 

associated with leaving an organization is high (high continuance commitment).  

Research relating to employees’ mood to the satisfaction and helping behaviors is 

consistent (e.g. Connolly & Viswesvaran, 2000), and suggests that positive emotion 

could also influence employees’ intention to stay with the company. Positive moods lead 

to positive outcomes (Isen & Baron, 1991), and positive moods also lead to reported job 

satisfaction (Connolly & Viswesvaran, 2000), less turnover (Shaw, 1999), and improved 

performance (Wright & Staw, 2005). Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:  

H18: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ workplace 

social inclusion and intention to stay. 

H19: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ positive 

emotion and intention to stay.  

H20: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ continuance 

commitment and intention to stay. 
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Conceptual Framework 

Based on the literature review, a conceptual model on the motivational 

mechanism including both the antecedents and the consequences of hotel employees’ 

OCB is proposed. The conceptual model is shown in Figure 1. The motivations of OCB 

are categorized as: egoistic motivations, including social exchange and impression 

management, and altruistic motivations, including empathy and conscientiousness. The 

three-dimension framework of OCB was used in this model, including OCB-O, OCB-I 

and OCB-C. Continuance commitment, workplace social inclusion, positive emotion and 

ultimately intention to stay were identified as consequences of OCBs.
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Moderators 

Human behaviors are complex. This is especially true when people are behaving 

in different situations. People who have grown up in different cultures may behave 

differently even if in the same situation. People who have different personalities, values 

and motivations may also behave quite differently. This could be true with hotel 

employees’ OCB. Those conditions under which that employees behave are called 

moderators in academic terminology. In this section, four moderators, Culture, 

Individualism-collectivism Orientation, Impression Management and Empowerment, are 

introduced and analyzed to see if they could potentially moderate the proposed 

relationships in the framework of the motivational mechanism of OCB.  

 

Culture 

Concept and Dimensionality of Culture 

With the growing interest toward international trade and business, it is important 

for organizations and researchers to understand the similarities and differences between 

cultures, because many psychological and managerial principles are culturally relative 

(Hofstede, 1980). As suggested by Brockner (2003), certain theories that were developed 

in US, such as the social loafing theory and the attribution theory, failed to gain support 

in other cultures.  
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Culture, as suggested by Williams (1983), is “one of the two or three most 

complicated words in the English language” (p. 87). Early anthropological definitions of 

culture (e.g., Tylor, 1958) equated culture with socially learned ideas and behaviors. 

Williams (1983) provided three broad definitions for culture. Williams first defined 

culture as “a general process of intellectual, spiritual and aesthetic development’ (1990); 

He then defined culture as “a particular way of life, whether of a people, a period or a 

group”; Finally, Williams defined culture as “the works and practices of intellectual and 

especially artistic activity”. Later, researchers tended to mobilize the second and third 

definitions of culture in practice. For example, Yau (1994) defined culture as the sum of 

learned beliefs, values, and customs that create behavioral norms for a given society.  

One of the most widely accepted operating definitions of culture is given by 

Hofstede (1980), who defined culture as the collective programming of the mind that 

distinguishes one group or category of people from another. This definition implies that 

culture is a collective, not individual attribute. It is not directly visible but is manifested 

in behaviors. It is common to some but not to all people.  

Culture has long been regarded as a multidimensional construct by researchers 

(e.g. Lynn, 1971; Lynn & Hampson, 1975; Lynn & Martin, 1995; Hofstede, 1980; 2001). 

Hofstede’s (1980; 2001) four-dimensional framework of culture is one of the most valid. 

According to this framework, culture has four dimensions, including (1) Power Distance; 

(2) Uncertainty Avoidance; (3) Individualism versus its opposite Collectivism; and (4) 

Masculinity versus its opposite, Femininity.  
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(1) Power Distance refers to the extent to which the less powerful members of 

organizations accept that power is distributed unequally. This is defined from 

people at the lower level of power position, and it represents inequality.  

(2) Uncertainty Avoidance refers to a society’s tolerance for ambiguity. 

Uncertainty-avoiding cultures try to minimize the possibility of unknown, 

surprising and unusual situations. People in uncertainty-avoiding countries are 

also more emotional and are motivated by inner nervous energy.  

(3) Individualism versus Collectivism refers to the degree to which individuals 

are integrated into groups. In Individualism-oriented societies, the ties 

between people are loose, while in Collectivism oriented societies, the ties are 

strong.  

(4) Masculinity versus Femininity refers to the distribution of emotional roles 

between the sexes. Hofstede (1980) found that women’s values differ less 

among societies than men’s values; and men’s values vary along a dimension 

from very assertive and competitive to modest and caring.  

 

Eastern versus Western Culture 

Researchers (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Nisbett, Peng, Choi, & Norenzayan, 

2001) indicated that people from the Eastern culture (e.g., China, Japan and Korea) host 

different perceptions and cognitions compared to people from the Western culture (e.g. 

the United States, Canada and Australia). People from the Eastern culture and Western 
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culture also differ in the four dimensions of culture, and the individualism-collectivism 

dimension of culture is a fundamental distinction between Eastern and Western cultures 

(Markus & Kitayama, 1991).  

Traditionally, the United States is considered as a highly individualism-oriented 

culture, whereas China is considered as a highly collectivism oriented-culture (Hofstede, 

1980; Earley, 1989). Parsons and Shils (1951) distinguished individualism as being self-

orientated and collectivism as being collectivity-oriented. An individualist would (1) 

consider his/her personal interests as more important than the interests of a group, (2) 

look out for him/herself, and (3) consider the attainment of his/her personal goals of 

primary importance (Earley, 1989; Wagner & Moch, 1986). A collectivist would think 

the opposite way.  

As a representative of individualism-oriented cultures, the United States focuses 

on individual accomplishment and self-interest (Ho, 1976). As a representative of 

collectivism-oriented cultures, China emphasizes a collective orientation and discourages 

individual achievement (Ho, 1976). Relationships are greatly valued in collectivism-

oriented societies compared with individualism-oriented societies, especially the 

relationships between significant groups that the individual values. As a result, in the 

business organization setting, this culture difference in terms of individualism or 

collectivism orientations may influence employees’ perception of the social exchange 

with coworkers, supervisors and customers, because they may perceive different levels of 

importance of the relationships when they are holding different orientations. 
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Culture’s Influence on the Study of OCB 

Consistent findings suggest that culture plays important roles in the motivational 

mechanism as well as the dimensionality of OCBs. Babin et al. (2000) found that culture 

is an antecedent of OCBs. Researchers also suggested that the dimensions of OCBs might 

be different under different cultures (Farth, Earley & Lin, 1997; Law, Wong & Chen, 

2007). Considering the characteristics of individualism and collectivism orientations, 

employees in individualism-oriented cultures who perform OCB may be motivated more 

by personal interest (egoistic motivation). However, employees from collectivism-

oriented cultures may be motivated more by a desire to help others (altruistic motivation) 

over personal interests (Lindsay, 1983).  

Since culture is a multidimensional constructs, in order to provide a “complete” 

picture of culture, this study uses both culture in the holistic sense, as well as previously 

defined individualism-collectivism orientations (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), as the 

moderators for this study.  

When using culture in the holistic sense as the moderator, the following 

hypotheses are drawn:  

Mc1: Culture moderates the relationship between leader-member exchange and 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);  

Mc2: Culture moderates the relationship between coworker exchange and 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
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Mc3: Culture moderates the relationship between customer exchange and 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  

Mc4: Culture moderates the relationship between impression management and 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);  

Mc5: Culture moderates the relationship between impression management and 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  

Mc6: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ empathy and 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  

Mc7: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ empathy and 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C); 

Mc8: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ conscientiousness 

and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O); 

Mc9: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ conscientiousness 

and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C); 

Mc10: Culture moderates the relationship between empowerment and employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O); 

Mc11: Culture moderates the relationship between empowerment and employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I); 

Mc12: Culture moderates the relationship between empowerment and employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  
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Mc13: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational 

Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O) and continuance commitment;  

Mc14: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational 

Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance commitment;  

Mc15: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational 

Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance commitment;  

Mc16: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational 

Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and perceived workplace social 

inclusion; 

Mc17: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational 

Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and positive emotion;  

Mc18: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ workplace social 

inclusion and intention to stay;   

Mc19: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ positive emotion 

and intention to stay;   

Mc20: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ continuance 

commitment and intention to stay.  

 

When using individualism-collectivism orientation, one of the most important 

dimensions of culture, as the moderator, the following hypotheses are drawn:  
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Mo1: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

leader-member exchange and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards 

the Organization (OCB-O);  

Mo2: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

coworker exchange and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards 

Coworkers (OCB-I);  

Mo3: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

customer exchange and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards 

Customers (OCB-C);  

Mo4: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

impression management and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards 

the Organization (OCB-O);  

Mo5: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

impression management and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards 

Coworkers (OCB-I);  

Mo6: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

employees’ empathy and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-

I);  

Mo7: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

employees’ empathy and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-

C); 
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Mo8: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

employees’ conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the 

Organization (OCB-O); 

Mo9: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

employees’ conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards 

Customers (OCB-C); 

Mo10: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

empowerment and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the 

Organization (OCB-O); 

Mo11: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

empowerment and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers 

(OCB-I); 

Mo12: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

empowerment and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers 

(OCB-C);  

Mo13: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O) and 

continuance commitment;  

Mo14: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and 

continuance commitment;  
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Mo15: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and 

continuance commitment;  

Mo16: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and 

perceived workplace social inclusion; 

Mo17: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and 

positive emotion;  

Mo18: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

employees’ workplace social inclusion and intention to stay;   

Mo19: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

employees’ positive emotion and intention to stay;   

Mo20: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between 

employees’ continuance commitment and intention to stay. 

 

Impression Management 

Bolino and Turnley (1999) proposed that the relationships between traditional 

motivations, such as leader-member exchange, and citizenship behaviors were moderated 

by impression-management motivations because the relationships would be weaker when 
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the employee has stronger impression management motivation. This may be due to the 

fact that employees who have stronger impression management motivation aim at 

influencing others’ impression of them through various tactics. As a result, even if they 

do not perceive positive social exchanges from leaders or coworkers, they may still 

engage in impression management activities (such as OCBs). This study proposes that 

impression management motivation is not isolated from other types of OCB motivations. 

Rather, they may have interactions. Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed:  

Mi1: Impression management moderates the relationship between leader-member 

exchange and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization 

(OCB-O);  

Mi2: Impression management moderates the relationship between coworker 

exchange and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers 

(OCB-I);  

Mi3: Impression management moderates the relationship between customer 

exchange and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers 

(OCB-C);  

Mi4: Impression management moderates the relationship between impression 

management and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the 

Organization (OCB-O);  

Mi5: Impression management moderates the relationship between impression 

management and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers 

(OCB-I);  
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Mi6: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ 

empathy and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  

Mi7: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ 

empathy and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C); 

Mi8: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ 

conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization 

(OCB-O); 

Mi9: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ 

conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-

C); 

Mi10: Impression management moderates the relationship between empowerment 

and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-

O); 

Mi11: Impression management moderates the relationship between empowerment 

and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I); 

Mi12: Impression management moderates the relationship between empowerment 

and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  

Mi13: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O) and 

continuance commitment;  
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Mi14: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance 

commitment;  

Mi15: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance 

commitment;  

Mi16: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and perceived 

workplace social inclusion; 

Mi17: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and positive emotion;  

Mi18: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ 

workplace social inclusion and intention to stay;   

Mi19: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ 

positive emotion and intention to stay;   

Mi20: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ 

continuance commitment and intention to stay.  
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Empowerment 

Although the importance of empowerment to the effective functioning of business 

organizations, especially to the hotels, has been well documented in literature 

(Laschinger, Finegan, Shamian, & Wilk, 2004; Lampton, 2003), in reality, the 

empowerment level in different hotels vary. Therefore, if a hotel employee has no rights 

to make exceptions, even if he/she is willing to, he/she is not capable to do so. In many 

cases, even if an employee is willing to go above and beyond, he /she may not be 

empowered to do so. Therefore, the level of empowerment could moderate the 

relationship between various OCB motivations and each type of OCB. The following 

hypotheses are drawn:  

Me1: Empowerment moderates the relationship between leader-member exchange 

and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-

O);  

Me2: Empowerment moderates the relationship between coworker exchange and 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  

Me3: Empowerment moderates the relationship between customer exchange and 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  

Me4: Empowerment moderates the relationship between impression management 

and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-

O);  
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Me5: Empowerment moderates the relationship between impression management 

and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  

Me6: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ empathy and 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  

Me7: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ empathy and 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C); 

Me8: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ 

conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization 

(OCB-O); 

Me9: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ 

conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-

C); 

Me10: Empowerment moderates the relationship between empowerment and 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O); 

Me11: Empowerment moderates the relationship between empowerment and 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I); 

Me12: Empowerment moderates the relationship between empowerment and 

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  

Me13: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O) and 

continuance commitment;  
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Me14: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance 

commitment;  

Me15: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance 

commitment;  

Me16: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and perceived 

workplace social inclusion; 

Me17: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and positive emotion;  

Me18: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ workplace 

social inclusion and intention to stay;   

Me19: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ positive 

emotion and intention to stay;   

Me20: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ continuance 

commitment and intention to stay. 

 

The moderating effects of culture (both in holistic sense and in individualism-

collectivism orientation sense), empowerment and impression management are shown in 

Figure 2.Table 2 to Table 6 summarizes all the hypotheses of this study. 
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Figure 2. Moderating Effect
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Table 2. Objective 1 and Associated Hypotheses 

Objective 1: 
To examine structural relationships of the antecedents and consequences of hotel employees’ OCB. 
 
Hypotheses:  
H1: There is a significant positive relationship between leader-member exchange and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);  
H2: There is a significant positive relationship between coworker exchange and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
H3: There is a significant positive relationship between customer-employee exchange and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) towards Customers (OCB-C); 
H4: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ impression management and 
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);  
H5: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ impression management and 
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
H6: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ empathy and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I); 
 H7: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ empathy and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  
H8: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ conscientiousness and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O); 
 H9: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ conscientiousness and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C); 
H10: There is a significant positive relationship between empowerment and employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);  
H11: There is a significant positive relationship between empowerment  and employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) 
 H12: There is a significant positive relationship between empowerment and employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C). 
H13: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
towards the Organization (OCB-O) and continuance commitment;  
H14: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance commitment; 
 H15: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’  Organizational Citizenship 
Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance commitment;  
H16: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and perceived workplace social inclusion;  
H17: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
towards Customers (OCB-C) and positive emotion;  
H18: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ workplace social inclusion and 
intention to stay;  
H19: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ positive emotion and intention to 
stay;  
H20: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ continuance commitment and 
intention to stay. 
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Table 3. Objective 2-1 and the Associated Hypotheses 
 

Objective2-1: 
To examine the moderating effect of culture on the proposed relationships. 

 
Hypotheses:  
Mc1: Culture moderates the relationship between leader-member exchange employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);  
Mc2: Culture moderates the relationship between coworker exchange and employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
Mc3: Culture moderates the relationship between customer exchange and employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  
Mc4: Culture moderates the relationship between impression management and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior toward the Organization (OCB-O);  
Mc5: Culture moderates the relationship between impression management and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
Mc6: Culture moderates the relationship between empathy and employees’ Organizational Citizenship 
Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
Mc7: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ empathy and Organizational Citizenship 
Behavior towards Customers  ( OCB-C); 
Mc8: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ conscientiousness and Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O); 
Mc9: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ conscientiousness and Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C); 
Mc10: Culture moderates the relationship between empowerment and employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O); 
Mc11: Culture moderates the relationship between empowerment and employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I); 
Mc12: Culture moderates the relationship between empowerment and employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  
Mc13: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
towards the Organization (OCB-O) and continuance commitment;  
Mc14: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance commitment;  
Mc15: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance commitment;  
Mc16: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and perceived workplace social inclusion; 
Mc17: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
towards Customers (OCB-C )and positive emotion;  
Mc18: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ workplace social inclusion and intention to 
stay;   
Mc19: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ positive emotion and intention to stay;   
Mc20: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ continuance commitment and intention to 
stay.  
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Table 4. Objective 2-2 and the Associated Hypotheses 
 

Objective2-2: 
To examine the moderating effect of individualism-collectivism orientation on the proposed 

relationships. 
 
Hypotheses:  
Mo1: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between leade-member exchange 
and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);  
Mo2: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between coworker exchange and 
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
Mo3: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between customer exchange and 
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  
Mo4: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between impression management 
and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);  
Mo5: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between impression management 
and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
Mo6: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between employees’ empathy and 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
Mo7: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between employees’ empathy and 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C); 
Mo8: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between employee’s 
conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O); 
Mo9: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between employees’ 
conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C); 
Mo10: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between empowerment and 
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O); 
Mo11: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between empowerment and 
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I); 
Mo12: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between empowerment and 
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  
Mo13: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O) and continuance commitment;  
Mo14: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance commitment;  
Mo15: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance commitment;  
Mo16: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and perceived workplace social 
inclusion; 
Mo17: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and positive emotion;  
Mo18: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between employees’ workplace 
social inclusion and intention to stay;   
Mo19: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between employees’ positive 
emotion and intention to stay;   
Mo20: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between employees’ continuance 
commitment and intention to stay.  
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Table 5. Objective 2-3 and the Associated Hypotheses 
 

Objective2-3: 
To examine the moderating effect of impression management on the proposed relationships. 

 
Hypotheses:  
Mi1: Impression management moderates the relationship between leader-member exchange and 
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);  
Mi2: Impression management moderates the relationship between coworker exchange and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
Mi3: Impression management moderates the relationship between customer exchange and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  
Mi4: Impression management moderates the relationship between impression management and 
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);  
Mi5: Impression management moderates the relationship between impression management and 
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
Mi6: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ empathy and 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
Mi7: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ empathy and 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C); 
Mi8: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ conscientiousness and 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O); 
Mi9: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ conscientiousness and 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C); 
Mi10: Impression management moderates the relationship between empowerment and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O); 
Mi11: Impression management moderates the relationship between empowerment and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I); 
Mi12: Impression management moderates the relationship between empowerment and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  
Mi13: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O) and continuance commitment;  
Mi14: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance commitment;  
Mi15: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance commitment;  
Mi16: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and perceived workplace social inclusion; 
Mi17: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C ) and positive emotion;  
Mi18: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ workplace social inclusion 
and intention to stay;   
Mi19: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ positive emotion and 
intention to stay;   
Mi20: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ continuance commitment 
and intention to stay.   
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Table 6. Objective 2-4 and the Associated Hypotheses 
 

Objective2-4: 
To examine the moderating effect of empowerment on the proposed relationships. 

 
Hypotheses:  
Me1: Empowerment moderates the relationship between leader-member exchange and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);  
Me2: Empowerment moderates the relationship between coworker exchange and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
Me3: Empowerment moderates the relationship between customer exchange and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  
Me4: Empowerment moderates the relationship between impression management and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);  
Me5: Empowerment moderates the relationship between impression management and employees’ 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
Me6: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ empathy and Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);  
Me7: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ empathy and Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C); 
Me8: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ conscientiousness and 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O); 
Me9: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ conscientiousness and 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C); 
Me10: Empowerment moderates the relationship between empowerment and employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O); 
Me11: Empowerment moderates the relationship between empowerment and employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I); 
Me12: Empowerment moderates the relationship between empowerment and employees’ Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);  
Me13: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship 
Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O) and continuance commitment;  
Me14: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship 
Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance commitment;  
Me15: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship behavior 
towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance commitment;  
Me16: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship behavior 
towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and perceived workplace social inclusion; 
Me17: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational Citizenship 
Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and positive emotion;  
Me18: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ workplace social inclusion and 
intention to stay;   
Me19: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ positive emotion and intention to 
stay;   
Me20: Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ continuance commitment and 
intention to stay.  
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This section describes the research methodology as well as the statistical 

techniques used by this study. The research design is described, and the survey 

instrument is developed and tested on its reliability. As a cross-culture study, the surveys 

were conducted in both the U.S. and China using convenience sampling method. 

Descriptive Analysis, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), Structural Equation 

Modeling (SEM) and Multiple-group SEM were used to analyze data.  
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Research Design 

 The major objectives of this study are to establish and empirically test a model 

that describes the motivational mechanism of hotel employees’ OCB, integrating both the 

antecedents and the consequences of OCB. The study used a descriptive and causal 

research design and conducted cross-sectional surveys as the samples were selected from 

the population at a specific point of time.  
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Instrument 

Survey Questionnaire 

 A self-administered questionnaire was used for the survey. The questionnaire was 

first developed in English. Since this study was conducted both in the U.S. and China, 

both English and Chinese version questionnaires were prepared using the translation/back 

translation procedure as described by Brislin (1976). As suggested by Lo (2007), the 

English version questionnaire was first translated into Chinese by a professional native 

Chinese translator. Then another professional translator translated the Chinese version 

questionnaire back to English. However, some necessary modifications were needed in 

order to ensure that the Chinese version questionnaire can correctly reflect the meanings 

of the original English version questionnaire. In addition, content validity (Churchill & 

Brown, 2007) of the statements were checked by three faculty members from the School 

of Hotel and Restaurant Administration, and one faculty member from the School of 

Business, at Oklahoma State University.  

 The questionnaire is comprised of six main sections.  

The first section was designed to collect hotel employees’ work-related 

information, such as the department that they were working in and their length of 

employment at the hotel at the time the survey was conducted. 

The second section was designed to collect employees’ personal values and 

perception about the working environment. Conscientiousness was measured using four 

items from Saucier (1994); Empathy was measured using three items from Bettencourt, 

Gwinner and Meuter (2001); Empowerment was measured using three items from 
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Spreitzer (1997); Impression Management was measured using three items from Rioux 

and Penner (2001). Individualism-collectivism Orientation was measured using four 

items from Wagner and Moch (1986). The respondents were asked to rate their 

perception of these statements on a seven-point Likert-type scale (where 1=Strongly 

Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree).  

The third section was designed to collect employees’ perception about the three 

types of social exchanges that happened in their hotel. Leader-member Exchange was 

measured using six items from Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995); Coworker Exchange was 

measured using six items from Ladd and Henry (2000); Customer-Employee Exchange 

was measured using five items from Eisenberger et al. (1986) and Ladd and Henry 

(2000). The respondents were asked to rate their perception of these statements on a 

seven-point Likert-type scale (where 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree).  

The fourth section was designed to collect hotel employees’ OCB performance. 

Employees’ OCB-O was measured using eight items from Williams and Anderson 

(1991); Employees’ OCB-I was measured using six items from Williams and Anderson 

(1991); Employees’ OCB-C was measured using eight items from Lin et al. (2008). The 

respondents were asked to rate their perception of these statements on a seven-point 

Likert-type scale (where 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree).  

The fifth section was designed to collect employees’ perception on Workplace 

Social Inclusion, Positive Emotion, Continuance Commitment and Intention to Stay. 

Employees’ perception on Workplace Social Inclusion was measured using three items 

from Pearce and Randel (2004); Employees’ Positive Emotion was measured using three 

items from Havlena and Holbrook (1986); Employees’ Continuance Commitment was 
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measured using three items from Cichy, Cha and Kim’s (2009); Employees’ Intention to 

Stay was measured using four items from Mitchel’s (1981). The respondents were asked 

to rate their perception of these statements on a seven-point Likert-type scale (where 

1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree).  

The sixth section was designed to collect employees’ demographic information 

such as Gender, Age Group, Annual Income, Education Level et al., which was 

considered to be relevant to this study.  

 

Pilot Test 

 The instrument was pilot tested with 34 conveniently selected hotel employees in 

a Mid-west city of the U.S. in order to examine the reliability of the questionnaire. Data 

was analyzed using SPSS 17 software. The reliability of the scale was assessed using the 

Cronbach’s alphas.  As suggested by Nunnally and Berstein (1994), the items under each 

construct should be measuring the same construct, so they should be highly correlated. In 

social science research, a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.70 or higher is considered good. 

 Table 7 summarized the reliability information of the constructs of the instrument. 

The Cronbach’s alphas of the constructs range from .713 to .903. This indicated that the 

reliability of the overall instrument used by this study was good. Since a satisfied 

reliability was achieved in the Pilot test, this questionnaire was then used for actual 

surveys in the U.S. and China.  
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Table 7. Reliability of the Instrument 

Dimensions Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

Working Environment .903 
My immediate supervisor understands the problems associated with my position. 
My immediate supervisor knows my potential.  
My immediate supervisor will use authority to help me solve work problems.  
My immediate supervisor would protect me if needed. 
I have a good working relationship with my immediate supervisor.  
I know how satisfied my immediate supervisor is with my performance. 
My coworkers support my goals and values at work. 
My coworkers will help me when I have a problem.  
My coworkers really care about my well-being.  
My coworkers are willing to assist me to perform better.  
My coworkers care about my opinions.  
My coworkers will compliment my accomplishments at work.  
Most of our guests are polite.  
I feel that my services are appreciated by our guests.  
I rarely receive complaints from our guests.  
I feel our guests are satisfied with the services provided by our hotel. 
I feel our guests are happy to stay in our hotel.  
I have significant autonomy in deciding how to do my job.  
I can decide on my own how to do my work. 
I have considerable independence and freedom in doing my job.  

  
 

OCB Performance .867 
I will give advanced notice if I cannot come to work.  
My attendance at work is above the required level.  
I take fewer breaks than I deserve.  
I do not complain about unimportant things at work.  
I follow informal rules in order to maintain order.   
I protect our hotel’s property.  
I say good things about our hotel when talking with outsiders.   
I promote the hotel’s products and services actively.  
I help my coworkers when their workload is heavy.  
I help my coworkers who have been absent to finish their work.  
I take time to listen to my coworkers’ problems and worries.   
I go out of my way to help new coworkers.  
I take personal interest in my coworkers.  
I pass along notices and news to my coworkers.   
I always have a positive attitude at work.   
I am always exceptionally courteous and respectful to customers.   
I follow customer service guidelines with extreme care.   
I respond to customer requests and problems in a timely manner.   
I perform duties with very few mistakes.  
I conscientiously promote products and services to customers.  
I contribute many ideas for customer promotions &communications.   
I make constructive suggestions for service improvement.   



82 

 

Job Attitudes .859 
I feel I am an accepted part of my hotel.                                                                       
I feel I am included in most of the activities at work.  
Sometimes I feel like an outsider. 
I feel happy to go above and beyond in order to serve customers.                                
I feel satisfied with myself if I satisfy my customers with exceptional services. 
I enjoy the process of meeting customers’ needs. 
Overall I am very satisfied with my job. 
If I have a chance to choose my job, I will choose my current job.   
I enjoy the work that I do.   
Staying with my hotel is a necessity for me.  
Leaving the hotel will result in personal sacrifice. 
It would be hard for me to leave my hotel now, even if I wanted to. 
I would turn down a job offer from another company if it came tomorrow. 
As far as I can see, I intend to stay with my current hotel. 
It is very important for me to spend the rest of my career in this hotel. 
 I will stay at this hotel even if other hotels offer me higher pay and position. 

Personality and Values .713 
I am a very organized person.  
I am a very efficient person.  
I am a very systematic person.  
I am a very practical person.  
I try to understand my friends better from their perspective.   
Seeing warm, emotional scenes makes me teary-eyed.   
I am a very soft-hearted person.   
I think it is important to avoid looking bad in front of others.  
I think it is important to look better than my coworkers.  
I am afraid to appear irresponsible.  
I prefer to work with others rather than to work alone  
I like it when my coworkers work together with each other.   
I believe that people need to make sacrifices for the sake of others.  
I think people should cooperate with each other rather than work on their own.  
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Sampling 

Population 

 The target population for this study was hotel employees in the U.S. and China at 

the time of the survey. The surveys were conducted from August to October, 2009. 

 

Sample Size  

This study used Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) for the data analysis, which 

has special requirements on sample size.    

Previous researchers offered some guidelines about the sample size for SEM. 

According to Kim (2005) sample size is closely related to the overall fit and power of the 

model. Kim (2005) suggested that the determination of sample size should be related to 

the fit indices and the power of the model that the research expected to achieve. For 

example, in order to achieve a CFI value of .95 and a power value at .90, the minimal 

sample size for models with a degree of freedom of 80 should be 540. At the same time, 

the required sample size became smaller as the degree of freedom became bigger. This 

study proposed a relative complex model with a large degree of freedom (>2000), 

therefore, the sample size should be much smaller than 500 if using this criteria.  

Other researchers offered sample size guidelines by providing the number of 

samples needed for per estimated parameter. Kline (2005) recommended that each 

estimated parameter should have 10 respondents while a minimum of 5 respondents were 

needed for each estimated parameter but with an absolute minimum of 50 respondents 

(Kline, 2005; Bentler and Chow, 1987). 
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Considering these guidelines offered by previous researchers and the large 

parameters estimated by this study as well as the difficulty in getting hotel employees’ 

responses, this study used Bentler and Chow (1987)’s approach or having 5 samples for 

per estimated parameter. With 144 parameters, the expected sample size is 720 for this 

study.  

 

Sampling Approach 

Convenience sampling method was used for sample selection in both the U.S. and 

China. The reason for using convenience sampling method was determined by the 

following two reasons: First of all, the major purpose of this study was to test a 

theoretical model on the motivational mechanism of OCB; generalization was not the 

main focus of the study. Therefore, using convenience sampling would be suitable for 

studies aiming to test theories. Secondly, random sampling was not available for the 

study. As a cross cultural study, data needed to be collected both in China and the U.S. 

from hotel employees. In the U.S., online data collection was used, and there was not a 

database that listed all the hotel employees in the United States. Therefore, randomization 

of sample selection was not possible. Also collecting data from employees was more 

difficult than collecting data from customers, which was especially true in China, where 

relationships and networks were critically important. Therefore, convenience sampling 

method was used to collect data from hotels where existing networks were available.  

On site surveys were conducted in twenty hotels of seven cities in China, while 

online surveys were conducted in the U.S. using a publicly available database that was 

purchased from an online survey company.  
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On site surveys were conducted in China. Using convenience sampling method, 

twenty hotels of seven cities in China including Guangzhou, Beijing, Baoding, Anxin, 

Shijiazhuang, Guilin and Hangzhou participated in the onsite surveys. Employees of the 

twenty hotels participated in the survey.  
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Data Collection 

 Data collection was performed from August to October, 2009. Data collection 

consisted of two parts, data collection in the U.S. and data collection in China. The U.S. 

part used online surveys to collect data, while in China onsite surveys were performed. 

After examining the collected responses, this study got 721 valid responses, including 

valid 314 responses in the U.S. and 407 valid responses in China.  

 

Data Collection in the United States 

 The data collection in the U.S. was performed using online survey. One advantage 

of online survey is that it could provide access to groups and individuals who would be 

difficult to research through other channels (Wellman, 1997). Online survey is also 

relatively efficient and costs less compared with onsite survey (Wright, 2005).  

However, there are also disadvantages that are associated with online surveys. Online 

surveys have relatively lower respondent rate (Wright, 2005), which may influence the 

generalization of the findings. Considering the difficulty of reaching hotel employees in 

the U.S. as well as the availability of a hotel employee database at the Center of 

Hospitality and Tourism Research at Oklahoma State University, this study chose to use 

online surveys to collect data from American hotel employees.  

The online survey questionnaire was developed using the template provided by 

the Survey Monkey website (www.survermonkey.com). The website generated a link for 

the online questionnaire. A cover letter was prepared with the link for the online 

questionnaire and it was sent to the hotel employees’ E-mail addresses listed in the hotel 
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employee database. The database had a total of 22,103 valid email addresses. The online 

survey received 345 responses, representing a respondent rate of 1.56 %.  

 

Data Collection in China 

The data collection in China was performed using onsite surveys. Twenty hotels 

of seven cities including Guangzhou (10 hotels), Beijing (2 hotels), Baoding (1 hotel), 

Anxin (2 hotels), Shijiazhuang (2 hotels), Guilin (1 hotels) and Hangzhou (2 hotel) 

participated in this study. Since employee data is relatively difficult to get, the research 

decided to use existing connections in China. Seven friends of the researcher who were 

currently working in the hotel industry in China agreed to help with the survey. The 

electronic version questionnaire was emailed to the researcher’s friends in the seven 

cities, who then helped to print, distribute and collect the completed surveys from the 

twenty hotels. A total of 700 Chinese version questionnaires were distributed to those 

hotels, and 518 questionnaires were returned, representing a respondent rate of 74 %.  
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Data Analysis 

Examination of Data 

 Data was examined to check if there were missing values, outliers, and if the data 

met the assumptions (Hair et al., 2006) for further analysis.  

 Among the 863 returned questionnaires, 142 responses contained incomplete 

answers (missing data), outliers or had violated the normality assumption. Hence, those 

questionnaires were eliminated from further data analysis. This kind of examination is 

also recommended for the analysis using SEM (Hair et al., 2006). After the examination 

of data, the usable responses were 721, including 314 responses from US and 407 

responses from China.  

 

Descriptive Data Analysis 

 After the data was examined, descriptive statistics were performed in order to get 

a general idea of the hotel employees’ demographic profiles and their work-related 

information. Respondents’ characteristics were classified as Gender(male and female), 

Age Group (18-29; 30-39; 40-49; 50-59; 60 or over 60), Education (middle school or 

less; high school; college; bachelor degree; graduate degrees), Annual Income (less than 

$10,000; $10,000 to 29,000; $ 30,000 to 49,999; $50,000 to 69,999; $70,000 to 89,999; 

$90,000 or more), Position (frontline employees and supervisory or management level 

employees), Department (Front Desk; Housekeeping; Food & Beverage; Human 

Resources; Sales & Marketing; Finance & Accounting; Engineering; Others) and Year at 
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current hotel (Less than 1 year; 1 to 3 years; 4 to 6 years; 7 to 10 years; more than 10 

years).  

At the same time, hotel property characteristics were also categorized into its 

affiliation (International Chain Hotel; Domestic Chain Hotel; Independent Hotel), and 

country of origin (the U.S. and China).  

 

Structural Equation Modeling  

 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to empirically test the overall fit as 

well as the proposed relationships of the motivational mechanism of hotel employees’ 

OCB. SEM is an advanced technique which can test multivariate relationships 

simultaneously (Kline, 2005). In addition, one of the important advantages of SEM is its 

ability to explicitly allow measurement error (Rigdon, 1994), by using multiple observed 

variables to represent unobserved latent variables. SEM has been widely used in theory 

building and empirical model testing in the management, marketing and hospitality 

literature. This study used the software LISREL 8.80 to analyze data, considering its 

ability to represent unobserved concepts in interdependence relationships (Hair et al., 

2006). 

 As an advanced technique, the procedure to perform SEM is relatively complex 

compared with other multivariate analysis technique. As suggested by Hair et al. (2006: 

759) SEM involves six stages in testing a full structural model. The six steps of using 

SEM are illustrated in the following Figure 3.  

 

 Stage 1: Defining Individual Constructs 
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 This step specified the relationships between the indicators and the constructs. 

The indicators for each constructs were identified from previous literature and all the 

measurement scales had been tested with reliability and validity. The proposed model 

contained seven exogenous variables, including Leader-member Exchange (ζ1), 

Coworker Exchange (ζ2), Customer-employee Exchange (ζ3), Impression Management 

(ζ4), Conscientiousness (ζ5), Empathy (ζ6) and Empowerment (ζ7). The proposal model 

contained seven endogenous variables, including: OCB-O (η1), OCB-I (η2), OCB-C 

(η3), Continuance Commitment (η4), Social Inclusion (η5), Positive Emotion (η6) and 

Intention to Stay (η7).  

 

Stage 2: Developing and Specifying the Measurement Model 

For each of the constructs, the indicators (items) were identified based on 

previous literature. According to Hair et al (2006), there should be a minimum of three 

indicators for each latent construct. In this study, for the seven exogenous variables, 

Conscientiousness (ζ5) and Empathy (ζ6) had four indicators. Impression Management 

(ζ4) had five indicators. Empowerment (ζ7) had three indicators. Leader-member 

Exchange (ζ1) and Coworker Exchange (ζ2) had six indicators, and Customer-employee 

Exchange (ζ3) had five indicators. For the seven endogenous variables, OCB-O (η1) and 

OCB-C (η3) had eight indicators and OCB-I (η2) had six indicators. Continuance 

Commitment (η4), Social Inclusion (η5) and Positive Emotion (η6) each had three 

indicators, and Intention to Stay (η7) had four indicators.  

 

Stage 4: Assessing Measurement Model Validity 
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The measurement model validity was evaluated through the goodness-of-fit for 

the measurement model and specific evidence of construct validity. The Confirmatory 

Factor Analysis (CFA) was applied to evaluate the measurement model validity. CFA can 

explore the overall fit of the measurement part of the model, the factor loadings of the 

model as well as the convergent validity of the constructs.  

The CFA procedure is a necessary procedure for Structural Equation Modeling 

(SEM), since it assess the overall fit of the measurement model as well as the factor 

loadings of the items on each construct. It helps to test if the validity and reliability of the 

measurement scale as well as the overall model fit at the measurement level. The 

measurement model of OCB was assessed by a series of model-fit indexes. In CFA, the 

overall model fit refers to the degree to which the specified indicators represent the 

hypothesized latent construct. The CFA model was evaluated using a series of fit indices 

provided by LISREAL 8.80, including: 1. Absolute fit indices, which includes the Chi-

square (χ²)test, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), standardized root 

mean square residual (SRMR); 2. Incremental fit indices, including comparative fit index 

(CFI), the Incremental Fit Index (IFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI) and Relative Fit Index 

(RFI).  

The absolute fit indices are direct measures of the fitness of a model, as they 

provide information on the extent to which the model as a whole provides an acceptable 

fit to the data (Reisinger & Turner, 1999). The χ² tests whether a relationship exists 

between two measures. In SEM, the lower the χ² value is, the more representative the 

model is of the data. The recommended level for the normed χ² parsimony index is 

between 1.0 and 5.0. The RMSEA is used to correct for the tendency of the χ² test to 
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reject models with large samples or a large number of observed variables. A value of less 

than 0.05 indicates good fit; a value from 0.05 to 0.08 indicates a reasonable fit; values 

between 0.08 and 0.10 indicate a mediocre fit, and a value larger than 0.10 indicate poor 

fit (Hair et al., 2006).  RMR represents the average amount of variance and covariance 

not accounted for by the model. A better fit model should have a RMR value that is close 

to zero. A standardized RMR value of 0.10 or lower indicates good fit (Hair et al., 2006).  

The incremental fit indices assess the incremental fit of the model compared with 

a null model (Reisinger & Turner, 1999). As suggested by Brentler (1990), a CFI value 

>0.90 is considered good; CFI >0.93 is better and CFI > 0.95 is great. The above fit 

indices suggest that the overall fit of the measurement model is very good. The fit indices 

as well as the cutting values of the fit indices as recommended by previous researchers 

(e.g. Hair et al., 2006; Kline, 2006) are summarized in Table 8.  

 

Table 8. Fit Indices’ Cutting Values 

Fit Index Cutting Value 
             χ²/df 

RMSEA 
SRMR 

1.0-5.0 
<.10 
<.10 

CFI 
IFI 

≥0.9 
≥0.9 

            NFI             ≥0.9 
RFI ≥0.9 

Source: Reisinger & Turner, 1999; Hair et al., 2006; Brentler, 1990; Kline, 2006. 
 

The convergent validity refers to the fact that indicators of a specific construct 

should share a high proportion of variance in common. The level of convergent validity is 

usually assessed from three aspects: factor loading, composite reliability and average 
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variance extracted. All factor loadings should be statically significant, and standardized 

factor loadings should be .5 or higher.  

The composite reliabilities (CR) indicated internal consistency, meaning all the 

measures consistently represent the same latent construct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair 

et al., 2006). The acceptable range of composite reliability was .07 or higher. The 

reliability of the scale is tested via Composite Reliability (CR). CR stands for the 

Composite Reliability. It assesses the internal consistency of a measure (Fornell & 

Larcker, 1981), and a CR value of 0.70 or greater is considered good (Hair et al., 1998). 

The formula of calculating the CR values is:  

          CR= (∑Ai)2/(∑Ai)2+∑Bi 

In this formula, Ai are the standardized loadings of each indicator on the 

construct, Bi are the measurement error of each indicator.  

The variance extracted estimate (AVE) measures the amount of variance captured 

by a construct in relation to the variance due to random measurement error (Fornell & 

Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2006). The formula for calculating AVE values is:  

 AVE=∑(Ai 2)/=∑(Ai 2) +∑Bi 

The average variance extracted of .5 or higher was a rule of thumb suggesting 

adequate convergence (Hair et al., 2006).  

 

Stage 5: Specifying the Structural Model 

The purpose of specifying the structural model was to clarify the relationships 

among the constructs. Figure 1 showed the path diagrams of the structural models of all 

the constructs included in the proposed model. There were a total of twenty paths 
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investigated the causal relationship between constructs. All these paths were hypotheses 

testing. 

 

Stage 6: Assessing the Structural Model Validity 

This stage was to test validity of the structural model and the hypothesized 

theoretical relationships. All constructs were tested of validity from the earlier stage. At 

this stage, the hypotheses were tested. All model fit indices of SEM, including the χ²/df, 

RMSEA, SRMR, CFI, IFI and NFI were assessed.  Generally speaking, those fit indices 

should be less than the model-fit-indices of the measurement model.  

 

Multi-group Structural Equation Modeling  

Moderating effects of four variables including Culture, Individualism-collectivism 

Orientation, Impression Management and Empowerment were assessed using Multi-

group SEM. There are four basic steps in Multi-group SEM. The moderating effects in 

SEM were performed based on a chi-square difference statistic (∆χ
2). The χ2 value from 

the baseline model was subtracted from the χ
2 value of a less constrained model. If the 

∆χ
2 was significant, the moderating effect was supported; if ∆χ

2 was not significant, the 

moderating effect was not supported.  Step 1 to 4 listed the procedure for conducting 

moderating effects testing in SEM.  

 

Step 1: Prepare the sub-sets of data 

Using each moderator (culture, individualism-collectivism orientation, impression 

management and empowerment), the original database was divided into two sub-set 
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databases. The sub-sets of the data were imported into LISEARL 8.80 one by one, and 

the covariance matrices of the two databases were prepared using LISERAL 8.80.  

 

Step 2: Prepare the Baseline Model 

Using LISERAL 8.80, the code for the baseline model was prepared. In the 

baseline model, all the paths of Group 1 and Group 2 were constrained (or holding to be 

equivalent). After running the model, the global goodness of fit statistics were recorded 

and were used for further comparison with the following less constrained models.  

 

Step 3: Prepare the Less Constrained Model 

Using LISREAL 8.80, one hypothesized path of the moderating effect was set 

free (less constrained). After running the model, the global goodness of fit statistics were 

recorded.  This process was repeated for each hypothesized path (a total of 20 paths), and 

also for each moderator (a total of 4 moderators).  

 

Step 4: Compare the Less Constrained Model with the Baseline Model    

The moderating effects were testing through a series of χ
2 difference tests.  The χ2 

value from the baseline model was subtracted from the χ
2 value of a less constrained 

model. If the ∆χ2 was significant, the moderating effect was supported; if ∆χ
2 was not 

significant, the moderating effect was not supported. This process was repeated for each 

and every hypothesized path in each of the four moderators.  
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Figure 3. Six-stage for Structural Equation Modeling 
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The Research Framework 

The following research framework, which summarized the different statistical 

methods that were used to analyze the data, is shown in Figure 4.  

 

Figure 4. The Research Framework 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 

This chapter presents the findings of the study, and it is composed of five 

sections.  

The first section presents the results and a brief discussion of the demographic 

profile and working-related information of the hotel employees both from China and the 

United States. The second section evaluates the validity of the proposed three-

dimensional framework of OCB, using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). The third 

section presents the results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) of the full 

measurement model. Both the overall model fit and the factor loadings of each construct 

were evaluated. After the CFA model was assessed and achieved a satisfactory fit, the 

fourth section presents the results of the Structural Equation Modeling. The overall model 

fit was assessed through a series of fit indices and all the twenty paths were evaluated for 

their significance as well as strength. Section five presents the results of moderating 

effects testing. Four moderators, including Culture, Individualism-collectivism 

Orientation, Impression Management and Empowerment, were used to test the 

moderating effects on all the twenty paths.  
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Demographic and Work-related Profile of the Respondents 

 Table 9 summarizes the demographic information of the respondents. Table 9 

shows that more than half of the respondents were female (63%). The percentage of 

female employees in China (68.2%) was greater than the percentage of female employees 

in the U.S. (57.3%). The majority of the respondents were between 18-39 years old 

(41.8%), and only 3.8% of the respondents were over the age of 60. The U.S. employees 

were more evenly distributed to the five age groups. However, Chinese employees were 

more condensed to younger age groups. In terms of ethnic backgrounds, the majority of 

the respondents were Asian (58.5%) and Caucasian (37.1%). This may be due to the fact 

that the data was collected both in China and US. A detailed look at the data shows that 

all the respondents from China originated from Asia. In terms of education, over half of 

the respondents did not obtain bachelor degrees (57.3%). However, the percentage of 

employees who had obtained bachelor degrees was much higher in the U.S. (62.6%) 

compared with its counterpart in China (27.2%). In terms of annual income, the majority 

(76.6%) of the respondents earned less than 30,000 US dollars per year. A detailed look 

into the two groups showed that the U.S. employees were more evenly distributed into 

each income category, while most of the Chinese employees (94.6%) belonged to the 

income level of less than 10,000 US dollars per year. This does not necessarily mean that 

the living standards of Chinese hotel employees are lower, since the living costs in China 

are generally lower compared with the living costs in the United States.  
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Table 9. Demographic Profile of the Respondents 

Demographic  
Characteristic 

Overall 
Frequency (%) 

The U.S. 
Frequency (%) 

Chinese  
Frequency (%) 

Gender 
     Male 259 (37) 134 (42.7) 125 (31.8) 
     Female 448 (63) 180 (57.3) 268 (68.2) 
     Total 707 (100) 314 (100) 393 (100) 
Age 
     18-29 
     30-39 
     40-49 
     50-59 
     ≥60  
     Total 

299 (41.8) 
144 (20.1) 
152 (21.3) 
93 (13) 
27 (3.8) 
715 (100) 

68 (21.7) 
51 (16.2) 
89 (28.3) 
80 (25.5) 
26 (8.3) 
314 (100) 

231 (57.6) 
93 (23.2) 
63 (15.7) 
13 (3.2) 
1 (.2) 
401 (100) 

Ethnicity  
    Caucasian 
    African American 
    Hispanic 
    Asian 
    Others 
    Total 

267 (37.1) 
11 (1.5) 
17 (2.4) 
421 (58.5) 
4 (.6) 
720 (100) 

267 (85.3) 
11 (3.5) 
17 (5.4) 
14 (4.5) 
4 (1.3) 
313 (100) 

0 (0) 
0 (0) 
0 (0) 
407 (100) 
0 (0) 
407 (100) 

Education 
    Less than High School 
    High School 
   2-year College 
   4-year College 
   Graduate School 
   Total 

55 (7.7) 
179 (25.1) 
175 (24.5) 
250 (35) 
55 (7.7) 
714 (100) 

2 (.6) 
50 (16) 
65 (20.8) 
155 (49.5) 
41 (13.1) 
313 (100) 

53 (13.2) 
129 (32.2) 
110 (27.4) 
95 (23.7) 
14 (3.5) 
401 (100) 

Income    
   Less than $10,000 
   $10,000-$29,999 
   $ 30,000-49,999 
   $ 50,000-69,999 
   $ 70,000-89,999 
   $ 90,000 or more 
   Total 

401 (55.7) 
150 (20.8) 
73 (10.1) 
64 (8.9) 
32 (4.4) 
0 (0) 
720 (100) 

16 (5.1) 
134 (42.8) 
67 (21.4) 
64 (20.4) 
32 (10.2) 
0 (0) 
313  

385 (94.6) 
16 (3.9) 
6 (1.5) 
0 (0) 
0 (0) 
0 (0) 
407 (100) 

 

Table 10 summarizes the work-related characteristics of the respondents. Table 10 

shows that about half (51.7%) of the respondents were full-time employees, and the other 

half (48.3%) were part-time employees. A detailed look into the two groups shows that a 

large number (94.6%) of the U.S .employees were full-time employees, and a large 

number (82.8%) of the Chinese employees were part-time employees. In terms of 
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position level, the majority of the respondents were supervisory or management level 

employees (65%). In terms of years of working, the respondents were quite evenly 

distributed into each category. A larger percentage of the U.S. employees worked in the 

hotel for more than 10 years (40.4%) compared with the percentage of Chinese 

employees who worked in the hotels for more than 10 years (14.5%).   

 

Table 10. Work-related Profile of the Respondents 

Work-related 
Characteristic 

Overall 
Frequency (%) 

The U.S. 
Frequency (%) 

Chinese  
Frequency (%) 

Employment 
     Full-time 
     Part-time 
     Total 

364 (51.7) 
340 (48.3) 
704 (100) 

297 (94.6) 
17 (5.4) 
314 (100) 

67 (17.2) 
323 (82.8) 
390 (100) 

Position 
    Entry Level 
    Supervisory 
    Total 

252 (35.0) 
469 (65.0) 
721 (100) 

42 (13.4) 
272 (86.6) 
314 (100) 

210 (51.6) 
197 (48.4) 
407 (100) 

Department 
    Front Desk 
    Housekeeping 
    Food & Beverage 
    Human Resource 
    Sales & Marketing 
    Finance & Accounting 
    Engineering 
    Other 
    Total 

98 (14.9) 
135 (20.5) 
64 (9.7) 
74 (11.2) 
93 (14.1) 
56 (8.5) 
26 (4.0) 
112 (17) 
658 (100) 

56 (17.8) 
13 (4.1) 
11 (3.5) 
32 (10.2) 
65 (20.7) 
30 (9.6) 
4 (1.3) 
103 (32.8) 
314 (100) 

42 (12.2) 
122 (35.5) 
53 (15.4) 
42 (12.2) 
28 (8.1) 
26 (7.6) 
22 (6.4) 
9 (2.6) 
344 (100) 

Length of Working  
    Less than 1 year 
    1 to 3 years 
    4 to 6 years 
    7 to 10 years 
    More than 10 years 
    Total 

177 (24.8) 
183 (25.7) 
110 (15.4) 
58 (8.1) 
185 (25.9) 
713 (100) 

45 (14.3) 
52 (16.6) 
54 (17.2) 
36 (11.5) 
127 (40.4) 
314 (100) 

132 (33.1) 
131 (32.8) 
56 (14) 
22 (5.5) 
58 (14.5) 
399 (100) 

Hotel Type 
    International Chain Hotels 
    Domestic Chain Hotels 
    Independent Hotels 
    Total 

96 (13.4) 
96 (13.4) 
526 (73.2) 
718 (100) 

85 (27.2) 
48 (15.3) 
180 (57.5) 
313 (100) 

11 (2.7) 
48 (11.9) 
346 (85.4) 
405 (100) 
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The Three-dimensional Framework of OCB 

 Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to provide a confirmatory test 

of the validity of the measurement scale for the three-dimensional framework of OCB. A 

total sample of 721 was used for the analysis. The hypothesized measurement model for 

OCB in the hotel context consisted of three dimensions: OCB-O, which is Organizational 

Citizenship Behaviors targeting at the organization; OCB-I, which is Organizational 

Citizenship Behaviors targeting at individual coworkers; OCB-C, which is Organizational 

Citizenship Behaviors targeting at customers. Since in CFA, the dimensions are treated as 

latent variables and the items or attributes are treated as reflective indicators, there are 

three latent constructs and 22 indicators for the CFA analysis.   

 

Overall Model Fit 

 The overall model fit for the three-dimensional framework of OCB was evaluated 

through a series of model fit indices, including: χ²/df, RMSEA, SRMR, CFI, IFI, NFI and 

RFI. The values as well as the rule of thumb cutting values for these fit indices are 

presented in the following Table 11.  

 Table 11 shows that most of the fit indices including SRMR, CFI, NFI and RFI 

fell below the cutting values. This indicated that the overall model fit for three-

dimensional framework of OCB is good.  
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Table 11. Comparison of the Fit Indices of the Three-dimension OCB Framework 

χ² with degrees of freedom 1778.81 (P=0.0) with 201df Fit Guidelines 
χ²/df 
RMSEA 
SRMR 
CFI 
IFI 
NFI 
RFI 

8.846 
0.11 
0.060 
0.96 
0.96 
0.95 
0.95 

1.0 to 5.0 
<0.10 
<0.10 
≥0.9 
≥0.9 
≥0.9 
≥0.9 

Source: Reisinger & Turner, 1999; Hair et al., 2006; Brentler, 1990; Kline, 2006. 
 

Factor Loadings, CR and AVE Values 

The factor loadings, significance information, composite reliability and the 

variance extracted estimate are summarized in Table 12. The factor loadings of twenty 

two indicators of the three constructs, OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-C, ranged from 0.47 to 

0.86, and all loadings of the indicators were statistically significant (p<0.01).  

The composite reliability (CR) assesses the internal consistency of the indicators 

that measuring the same latent construct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2006). The 

acceptable CR value is 0.7 or higher.  Table 7 shows that The CR values for the three 

constructs, OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-C were 0.85, 0.89 and 0.89, which indicated high 

internal consistency (Hair et al., 2006).  

The average variance extracted (AVE) values of the three constructs, OCB-O, 

OCB-I and OCB-C were 0.43, 0.59 and 0.58 respectively. OCB-O had an AVE value of 

0.43, which was slightly lower than the 0.5 threshold value. This indicates that the 

measurement error accounted for a greater amount of variance in the indicators than the 

underlying latent variable.  
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Table 12. CFA for the Three-dimension OCB Framework 

Dimensions and Indicators  Loading T-value CR AVE 
OCB-O   0.85 0.43 
I will give advanced notice if I cannot come to work. 
My attendance at work is above the required level. 
I take fewer breaks than I deserve. 
I do not complain about unimportant things at work. 
I follow informal rules in order to maintain order.  
I protect our hotel’s property. 
I say good things about our hotel when talking with outsiders.  
I promote the hotel’s products and services actively. 

0.53 
0.60 
0.48 
0.50 
0.47 
0.80 
0.86 
0.84 

14.63 
17.07 
13.23 
13.95 
12.95 
25.39 
28.44 
27.12 

 

OCB-I   0.89 0.59 
I help my coworkers when their workload is heavy. 
I help my coworkers who have been absent to finish their work. 
I take time to listen to my coworkers’ problems and worries.  
I go out of my way to help new coworkers. 
I take personal interest in my coworkers. 
I pass along notices and news to my coworkers.  

0.73 
0.74 
0.78 
0.82 
0.73 
0.79 

22.02 
22.38 
24.49 
26.37 
22.27 
24.77 

 

OCB-C   0.89 0.58 
I always have a positive attitude at work.  
I am always exceptionally courteous & respectful to customers.  
I follow customer service guidelines with extreme care.  
I respond to customer requests and problems timely. 
I perform duties with very few mistakes. 
I conscientiously promote products and services to customers. 
I contribute ideas for customer promotions &communications.  
I make constructive suggestions for service improvement.  

0.64 
0.85 
0.86 
0.81 
0.71 
0.76 
0.72 
0.71 

18.88 
27.74 
28.72 
26.15 
21.30 
23.80 
21.73 
21.65 

 

 

Considering the model fit indices, the factor loading information, CR and AVE 

values, the three-dimensional framework of OCB proposed by this study seemed to be a 

valid framework. This suggested that in the hotel context, using the targets of OCB, 

Organization, Coworkers and Customers, to categorize the various types of OCBs is a 

meaningful as well as a valid approach. This supported previous researchers’ suggestion 

that there should be special requirements on the dimensions of service-oriented OCBs 

(e.g. Bettencourt & Brown, 1997; Bettencourt, Gwinner & Meuter, 2001). 
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Assessment of the Full Measurement Model 

Overall Model Fit 

 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) for the whole measurement model was 

performed. The two-step approach, analyzing the CFA model first and then the SEM 

model, has been recommended in the application of SEM technique by previous 

researchers (e.g. Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). CFA assesses the measurement model and 

evaluates the relationship between the latent variables and their indicators. 

 The measurement part of the whole model was assessed by a series of model-fit 

indices, including Chi-square test (χ²), RMSEA, SRMR, CFI, IFI, NFI and RFI. The 

values of the fit indices are summarized in Table 13. The fit indices showed that the 

measurement part of the whole model fited quite well. In other words, the indicators of 

each of the latent variables capture the “true essence” of the latent variables well.  

 

Table 13. Comparison of the Fit Indices of the Full CFA Model 

χ² with degrees of freedom 10974.57 (P=0.0) with 2359df Fit Guidelines 
χ²/df 
RMSEA 
SRMR 
CFI 
IFI 
NFI 
RFI 

4.65 
0.075 
0.060 
0.96 
0.96 
0.95 
0.95 

1.0 to 5.0 
<0.10 
<0.10 
≥0.9 
≥0.9 
≥0.9 
≥0.9 

Source: Reisinger & Turner, 1999; Hair et al., 2006; Brentler, 1990; Kline, 2006. 
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Factor Loadings, CR and AVE Values  

 A detailed look into the LISREL output shows that all the factor loadings of the 

indicators are statistically significant. This supports the theoretical assignment of the 

indicators to each construct (Hair et al., 2006; Kline, 2005). The CR values of each 

construct ranged from 0.65 to 0.93, all of which exceeded the cutting value of 0.60   (Hair 

et al., 2006). The AVE values of each construct ranged from 0.43 to 0.86. Except 

Individualism-collectivism orientation, all of the constructs’ AVE values exceeded the 

cutting value of 0.50 (Dillon & Goldstein, 1984; Hair et al., 1998). The loadings, T-

values, CR and AVE values were summarized in Table 14.  

 

Table 14. Factor Loading, T-Value, CR and AVE of the Full CFA Model 

Constructs & Indicators  Loading T-value CR AVE 
Conscientiousness   0.80 0.50 

I am a very organized person. 
I am a very efficient person. 
I am a very systematic person. 
I am a very practical person. 

0.67 
0.74 
0.68 
0.73 

16.42 
20.93 
18.77 
20.44 

 

Empathy   0.65 0.55 

I try to understand my friends better from their perspective.  
Seeing warm, emotional scenes makes me teary-eyed.  
I am a very soft-hearted person.  

0.59 
0.74 
0.87 

16.00 
21.12 
26.02 

 

Impression Management   0.75 0.52 

I think it is important to avoid looking bad in front of others. 
I think it is important to look better than my coworkers. 
I am afraid to appear irresponsible. 

0.95 
0.73 
0.37 

28.81 
20.89 
9.82 

 

Individualism-collectivism Orientation   0.79 0.49 

I prefer to work with others rather than to work alone 
I like it when my coworkers work together with each other.  
I believe people need to make sacrifices for the sake of others. 
I think people should cooperate with each other rather than 
work on their own. 

0.73 
0.71 
0.63 
0.73 

20.98 
20.10 
17.23 
20.81 

 

Leader-member Exchange   0.89 0.54 
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My immediate supervisor understands the problems associated 
with my position. 
My immediate supervisor knows my potential.  
My immediate supervisor will use authority to help me solve 
work problems.  
My immediate supervisor would protect me if needed. 
I have a good working relationship with my immediate 
supervisor.  
I know how satisfied my immediate supervisor is with my 
performance. 

0.83 
 
0.85 
0.68 
 
0.80 
0.84 
 
0.83 

27.12 
 
27.99 
20.40 
 
25.57 
27.55 
 
27.15 

 

Coworker Exchange   0.93 0.70 

My coworkers support my goals and values at work. 
My coworkers will help me when I have a problem.  
My coworkers really care about my well-being.  
My coworkers are willing to assist me to perform better.  
My coworkers care about my opinions.  
My coworkers will compliment my accomplishments at work.  

0.80 
0.83 
0.83 
0.90 
0.87 
0.80 

25.61 
27.07 
27.23 
30.66 
28.91 
25.53 

 

Customer-employee Exchange   0.87 0.57 

Most of our guests are polite.  
I feel that my services are appreciated by our guests.  
I rarely receive complaints from our guests.  
I feel our guests are satisfied with the services provided by our 
hotel. 
I feel our guests are happy to stay in our hotel.  

069 
0.73 
0.49 
0.91 
 
0.89 

20.43 
22.14 
13.43 
30.75 
 
29.82 

 

Empowerment   0.92 0.80 

I have significant autonomy in deciding how to do my job.  
I can decide on my own how to do my work. 
I have considerable independence & freedom in doing my job.  

0.88 
0.92 
0.88 

29.31 
31.37 
29.54 

 

OCB-O   0.89 0.43 

I will give advanced notice if I cannot come to work. 
My attendance at work is above the required level. 
I take fewer breaks than I deserve. 
I do not complain about unimportant things at work. 
I follow informal rules in order to maintain order.  
I protect our hotel’s property. 
I say good things about our hotel when talking with outsiders.  
I promote the hotel’s products and services actively. 

0.57 
0.63 
0.48 
0.51 
0.47 
0.80 
0.86 
0.83 

16.25 
18.49 
13.29 
14.17 
13.01 
25.45 
28.23 
26.77 

 

OCB-I   0.89 0.59 

I help my coworkers when their workload is heavy. 
I help my coworkers who have been absent to finish their work. 
I take time to listen to my coworkers’ problems and worries.  
I go out of my way to help new coworkers. 
I take personal interest in my coworkers. 
I pass along notices and news to my coworkers.  

0.72 
0.73 
0.79 
0.82 
0.74 
0.79 

21.94 
22.30 
24.81 
26.05 
22.78 
24.99 

 

OCB-C   0.89 0.58 



108 

 

I always have a positive attitude at work.  
I am always exceptionally courteous and respectful to 
customers.  
I follow customer service guidelines with extreme care.  
I respond to customer requests and problems in a timely 
manner.  
I perform duties with very few mistakes. 
I conscientiously promote products and services to customers. 
I contribute many ideas for customer promotions 
&communications.  
I make constructive suggestions for service improvement.  

0.64 
0.84 
 
0.86 
0.82 
 
0.71 
0.76 
0.72 
 
0.72 

18.91 
27.56 
 
28.70 
26.33 
 
21.50 
23.76 
21.83 
 
21.90 

 

Workplace Social Inclusion   0.78 0.56 

I feel I am an accepted part of my hotel.                                                                       
I feel I am included in most of the activities at work.  
Sometimes I feel like an outsider. 

0.90 
0.82 
0.44 

29.09 
25.44 
11.88 

 

Positive Emotion   0.86 0.68 

I feel happy to go above and beyond in order to serve 
customers.                                 
I feel satisfied with myself if I satisfy my customers with 
exceptional services. 
I enjoy the process of meeting customers’ needs. 

0.72 
 
0.86 
 
0.88 

21.83 
 
28.13 
 
28.91 

 

Job Satisfaction   0.90 0.76 

Overall I am very satisfied with my job. 
If I have a chance to choose, I will choose my current job.   
I enjoy the work that I do.   

0.89 
0.85 
0.87 

30.19 
27.79 
29.09 

 

Continuance Commitment   0.86 0.68 

Staying with my hotel is a necessity for me.  
Leaving the hotel will result in personal sacrifice. 
It would be hard for me to leave my hotel now, even if I 
wanted to. 

0.83 
0.80 
0.84 

25.82 
24.80 
26.58 

 

Intention to Stay   0.89 0.67 

I would turn down a job offer from another company if it came 
tomorrow. 
As far as I can see, I intend to stay with my current hotel. 
It is very important for me to spend the rest of my career in this 
hotel. 
I will stay at this hotel even if other hotels offer me higher pay 
and position. 

0.83 
 
0.77 
0.82 
 
0.86 

26.76 
 
23.65 
26.29 
 
27.96 

 

 

 Considering the fit indices and the factor loading, CR and AVE values of the 

CFA, the measurement part of the model was quite good. This implied that the indicators 

of each latent construct represented the constructs well. We could continue with the 

analysis of the structural part of the model. 
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Assessment of the Structural Model 

Overall Model Fit 

 The overall structural model fit was examined. Table 15 shows that all except the 

χ²/df fit indices fell within the range of the suggested thresholds. This led to the 

possibility of performing a model modification procedure guided by the modification 

indices to obtain a better fit model.   

 

Table 15. Comparison of the Fit Indices of the Measurement and Structural Models 

Fit Indices Measurement Model Structural Model  
χ² with degrees 
of freedom 

10974.57 (P=0.0) 
with 2359df 

 12581.59 (P=0.0) 
with 2423df 

Fit Guidelines 

χ²/df 
RMSEA 
SRMR 
CFI 
IFI 
NFI 
RFI 

4.65 
0.075 
0.060 
0.96 
0.96 
0.95 
0.95 

5.19 
0.082 
0.10 
0.95 
0.95 
0.95 
0.94 

1.0 to 5.0 
<0.10 
<0.10 
≥0.9 
≥0.9 
≥0.9 
≥0.9 

Source: Reisinger & Turner, 1999; Hair et al., 2006; Brentler, 1990; Kline, 2006. 
 

Model Modification 

The initial model was modified based on the modification indices that were 

suggested by the LISREL 8.80 outputs as well as theoretical consideration. Each 

modification involved the addition of one more path as suggested by the modification 

indices, which led to a less constrained model each time. The Chi-square difference tests 

were performed to see if each modification leads to significant change in Chi-squares 

statistically.  
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 Table 16 summarizes the fit statistics for the initial and the modified models. 

Model 1 was the initial model. Model 2 was modified from the initial model by adding a 

path from “OCB-O” to “OCB-I” based on the modification indices (228.83) as well as 

theoretical consideration. The newly added path led to a decrease in the Chi-square (∆χ2) 

of 280.50, which is greater than the critical value of χ
2 with one degree of freedom (3.84). 

The fit indices, including χ²/df, RMSEA, CFI, IFI, showed improvement, but χ²/df was 

slightly above the threshold values. The SRMR, NFI and RFI remained the same as 

Model 1.  

 The model was further modified based on the modification indices and theoretical 

consideration. The path from “OCB-I” to “OCB-C” was added, which led to a significant 

decrease of χ2 value (301.63). With the addition of this path, all the modification indices 

were below the cutting values. The χ²/df value dropped from 5.08 to 4.94. The CFI, IFI, 

NFI and RFI remained the same, RMSEA dropped from 0.80 to 0.079, and SRMR 

dropped from 0.10 to 0.091.  

 Model 3 was then further modified by adding “Emotion” to “OCB-I” as suggested 

by the modification index of LISREL output. In Model 4, RMSEA dropped from 0.079 to 

0.078 and SRMR dropped from 0.091 to 0.090. All the other fit indices remained the 

same.  

 In the end, Model 4 was considered to be the preferred model, with all the fit 

indices being below the cutting values (χ
2=11962.20 (p=0.0), df=2420, χ²/df=4.94, 

RMSEA=0.078, SRMR=0.090, CFI=0.96, IFI=0.96, NFI=0.95, RFI=0.94). This 

suggested that Model 4 represented a substantial improvement in the model fit over the 

initial model.  



111 

 

Table 16. Fit Statistics for the Structural Models 

Model χ2 Prob. df χ²/df RMSEA SRMR CFI IFI NFI RFI 
M1 12581.59 0.0 2423 5.19 0.082 0.10 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.94 
M2 12301.03 0.0 2422 5.08 0.080 0.10 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.94 
M3 11999.40 0.0 2421 4.94 0.079 0.091 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.94 
M4 11962.20 0.0 2420 4.94 0.078 0.090 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.94 
M1: Initial Model 
M2: Add OCB-O to OCB-I 
M3: Add OCB-I to OCB-C 
M4: Add Emotion to OCB-I 
 

Factor Loadings, CR and AVE Values 

 Since a satisfactory overall model fit was obtained, the structural model was 

further examined for individual factor loading, CR and AVE values.   

 The factor loading estimates of the structural model were examined to ensure that 

they had not changed substantially from the CFA model. Table 17 summarizes the factor 

loadings of all the indicators for each construct for the full model. Only very minor 

changes occurred in the standard loadings. The value of the changes in most of the 

indicators was less than 0.03, and less than 0.05 in all cases, which indicated parameter 

stability among the measured items in the structural model. All CR values have exceeded 

the 0.70 threshold value, and the AVE values, except that of Conscientiousness, 

Individualism-collectivism Orientation, and OCB-O have AVE values close to but lower 

than 0.50 ((Hair et al., 1998).  
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Table 17. The Full Model SEM Measurement Indicators 

Constructs & Indicators  Loading T-value CR AVE 
Conscientiousness   0.78 0.47 

I am a very organized person. 
I am a very efficient person. 
I am a very systematic person. 
I am a very practical person. 

0.63 
0.71 
0.68 
0.73 

15.49 
19.62 
18.76 
20.44 

 

Empathy   0.77 0.54 

I try to understand my friends better from their perspective.  
Seeing warm, emotional scenes makes me teary-eyed.  
I am a very soft-hearted person.  

0.62 
0.72 
0.84 

16.80 
20.51 
24.71 

 

Impression Management   0.74 0.51 

I think it is important to avoid looking bad in front of others. 
I think it is important to look better than my coworkers. 
I am afraid to appear irresponsible. 

0.92 
0.74 
0.37 

27.90 
21.42 
9.73 

 

Individualism-collectivism Orientation   0.79 0.49 

I prefer to work with others rather than to work alone 
I like it when my coworkers work together with each other.  
I believe that people need to make sacrifices for the sake of 
others. 
I think people should cooperate with each other rather than work 
on their own. 

0.73 
0.72 
0.62 
 
0.72 

20.95 
20.37 
17.03 
 
20.50 

 

Leader-member Exchange   0.92 0.65 

My immediate supervisor understands the problems associated 
with my position. 
My immediate supervisor knows my potential.  
My immediate supervisor will use authority to help me solve 
work problems.  
My immediate supervisor would protect me if needed. 
I have a good working relationship with my immediate 
supervisor.  
I know how satisfied my immediate supervisor is with my 
performance. 

0.83 
 
0.85 
0.68 
 
0.80 
0.84 
 
0.83 

27.12 
 
28.07 
20.31 
 
25.48 
27.59 
 
27.09 

 

Coworker Exchange   0.93 0.70 

My coworkers support my goals and values at work. 
My coworkers will help me when I have a problem.  
My coworkers really care about my well-being.  
My coworkers are willing to assist me to perform better.  
My coworkers care about my opinions.  
My coworkers will compliment my accomplishments at work.  

0.80 
0.83 
0.83 
0.90 
0.87 
0.80 

25.63 
27.07 
27.17 
30.66 
28.91 
25.51 

 

Customer-employee Exchange   0.87 0.58 

Most of our guests are polite.  
I feel that my services are appreciated by our guests.  
I rarely receive complaints from our guests.  
I feel our guests are satisfied with the services provided by our 
hotel. 
I feel our guests are happy to stay in our hotel.  

0.70 
0.78 
0.49 
0.90 
 
0.88 

20.80 
22.37 
13.43 
30.32 
 
29.51 

 

Empowerment   0.92 0.79 

I have significant autonomy in deciding how to do my job.  
I can decide on my own how to do my work. 
I have considerable independence and freedom in doing my job.  

0.87 
0.91 
0.88 

30.19 
28.24 
29.50 
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OCB-O   0.85 0.44 

I will give advanced notice if I cannot come to work. 
My attendance at work is above the required level. 
I take fewer breaks than I deserve. 
I do not complain about unimportant things at work. 
I follow informal rules in order to maintain order.  
I protect our hotel’s property. 
I say good things about our hotel when talking with outsiders.  
I promote the hotel’s products and services actively. 

0.57 
0.64 
0.48 
0.51 
0.47 
0.81 
0.85 
0.82 

16.33 
13.60 
10.95 
11.57 
10.88 
15.79 
16.22 
15.84 

 

OCB-I   0.89 0.58 

I help my coworkers when their workload is heavy. 
I help my coworkers who have been absent to finish their work. 
I take time to listen to my coworkers’ problems and worries.  
I go out of my way to help new coworkers. 
I take personal interest in my coworkers. 
I pass along notices and news to my coworkers.  

0.71 
0.73 
0.79 
0.82 
0.74 
0.78 

21.99 
18.67 
19.95 
20.67 
18.88 
19.85 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

OCB-C   0.92 0.58 

I always have a positive attitude at work.  
I am always exceptionally courteous and respectful to 
customers.  
I follow customer service guidelines with extreme care.  
I respond to customer requests and problems in a timely manner.  
I perform duties with very few mistakes. 
I conscientiously promote products and services to customers. 
I contribute many ideas for customer promotions 
&communications.  
I make constructive suggestions for service improvement.  

0.64 
0.83 
 
0.85 
0.82 
0.71 
0.76 
0.72 
 
0.73 

18.93 
18.74 
 
19.07 
18.45 
16.60 
17.42 
16.76 
 
16.86 

 

Workplace Social Inclusion   0.77 0.55 

I feel I am an accepted part of my hotel.                                                                       
I feel I am included in most of the activities at work.  
Sometimes I feel like an outsider. 

0.89 
0.82 
0.43 

28.95 
21.83 
11.29 

 

Positive Emotion   0.87 0.68 

I feel happy to go above and beyond in order to serve customers.                                
I feel satisfied with myself if I satisfy my customers with 
exceptional services. 
I enjoy the process of meeting customers’ needs. 

0.72 
0.87 
 
0.88 

21.86 
21.79 
 
21.90 

 

Job Satisfaction   0.91 0.76 

Overall I am very satisfied with my job. 
If I have a chance to choose, I will choose my current job.   
I enjoy the work that I do.   

0.90 
0.86 
0.86 

30.19 
28.24 
29.12 

 

Continuance Commitment   0.86 0.67 

Staying with my hotel is a necessity for me.  
Leaving the hotel will result in personal sacrifice. 
It would be hard for me to leave my hotel, even if I wanted to. 

0.80 
0.80 
0.86 

25.77 
22.39 
23.93 

 

Intention to Stay   0.88 0.65 

I would turn down a job offer from another company if it came 
tomorrow. 
As far as I can see, I intend to stay with my current hotel. 
It is very important for me to spend the rest of my career in this 
hotel. 
I will stay at this hotel even if other hotels offer me higher pay 
and position. 

0.82 
 
0.76 
0.80 
 
0.84 

26.73 
 
22.48 
24.17 
 
25.75 

 



114 

 

Evaluation of the Hypothesized Paths         

 After the overall structural model was evaluated, each individual path was 

examined. In social research a significance level of 5% (t=±1.96) is usually used (Punch, 

2004). Therefore, the paths with absolute t values equal to or greater than 1.96 were 

considered significant. Table 18 presented the standardized coefficients and t-values of 

all of the hypothesized paths in the model. The standardized coefficient showed the 

resulting change in an endogenous variable from a unit change in an exogenous variable, 

with all of the other exogenous variables being held constant. The sign of the coefficient 

indicated whether the two variables were moving in the same or opposite direction, and 

the t-value indicated whether the corresponding path coefficient was significantly 

different from zero. Coefficients with t-values above +1.96 or below -1.96 were 

considered as statistically significant.  

 Sixteen out of twenty paths reached statistical significance, and only four paths 

were not significant.  

 

 Social Exchanges and OCBs 

 H1, H2 and H3 postulated the positive relationships between the three types of 

social exchanges and the three types/dimensions of OCBs. Leader-member Exchange had 

significant positive influence on hotel employees’ OCB-O (standardized coefficient=.14, 

P<.01). Coworker Exchange had significant positive influence on hotel employees’ 

OCB-I (standardized coefficient=.29, P<.001). Customer-employee Exchange had 

significant positive influence on hotel employees’ OCB-C (standardized coefficient=.11, 

P<.01). This finding supported that social exchanges with the three groups of people, 
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namely leaders, coworkers and customers, were important sources of motivation for hotel 

employees to engage in various OCBs.   

The implication is that hotel managers should treat hotel employees with respect 

and truly care about them so that employees could go above and beyond their role 

requirements. The finding also implies that coworkers and customers are also important 

sources of social exchanges. Employees could be motivated to go above and beyond from 

positive exchanges/communication with their coworkers and customers. Hotel managers 

may encourage teamwork and organize team-building activities so that the employees 

could know each other better and build better relationships. This in turn could foster 

citizenship behaviors between employees, which ultimately would benefit the 

organization. An interesting finding is that the social exchange between customers and 

employees could also be the source of motivation for hotel employees’ citizenship 

behavior. This finding is encouraging since it leads to positive result to both customer 

service and employee well-being.  

  

 Impression Management and OCBs 

 H4 and H5 postulated the positive relationships between impression management 

and two types of OCBs. The results supported that there was a significant positive 

relationship between Impression Management and hotel employees’ OCB-O 

(standardized coefficient=.22, P<.001), but not with OCB-I. The findings show that 

when a hotel employee had high level of impression management motivation, he/she 

would engage in OCBs toward the organization more frequently, but not engage in OCBs 

towards coworkers. This may be because that OCBs towards the organizations are more 
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visible to the leaders, thus influencing employees’ performance appraisal, even 

promotion. However, OCBs to coworkers may not have such influence. The implication 

is by paying attention to the targets of OCBs, we could distinguish true citizenship 

behaviors of “good solders” from impression management behaviors.  

  

 Personality Traits and OCBs 

 H6 and H7 postulated positive relationships existed between Empathy and OCB-I 

and OCB-C. The results supported that there was a significant positive relationship 

between Empathy and OCBs towards coworkers (standardized coefficient=.23, P<.001), 

but did not support the positive relationship between Empathy and OCBs towards 

customers. People with empathy tend to think from other people’s perspectives and 

would be more likely to engage in helping behavior. This explains why hotel employees 

with high level of empathy engaged in more citizenship behaviors towards their 

coworkers. On the other hand, citizenship behaviors towards customers were found to 

have no significant relationship with employees’ level of empathy. This may be due to 

the reason that hotel employees may consider citizenship behaviors towards customers an 

inevitable part of their job, or the things that they have to do. Therefore, it was found to 

have no positive relationship with employees’ level of empathy.  

 H8 and H9 hypothesized the positive relationships between Conscientiousness and 

OCB-O and OCB-C. The results supported that there was a significant positive 

relationship between Conscientiousness and OCB-O (standardized coefficient=.18, 

P<.01), and between Conscientiousness and OCB-C (standardized coefficient=.10, 

P<.01). The results implied that hotel employees who were more responsible were more 
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likely to perform OCBs towards organizations and customers.  This finding is also 

consistent with previous researchers’ findings (e.g. Ladd & Henry, 2000), and also 

enriched the existing literature by adding the OCBs towards customers into this 

relationship.  

 

 Empowerment and OCBs 

 H10, H11 and H12 proposed that there were significant positive relationships 

between Empowerment and the three types/dimensions of OCB. The findings supported 

that there was significant positive relationship between Empowerment and employees’ 

OCBs towards the organization (standardized coefficient=.37, P<.001) and OCBs 

towards coworkers (standardized coefficient=.07, P<.05). However, no significant 

relationship was found between Empowerment and employees’ OCBs towards 

customers. This may be related to the unique nature of the hotel industry where customer 

service is the most important content to the hotel employees. In order to support the 

effective functioning of the daily operation, many hotels have empowered employees to 

provide high quality service. Situations would be rare if the employees needed more 

power to better serve a customer’s need. However, compared to the attention paid to 

customer service, much less attention has been paid to individual employees. Therefore, 

there may be situations when the coworker needs help but individual employee may not 

be able to offer because he/she is not empowered to do so. There may also be situations 

that an employee wants to provide some suggestion to the organization, but his/her voice 

may not be heard because of the lower position level in the organization. The implication 

from this finding is that hotel managers need to give power to employees not only to 
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support customer-oriented citizenship behaviors but also support citizenship behaviors to 

coworkers and the organization.  

 

 OCBs and Consequences 

 H13, H14 and H15 postulated the significant positive relationships between the three 

types/dimensions of OCB and employees’ Continuance Commitment. The results 

supported the positive relationships between OCB-I and Continuance Commitment 

(standardized coefficient=.34, P<.01), and between OCB-C and Continuance 

Commitment (standardized coefficient=.19, P<.05) but did not support the relationship 

between OCB-O and Continuance Commitment. This may be because OCBs toward 

coworkers and customers could help build friendships. The friendships may foster the 

individual employee’s continuance commitment with the organization. On the other hand, 

employees’ OCBs to the organization may not be able to receive a timely feedback or 

reaction from the organization compared with the other two types of OCBs, therefore, did 

not have significant influence on employees’ continuance commitment.  

 H16 hypothesized that employees’ OCBs towards coworkers could lead to their 

perceived workplace Social Inclusion. The result supported this relationship and there 

was a significant positive and strong relationship between the two constructs 

(standardized coefficient=.71, P<.001). This may be due to the fact that OCBs towards 

coworkers helped develop friendships and the sense of belonging, therefore, leading to 

employees’ perceived social inclusion in the organization. The implication from this 

finding is that managers should encourage employees to help each other and help to build 

teamwork spirit. This could not only help the employees to better perform service tasks, 
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but also helps the employees to get used to the organization. Further, it could help the 

organization to retain employees.  

 H17 hypothesized that employees’ OCBs towards customers could lead to 

employees’ Positive Emotion. The result supported this hypothesis (standardized 

coefficient=.89, P<.001), suggesting there was a significant positive and very strong 

relationship between employees’ OCB-C and their positive emotion. This finding 

suggested that employees going above and beyond the job prescription to provide service 

to customers could also make those employees happy. This finding is very encouraging 

especially when considering the low payment and long hours of the hotel industry. It is 

good to know that serving customers and creating customer satisfaction could bring the 

employee a good mood.  

H18, H19 and H20 postulated the positive relationships between Social Inclusion, 

Positive Emotion, Continuance Commitment and Intention to Stay. The results supported 

that there was a significant positive relationship between Social Inclusion and Intention to 

Stay (standardized coefficient=.09, P<.05), Positive Emotion and Intention to Stay 

(standardized coefficient=.09, P<.05) and Continuance Commitment and Intention to 

Stay (standardized coefficient=.69, P<.001). The strength of the relationships, however, 

varied greatly. Social Inclusion and Positive Emotion had relatively weaker influence 

(standardized coefficient=.09) on employees’ Intention to Stay, while Continuance 

Commitment had much stronger influence on employees’ Intention to Stay. This finding 

suggested that in the hotel setting, employees stayed with the current organization more 

likely because they “had to” stay, but less likely because they “desired” to stay. This is 

understandable considering the characteristics of the hotel jobs.  
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Table 18. Summary of Hypothesized Paths Testing-Main Effects 

Hypothesized Paths Standard 
Coefficient 

T-value Result 

H1: Leader-member Exchange → OCB-O 
H2: Coworker Exchange →  OCB-I 
H3: Customer-employee Exchange →  OCB-C  
H4: Impression Management → OCB-O  
H5: Impression Management → OCB-I 
H6: Empathy → OCB-I 
H7: Empathy → OCB-C 
H8: Conscientiousness → OCB-O  
H9: Conscientiousness → OCB-C 
H10: Empowerment → OCB-O 
H11: Empowerment → OCB-I 
H12: Empowerment → OCB-C 
H13: OCB-O → Continuance commitment 
H14: OCB-I → Continuance commitment 
H15: OCB-C → Continuance commitment 
H16: OCB-I → Social inclusion 
H17: OCB-C → Positive emotion 
H18: Social Inclusion → Intention to Stay 
H19: Positive Emotion → Intention to Stay 
H20: Continuance Commitment → Intention to Stay 

0.14 
0.29 
0.11 
0.22 
-0.03 
0.23 
-0.07 
0.18 
0.10 
0.37 
0.07 
0.00 
-0.13 
0.34 
0.19 
0.71 
0.89 
0.09 
0.09 
0.69 

3.12** 
7.74*** 
3.46** 
4.88*** 
-0.82 
6.03*** 
-2.10* 
3.53** 
2.92** 
7.64*** 
1.98* 
-0.12 
-1.41 
3.02** 
2.07* 
17.17*** 
15.01*** 
2.43* 
2.33* 
16.56*** 

Supported 
Supported 
Supported 
Supported 
Not Supported 
Supported 
Not Supported 
Supported 
Supported 
Supported 
Supported 
Not Supported 
Not Supported 
Supported 
Supported 
Supported 
Supported 
Supported 
Supported 
Supported 

Model Fit Indices:     df=2420, χ2=11962.20, RMSEA=.078, CFI=.96, SRMR=.90 

      *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001  
 

Summary  

 The results of the paths analysis suggested that the motivational mechanism of 

employees’ OCB is a complex process and could be influenced by various factors. The 

findings supported that employees’ OCBs could be motivated by both altruistic and 

egoistic motivations as well as contextual factors (Figure 5). 

For egoistic motivations, social exchanges with the three groups of people in the 

hotel contexts, leaders, coworkers and customers, were found to be important motivators 

for employees’ three types of OCBs. This finding also supported previous researchers’ 

claims that employees were expected to have stronger reciprocal behaviors back to the 
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source of such treatment (Scott, 2007), since the three types of social exchanges were 

positively related to the three types of OCBs towards each specific source of social 

exchange. Impression Management was found to be an important motivator for OCB-O 

but not for OCB-I. Personality traits were found to be important motivators for the three 

types of OCBs. 

A further evaluation of the results showed that Auguste Comte’s theory of 

altruistic and egoistic Motivation could explain employees’ OCB motivation very well. It 

is safe to conclude that employees’ OCBs could be influenced by both altruistic and 

egoistic motivations.  

The finding also indicated that in addition to benefiting the organization as 

traditionally considered, performing OCBs also benefits the employees in terms of 

positive emotions and social well-being, thus helping to retain employees within the 

organization.  

 



122 

 

Figure 5. Summary of Hypotheses Testing
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Moderating Effects Testing 

 This study had four moderators, including Culture (in the holistic sense), 

Individualism-collectivism Orientation, Impression Management and Empowerment. 

Multi-group SEM was performed to test the moderating effects of each of the four 

moderators on each of the twenty paths in the hypothesized model. The following section 

presents the findings on moderating effects of each moderator.  

 

Culture 

  Culture’s moderating effects were tested using a multi-group SEM approach. 

Culture was categorized into two sub groups: Eastern Culture (China as representative, 

n=407) and Western Culture (The U.S. as representative, n=314). The unconstrained 

model (baseline model or free model) was to allow all the hypothesized paths to vary 

across employees from Eastern Culture and employees from Western Culture. Later, the 

constrained model, which allowed only the hypothesized paths constrained to be equal 

across the two subgroups were compared (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Tavitiyaman, 

2009).  

 Table 19 summarized the results of culture’s moderating effects. Culture 

moderated fourteen out of twenty paths, and did not moderate the rest of the eleven paths.  

 

Culture’s Moderation on Social Exchanges and OCBs  

Culture was found to moderate the relationships between two types of social 

exchanges (Leader-member Exchange and Coworker Exchange) and two types of OCBs 
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(OCB-O and OCB-I). For the Leader-member Exchange → OCB-O path, the Chi-square 

difference between the free and the constraint models was statistically significant 

(∆χ2=19.32, p<.001). This supported Mc1: Culture moderates the relationship between 

Leader-member Exchange and hotel employees’ OCB-O. The standardized coefficients 

showed that the relationship between Leader-member Exchange and OCB-O was 

stronger for employees from the Eastern culture than employees from the Western 

culture. This may be due to the fact the people from Eastern cultures, such as China, 

Korea and Japan have relatively greater power distance, and have more respect to 

authority (Hofstede, 1980; Earley, 1989). As a result, the relationship or exchange with 

leaders may have a greater impact on their citizenship behaviors compared with their 

U.S. counterparts.  

The Chi-square difference between the free and constraint models of the path 

Coworker Exchange → OCB-I was statistically significant (∆χ2=15.47, P<.001), which 

supported hypothesis Mc2: Culture moderates the relationship between Coworker 

Exchange and employees’ OCB-I. The standardized coefficients showed that coworker 

exchange had a much stronger influence on employees’ OCB-I among Western 

employees (standardized coefficient=.40, p<.001) than Eastern employee (standardized 

coefficient=.18, p<.05).  This may be due to the fact the Westerners are more 

individualism oriented, and people are believed to be equal to each other. Therefore, 

coworkers, rather than leaders, could have a stronger influence on Western employees’ 

OCBs compared with Eastern employees.  

The Chi-square difference between the free and constraint models of the path 

Customer-employee Exchange → OCB-C was not statistically significant (∆χ2=.05, 
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P>.05), which rejected hypothesis Mc3: Culture moderates the relationship between 

Customer-employee Exchange and employees’ OCB-C. This finding suggested that there 

was no significant difference on customer-employee exchange’s influence on employees’ 

OCBs towards customers.  

The following Figure 6 illustrated how culture moderated the relationships between 

the three types of social exchanges and the three types of OCBs.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Culture’s Moderating Effect on Social Exchanges and OCBs 

 

Culture’s Moderation on Impression Management and OCBs 

Culture was found to moderate the relationship between Impression Management 

the two types of OCBs, OCB-O and OCB-I (Figure 7). 
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impression management had significant influence on employees’ OCB-O among Western 

employees (standardized coefficient=.33, p<.001) but did not have significant influence 

on Eastern employee (standardized coefficient=-. 03, p>.05).  This finding supported this 

study’s assumption that certain motivation, Impression Management in this case, may not 

be able to influence employees’ OCBs in different cultures. In another word, OCB 

motivation may be a culturally specific phenomenon.  

A similar situation happened on the path Impression Management → OCB-I. The 

Chi-square difference between the free and constraint models was statistically significant 

(∆χ2=90.14, P<.001), which supported hypothesis Mc5: Culture moderates the 

relationship between Impression Management and employees’ OCB-I. The standardized 

coefficients showed that impression management had significant influence on employees’ 

OCB-I among Western employees (standardized coefficient=.03, p<.05) but did not have 

significant influence on Eastern employees (standardized coefficient=-. 02, p>.05).  This 

finding supported this study’s assumption that certain motivation, Impression 

Management in this case, may not be able to influence employees’ OCBs in different 

cultures. In another word, OCB motivation may be a culturally specific phenomenon.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7. Culture’s Moderating Effect on Impression Management and OCBs 
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Culture’s Moderation on Personality Traits and OCBs 

Culture was found to moderate the relationships between Empathy and two types of 

OCBs (OCB-I and OCB-C). It also moderated the relationship between 

Conscientiousness and OCB-O, but did not moderate the relationship between 

Conscientiousness and OCB-C (Figure 8).  

For the Empathy → OCB-I path, the Chi-square difference between the free and the 

constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=4.07, P<.05). This supported Mc6: 

Culture moderated the relationship between Empathy and hotel employees’ OCB-I. The 

standardized coefficients showed that Empathy has a much stronger influence on OCB-I 

in Eastern culture (standardized coefficient=.76, p<.001) than in Western culture (.33, 

p<.001).  

For the Empathy → OCB-C path, the Chi-square difference between the free and the 

constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=9.17, P<.01). This supported Mc7: 

Culture moderated the relationship between Empathy and hotel employees’ OCB-C. The 

standardized coefficients showed that Empathy has a much stronger influence on OCB-C 

in Eastern culture (standardized coefficient=.71, p<.001) than in Western culture (.38, 

p<.001).  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8. Culture’s Moderating Effect on Personality Traits and OCBs 
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The finding that Empathy influenced hotel employees’ OCB-I and OCB-C 

differently may be due to the fact the people from Eastern culture place more value on 

relationships and building harmony in the society compared with their Western 

counterpart.  

 

Culture’s Moderation on Empowerment and OCBs 

Culture was found to moderate the relationship between Empowerment and 

employees’ OCBs towards customers, but did not moderate the relationships between 

Empowerment and OCBs towards the organization and coworkers (Figure 9).  

For the Empowerment → OCB-C path, the Chi-square difference between the free 

and the constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=3.34, P<.10). This supported 

Mc12: Culture moderated the relationship between Empowerment and hotel employees’ 

OCB-C. The standardized coefficients showed that Empowerment significantly 

influenced Western hotel employees’ OCB-C (standardized coefficient=.31, P<.001), but 

did significantly influence Eastern hotel employees’ OCB-C.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     Figure 9. Culture’s Moderating Effect on Empowerment and OCBs 
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Culture’s Moderation on OCBs and Consequences 

Culture was found to moderate the relationships between the three types of OCBs 

(OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-C) and hotel employees’ Continuance Commitment (Figure 

10). 

For the OCB-O → Continuance Commitment path, the Chi-square difference 

between the free and the constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ2=48.1, 

P<.001). This supported Mc13: Culture moderated the relationship between hotel 

employees’ OCB-O and their Continuance Commitment. The standardized coefficients 

showed that OCB-O had stronger influence on Western hotel employees’ Continuance 

Commitment (standardized coefficient=.41, P<.001) than on Eastern hotel employees 

(standardized coefficient=-.18, P<.01). In addition, this relationship was negative in 

Eastern culture. The initial assumption of this study was that the more extra contribution 

that the employees made, the harder it would be for the employee to leave the current 

organization. The results may be due to the different perception of OCB-O between 

Eastern and Western employees. Most Eastern employees would consider many OCBs to 

the organization would be necessary, while Western employees would consider those as 

extra role behaviors. Due to this perceptional difference, it is more likely for Western 

employees to build Continuance Commitment when engaging in more OCBs towards the 

organization.  

The other two types of OCBs (OCB-I and OCB-C), however, were found to have 

stronger influence on Eastern hotel employees’ Continuance Commitment than on 

Western employees’. For the OCB-I → Continuance Commitment path, the Chi-square 

difference between the free and the constraint models was statistically significant 
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(∆χ2=17.95, P<.001). This supported Mc14: Culture moderated the relationship between 

hotel employees’ OCB-I and their Continuance Commitment. A detailed look showed 

that OCB-I significantly influenced Eastern hotel employees’ Continuance Commitment 

(standardized coefficient=.20, P<.05) but did not significantly influence Western hotel 

employees’ Continuance Commitment. Similar finding on the path OCB-C → 

Continuance Commitment, where OCB-C significantly influenced Eastern hotel 

employees’ Continuance Commitment (standardized coefficient=.55, P<.001) but did not 

significantly influence Western hotel employees’ Continuance Commitment. Therefore, 

hypothesis Mc15 was also supported. This may be due to the fact the Eastern people value 

relationships more than Western people. Therefore, when hotel employees engage in 

more OCB-I and OCB-C, those activities may help them build relationships/friendships 

within and outside the hotels. This in turn helps to increase hotel employees’ Continuance 

Commitment.  

Culture was found not to moderate the relationship between OCB-I and Social 

Inclusion. A detailed look at the coefficients showed that in both Eastern and Western 

culture, OCB-I had a strong and positive influence on hotel employees’ perception of 

Social Inclusion.  

Culture was found to significantly moderate the relationship between OCB-C and 

Positive Emotion. The Chi-square difference between the free and the constraint models 

was statistically significant (∆χ2=3.31, P<.10), which supported hypothesis Mc17: Culture 

moderated the relationship between OCB-C and hotel employees’ Positive Emotion. A 

detailed look at the coefficients showed that OCB-C had stronger influence on 

employees’ Positive Emotion in Eastern culture (standardized coefficient=.80, P<.001) 
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than in Western culture (standardized coefficient=.74, P<.001). This suggested that 

Eastern hotel employees found more happiness through serving customers above and 

beyond their role requirements.  

Culture did not moderate the relationship between Positive Emotion and Intention to 

Stay, but did significantly moderate the relationships between Social Inclusion and 

Intention to Stay, and between Continuance Commitment and Intention to Stay. Social 

Inclusion was found to have stronger influence on Intention to Stay among Western hotel 

employees (standardized coefficient=.22, P<.001) than Eastern employees (standardized 

coefficient=.19, P<.001). Continuance Commitment was found to have stronger 

influence on Intention to Stay among Eastern hotel employees (standardized 

coefficient=.80, P<.001) than Western employees (standardized coefficient=.61, 

P<.001). This suggests that Social Inclusion is a stronger predictor for Western 

employees’ Intention to Stay than Eastern employees, while Continuance Commitment is 

a stronger predictor for Eastern employees than Western employees.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   Figure 10. Culture’s Moderating Effect on OCBs and Consequences
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Table 19. Culture’s Moderating Effect Using Multi-group SEM 

 
            Model 

 
Chi-square 
Statistics 

 
Chi-square 
Difference 

Coefficients (T-values)  
Hypotheses 

Testing 
Eastern 
(n=407) 

Western 
(n=314) 

Mb: Baseline Model 24258.34 (df=4965)     

Mc1: Leader-member Exchange → OCB-O 24277.66 (df=4966) Mc1-Mb    ∆χ
2=19.32, df=1, P<.001 .17 (2.82**) .16 (2.43*) Supported 

Mc2: Coworker Exchange → OCB-I 24273.81 (df=4966) Mc2-Mb    ∆χ
2=15.47, df=1, P<.001 .18 (2.96**) .40 (6.67***) Supported 

Mc3: Customer-employee Exchange  → OCB-C 24258.39 (df=4966) Mc3-Mb    ∆χ
2=.05, df=1, P>.05 .22 (3.44) .22 (4.17) Rejected 

Mc4: Impression Management → OCB-O 24355.58 (df=4966) Mc4-Mb    ∆χ
2=97.24, df=1, P<.001 -.03 (-.56) .33 (5.58***) Supported 

Mc5: Impression  Management → OCB-I 24348.48 (df=4966) Mc5-Mb    ∆χ
2=90.14, df=1, P<.001 -.02 (-.38) .03(2.51*) Supported 

Mc6: Empathy →OCB-I 24262.41 (df=4966) Mc6-Mb    ∆χ
2=4.07, df=1, P<.05 .76 (7.48***) .33 (4.68***) Supported 

Mc7: Empathy →OCB-C 24267.51 (df=4966) Mc7-Mb    ∆χ
2=9.17, df=1, P<.01 .71 (7.92***) .38 (5.61***) Supported 

Mc8: Conscientiousness →OCB-O 24355.58 (df=4966) Mc8-Mb    ∆χ
2=97.18, df=1, P<.001 .17 (2.70*) .24 (3.56**) Supported 

Mc9: Conscientiousness →OCB-C 24258.35 (df=4966) Mc9-Mb    ∆χ
2=.01, df=1, P>.05 .17 (2.70) .24 (3.56) Rejected 

Mc10: Empowerment → OCB-O 24258.54 (df=4966) Mc10-Mb    ∆χ
2=.20, df=1, P>.05 .16 (2.65) .39 (5.41) Rejected 

Mc11: Empowerment → OCB-I 24260.55 (df=4966) Mc11-Mb    ∆χ
2=2.21, df=1, P>.05 .02 (2.65) . 34(6.41) Rejected 

Mc12: Empowerment → OCB-C 24261.68 (df=4966) Mc12-Mb    ∆χ
2=3.34, df=1, P<.10 .07 (1.26) . 31(5.69***) Supported 

Mc13: OCB-O → Continuance Commitment 24306.44 (df=4966) Mc13-Mb    ∆χ
2=48.1, df=1, P<.001 -.18 (-2.80**) . 41(4.86***) Supported 

Mc14: OCB-I → Continuance Commitment 24276.29 (df=4966) Mc14-Mb    ∆χ
2=17.95, df=1, P<.001 .20 (2.42*) . 10(1.28) Supported 

Mc15: OCB-C → Continuance Commitment 24261.70 (df=4966) Mc15-Mb    ∆χ
2=3.36, df=1, P<.10 .55 (6.14***) -.13(-1.64) Supported 

Mc16: OCB-I → Social Inclusion 24259.14 (df=4966) Mc16-Mb    ∆χ
2=.8, df=1, P>.05 .67 (10.01) . 64(9.19) Rejected 

Mc17: OCB-C → Positive Emotion 24261.73 (df=4966) Mc17-Mb    ∆χ
2=3.31, df=1, P<.10 .80 (9.38***) . 74(10.01***) Supported 

Mc18: Social Inclusion → Intention to Stay 24270.69 (df=4966) Mc18-Mb    ∆χ
2=12.35, df=1, P<.001 .19(4.48***) . 22(4.03***) Supported 

Mc19: Positive Emotion → Intention to Stay 24259.06 (df=4966) Mc19-Mb    ∆χ
2=.69, df=1, P>.05 -.01 (-.20) . 18(3.45) Rejected 

Mc20: Continuance Commitment → Intention to Stay 24279.44 (df=4966) Mc20-Mb    ∆χ
2=21.1, df=1, P<.001 .80 (14.15***) . 61(9.48***) Supported 

      *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Individualism-collectivism Orientation  

  Individualism-collectivism Orientation (use I-C Orientation here and after)’s 

moderating effects were investigated using a multi-group SEM approach. I-C Orientation 

was categorized into two sub groups: Individualism Orientation Group (n=316) and 

Collectivism Orientation Group (n=405). The unconstrained model (baseline model or 

free model) was to allow all the hypothesized paths vary across employees from 

Individualism Oriented culture and employees from Collectivism Oriented culture. Later, 

the constrained model, which allowed only the hypothesized paths constrained to be 

equal across the two subgroups were compared (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1993; 

Tavitiyaman, 2009).  

 Table 20 summarizes the results of I-C Orientation’s moderating effects. I-C 

Orientation moderated eleven out of twenty paths.   

 

I-C Orientation’s Moderation on Social Exchanges and OCBs  

I-C Orientation was found not to moderate the relationships between the three types 

of social exchanges (Leader-member Exchange, Coworker Exchange and Customer-

employee Exchange) and the three types of OCBs (OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-C). No 

significant Chi-square differences were found between the free and the constraint models. 

This finding rejected the three hypotheses Mo1, Mo2 and Mo3, suggesting that I-C 

Orientation did not moderate the relationships between social exchanges and OCBs. 

Linking with previous findings on Culture’s moderating effect that Culture moderated 

two out of three social exchanges with the OCBs, the finding implied that the I-C 
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Orientation dimension was not the key dimension the distinguished Eastern and Western 

difference in OCB motivation (Figure 11).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11. I-C Orientation’s Moderating Effect on Social Exchanges and OCBs 

 

I-C Orientation’s Moderation on Impression Management and OCBs 

I-C was found to moderate the relationship between Impression Management and 

the two types of OCBs, OCB-O and OCB-I (Figure 12).  

The Chi-square difference between the free and constraint models of the path 

Impression Management → OCB-O was statistically significant (∆χ2=-106.5, P<.001), 

which supported hypothesis Mo4: I-C Orientation moderates the relationship between 

Impression Management and employees’ OCB-O. The standardized coefficients showed 

that impression management had significant influence on employees’ OCB-O among 

collectivism-oriented employees (standardized coefficient=.18, p<.01) but did not have 
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significant influence on Individualism Oriented employee (standardized coefficient=.06, 

p>.05).   

For the path Impression Management → OCB-I, the Chi-square difference between 

the free and constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=10.04, P<.01), which 

supported hypothesis Mo5: I-C Orientation moderates the relationship between 

Impression Management and employees’ OCB-I. The standardized coefficients showed 

that impression management had significant positive influence on employees’ OCB-I 

among collectivism-oriented employees (standardized coefficient=.27, p<.001) but 

significant negative influence on individualism-oriented hotel employee (standardized 

coefficient=-.15, p<.01).  This may be due to the fact the people from collectivism-

oriented societies place more value on relationships with leaders and coworkers 

compared to people from individualism-oriented societies. Therefore, collectivism-

oriented employees may place more value on leaving a good impression and that 

engaging in OCBs would be a good way to build their images. As a result, Impression 

Management motivation had a stronger influence on collectivism-oriented employees 

rather than on individualism-oriented employees.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12. I-C Orientation’s Moderating Effect on Impression Management and OCBs 

Impression 
Management 

OCB-O 

OCB-I 

Bold: Collectivism 
Italic: Individualism 
*p<.05; **P<.01;  
***P<.001. 

.18** 

0.06 

.27***  

-.15** 



136 

 

I-C Orientation’s Moderation on Personality Traits and OCBs 

I-C Orientation was found not to moderate the relationships between Empathy and 

two types of OCBs (OCB-I and OCB-C). This finding rejected the two hypotheses Mo6 

and Mo7 (Figure 13). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13. I-C Orientation’s Moderating Effect on Personality Traits and OCB 
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supported Mo9: I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between Conscientiousness 

and hotel employees’ OCB-C. The standardized coefficients showed that 

Conscientiousness had significant positive influence on OCB-C in Collectivism Oriented 

culture (standardized coefficient=.18, p<.01) but did not have significant influence in 

Individualism Oriented culture (standardized coefficient=.06, p>.05).   

 

I-C Orientation’s Moderation on Empowerment and OCBs 

I-C Orientation was found to moderate the relationship between Empowerment and 

employees’ OCBs towards the organization (OCB-O) and customers (OCB-C), but did 

not moderate the relationships between Empowerment and OCBs towards coworkers. 

This rejected hypothesis Mo11: I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between 

Empowerment and hotel employees’ OCB-I (Figure 14).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     Figure 14. I-C Orientation’s Moderating Effect on Empowerment and OCBs 
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For the Empowerment → OCB-O path, the Chi-square difference between the free 

and the constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=3.29, P<.10). This supported 

Mo10: I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between Empowerment and hotel 

employees’ OCB-O. The standardized coefficients showed that Empowerment had 

stronger influence on OCB-O among individualism-oriented employees (standardized 

coefficient=.47, P<.001) compared with collectivism-oriented employees (standardized 

coefficient=.37, P<.001).  This suggested that empowerment would be a more effective 

strategy to encourage employees to engage in OCB-O among individualism-oriented 

employees than collectivism-oriented employees.  

For the Empowerment → OCB-C path, the Chi-square difference between the free 

and the constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=3.14, P<.10). This supported 

Mo12: I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between Empowerment and hotel 

employees’ OCB-C. The standardized coefficients showed that Empowerment had 

stronger influence on OCB-C among collectivism-oriented employees (standardized 

coefficient=.29, P<.001) compared with individualism-oriented employees (standardized 

coefficient=.26, P<.001).  This suggested that empowerment would be a more effective 

strategy to encourage employees to engage in OCB-C among Collectivism Oriented 

employees than individualism-oriented employees.  

The concept of empowering hotel employees originated in individualism-oriented 

cultures. The findings of this study suggested, however, the implementation of this 

strategy should consider the culture difference, since certain purposes may be better 

achieved through empowering employees in certain culture, while others may not.  
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I-C Orientation’s Moderation on OCBs and Consequences 

I-C Orientation was found to moderate the relationships between two types of OCBs 

(OCB-O, and OCB-I) and hotel employees’ Continuance Commitment, but did not 

moderate the relationship between OCB-C and Continuance Commitment. This rejected 

hypothesis Mo15: I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between employees’ OCB-C 

and their Continuance Commitment (Figure 15).  

For the OCB-O → Continuance Commitment path, the Chi-square difference 

between the free and the constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ2=8.51, 

P<.01). This supported Mo13: I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between hotel 

employees’ OCB-O and their Continuance Commitment. The standardized coefficients 

showed that OCB-O had significant positive influence on individualism-oriented 

employees’ Continuance Commitment (standardized coefficient=.25, P<.01) but did not 

have significant influence on collectivism-oriented hotel employees’ Continuance 

Commitment (standardized coefficient=-.09, P>.05).  

For the OCB-I → Continuance Commitment path, the Chi-square difference 

between the free and the constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ2=61.88, 

P<.001). This supported Mo14: I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between hotel 

employees’ OCB-I and their Continuance Commitment. A detailed look showed that 

OCB-I significantly influenced collectivism-oriented hotel employees’ Continuance 

Commitment (standardized coefficient=.35, P<.001) but did not significantly influence 

individualism-oriented hotel employees’ Continuance Commitment (standardized 

coefficient=-.16, P>.05). The implication from the finding is that Collectivism Oriented 
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employees tended to value more friendship-relationship with coworkers, thus helping to 

increase their Continuance Commitment with the current organization.  

I-C Orientation was found to moderate the relationship between OCB-I and Social 

Inclusion. The Chi-square difference between the free and the constraint models was 

statistically significant (∆χ2=39.35, P<.001), which supported hypothesis Mo16: I-C 

orientation moderated the relationship between OCB-I and hotel employees’ Social 

Inclusion. A detailed look at the coefficients showed that OCB-I had stronger influence 

on employees’ Social Inclusion in individualism-oriented culture (standardized 

coefficient=.69, P<.001) than in collectivism-oriented culture (standardized 

coefficient=.63, P<.001).  

I-C Orientation was found to significantly moderate the relationship between OCB-

C and Positive Emotion. The Chi-square difference between the free and the constraint 

models was statistically significant (∆χ2=17.76, P<.001), which supported hypothesis 

Mo17: I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between OCB-C and hotel employees’ 

Positive Emotion. A detailed look at the coefficients showed that OCB-C had stronger 

influence on employees’ Positive Emotion in individualism-oriented culture 

(standardized coefficient=.80, P<.001) than in collectivism-oriented culture 

(standardized coefficient=.76, P<.01).  

I-C Orientation moderated the relationships between Social Inclusion and Intention 

to Stay but did not moderate the relationships between Positive Emotion and Intention to 

Stay and between Continuance Commitment and Intention to Stay. This rejected the two 

hypotheses Mo19: I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between Positive Emotion 
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and Intention to Stay and Mo20: I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between 

Continuance Commitment and Intention to Stay.  

Social Inclusion was found to have significant positive influence on Intention to 

Stay among individualism-oriented hotel employees (standardized coefficient=.14, 

P<.05) but did not have significant influence on collectivism-oriented employees 

(standardized coefficient=.08, P>.05). This suggests that Social Inclusion is a stronger 

predictor for individualism-oriented employees’ Intention to Stay than collectivism-

oriented employees.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   Figure 15. I-C Orientation’s Moderating Effect on OCBs and Consequences 
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Table 20. Individualism-collectivism Orientation’s Moderating Effect Using Multi-group SEM 

 
            Model 

 
Chi-square 
Statistics 

 
Chi-square 
Difference 

Coefficients (T-values)  
Hypotheses 

Testing 
Collectivism 

(n=405) 
Individualism 

(n=316) 
Mb: Baseline Model 30052.09 (df=4965)     

Mo1: Leader-member Exchange → OCB-O 30052.84 (df=4966) Mo1-Mb    ∆χ
2=.75, df=1, P>.05 .15(2.41) .06 (.96) Rejected 

Mo2: Coworker Exchange → OCB-I 30052.47 (df=4966) Mo2-Mb    ∆χ
2=.38, df=1, P>.05 .28(4.89) .24 (4.18) Rejected 

Mo3: Customer-employee Exchange  → OCB-C 30052.85 (df=4966) Mo3-Mb    ∆χ
2=.76, df=1, P>.05 .35(5.92) .29(4.84) Rejected 

Mo4: Impression Management → OCB-O 29946.30 (df=4966) Mo4-Mb    ∆χ
2=-106.5, df=1, P<.001 .18(3.43**) .06(0.87) Supported 

Mo5: Impression  Management → OCB-I 30062.13 (df=4966) Mo5-Mb    ∆χ
2=10.04, df=1, P<.01 .27(4.92***) -.15(-2.81**) Supported 

Mo6: Empathy →OCB-I 30054.26 (df=4966) Mo6-Mb    ∆χ
2=2.17, df=1, P>.05 .15(2.90) .68(6.81) Rejected 

Mo7: Empathy →OCB-C 30052.19 (df=4966) Mo7-Mb    ∆χ
2=.10, df=1, P>.05 .24(4.70) .55(6.05) Rejected 

Mo8: Conscientiousness →OCB-O 30027.80 (df=4966) Mo8-Mb    ∆χ
2=-24.29, df=1, P<.001 .05(.76) .36(4.77***) Supported 

Mo9: Conscientiousness →OCB-C 30019.58 (df=4966) Mo9-Mb    ∆χ
2=-32.51, df=1, P<.001 .18(3.43**) .06(.87) Supported 

Mo10: Empowerment → OCB-O 30055.38 (df=4966) Mo10-Mb    ∆χ
2=3.29, df=1, P<.10 .37(5.88***) .47(5.76***) Supported 

Mo11: Empowerment → OCB-I 30053.67 (df=4966) Mo11-Mb    ∆χ
2=.58, df=1, P>.05 .35(6.47) .31(4.91) Rejected 

Mo12: Empowerment → OCB-C 30055.23 (df=4966) Mo12-Mb    ∆χ
2=3.14, df=1, P<.10 .29(5.62***) .26(4.21***) Supported 

Mo13: OCB-O → Continuance Commitment 30060.60 (df=4966) Mo13-Mb    ∆χ
2=8.51, df=1, P<.01 -.09(-1.49) .25(3.05**) Supported 

Mo14: OCB-I → Continuance Commitment 30063.97 (df=4966) Mo14-Mb    ∆χ
2=61.88, df=1, P<.001 .35(5.04***) -.16(-1.56) Supported 

Mo15: OCB-C → Continuance Commitment 30053.14 (df=4966) Mo15-Mb    ∆χ
2=1.05, df=1, P>.05 .24(3.70) .12(1.20) Rejected 

Mo16: OCB-I → Social Inclusion 30091.44 (df=4966) Mo16-Mb    ∆χ
2=39.35, df=1, P<.001 .63(10.64***) .69(9.99***) Supported 

Mo17: OCB-C → Positive Emotion 30069.85 (df=4966) Mo17-Mb    ∆χ
2=17.76, df=1, P<.001 .76(3.70**) .80(9.14***) Supported 

Mo18: Social Inclusion → Intention to Stay 30055.35 (df=4966) Mo18-Mb    ∆χ
2=3.26, df=1, P<.10 .08(1.87) .14(2.37*) Supported 

Mo19: Positive Emotion → Intention to Stay 30055.86 (df=4966) Mo19-Mb    ∆χ
2=3.77, df=1, P<.10 .08(1.70) .02(.33) Rejected 

Mo20: Continuance Commitment → Intention to Stay 30052.93 (df=4966) Mo20-Mb    ∆χ
2=.84, df=1, P>.05 .71(12.73) .67(9.64) Rejected 

      *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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Impression Management 

  Impression Management’s moderating effects were investigated using a multi-

group SEM approach. Impression Management was categorized into two sub groups: 

Low Impression Management Group (LIMG, n=354) and High Impression Management 

Group (HIMG, n=367). The unconstrained model (baseline model or free model) was to 

allow all the hypothesized paths vary across employees from LIMG and employees from 

HIMG. Later, the constrained model, which allowed only the hypothesized paths 

constrained to be equal across the two subgroups were compared (Joreskog and Sorbom, 

1993; Tavitiyaman, 2009).  

 Table 21 summarizes the results of Impression Management’s moderating effects. 

Impression Management moderated ten out of eighteen paths.  

 

Impression Management’s Moderation on Social Exchanges and OCBs  

For the three types of social exchanges, Impression Management was found to only 

moderate the relationships between Coworker Exchanges and OCB-I, and did not 

moderate the relationships between the other two types of social exchanges (Leader-

member Exchange and Customer-employee Exchange) and the other two types of OCBs 

(OCB-O and OCB-C). Therefore, hypotheses Mi1: Impression Management moderates 

the relationship between Leader-member Exchange and OCB-O and Mi3:  Impression 

Management moderates the relationship between Customer-employee Exchange and 

OCB-C were rejected.  

For the Coworker Exchange → OCB-I path, the Chi-square difference between the 

free and the constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=2.73, p<.10). This 
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supported Mi2:  Impression Management moderates the relationship between Coworker 

Exchange and hotel employees’ OCB-I. The standardized coefficients showed that the 

relationship between Coworker Exchange and OCB-I was stronger for employees from 

HIMG (standardized coefficient=.27, p<.01) than employees from LIMG (standardized 

coefficient=.18, p<.01). This may be due to the fact the people who have high Impression 

Management motivation may be more conscious about the opportunities to manage their 

impression to others, and Coworker Exchange could be an important opportunity for 

impression management (Figure 16).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 16. Impression Management’s Moderating Effect on Social Exchanges and OCBs 

 

Impression Management’s Moderation on Personality Traits and OCBs 

Impression Management was found to moderate the relationships between Empathy 
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Conscientiousness and two types of OCBs (OCB-O and OCB-C).  
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For the Empathy → OCB-I path, the Chi-square difference between the free and the 

constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=2.8, P<.10). This supported Mi4: 

Impression Management moderated the relationship between Empathy and hotel 

employees’ OCB-I. The standardized coefficients showed that Empathy has a much 

stronger influence on OCB-I in HIMG (standardized coefficient=.35, p<.001) than in 

LIMG (.13, p<.01).  

For the Empathy → OCB-C path, the Chi-square difference between the free and the 

constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=7.14, P<.01). This supported Mi5: 

Impression Management moderated the relationship between Empathy and hotel 

employees’ OCB-C. The standardized coefficients showed that Empathy has a much 

stronger influence on OCB-C in HIMG (standardized coefficient=.29, p<.001) than in 

LIMG (standardized coefficient=.18, p<.01).  

The finding that Empathy influenced hotel employees’ OCB-I and OCB-C 

differently may be due to the fact that HIMG employees may use OCB-I and OCB-C to 

manage people’s impression of them, therefore, the relationships between Empathy and 

OCB-I, OCB-C were stronger in HIMG than LIMG (Figure 17).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 17. Impression Management’s Moderating Effect on Personality Traits and OCBs 
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Impression Management’s Moderation on Empowerment and OCBs 

Impression Management was found to moderate the relationship between 

Empowerment and employees’ OCBs towards the organization and customers, but did 

not moderate the relationships between Empowerment and OCBs towards coworkers 

(Figure 18).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 18. Impression Management’s Moderating Effect on Empowerment and OCBs 
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M i9: Impression Management moderated the relationship between Empowerment and 

hotel employees’ OCB-C. The standardized coefficients showed that Empowerment had 

stronger influence on HIMG hotel employees’ OCB-C (standardized coefficient=.42, 

P<.001) than LIMG hotel employees’ OCB-C (standardized coefficient=.19, P<.01).   

 

Impression Management’s Moderation on OCBs and Consequences 

Impression Management was found not to moderate the relationships between the 

three types of OCBs (OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-C) and hotel employees’ Continuance 

Commitment. This finding rejected hypotheses Mi11, Mi12 and Mi13 (Figure 19).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   Figure 19. Impression Management’s Moderating Effect on OCBs and Consequences 
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Impression Management was found to moderate the relationships between OCB-I 

and Social Inclusion, between Social Inclusion and Intention to Stay and between 

Continuance Commitment and Intention to Stay.  

For the OCB-I → Social Inclusion path, the Chi-square difference between the free 

and the constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=44.63, P<.001). This 

supported Mi14: Impression Management moderated the relationship between hotel 

employees’ OCB-I and their perception on workplace Social Inclusion. The standardized 

coefficients showed that OCB-I had stronger influence on LIMG hotel employees’ Social 

Inclusion (standardized coefficient=.76, P<.001) than on HIMG hotel employees’ Social 

Inclusion (standardized coefficient=.65, P<.01).  

Impression Management significantly moderated the relationships between Social 

Inclusion and Intention to Stay. The Chi-square difference between the free and the 

constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=3.9, P<.05). This supported Mi16: 

Impression Management moderated the relationship between hotel employees’ Social 

Inclusion and Intention to Stay. The standardized coefficients showed that Social 

Inclusion significantly influenced HIMG hotel employees’ Intention to Stay 

(standardized coefficient=.18, P<.01) but did not significantly influence LIMG hotel 

employees’ Intention to Stay (standardized coefficient=.01, P>.05).  

Impression Management significantly moderated the relationship between 

Continuance Commitment and Intention to Stay. The Chi-square difference between the 

free and the constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=3.99, P<.05). This 

supported Mi18: Impression Management moderated the relationship between hotel 

employees’ Continuance Commitment and Intention to Stay. Continuance Commitment 



149 

 

was found to have stronger influence on HIMG (standardized coefficient=.73, P<.001) 

hotel employees than on LIMG hotel employees (standardized coefficient=.64, P<.001). 

This may be due to that HIMG hotel employees who spent more effort and time building 

a good image had a higher tendency to build continuance commitment. This in turn 

influenced their intention to stay with the current organization.  
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Table 21. Impression Management’s Moderating Effect Using Multi-group SEM  

 
            Model 

 
Chi-square 
Statistics 

 
Chi-square 
Difference 

Coefficients (T-values)  
Hypotheses 

Testing 
High 

(n=367) 
Low 

(n=354) 
Mb: Baseline Model 25635.78 (df=4965)     

M i1: Leader-member Exchange → OCB-O 25636.85 (df=4966) Mi1-Mb    ∆χ
2=1.07, df=1, P>.05 .15(2.22) -.21(-2.60) Rejected 

M i2: Coworker Exchange → OCB-I 25638.51 (df=4966) Mi2-Mb    ∆χ
2=2.73, df=1, P<.10 .27(4.32**) .18(3.47**) Supported 

M i3: Customer-employee Exchange  → OCB-C 25637.18 (df=4966) Mi3-Mb    ∆χ
2=1.4, df=1, P>.05 .25(4.02) .34(4.63) Rejected 

M i4: Empathy →OCB-I 25638.58 (df=4966) Mi6-Mb    ∆χ
2=2.8, df=1, P<.10 .35(5.44***) .13(3.18**) Supported 

M i5: Empathy →OCB-C 25643.19 (df=4966) Mi7-Mb    ∆χ
2=7.41, df=1, P<.01 .29(4.70***) .18(3.53**) Supported 

M i6: Conscientiousness →OCB-O 25680.73 (df=4966) Mi8-Mb    ∆χ
2=44.95, df=1, P<.001 .17(2.54**) -.09(-1.01) Supported 

M i7: Conscientiousness →OCB-C 25688.29(df=4966) Mi9-Mb    ∆χ
2=52.51, df=1, P<.001 .14(2.34*) .35(4.63***) Supported 

M i8: Empowerment → OCB-O 25645.91(df=4966) Mi10-Mb    ∆χ
2=10.13, df=1, P<.01 .40(4.92***) .44(4.46***) Supported 

M i9: Empowerment → OCB-I 25636.71(df=4966) Mi11-Mb    ∆χ
2=.93, df=1, P>.05 .41(6.62) .30(4.79) Rejected 

M i10: Empowerment → OCB-C 25639.71(df=4966) Mi12-Mb    ∆χ
2=3.93, df=1, P<.05 .42(6.50***) .19(3.63**) Supported 

M i11: OCB-O → Continuance Commitment 25637.11(df=4966) Mi13-Mb    ∆χ
2=1.33, df=1, P>.05 -.07(-.92) .07(.63) Rejected 

M i12: OCB-I → Continuance Commitment 25636.68(df=4966) Mi14-Mb    ∆χ
2=.9, df=1, P>.05 .28(3.45) .17(1.41) Rejected 

M i13: OCB-C → Continuance Commitment 25638.17(df=4966) Mi15-Mb    ∆χ
2=2.39, df=1, P>.05 .23(2.99) .14(1.75) Rejected 

M i14: OCB-I → Social Inclusion 25680.41(df=4966) Mi16-Mb    ∆χ
2=44.63, df=1, P<.001 .65(8.98***) .76(12.92***) Supported 

M i15: OCB-C → Positive Emotion 25637.46(df=4966) Mi17-Mb    ∆χ
2=1.68, df=1, P>.05 .74(8.84) .80(10.22) Rejected 

M i16: Social Inclusion → Intention to Stay 25639.68(df=4966) Mi18-Mb    ∆χ
2=3.9, df=1, P<.05 .18(3.61**) .01(.20) Supported 

M i17: Positive Emotion → Intention to Stay 25636.59(df=4966) Mi19-Mb    ∆χ
2=.81, df=1, P>.05 .01(.27) .14(2.55) Rejected 

M i18: Continuance Commitment → Intention to Stay 25639.77(df=4966) Mi20-Mb    ∆χ
2=3.99, df=1, P<.05 .73(11.77***) .64(10.07***) Supported 

      *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .00
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Empowerment 

  Empowerment’s moderating effects were investigated using a multi-group SEM 

approach. Empowerment was categorized into two sub groups: Low Empowerment 

Group (LEG, n=325) and High Empowerment Group (HEG, n=396). The unconstrained 

model (baseline model or free model) was to allow all the hypothesized paths vary across 

employees from LEG and employees from HEG. Later, the constrained model, which 

allowed only the hypothesized paths constrained to be equal across the two subgroups 

were compared (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1993; Tavitiyaman, 2009).  

 Table 22 summarizes the results of culture’s moderating effects. Empowerment 

moderated nine out of seventeen paths.  

 

Empowerment’s Moderation on Social Exchanges and OCBs  

Empowerment was found to moderate the relationships between two types of social 

exchanges (Coworker Exchange and Customer-employee Exchange) and two types of 

OCBs (OCB-I and OCB-C), but did not moderate the relationship between Leader-

member Exchange and OCB-O. This finding rejected hypothesis Me1: Empowerment 

moderated the relationship between Leader-member Exchange and employees’ OCB-O.  

For the Coworker-exchange and OCB-I path, the Chi-square difference between the 

free and constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=2.95, P<.10), which 

supported hypothesis Me2: Empowerment moderates the relationship between Coworker 

Exchange and employees’ OCB-I. The standardized coefficients showed that coworker 

exchange had a stronger influence on employees’ OCB-I among HEG (standardized 

coefficient=.18, p<.001) than LEG (standardized coefficient=.15, p<.01).  This 
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suggested that empowering employees could help the effective functioning of Coworker 

Exchanges’ influence on OCB-I.  

For the Customer-employee Exchange → OCB-I path, the Chi-square difference 

between the free and constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ2=11.29, P<.001), 

which supported hypothesis Me3: Empowerment moderates the relationship between 

Customer-employee Exchange and employees’ OCB-C. The standardized coefficients 

showed that Customer-employee exchanges had significant influence on LEG hotel 

employees (standardized coefficient=.12, p<.05), but did not significantly influence HEG 

hotel employees (standardized coefficient=.01, p>.05).  The findings suggested that 

when employees’ empowerment level is low, Customer-employee Exchanges was the 

important motivator for employees to engage in OCBs towards customers (Figure 20).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 20. Empowerment’s Moderating Effect on Social Exchanges and OCBs 
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Empowerment’s Moderation on Impression Management and OCBs 

Empowerment was found to moderate the relationship between Impression 

Management the two types of OCBs, OCB-O and OCB-I (Figure 21).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 21. Empowerment’s Moderating Effect on Impression Management and OCBs 

 

The Chi-square difference between the free and constraint models of the path 

Impression Management → OCB-O was statistically significant (∆χ2=27.64, P<.001), 

which supported hypothesis Me4: Empowerment moderates the relationship between 

Impression Management and employees’ OCB-O. The standardized coefficients showed 

that impression management had significant influence on employees’ OCB-O among 

HEG employees (standardized coefficient=.19, p<.05) but did not have significant 

influence on LEG employee (standardized coefficient=-.02, p>.05).  A similar situation 

happened on the path Impression Management → OCB-I. The Chi-square difference 

between the free and constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ2=38.35, P<.001), 

which supported hypothesis Me5: Empowerment moderates the relationship between 

Impression Management and employees’ OCB-I.  
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Empowerment’s Moderation on Personality Traits and OCBs 

Empowerment was found to moderate the relationships between Empathy and two 

types of OCBs (OCB-I and OCB-C). It also moderated the relationship between 

Conscientiousness and OCB-O, but did not moderate the relationship between 

Conscientiousness and OCB-C (Figure 22).  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 22. Empowerment’s Moderating Effect on Personality Traits and OCBs 

 

For the Empathy → OCB-I path, the Chi-square difference between the free and the 

constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=10.18, P<.01). This supported Me6: 

Empowerment moderated the relationship between Empathy and hotel employees’ OCB-

I. The standardized coefficients showed that Empathy had a significant influence on 

OCB-I in HEG (standardized coefficient=.29, p<.001) but did not had a significant 

influence on OCB-I in LEG (.07, p>.05).  

For the Empathy → OCB-C path, the Chi-square difference between the free and the 

constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=3.31, P<.10). This supported Me7: 

Empowerment moderated the relationship between Empathy and hotel employees’ OCB-

C. The standardized coefficients showed that Empathy had a significant influence on 
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OCB-C in HEG (standardized coefficient=.30, p<.001) but did not had a significant 

influence on OCB-C in LEG (standardized coefficient=-.05, p>.05).  

The finding that Empathy influenced hotel employees’ OCB-I and OCB-C 

differently may be due to the fact even if employees feel empathic to their coworkers and 

customers, they also need to be empowered to provide OCBs to their coworkers and 

customers. It also suggested that the level of empowerment practice made a difference in 

employees’ OCBs towards customers and towards coworkers in both China and US hotel 

contexts.  

For the Conscientiousness →OCB-O path, the Chi-square difference between the 

free and the constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=13.11, P<.001). This 

supported Me8: Empowerment moderated the relationship between Conscientiousness and 

hotel employees’ OCB-O. The standardized coefficients showed that Conscientiousness 

had a significant positive influence on OCB-O in LEG (standardized coefficient=.29, 

p<.001) but had a significant negative influence on OCB-O in HEG (standardized 

coefficient=-.17, p<.05).  

 

Empowerment’s Moderation on OCBs and Consequences 

Empowerment did not moderate the relationships between the three types of OCBs 

(OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-C) and hotel employees’ Continuance Commitment. 

Therefore, hypotheses Me10, Me11 and Me12 were rejected.   

Empowerment also did not moderate the relationship between OCB-C and Positive 

Emotion, Social Inclusion, Continuance Commitment and Intention to Stay. Therefore, 

hypotheses Me14, Me15 and Me17 were rejected (Figure 23).  
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   Figure 23. Empowerment’s Moderating Effect on OCBs and Consequences 

 

Empowerment did moderate the relationship between OCB-I and Social Inclusion 

and also the relationship between Positive Emotion and Intention to Stay.  

For the OCB-I → Social Inclusion path, the Chi-square difference between the free 

and the constraint models was statistically significant (∆χ
2=88.74, P<.001). This 

supported Me13: Empowerment moderated the relationship between hotel employees’ 

OCB-I and their perception on Social Inclusion. The standardized coefficients showed 

that OCB-I had stronger influence on HEG hotel employees’ Social Inclusion 

(standardized coefficient=.73, P<.001) than on LEG hotel employees’ Social Inclusion 

(standardized coefficient=.58, P<.01). This suggested that HEG employees may have 

had more opportunities to engage in OCBs towards coworkers and, therefore, increased 

their perception of workplace social inclusion.  

Empowerment was found to significantly moderate the relationship between OCB-C 

and Positive Emotion. The Chi-square difference between the free and the constraint 

models was statistically significant (∆χ2=3.43, P<.10), which supported hypothesis Me17: 
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Empowerment moderated the relationship between OCB-C and hotel employees’ Positive 

Emotion. A detailed look at the coefficients showed that OCB-C had significant influence 

on HEG hotel employees’ Positive Emotion (standardized coefficient=.20, P<.01) but 

did not have significant influence on LEG hotel employees’ Positive Emotion 

(standardized coefficient=-.05, P>.05).  
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Table 22. Empowerment’s Moderating Effect Using Multi-group SEM 

 
            Model 

 
Chi-square 
Statistics 

 
Chi-square 
Difference 

Standard Estimate  
Hypotheses 

Testing 
High 

(n=396) 
Low 

(n=325) 
Mb: Baseline Model 23631.69 (df=4965)     

Me1: Leader-member Exchange → OCB-O 23631.70 (df=4966) Me1-Mb    ∆χ
2=.01, df=1, P>.05 -.09(-1.90) -.10(-2.02) Rejected 

Me2: Coworker Exchange → OCB-I 23634.64 (df=4966) Me2-Mb    ∆χ
2=2.95, df=1, P<.10 .18(3.83***) .15(2.88**) Supported 

Me3: Customer-employee Exchange  → OCB-C 23642.98 (df=4966) Me3-Mb    ∆χ
2=11.29, df=1, P<.001 .01(.15) .12(2.48*) Supported 

Me4: Impression Management → OCB-O 23659.33 (df=4966) Me4-Mb    ∆χ
2=27.64, df=1, P<.001 .19(3.10*) -.02(-.29) Supported 

Me5: Impression  Management → OCB-I 23670.04 (df=4966) Me5-Mb    ∆χ
2=38.35, df=1, P<.001 -.01(3.10*) .03(.56) Supported 

Me6: Empathy →OCB-I 23641.87 (df=4966) Me6-Mb    ∆χ
2=10.18, df=1, P<.01 .29(4.98***) .07(.99) Supported 

Me7: Empathy →OCB-C 23635.00 (df=4966) Me7-Mb    ∆χ
2=3.31, df=1, P<.10 .30(5.38***) -.05(-.71) Supported 

Me8: Conscientiousness →OCB-O 23644.80 (df=4966) Me8-Mb    ∆χ
2=13.11, df=1, P<.001 -.17(-2.49*) .29(3.88***) Supported 

Me9: Conscientiousness →OCB-C 23632.83 (df=4966) Me9-Mb    ∆χ
2=1.14, df=1, P>.05 .03(.50) .17(2.53) Rejected 

Me10: OCB-O → Continuance Commitment 23631.72 (df=4966) Me13-Mb    ∆χ
2=.03, df=1, P>.05 -.14(-1.24) -.45(-2.82) Rejected 

Me11: OCB-I → Continuance Commitment 23632.47 (df=4966) Me14-Mb    ∆χ
2=.78, df=1, P>.05 .29(2.62) .47(3.06) Rejected 

Me12: OCB-C → Continuance Commitment 23631.69 (df=4966) Me15-Mb    ∆χ
2=0, df=1, P>.05 .21(1.77) .28(1.85) Rejected 

Me13: OCB-I → Social Inclusion 23720.43 (df=4966) Me16-Mb    ∆χ
2=88.74, df=1, P<.001 .73(11.31***) .53(8.07***) Supported 

Me14: OCB-C → Positive Emotion 23632.13 (df=4966) Me17-Mb    ∆χ
2=.44, df=1, P>.05 .74(9.21) .80(8.34) Rejected 

Me15: Social Inclusion → Intention to Stay 23634.67 (df=4966) Me18-Mb    ∆χ
2=2.98, df=1, P<.10 .01(.11) .11(1.90) Rejected 

Me16: Positive Emotion → Intention to Stay 23635.12 (df=4966) Me19-Mb    ∆χ
2=3.43, df=1, P<.10 .20(3.78**) -.05(-.91) Supported 

Me17: Continuance Commitment → Intention to Stay 23633.59 (df=4966) Me20-Mb    ∆χ
2=1.9, df=1, P>.05 .67(11.02) .73(10.69) Rejected 

      *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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CHAPTER V 

IMPLICATION, FUTURE RESEARCH AND CONCLUSION 

This chapter presents the theoretical as well as managerial implications based on 

previous findings. It also suggests several possible future research directions. Every study 

is not free of limitations, and this study, therefore, presents the several limitations 

associated with it. A conclusion was drawn based on the findings and discussion. 
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Theoretical Implications 

The Three-dimensional Framework of OCB 

Creating satisfied customers requires exceeding customers’ expectations on a 

constant basis. This requires employees to perform citizenship behaviors to customers in 

order to satisfy customers with high quality services. Therefore, OCB is closely related to 

the hospitality industry, and it is also very important for the effective function of this 

industry.  

Due to the unique nature of the hospitality industry where service is the major 

“product” that was sold to customers, OCB in the hospitality setting requires special 

attention on service related dimensions (Borman and Motowidlo, 1993). Building on 

previous findings (Williams and Anderson, 1991; Bettencourt & Brown, 1997; 

Bettencourt, Gwinner & Meuter, 2001) as well as considering the nature of the hotel 

industry, this study proposed a new three-dimensional framework of OCB using the 

targets of OCB as the criteria of categorization. The three dimensions include: OCB-O (to 

organization), OCB-I (to employee) and OCB-C (to customers). The Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis of the three-dimensional framework showed that this model has a good overall 

fit, good factor loadings, and construct validity. Therefore, the result of the study 

supports that the three-dimensional framework of OCB in the hotel setting proposed by 

this study is valid.  

This finding is very meaningful because it provided a more valid and meaningful 

measurement framework of OCB specifically for the hotel industry. This is especially 

important as OCB studies have gained popularity in the hospitality discipline recently.  
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The Altruistic and Egoistic Motivational Mechanism of OCB 

Although it has been more than two decades since the concept of Organizational 

Citizenship Behavior was introduced, disagreements on the motivational mechanisms of 

OCB still exist. Social exchanges, impression management and personality traits have all 

been investigated as motivators for OCB while researchers are still not sure which one is 

the fundamental motivation of OCB, or whether OCB is motivated by complex 

motivators. A good attempt of this study attempts to incorporate previous identified 

motivations of OCB into a bigger framework by applying the theory of altruistic and 

egoistic motivation (Batson, 1991). The theory of altruistic and egoistic motivation was 

rooted from Auguste Comte (1798-1857) and further developed by Batson (1991). 

Auguste Comte (1798-1857) was the pioneer who differentiated altruism and egoism 

motivation for human behaviors. This theory proposes that human behaviors are 

motivated by two categories of motivations, altruistic or egoistic. This theory was first 

used to explain employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behaviors by Yuan (2006).  

In this study context, two types of egoistic motivations of OCB were tested, social 

exchanges and impression management. The results supported four out of five of the 

hypotheses. The three types of social exchanges were supported as significant motivators 

for the three types of OCBs. Impression Management was supported as a significant 

motivator for OCB-O but not for OCB-I. This result seems to support that OCB is 

egoistically motivated.  

The study also tested two altruistic motivators of OCB, conscientiousness and 

empathy. Empathy was supported as a significant motivator for OCB-I, but not for OCB-
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C. Conscientiousness was supported as a significant motivator for both OCB-O and 

OCB-C. This result seems to support that OCB is altruistically motivated.  

Therefore, OCB seems to be both altruistically motivated as well as egoistically 

motivated. This finding is also consistent with previous researchers’ assumptions that 

OCB is triggered by complex motivations (e.g. Tan & Tan, 2008; Bowler & Brass, 2006).  

 

The Expansion of the Social Exchange Theory   

Social exchange theory is a popular theory that has been applied in OCB studies. 

This study expanded the social change theory first by applying it in the hospitality 

industry. Further, the study expanded the traditional social exchange theory by regarding 

the interactions between coworkers and the interactions between customers and 

employees both as social exchange processes.  

The hospitality industry is a labor intensive industry, where many interactions 

happen between leaders and members (Leader-member Exchange) and coworkers 

(Coworker Exchange) on a daily basis. In addition, hospitality is also called “the People’s 

Industry”, where “ladies and gentleman serves ladies and gentleman” (Ritz Carlton 

Motto), and employees interact constantly with customers through service delivery. The 

relationship marketing literature has started to regard the interaction between employees 

and customers as an important channel of long-term relationship building. Therefore, it 

would be very meaningful to regard this interaction process as a social exchange process 

(Customer-employee Exchange).  

The findings of this study also supported the expansion of the social exchange 

theory, as each type of social exchange was significant indicator for that particular OCB 
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that directs to the specific source of social exchange. Therefore, the way of treating the 

customer-employee interaction process as a social exchange process expanded the social 

exchange theory and is very meaningful to the hospitality industry.  

 

The Consequences of OCB at the Individual Level  

 Previous studies on the consequences of OCB mainly focus at the organizational 

level while very few have looked into OCB’s influence on employees themselves. This 

study attempted to investigate how employees’ OCB performance would influence their 

perception of workplace social inclusion, their emotion, their continuance commitment 

and finally their intention to stay with the current organization. Those consequences are 

not only important to the employees themselves, but also critical to the hotel industry, 

because this industry is suffering from high labor turnover as well as fierce competition.  

 The findings supported that OCB-I significantly influenced employees’ 

continuance commitment and workplace social inclusion. OCB-C significantly 

influenced continuance commitment and positive emotion. Then continuance 

commitment, positive emotion and workplace social inclusion significantly influenced 

employees’ intention to stay with the current hotel.  

 The findings suggest that encouraging employees to engage in various kinds of 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors could not only benefit the organization but also 

could help retain those employees. This finding suggests that Organizational Citizenship 

Behavior is the potential solution for the two challenges that are facing the hotel industry, 

creating satisfied customers and retaining qualified employees.  
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The Cross-cultural Perspective 

This study also took the cross-cultural perspective, and looked at the motivational 

mechanism behind the U.S. and Chinese hotel employees’ organizational citizenship 

behaviors (OCB). This study proposed that OCB motivation may be culturally specific. 

Since culture is a multidimensional construct, this study used two cultural-related 

constructs, culture in the holistic sense and individualism-collectivism orientation (the 

most important dimension of culture) as the moderators to test if culture significantly 

moderated the relationship between each type of motivation and each type of OCB.  

The results showed that culture significantly moderated the relationship between 

Leader-member Exchange and OCB-O and, between Customer-employee Exchange and 

OCB-C. Culture also moderated the relationship between Impression Management and 

OCB-O and, between Impression Management and OCB-I. In addition, culture also 

moderated the relationship between Conscientiousness and OCB-O, and between 

Empathy and OCB-C. When using Individualism-collectivism orientation as moderator, 

however, only the relationship between Conscientiousness and OCB-O, Empowerment 

and OCB-O, and Empowerment and OCB-I were significantly moderated.  

The result may imply that culture is a complex phenomenon, and Individualism-

collectivism orientation is only one dimension of culture. Therefore, when using it as the 

moderator, fewer moderating effects were discovered compared to using culture as the 

moderator. The result, however, did prove that culture could moderate the relationship 

between OCB motivators and each type of OCB. Therefore, the motivational mechanism 

is a cultural specific phenomenon.  
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The Testing of Different Moderators 

As mentioned before human behavior is complex. People who have grown up in 

different culture sand who possess different personalities, values and motivations may 

behave quite differently. Therefore, even though the motivational mechanism of OCB 

was proved as valid, it may work differently under different situations.  

This study tested the moderating effects of several moderators, because the author 

believes that human behavior could be moderated by various situations. Four moderators 

including Culture, individualism-collectivism orientation, Impression Management and 

Empowerment, were tested to see if they moderated the proposed relationships in the 

motivational mechanism of OCB. The results suggested that all the moderators 

moderated certain paths. This partially supported the author of this dissertation’s 

assumptions. By adding moderators in the proposed relationships, this study provided a 

more detailed picture of the motivational mechanism and enriched the existing literature 

on moderators’ influence in OCB studies.  
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Managerial Implications 

 The results of the study can be used by hotel managers to better understand the 

motivation of hotel employees’ OCBs. The findings of this study suggest that OCBs are 

motivated by various factors including social exchanges with workplace reference groups 

(leaders, coworkers and customers), personality traits (conscientiousness and empathy) 

and employees’ awareness of impression management. In addition, OCB motivations are 

culturally specific. Empowerment, Impression Management and Personality Trait 

(Conscientiousness) and Leader-member Exchange are all important motivators for hotel 

employees’ OCB-O. Chinese employees and American employees are motivated 

differently by certain OCB motivators. From the findings, several managerial 

implications were summarized in the following text.  

 

Facilitating Social Exchanges 

 Coworker Exchange and Customer-employee Exchange were important 

motivators for hotel employees’ OCB-I. Therefore, in order to facilitate employees’ 

OCB-I, hotel managers should create a friendly and cooperative working environment, so 

that helping each other can become a common practice in the organization. Teamwork 

should be encouraged in order to create hotel customers’ satisfaction. Therefore, hotel 

managers should also empower employees with sufficient autonomy to help coworkers 

exceed their job requirements.  

 Customer-employee Exchange and Conscientiousness are important motivators 

for hotel employees’ OCB-C. This suggests that customers are not passive receiver of 
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service.  Rather, they are actively engaged and participating in the service process. 

Therefore, hotel managers should treat their employees well so that they can take care of 

the customers. On the other hand, if the employees treat the customer well, a happy 

customer would express more positive signals to the employees. This in return motivates 

the employees to engage in more OCBs. In case that the employees were treated badly by 

the customer, the hotel manager should back-up the employees, so that they won’t let the 

negative mood and experience influence the next service encounters.  

 In addition, managers should show respect to their employees and be supportive 

in the social exchange process with their subordinates. This is because when employees 

perceive fair treatment and care from the leaders, they are more likely to go beyond their 

job requirement whenever needed.  

 

Empowering Employees 

 Empowerment has been suggested as an effective and necessary tool to help hotel 

employees provide exceptional services to the customers. It has also been proved as 

facilitator for employees’ job satisfaction. Empowering employees, however, involves the 

risk of losing control. Therefore, not all managers dare to implement this strategy, or 

could not implement it properly.  

 Performing citizenship behaviors, however, requires the employee to exceed his 

or her role requirements, and in many times, requires him or her to go beyond the 

“power” that they have. Therefore, employees need to be properly empowered if the hotel 

managers want the employees going above and beyond. Otherwise, even if the employees 

wanted to do a good job, they would not be able to do it.  
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 The findings suggested hotel employees’ OCBs towards the organization and 

coworkers were greatly influenced by their perceived empowerment level. A higher level 

of empowerment tended to facilitate hotel employees’ OCB performance more than 

lower level of empowerment.  

 The finings also suggested that as practice that was initiated in the context of the 

U.S., empowerment may not be as an effective strategy when applying in China. Hotel 

managers in China may need to be cautious when applying this practice in Chinese 

hotels, because employees may not be comfortable using the power due to the big power 

distance in their culture. Seeing this concern, managers may need to build a supporting 

system to encourage the empowerment practice and be supportive when seeing an 

employee going above and beyond as a result of empowerment.  

 

Pay Attention to Individual Personality 

Therefore, in order to facilitate employees’ OCB-O, hotel managers should 

properly empower their employees, so that they can have sufficient support to go above 

and beyond their job requirements. In addition, hotel managers should also value their 

employees and their relationships with the employees. In this way, they can build long-

term relationship with the employees, so that employees are willing to go above and 

beyond when there is a need. The finding suggests that conscientiousness is positively 

related to employees’ OCB-O. Managers should make careful evaluation and 

consideration when recruiting employees and try to identify and select the ones who are 

conscientious and responsible. The findings also show that some employees use OCBs as 

a mean of impression management. To those employees, managers should provide 
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positive feedback to the desired performance in time, and encourage the employees to 

engage more in OCBs to the organization.  

 

Retain Hotel Employees through “Internal Relationship Marketing” 

 As a service-oriented industry, the hotel industry has been paying increasing 

attention to customers. However, the well-being of hotel employees has seemed to have 

been neglected. This can be reflected from the poor working condition, low payment, 

long working hours as well as the high turnover rate of this industry.  

 Recent marketing literature suggests that organizations should build relationships 

with the customers, so that they can purchase more and benefit the organization in the 

long run. Similarly, it may be time for the hotel and other organization to treat employees 

well, and try to build long-term relationships with the employees. The findings suggested 

that when social exchanges happened in the organizations, the employees did not merely 

treat their jobs just as jobs. Jobs can be more meaningful and involve social bonds and 

relationships. Workplace social inclusion and positive emotions were the important 

factors that influenced hotel employees’ intention to stay. This suggested that hotel 

managers may be able to retain hotel employees with the social perspective. Treating the 

employees with respect and dignity, supporting them to accomplish their jobs and goals, 

facilitating and encouraging teamwork and trying to make them happy and feel at home, 

etc., encourage the employees to stay. 
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Future Research 

Possible Future Research Directions 

 Several areas have emerged as potential future research directions.  

First of all, this study proposed a new three-dimensional framework of 

organizational citizenship behavior specifically for the hotel industry. This framework 

was developed based on a sound theoretical rationale. It also answered the question asked 

by previous researchers in terms of the special requirement of service related OCB 

dimensions (e.g. Bettencourt & Brown, 1997). The findings suggest that this new 

framework was a valid one. However, the validation of a new framework relies of the 

test-retest reliability. Therefore, future studies that apply this framework in different 

populations are highly desirable.  

In addition, there is still disagreement on the dimensionality of the OCB 

construct, although it is generally believed that OCB is a multidimensional latent 

variable. Another future research direction is to attempt to investigate the internal linkage 

between the different ways of categorizing OCBs. For example, some dimensions of 

Organ’s (1988) framework may be fitted as OCB-O, while some dimensions may be 

fitted as OCB-I. Future studies may attempt to discover the underline dimensions of each 

of the three types of OCBs. In addition, studies may compare the similarities and 

differences with the traditional way of categorizing OCB using the nature of OCB.  

 Second, as a cross-culture study, this study only included two nations, the U.S. 

and China. Some interesting findings have been generated, and support that OCB is a 

complex phenomenon that can be culturally specific. Therefore, future studies can 
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expand the comparisons to more cultures. In addition, culture is a multidimensional 

construct, and previous researchers have identified at least five dimensions to represent 

culture. However, this study only investigated two variables to represent culture 

difference, one is in general terms, county difference, and another is the individualism-

collectivism orientation. These two variables may not capture the core essence of culture 

well enough. Other dimensions, such as power distance and feministic orientation may 

also be significant moderators, especially in the study context of organizational 

citizenship behavior.   

 Third, future research may analyze if employees of different demographic (such 

as Gender, Age) characteristics would have different perceptions.  Future studies could 

also compare if there are any differences between employees from chain hotels and 

employees from independent hotels. In addition, future studies could also investigate if 

employees at different position levels (e.g. front-line employee and supervisory level 

employee) would have different motivational mechanism of OCB.  

 Fourth, although a reasonable percentage of the variance in the three types of 

OCB and in Intention to Stay were accounted for by the proposed model, there may be 

factors other than those included that can explain the variance, and future studies should 

aim to identify other significant factors that are not yet been included in this study.  

  

Limitations 

 Self-reporting Bias 

Researchers have suggested that OCB measures are highly susceptible to social 

desirability bias (Testa, 2009; O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986), particularly when the data are 
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self-reported. Such bias occurs when individuals feel pressured to respond in a way that 

makes them appear more positively. The results may be skewed responses and/or 

spurious correlations (Ganster et al., 1983). Therefore, supervisors’ ratings have been 

used widely in this measurement. However, supervisor evaluations are not free of bias 

either due to the halo effect, memory distortion, selective memory or failure to witness 

OCB behaviors (Testa, 2009; Schnake, 1991). Donaldson and Grant-Vallone (2002) 

argued that self-reports are not necessarily a less reliable source of research data. In 

addition, Podakoff and Organ (1986) did an independent sample t-test on the OCB items 

between self-reported responses and supervisor ratings, and found no significant 

differences between the two groups. Besides, more than half of the studies published in 

organizational behaviors relied on self-reported data (Sacket & Larson, 1990). Therefore, 

this study chose the self-reported method.  

 

Sampling Bias 

 As a cross-culture study, this study used an online survey to collect information 

from the U.S. hotel employees and on-site surveys from Chinese hotel employees. For the 

on-site survey in China, this study used convenient sampling method. Hotel employees 

from seven cities in China were conveniently selected and invited to participate in the 

survey. As the hotel employees were invited to participate in the survey on a voluntary 

basis, there may be a non-response bias, as the characteristics and perceptions of those 

who were not willing to participate may have differed from those who were willing to 

participate. This also applies to the online survey. Considering the fact the filling in a 

questionnaire survey is also “citizenship behavior” to some extent, those who are willing 
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to participate may have quite difference perceptions compared with those who have 

participated. Therefore, the findings may not be applicable to other population that is not 

included in the study. Therefore, people should be cautious when applying the findings.  

The online survey was sent to a database of 34,269 hotel employees. Therefore, 

American hotel employees who were not included in the database were missed. In 

addition, the undeliverable rate of the database was as high as 35.5%, leading to a smaller 

valid target population of this study. This further constrained the generalization of the 

findings. Although an online survey is convenient and costs much less than on-site 

surveys, the respondent rate is much lower. The response rate for the online survey was 

1.56%. Therefore, the collected responses may not be able to reflect the characteristics 

and perceptions of those who did not respond the survey. Applications of the findings 

using online surveys should consider this fact.  
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Conclusion 

This study proposed and empirically tested a motivational mechanism framework 

of hotel employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior, using a new three-dimensional 

framework of OCB developed by this study based on existing literature.  

The findings confirmed the author’s assumption about using the targets of OCBs 

to categorize various types of OCB. The three-dimensional framework of OCB, as 

suggested by the data, was valid as well as a more meaningful framework, especially for 

the hotel and other service-oriented industries.  

Disagreement existed in the motivational mechanism of OCB, as traditionally 

believed to be altruistically motivated behaviors were challenged by the idea that OCBs 

were merely impression management behaviors, which were egoistic in nature. This 

study integrated both previously identified altruistic and egoistic motivations of OCBs 

and took culture into consideration, and hypothesized that the motivational mechanism of 

OCB could be culturally specific. The findings suggested that OCBs seemed to be 

motivated by both egoistic and altruistic motivation, and culture did moderate the 

proposed relationships, in which certain motivators were stronger in one culture, while 

others did not.  

The findings of this study could contribute the existing literature by enriching the 

dimensionality discussion of OCB, in the integrated perspective of the motivational 

mechanism of OCB, and in providing a cross-culture perspective in understanding the 

motivational mechanism of OCB. This study also expended the theory of social 

exchanges by treating leader-member exchange, coworker exchange and customer-
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employee exchanges all as social exchanges process. By treating those exchanges as 

social exchanges, this study provided potential strategies for hotels to retain employees.  

As mentioned at the beginning of this study, two challenges are facing the hotel 

industry, creating satisfied customers through quality services and retaining qualified 

employees. An initial thought facilitated this study was to see the possibility of using 

OCBs to solve the two challenges. The findings seemed to support that OCBs could be an 

effect tool to solve the two challenges. Managers need to have a good understanding of 

employees’ motivational mechanism of OCB to effectively use OCBs to solve the two 

challenges that are facing them.   
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APPENDIX A 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE-ENGLISH VERSION 

Dear Hotel Employee,  

Greetings from the Cowboy State!  

I am a Ph.D. student majoring in hotel and restaurant management and I would greatly 
appreciate your help.  I am studying how hotel managers can build a better workplace for 
hotel employees and managers.   As part of this study, I am sending you a survey that 
asks various questions about you and your work situation.  

Your response is very important since I am only sending this survey to a limited group of 
people. Your email address was selected at random from a publicly available database. 
The survey will only take about 15 minutes and your participation is essential if this 
study is to be successful.  

Your participation is completely voluntary. There are no known risks associated with this 
study that are greater than those you would find from daily life. No personal 
identification information will be collected, and your responses will be kept completely 
confidential. To participate in this study, you should be at least 18 years of age.  

If you have any question about the survey, you can contact me at emily.ma@okstate.edu, 
or 405-744-2355.  

For more information on surveys such as this one, you may contact Dr. Shelia Kennison, 
IRB Chair, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK 74078, at 405-744-1676. 

Sincerely,   

Emily J. Ma   
Doctoral Student  
School of Hotel and Restaurant 
Administration 

 

Oklahoma State University  
Phone: 405-744-2355  
Fax: 405-744-6299  
E-mail: emily.ma@okstate.edu  
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Section I Information about your Job 

Please check (∨) the number that best applies to you. This information is for research purposes only. 

1. Are you a Full-time or a Part-time employee?                             
○1  Full-time employee              ○2  Part-time employee 
 

2. What is your position level?            
○1  Front-line employee             ○2  Supervisory or managerial level employee 
 

3. Which department are you working in?               
    ○1  Front Desk                       ○2  Housekeeping                    ○3  Food & Beverage                ○4  Human 
Resources           
    ○5  Sales & Marketing          ○6  Finance & Accounting      ○7  Engineering 
    ○8  Other, please specify  (                                                     ) 
 

4. How long have you been working in this hotel?     
○1  Less than1 year          ○2  1 to 3 years          ○3  4 to 6 years        ○4   7 to 10 years       ○5  More than 10    
     years                                       

5.  What is your hotel’s affiliation?                            
○1  International chain hotel      ○2 Domestic chain hotel         ○3  Independent hotel 
 
 

 

Section II: Your Personality and Values 
For the following statements, please use 1 to 7 to indicate your degree of agreement.  

1=extremely disagree, 2=strongly disagree, 3=somewhat disagree, 4= neither agree nor disagree, 5=somewhat agree, 6=strongly 
agree, 7=extremely agree 

                                                                                                                                                                              Extremely                                               Extremely 
                                                                                                                                                                               Disagree                                                  Agree 

I am a very organized person. 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
I am a very efficient person. 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
I am a very systematic person. 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
I am a very practical person. 
 

1      2      3      4      5      6      7 

I try to understand my friends better from their perspective.  1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
Seeing warm, emotional scenes makes me teary-eyed.  1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
I am a very soft-hearted person.  1      2      3      4      5      6      7 

I think it is important to avoid looking bad in front of others. 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
I think it is important to look better than my coworkers. 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
I am afraid to appear irresponsible. 
 

1      2      3      4      5      6      7 

I prefer to work with others rather than to work alone 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
I like it when my coworkers work together with each other.  1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
I believe that people need to make sacrifices for the sake of others. 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 

I think people should cooperate with each other rather than work on their own. 1      2      3      4      5      6      7 
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Section III: Your Feeling about the Working Environment. 
For the following statements, please use 1 to 7 to indicate your degree of agreement.  

1=extremely disagree, 2=strongly disagree, 3=somewhat disagree, 4=neither agree nor disagree, 5=somewhat Agree, 6=strongly 
agree, 7=extremely agree 

 

                                                                                                                                                           Extremely                                      Extremely 
                                                                                                                                                           Disagree                                         Agree 
My immediate supervisor understands the problems associated with my position. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
My immediate supervisor knows my potential.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
My immediate supervisor will use authority to help me solve work problems.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
My immediate supervisor would protect me if needed. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I have a good working relationship with my immediate supervisor.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I know how satisfied my immediate supervisor is with my performance. 
 

1      2      3     4      5      6      7 

My coworkers support my goals and values at work. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
My coworkers will help me when I have a problem.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
My coworkers really care about my well-being.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
My coworkers are willing to assist me to perform better.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
My coworkers care about my opinions.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
My coworkers will compliment my accomplishments at work.  
 

1      2      3     4      5      6      7 

Most of our guests are polite.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I feel that my services are appreciated by our guests.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I rarely receive complaints from our guests.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I feel our guests are satisfied with the services provided by our hotel. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I feel our guests are happy to stay in our hotel.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
  
I have significant autonomy in deciding how to do my job.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I can decide on my own how to do my work. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I have considerable independence and freedom in doing my job.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
 
 
 
 
 

Section IV: Your Performance at Work 
For the following statements, please use 1 to 7 to indicate your degree of agreement.  

1=extremely disagree, 2=strongly disagree, 3=somewhat disagree, 4=neither agree nor disagree, 5=somewhat agree, 6=strongly 
agree, 7=extremely agree 

                                                                                                                               Extremely                                      Extremely 
                                                                                                                                                           Disagree                                         Agree 
I will give advanced notice if I cannot come to work. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
My attendance at work is above the required level. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I take fewer breaks than I deserve. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I do not complain about unimportant things at work. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I follow informal rules in order to maintain order.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I protect our hotel’s property. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I say good things about our hotel when talking with outsiders.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I promote the hotel’s products and services actively. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
 

I help my coworkers when their workload is heavy. 
 
1      2      3     4      5      6      7 

I help my coworkers who have been absent to finish their work. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I take time to listen to my coworkers’ problems and worries.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I go out of my way to help new coworkers. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I take personal interest in my coworkers. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
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I pass along notices and news to my coworkers.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
 

I always have a positive attitude at work.  
 
1      2      3     4      5      6      7 

I am always exceptionally courteous and respectful to customers.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I follow customer service guidelines with extreme care.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I respond to customer requests and problems in a timely manner.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I perform duties with very few mistakes. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I conscientiously promote products and services to customers. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I contribute many ideas for customer promotions &communications.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I make constructive suggestions for service improvement.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section V: Your Attitudes about Working in this Hotel. 
For the following statements, please use 1 to 7 to indicate your degree of agreement.  

1=extremely disagree, 2=strongly disagree, 3=somewhat disagree, 4=neither agree nor disagree, 5=somewhat agree, 6=strongly 
agree, 7=extremely agree 

 
                                                                                                                               Extremely                                      Extremely 
                                                                                                                                                            Disagree                                         Agree 
I feel I am an accepted part of my hotel.                                                                        1      2      3     4      5      6     7 
I feel I am included in most of the activities at work.  1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
Sometimes I feel like an outsider. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
 

I feel happy to go above and beyond in order to serve customers.                                1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I feel satisfied with myself if I satisfy my customers with exceptional services. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I enjoy the process of meeting customers’ needs. 
 

1      2      3     4      5      6      7 

Overall I am very satisfied with my job. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
If I have a chance to choose my job, I will choose my current job.   1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
I enjoy the work that I do.   1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
 

Staying with my hotel is a necessity for me.  
 
1      2      3     4      5      6      7 

Leaving the hotel will result in personal sacrifice. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
It would be hard for me to leave my hotel now, even if I wanted to. 
 

1      2      3     4      5      6      7 

I would turn down a job offer from another company if it came tomorrow. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
As far as I can see, I intend to stay with my current hotel. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
It is very important for me to spend the rest of my career in this hotel. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
 I will stay at this hotel even if other hotels offer me higher pay and position. 1      2      3     4      5      6      7 
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Section VI Information about Yourself 

Please check (∨) the number that best applies to you. This information is for research purposes only.  

1.  What is your gender?                     
     ○1  Male                                    ○2  Female 
2. What is your marital status?       
    ○1  Single                                  ○2  Married 
3.  What is your age group?               
     ○1  18-29 years old         ○2  30-39 years old        ○3  40-49 years old       ○4  50-59 years old         ○5  60 or older 
 

4.  What is your ethnic group? 
     ○1  Caucasian                ○2  African American      ○3  Hispanic           ○4 Asian & Pacific Islander 
     ○5 Other, please specify (                                       )    

5. What is your highest education attained?  
     ○1  Less than high school      ○2  High school      ○3  2-year college    ○4 4-year college      ○5  Graduate school           
6. What is your personal annual income? 
     ○1  Less than $10,000                      ○2  $ 10,000 - $29,999                  ○3  $30,000 - $49,999     
     ○4  $50,000 - $69,000                      ○5 $70,000 - $ 89,999                   ○6  $ 90,000 or more 
 

Thank you for your participation in this study!  
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE-CHINESE VERSION 

 

 



202 

 

 



203 

 

 
 

 



204 

 

 

 

 

 

 



205 

 

APPENDIX C 

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) APPROVAL 

 



VITA 
 

Emily Jintao Ma 
 

Candidate for the Degree of 
 

Doctor of Philosophy 
 
Thesis:    A CROSS-CULTURE STUDY ON THE MOTIVATIONAL MECHANISM 

OF HOTEL EMPLOYEES’ ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR 
 
 
Major Field:  Human Environmental Sciences 
 
Biographical: 
 

Personal Data:  Daughter of Dianbo Ma and Xiaoying Di, born in an island of 
Baiyang Lake, China. Love God and explore the world through 
education. Places of significance: Baiyang lake → West Lake → 
Victoria Harbor → Stillwater → Gold Coast.  

 
Education: 
 

Received the Bachelor of Science Degree in Tourism Management (under 
Business Administration) at Zhejiang University, Hangzhou, China in 
2005;  

 
Received the Master of Science Degree in Hotel and Tourism 
Management at the Hong Kong Polytechnic University, Hong Kong, 
China, 2007;  

 
Completed the requirements for the Doctor of Philosophy Degree with a 
major in Hospitality Administration at Oklahoma State University, 
Stillwater, United States in 2010.  

 
Experience:  Editorial Board Assistant for Journal of Quality Assurance in 

Hospitality and Tourism (September 2007 to May 2010); Research 
Assistant at the Center for Hospitality and Tourism Research, Oklahoma 
State University (July 2008 to January 2010); Teaching Assistant at the 
School of Hotel and Restaurant Administration, Oklahoma State 
University (August 2009 to May 2010); Restaurant Assistant Manager at 
Taylor’s (August 2009 to May 2010).  

 
Professional Memberships:  International Council on Hotel, Restaurant and 

Institutional Education; Phi Kappa Phi Honor Society.



 
ADVISER’S APPROVAL:   Dr. Hailin Qu 
 
 
 

 

Name: Emily Jintao Ma                                                            Date of Degree: May, 2010 
 
Institution: Oklahoma State University        Location: Stillwater, Oklahoma 
 
Title of Study: A CROSS-CULTURE STUDY ON THE MOTIVATIONAL 

MECHANISM OF HOTEL EMPLOYEES’ ORGANIZATIONAL 
CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR 

 
Pages in Study: 205          Candidate for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

Major Field: Human Environmental Sciences 
 
Scope and Method of Study: The purpose of the study was to understand the motivational 

mechanism of hotel employees’ organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) from a 
cross-culture perspective. This study proposed a new three-dimensional model of 
OCB (OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-C) as well as the altruistic-egoistic motivational 
mechanism of OCB. This study empirically tested the proposed model by 
collecting data from both US hotel employees and Chinese hotel employees using 
convenience sampling method. Confirmatory Factor Analysis, Structural Equation 
Modeling and Multi-group Structural Equation Modeling were the main statistical 
methods used for data analysis.  
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developed a new three-dimensional framework of OCB, using Organization 
(OCB-O), Coworker (OCB-I) and Customer (OCB-C) as the targets of OCB to 
distinguish the three dimensions. The findings suggested that this new framework 
was a valid framework. This study also expanded the traditional Social Exchange 
Theory by including coworker exchange and customer-employee exchanges. It 
also tested four moderators’ (culture, individualism-collectivism orientation, 
impression management and empowerment) influence on the proposed 
relationships. The study could contribute to the existing literature on the 
dimensionality of OCB as well as the motivational mechanism of OCB. It 
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implications drawn from the findings also could help hotel managers to motivate 
employees to provide good services to customers as well as retaining hotel 
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