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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

This chapter introduces the concept of Organizational Citizenship Behavior. Its
origin, importance and the importance to study Organizational Citizenship Belravi

the context of the hotel industry are explained.

Two challenges of the hotel industries are presented and the possibilitggf usi
OCBs to overcome the challenges is justified. The purposes, objectives and the

significance of the study are presented.



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 hotefyndust
Asia-pacific region, especially in China, has been witnessing thetfgst@gh (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 ahatetritical
as the importance of product quality to a manufacturer, because providing higi qualit
service is the starting point of creating satisfied customers.umretatisfied customers
have a stronger tendency to purchase more products and become loyal custtimeers of
hotel (Bienstock, Demoranville & Smith, 2003). Hence creating high qualityceesvi

essential to the success of any hotel.

Although service quality has been identified as a key factor for hotels2ss,
delivering quality service is still one of the major challenges facing ha@eagers in the

21% century (Lazer & Layton, 1999). This challenge is determined by two negjsoms.

First, service has unique features, which include intangibility (Bateson, 1977,
Lovelock, 1981), heterogeneity (Booms & Bitner, 1981), and inseparability (C&men
Langeard, 1980) between production and consumption. In the hotel context, service is
delivered by frontline employees who serve customers on a face-to-taseHaw
employees interact with customers determines to a great extent how exssparceive

the service quality. Due to each individual employee’s uniqueness in termsafgléy,



attitudes and skills, the quality of service that employees deliver caly bardbnsistent.
Additionally, hotel service is a highly interactive process, and both employeds’
customers’ physical well-being and moods could influence the service exqeerie
Therefore, even the same employee’s service performance may #uttamttime 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 Zeith@8i)1
customers’ perceived service quality is resulted from a comparison betveesgrvices
they received and the expectations they hold. When the service experiencermeets
exceeds the customers’ expectations they feel satisfied; if not ebleyigsatisfied. A
satisfied experience will raise a customer’s expectations, whichveowaakes it more
difficult to satisfy the customer in next service circumstance. As moeéshsiairt to
realize the importance of service quality, and the competition among hotetadsec
fiercer, today’s customers have more choices and stronger bargaining poweveha
before. Therefore, it is becoming more difficult to satisfy customers if otployees
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 asgfi@n
payment and a heavy workload (Petrillose, 1998). As a result, the emplayeeesturate

is extremely high. According to a study conducted by the American Hotel ated M
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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 empbmyeésey may

not be able to maintain a high level of service as they used to provide. In additiors it take
time to train the newly hired employees to be familiar with the servamepses and

industry expectations. As a result, high employee challenges hotels taimaigh

quality service.

As mentioned above, delivering quality service and retaining qualified eagdoy
are the two major challenges facing the hotel industry today. Meanwleite,dhe 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 reseaectierispe
of overcoming these challenges. These “good soldiers” could be a front office &gent w
serves the customers with special care because the customer is sickkadperseho
helps a new housekeeper to finish her assigned rooms; a restaurant waitréstps to
store the leftover food in the refrigerator, to name a few. All these exsuange

employees who perform organizational citizenship behavior.



Organizational Citizenship Behavior: Research and Debates

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) refers to individual contribufions
the workplace that go above and beyond role requirements and contractually dewarde
job achievements (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith, Organ & Near, 1983). OCBs are
beneficial to all organizations but especially to hotels where satisfyirgudtemers
requires meeting and exceeding customers’ expectations on a constarit &lasis.
employees could perform OCBs, delivering high quality service and satisfystigmers
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 emptogeeto
others who just fulfill the basic requirements. It may also imply that thidayee has
higher intention to stay with the hotel. Therefore, by identifying factorarfiaence

employees’ motivation to perform OCBSs, it may help to retain valuable hotel geaglo

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 OCB#¥eOver
past two decades, researchers have been trying to find the answer(s) to thlis.ques
Demographic factors (Ford & Richardson, 1994), personality traits (Konovskyg&O
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, OCBrcbses started to
integrate environmental/organizational factors and attitudinal/persatatdato
examine how those factors could influence employees’ OCB performancyg (eigil

Tan & Tan, 2008; Bowler & Brass, 2006). Researchers tended to believe that OCB is a



complex type of behavior that can be influenced by organizational factord, socia

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 motvateg b
different factors, and this also applied to the motivational mechanism of OCE. iShe
some debate on the nature of OCB. Traditionally OCB has been defined and considered
as a more altruistic behavior, while many later researchers hatwsglstathink it as a
more egoistic behavior. A large group of researchers thought that so¢iahgeds 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 sugpdrhgnc
social exchange between leaders and members, and social exchange betwdeamnsowor
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, aratLies
customs that create behavioral norms for a given society (Yau, 1995). Peaple fr
different culture may behave quite differently when facing simitaations. Similarly,
the same behavior could also be motivated by different factors for people frenemtiff
cultures. As suggested by Brockner (2003), certain theories developed in tig Uni

States (US), such as the social loafing theory and the attribution theowy téagain
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support in collectivism oriented countries. Since Bolino and Turnely’s (1999) stddy a
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 conderati

which type of OCB motivation (e.g. personal traits, social exchange and inopressi
management) is the dominate motivation of OCB? Can they be properly integraged? Ar
motivations of OCB culturally specific and are certain motivations moreipesrmin

certain cultures, while others not?



Problem Statement

A review of previous literature shows that there is a need to fill in the thedretic
gap as well as the practical gap of the study on OCB. The theoretical gaB ct@y is
reflected from the following three aspects. First, there is still a éisaggnt on the
motivational mechanism of OCB. Questions such as “What is the major motivation of
OCB? Is OCB motivation culturally specific?” are still unanswered. Skditie
research has been done to investigate both the antecedents and consequences of OCB i
the same model. Existing research mainly focuses on only either thecsmiscer
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 infltence

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 hospgaifine,
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 thedustey-
--constantly exceeding customers’ expectation by providing quality seaicksetaining
gualified employees who deliver high quality service. Maintaining high gussitvice by
constantly exceeding customers’ expectation is essentially impartdrg hotel industry.
To ensure customer satisfaction, hotel employees need not only perform tasteirby
job descriptions, but also need to perform OCBs from time to time. Therefore,\iohentif

factors motivating and influencing hotel employees’ OCB is very importat&iftng



employees is another challenge for the hotel industry. Researchers havén&duhdre

is a negative relationship between employees’ OCBs and their turnover intengion (

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 gmmpura

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

challenges that face the hotel industry.



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 anguentes
of OCB. The proposed model integrates social exchange, impression management,
perceived level of empowerment and personal traits as the antecedenterlgrdos
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 t
effectively motivate employees to perform OCB and to retain the engdoyée study
takes the cross-cultural perspective and the model was tested both in dteSiaies

and China.

10



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:

e To find out the relationships between the three types of social
exchanges (leaders, coworkers and customers) and the three types of

OCBs (OCB-0O, OCB-I and OCB-C);

e To find out the relationships between impression management and

employees’ OCBs;

e To find out the relationships between certain personality traits

(conscientiousness and empathy) and employees’ OCBs;

e To find out the relationships between empowerment and employees’

OCBs;

e 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

11



orientation, impression management and empowerment, were included in

order to find out:

e If culture moderates the proposed relationships;

¢ If individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the proposed

relationships;

e If impression management moderates the proposed relationships;

e If empowerment moderates the proposed relationships.

12



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/eenpl
level is significant and meaningful from both theoretical perspective antigaila

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 theraoh€tCB.
Although OCB has been generally considered as a multidimensional cqnsruct
agreement has been achieved on the dimensionality of OCB. Traditionally, researche
categorized the dimensions of OCB by the nature of each individual dimension (e.g.
Organ, 1988). Later, researchers started to categorize OCB based omghtsraa
performance. Williams and Anderson (1991) identified the underlying dimensions of
OCBs as OCB-O (to organization) and OCB-I (to co-workers). BettenaodiBi@wn
(1997) identified three dimensions of OCB, which included extra-role customeseservi
role-prescribed customer service and cooperation. These effort madevioygre
researchers (Williams & Anderson, 1991; Bettencourt & Brown, 1997) provides a
theoretical basis for separating service-oriented OCBs (OCB-Q)iagegpendent
dimension of OCB. However, no one has tried to integrate the three types of OCBs

(OCB-0, OCB-I and OCB-C) in the same model. Doing this is very meaningftii¢o

13



service industry (such as the hotel industry) because the major productds sexvi
creating satisfied customers relies, to a great extent, on erapl@g®perative 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 thosoiméegia@
process of social exchange. This new prospective is important because csstwine
is the major function for hotel industry and service-oriented OCBs are edlyenti

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 engstom
side. Less attention has been focused to look at how the performance of OCB would
influence employees themselves. This study attempts to test several conesamie
OCB at the individual employee’s level, such as workplace social inclusiatiy@os

emotion, continuance commitment and intention to stay.

Fourth, studies have shown that some theories are culturally specific. Tagrefor
this study tests culture’s moderating effects on the proposed relatioshipgdiure is a
multidimensional construct, besides using culture in the holistic sense as ratogdieis
study also uses one dimension of culture, which is the individualism-collectivism
orientation, as the moderator. All the proposed relationships are tested. In addgion, t

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

14



empowerment have moderating effects on the proposed relationships. Thesefore, b
considering the moderating effects, this study would provide a more complete i
the motivational mechanism of OCB in various contexts, thus contributing to thegxisti

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 custompegtaion
have become a required practice in the hotel industry. OCBs are behaviors that a
“above and beyond” the formal job requirements and are good for the effective
functioning of the organization. Therefore, if more employees can perform vaypmss t
of OCBs, it would be easier for the hotel to maintain high quality service aaie cre

satisfied customers.

Second, the high employee turnover is a major challenge for the hotel intfustry.
an employee would like to exceed his/her job duties on a constant basis, it maghanply
the employee has higher commitment with the organization. Therefore, theyeaiplo
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 eenploy
turnover. By identifying the mechanism that motivates employees’ OCB,ayemvide

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 G@Bs. 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 OGBtiegnd
altruistic motivations, theory of social exchange, impression managentepesonality
traits, and also presents the conceptual model as well as hypotheses thahgustiediyt
Chapter Three describes the research methodology, including the resegych des
instrument development, sampling method and data analysis. Chapter Four reports and
discusses the findings. The results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis tifree
dimensional framework of OCB are assessed and the results of both the Conyirmat
Factor Analysis and Structural Equation Modeling are discussed failtimedtivational
mechanism model of OCB. All hypotheses are tested and the moderating éffects o
moderators are assessed. Chapter Five presents the conclusion, the thandetical

managerial implications, limitations and suggestions for future @sear
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CHAPTER Il

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 devel®ped a

well as its dimensionality.

Building on previous literature, this study proposes a three-dimensional
framework of OCB specifically for the hotel (and other service-origniellistry. A

justification of the validity as well as meaningfulness of this fraorkws provided.

This section also reviews previous literature on the motivational mechanism of
OCB, and proposes the altruistic and egoistic motivational mechanism of OCBalSeve

altruistic motivations as well as egoistic motivations are integrattdteimodel.
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The Concept of Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Definition

It has been almost three decades since the term Organizational Gipzens
Behavior (OCB) was introduced by Organ and Organ’s colleagues (Batemega&, O
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 recogdiby the
formal reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effectiveriingdf the
organization” (p.4). This definition implies that OCBs have three charaatsrit)
discretionary in nature, which means that the behavior is not an enforceable regpireme
but rather, a personal choice; 2) not directly or explicitly rewardddmiihe context of
the organization’s formal reward structure, which means that the potentzatiseof
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 sy=atorati
of knowledge by facilitating the formulation of general laws or theoregpicatiples
(Hempel, 1965). However, discrepancies still exist in the conceptualizatioGB®ier

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, Rblitic
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 atgamim
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 subaslinat
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 characteristic8ahQ@97 as

follows:

By discretionarywe mean that the behavior is not an enforceable
requirement of the role of the job description that is the clearly speeitiatrhs
of the person’s employment contract with the organization; the behavior is rathe
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 deectly or formally
recompensed by the organization’s reward systemOCB must be limited to
those gestures that are utterly and eternally lacking in any tangibte 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 OB wo

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 recogdiby the
formal reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effectiveriumgdf 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 dimengiohali
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OCB, they generally agree that OCB is a multidimensional constructGeadpam, 1989;
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) Categorigiigy O
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 longenhiand 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 widelgdppli
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 logf@rgwho
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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 mattbrs, an

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 amgttryin

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, ressarche
also identified additional dimensions. For example, “Loyalty” was idedtdg&one
additional dimension of OCB (George & Brief, 1992; Graham, 1989). Examples of
Loyalty behaviors include saying good things about the organization when chathng wi
potential employees and customers or showing pride about working for the otiganiza
Katz (1964) suggested that “Self-development” and “Protecting the Organizatre
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also important dimensions of OCB. Self-development refers to actions people take t
broaden their work-relevant skills and knowledge. Protecting the Organizdtos tae
taking the initiatives to notice and correct conditions that may potentially harm t

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 geneoated tw
factors, including “Altruism” and “Generalized Compliance”. Altruisnin@eors were
performed to individuals within an organization. It refers to behaviors thatimereled
to help a specific person in a face-to-face situation. General Compliancgdogeeere
performed to the organization, and refer to impersonal behaviors that are comjpliant w

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 Rx€B t

directs primarily to individuals (employees) within the organization.

The two approaches of categorizing OCBs, however, were internallyatedrel
with each other. The OCB-O dimension actually has three sub-dimensions framsOrg
(1988) framework, including Conscientiousness, Sportsmanship and Civic Virtue. The
OCB-I dimension, similarly has Altruism and Courtesy as its sub-dimensams

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 organizaiipns’ da
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 relatelthtyp de

with customers and representing the organization to outsiders.

In the service-oriented industry, such as the hotel industry, customer sergices a
important activities that frontline employees perform on a daily basiseftier the
targets of citizenship behaviors that service employees perform maydrermiff
compared with other organizations. Therefore, researchers suggested cosienied
citizenship in service-oriented organizations (e.g. Borman & Motowidlo, 13&aRoff

& MacKenzie, 1997).

In response to this knowledge gap, Bettencourt and Brown (1997) identified three
dimensions of service-oriented OCBs, which included Extra-role CustomeresdRale-
prescribed Customer Service and Cooperation, all of which were citizenship behaviors
towards customers. The importance of treating service-oriented OCBatsgpaas
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) toglave
three-dimension service-oriented OCB measurement scale. The three dma@fsi
service-oriented OCB include: Loyalty, Service Delivery and Padiicip. Since

service-oriented OCBs are performed to customers, we name this ty@BdEsO0CB-C
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(C represents customers), using the second approach of categorizing theatisnehsi

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, Civi¢
Virtue

Van Dyne and 1998  Social Participation, Loyalty, Obedience, Functional Participat
Ang

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

Van Scotterand 1996  Interpersonal facilitation, Job Dedication
Motowidlo

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 pefaon

face-to-face situation;
General Complianceimpersonal behaviors targeted to
organizationsuch as compliance with norms.

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

Bettencourtand 1997  Service-oriented OCB, which include extra-role customer
Brown service, role-prescribed customer service and cooperation. Cg
regarded a®CB-C (OCB towards customers).

ion

~—+

ip,

n be

Bettencourt, 2001 Service-oriented OCB, which includethree dimensions: Loyalty,
Gwinner and Service Delivery and Participation. Can be regardedGB-C
Meuter (OCB towards customers).
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Justification of the OCB-0O, OCB-l and OCB-C Framework

Customer service is the most important duty for hotel frontline employees. Hot
employees need to try their best to deliver quality service and creafeedatustomers.

Due to the unique nature of hotel jobs, traditionally identified OCBs may not be able to
address the importance of services. Historically, relatively fegsmarches have been
conducted in the hospitality settings empirically (especially in the heiteigs), where
service is a major product. Therefore, lack of studies in service-orientedzatyams led

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

Fortunately, researchers started to realize the unique featuresiog ser
organizations and those features’ impact on OCB dimensions. Specifically, lBanua
Motowidlo (1993) suggested that service-oriented organizations should have special
requirements on OCB dimensions that related to customers. The need to treat ®@B-C a
separate dimension of OCB was thus identified in service-oriented orgamszat

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 oé.@CBs (
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. gaMoorm
& 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 vatigctonst
(Bettencourt & Brown, 1997; Bettencourt, Gwinner, & Meuter, 2001). The efforte mad
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 factorsftoretion of
customers’ perception towards service quality (e.g. ParasuramaneghBerry,

1985; Stevens, Knutson, & Patton, 1995; Wall & Berry, 2007). Also, the long term
success of a hotel relies greatly on constantly exceeding customerstagigpe To
exceed customers’ expectations, hotel employees need to perform aboveanttitbey
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 suteesgte
experiences for hotel customers. For example, in order to clean a hotel room itea shor
time, the cooperation between two housekeepers is necessary; the cooperagen be
front-of-the house employees and back-of-the house employees is alsb teritie
effective functioning of any hotel. As a result, hotel frontline employeed o perform
OCBs to coworkers (OCB-I) and also to the organization (OCB-O) constanthefdites
using the three-dimension framework of OCB (OCB-O, OCB-I and OCB-@)stebe
more appropriate as well as more meaningful in the hotel setting.

Although no previous research has attempted to combine the three dimensions
(OCB-0O, OCB-l and OCB-C) in a single study, each of the three dimensionsba®de
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 perspectivesddoa
exchange with different groups may result in OCBs towards that spaaitip.g~or
example, social exchange with co-workers may influence the employE84®
coworkers (OCB-I) but not OCB to customers (OCB-C). Similarly, sogigh@ge with
customers may influence employee’s OCB to customers (OCB-C), but menflnence

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

A large portion of previous literatures focused on identifying the antecededt
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 ar
believed to be related to certain dimensions of OCB. For example, conscientiouasess
identified as the best predictor of OCB among the Big-five personalityndioms (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 emp@oeworker

or managerial productivity, which is achieved by reducing the need to devate scar
resources to maintenance functions (Organ, 1988), or by coordinating the aativitie

work groups (Smith et al., 1983).

Despite the popularity of OCB research, researchers have attempted¢o dues
guestion of why employees engage in OCB. Among the researchersvihattteanpted
to do that, various theories have been proposed to explain the motivational mechanism of
OCB. Some researchers claimed that OCB is self-serving, such gg@Bas means
of impression management (e.g. Bolino & Turnley, 1999), others researcheveteli
that OCB is generated due to the obligation from social exchange (e. g. Eisenberg
Huntington, & Sowa, 1986). In Eastman’s (1994) studies on the attribution approach to

ingratiation and OCB, he suggested that similar behaviors may have differargsmot
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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 introducduetbry ofaltruistic

and egoistic motivatignwhich seems to be a sound theoretical explanation of the
motivational mechanism of OCB. Yuan (2006) empirically tested this frankeavat

found that altruism and egoistic motivations were both important drivers for QCiBe

following text, a brief description of theory is provided.

Auguste Comte (1798-1857) was the pioneer who differentetedsmand
egoism Comte considerealtruismandegoismto be two distinct motives of an
individual. He defineagoismas the impulse to seek self-benefit and self- gratification,
while altruismis an unselfish desire to live for others. Batson (1987) further defined
egoistic motivatioras 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 inAleism 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 (1798-185&lruismcalls for living for the sake of
others. People may hold different beliefs and values in their work and life, butytire ke
distinguishingegoisticmotivation andaltruistic motivation is whether the ultimate goal
is self-serving. If the behavior is for serving self-interest, @égeistic if it is for

another’s welfare, it ialtruistic.

31



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 fd& falC
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 considereidtas eg
motivation because the ultimate goal of impression management is to build ad rebuil
self-image, which is a self-serving purpose. Social exchange motivattsois
considered as egoistic motivation, because social exchange involves unspecifeed fut

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 thhegokange
forms relationships that entail unspecified future obligations. Similar to e¢gonom
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 wiyuld fair

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 ecoragrangex
theory views a person as dealing not with another person but with a markethehile t
social exchange theory views the exchange relationship between speasiicgpas
actions contingent on rewarding reactions from others (Blau, 1964). The socialgchan
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 wieat we g
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, Popeti,& T
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 employeesf sidployees
are treated with respects and concern, they would be more likely to engagesra®&B
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 betwee
employees and their leaders (supervisors) (Organ, 1988; Podsakoff, MacKemag&Pa
Bachrach, 2000). Similar findings were also discovered in the context of coworkers’
social exchange and support (llies, 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 previocis resear
on social exchange, the three types of social exchanges are named as: ljneaaloler
exchange; 2) Coworkers exchange; 3) Customer-employee exchange. Amitmgehe
types of social exchange, leader-member exchange has received dtlitairafrom
researchers, while relatively less attention has been paid to the sobmhge@rocesses
between coworkers, and between employees and customers. Yet such attelesoeds

and important especially for the hotel industry, for at least two reasons hbiest
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employees are not working independently. Rather, the creation of high qualitgservic
and customer satisfaction relies greatly on the cooperative and supp@mivectids of
hotel employees. Therefore, many interactions between coworkers happeprioctss
of customer services, such as helping a coworker with heavy workload and helping t
train a new employee in service skills. These helping behaviors amplesaof OCBs
towards coworkers (OCB-I). Second, customer service is the most imporkafurtas
hotel employees. Customers are not negative recipients of the service, Rathare
actively involved in it. Therefore, the success of the service experiefiesggreatly on
the active participation of customers. For example, a polite customer mayaeflae
hotel employee’s mood and service attitude. This in turn may influence theyewiplo
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, custona€eiessle
and the hotel frontline employees in the customer service processes.dtothing text
| describe in detail the three types of social exchanges and how thetoela¢ three

dimensions (OCB-O, OCB-1 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 proposexdrat le

distribute the finite resources to their subordinates differentially {Gar& Day, 1997).
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As the quality of the Leader-member Exchange relationship matures, is finonea
predominantly economic exchange, where self-interest prevails, to aesathaihge

where mutual and collective interests dominate (Jiao, 2006). In high qualityrLeade
member Exchange, the importance of affective-based motivations in satiahege

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

guality social exchanges happen between leaders and subordinates, theresisedperc
obligation on the part of subordinates to reciprocate high-quality relation8taos (

1964; Gouldner, 1960). One way to reciprocate these relationships is by enlarging the
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; Settdqril608).

OCBs are considered to be closely related to leadership. Organ et al. (2006) found
positive relations between supportive leadership and different forms of OCB, dacaus
positive social exchange relationship was developed between the employeesrand the

supervisors.

Leadership is usually differentiated into two types: directive leadership and
supportive leadership (Judge, Piccolo, & lllies, 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 lepdershi
characterized as a strong tendency to control discussion, to dominateionsractd 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 ¢gasions,

and focusing on harmonic working relations (Euwema, Wendi, & Emmerik, 2007).
Therefore supportive leadership can create a climate in which memélesagported

and empowered to perform their jobs. Supportive leadership communicates the message
of trust, helping team members to take initiative, to reciprocate the behgvior b

supporting team members, and to overcome fears of criticism, all of which ostéd f

OCBs in the organization.

Euwema, Wendi and Emmerik (2007) found that supportive leadership is
positively related to OCB, while directive leadership is negativelyeelsn 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 cemseguould

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 (OCBSs) to contribute to the effective functioning of the organizationefbiney

the following hypothesis is generated:

Hi: There is a significant positive relationship between leader-member exchange
and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-

0).
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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 specif
co-worker. The pressure could be released by helping the co-worker wiitér hagtd, or
by performing other types of OCBs toward that coworker (OCB-I)i®us researchers
also suggested that colleague and coworker support have a strong effect oreeshploy
OCBs (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). Specifically, coworkers
support has stronger effects on OCB-I than on OCB-O (llies, Nahrgang, & 8éorge
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 sacipgecate
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 highyqualit
coworker exchange is more likely to generate OCB-I. Therefore, the foow

hypothesis is generated:

H,: 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 regardad as soci
exchange processes. Lawler (2001) also claimed in his affection theoryadf soci
exchange that there is a social exchange between customers and emplosteeseS
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and employees perceive some degree of shared responsibility in the sociabexcha
process. Therefore, although employees’ roles are central for greatioessful
exchanges with customers, the role of customers cannot be overlooked (Sierra &
McQuitty, 2005). This is also determined by the unique features of services, intiadich
intangibility and inseparability (Parasuraman et al., 1985) make custqguaetisipation

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 limitedt#on
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 employeqgsatedc
to have stronger reciprocate behaviors back to the source of such treatnan2(®7),
if an employee were treated respectfully by a customer, he would be méoreédike
perform OCBs to that customer (OCB-C). Therefore the following hypistises

proposed.

Hs: 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 gdatlse (goals are
desired and (3) there is a discrepancy between desired and current imagg#(Le
Kowalshi, 1990). Bolino and Turnely (1999) found that there are five tactics that
individuals could use for impression management. These tactics includegrét)dtion,
or doing favors and using flattery in order to be seen positively by the target|f{2) Se
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) Exeatiplifjavhich
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 pumish i
order to be seen as dangerous by the target; and (5) Supplication, which meansigromoti

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 theexemplificatiortactic includes going beyond what is expected, which is also
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one important feature of OCBs (Bolino & Turnley, 1999). Also,itigeatiation tactic
involves behaviors that are helpful in nature, which is very similar tbehmng

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

two, as suggested by Ferris et al. (1992), is the intent underlining these behaviors.
Impression management is self-serving, while OCBs in the aggregate comlot@rthe
effective functioning of the organizations. As suggested by Eastman (1994r simi
behaviors may have different motives underlining them. Same type of OCBs muld al
be motivated by different motivations, such as impression management, sobaigx

or empathy.

Supervisors and coworkers are two groups of people that hotel employees interact
with therefore, leaving good impressions to these groups are very impohens T
because good impressions from those people may have potential benefits to esnployee
such as good image building, performance evaluation, promotion opportunity, etc.
Therefore, it is very likely that employees would engage in impression nmaeage

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-

0).

Hs: 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 dadltruistic andegoisticmotivation of human behavior to
the context of OCB motivations, certain personal traits motivation, such as gmpath
(Batson, 1987) fall into the category of altruistic motivation. This is bethe8CBs
motivated by empathy is not self-serving in nature, but generated to mest néesls.
Similarly, conscientiousness also belonged to altruistic motivation. Tlogviog text
describes the relationships between the two altruistic motivations andebe thr

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 elgso(B4987, p.

93). Feeling sympathetic, compassionate, warm, softhearted and tender are the
expressions of having empathy (Batson, 1987). Perspective taking is the majdopredic
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 empathgachtol
helping behaviors (or the Altruism dimension of OCB; e.g. Eisenberg & MiI887).
McNeely and Meglino (1994) found that empathy is positively related to OCB-I, but not
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to OCB-0O. However, they did not separate the individuals from organizational neember
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 individdaliz
attention (Parasuraman et al., 1988). If an employee has high level of empatig jhe/s
more likely to perform OCBs to customers and coworkers. Therefore, the fajjowi

hypotheses are proposed:

He: 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 eeedshows 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 (X990), i
the most widely applied. According to this model, there are five dimensions of
personality including: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousnessnahgitibility

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 personalifyHegan &
Holland, 2003; Organ and Ryan, 1995). Conscientiousness refers to a dependable,
responsible, achievement-oriented and persistent personality traitkBaiviount,

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. Thi
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 andheeyond t
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 eegploy

should try to accomplish through services. Therefore, it is expected that a camssient
employee would engage in more citizenship behaviors towards the customer€jOCB-

The following hypotheses are proposed:

Hg: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’
conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization

(OCB-O).

Ho: 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, Finlkegamaig
& Wilk, 2004; Lampton, 2003). Empowerment is especially important in the hotel
industry as hotel guests are getting more and more demanding. As a reseltjrexc
customers’ expectations requires making exceptions from time to time vieQwiee
realization of these exceptions relies on how hotel employees are empoWwareckel
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€#&Itan 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 feelsteompe
(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.
Organizationasupport has been found to be able to predict a number of organizational
outcomes, includingbsenteeism, performance, and innovation (Eisenberger et al., 1986).

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

efforts and resources. In many cases, even if an employee is wllyogabove 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 employe&smperf

Therefore, the following hypotheses are drawn:

Hio: There is a significant positive relationship between empowerment and

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

Hi1: There is a significant positive relationship between empowerment and

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

Hi2: 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 gtay w
the present organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997), as well as the strength of an intisvzidua
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 commitmemit tostay with the
current organization; employees with high level of normative commitmegtit tostay
with the current organization; employees with high level of continuance commitment

need tostay with the organization.

As one dimension of organizational commitment, continuance commitment is
defined as the costs associated with leaving the organization (Meyee@&, A897), 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 rexitplbgee
would have higher commitment to stay with the current organization. As O€Bs ar
behaviors that go above and beyond job requirements and require extra effortaedergy
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 buitchgestr
continuance commitment with the organization and therefore, are more likely toittay

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

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

dimensions of OCB and continuance commitment are generated:

His There is a significant positive relationship between employees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O) and

continuance commitment.

Hi4: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance

commitment.

His 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 ihforma
social ties with coworkers and feel as if they are socially included bysath#reir
workplace (Randel & Ranft, 2007). As human capital is playing key roles in thessucc
of business (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998), the quality of relationships among employees
determines, to a great extent, the performance of an organization. When the employe
feel that they are included within the organization and have close relationstipgheii
coworkers, they may feel it is easier to accomplish various tasks. Ssftuiations can
also happen in the hotel industry, because the creation of customer satisfacgon relie
greatly on the cooperation and coordination of every employee that encohaters t

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. O@B as
important result of such effort can positively contribute to relationship buildirgein t
workplace (Bolino & Turnley, 1999). Therefore, the following hypothesis regarding the
relationship between Organizational Citizenship towards Coworkers (O@i})

workplace social inclusion is proposed:

Hie: 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§ ittid
research has attempted to address this exchange process’s influencéoyrasnp
Lawler (2001) introduced the affect theory of social exchange (Lawler, 2001), snggest
that social relationships are a source of emotions. The interactions betwieanecss
and employees could bring pleasant and positive emotions to both customers and
employees. This is especially true when an employee satisfies theneudy providing
exceptional services through OCBs. Since the recipient of the social exd¢tzenge
stronger intention to reciprocate similar behaviors to the source of exchange (Sc
2007), the satisfied customers would also treat the employees well, perhapsdsgiag
positive emotional responses or praises. Such positive feedback would further influence
employees’ emotions positively in the short run, while maybe in the long run becaming

foundation for relationship building between customers and employees.

Therefore, the following hypothesis regarding the social exchangesdmetwe
customers and employees and its influence on employees’ emotion at the waskplace

proposed:

Hi7: 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 Inteiion to Stay

In addition, Pearce and Randel (2004) found that when an employee experiences
workplace social inclusion, they can accomplish their work more effectiveig. Hi
workplace social inclusion can create a strong sense of belonging, wdydurther
contribute to employees’ intention to stay with the current organization (Co@bamH
& Viswesvaran, 2005; Allen & Meyer, 1996). Recent meta-analyses reported that
organizational commitment is negatively related to employees’ turnovatiore
(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 helpiagdrs is
consistent (e.g. Connolly & Viswesvaran, 2000), and suggests that positive emotion
could also influence employees’ intention to stay with the company. Positivesrsaat
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 prbpose

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

social inclusion and intention to stay.

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

emotion and intention to stay.

H.o: 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 ioipress
management, and altruistic motivations, including empathy and conscientiousreess. T
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 arengehavi
in different situations. People who have grown up in different cultures may behave
differently even if in the same situation. People who have different persesialalues
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 Emjposve, 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 andndéfeeetween
cultures, because many psychological and managerial principles are utalative
(Hofstede, 1980). As suggested by Brockner (2003), certain theories that welogpddv
in US, such as the social loafing theory and the attribution theory, failechtswgaport

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 deisibi
culture (e.g., Tylor, 1958) equated culture with socially learned ideas anddreha
Williams (1983) provided three broad definitions for culture. Williams first ddfine
culture as “a general process of intellectual, spiritual and aesteggtogment’ (1990);
He then defined culture as “a particular way of life, whether of a peopleioa pe a
group”; Finally, Williams defined culture as “the works and practices efi@ttual and
especially artistic activity”. Later, researchers tended to mzeltihe second and third
definitions of culture in practice. For example, Yau (1994) defined culture asithef

learned beliefs, values, and customs that create behavioral norms for aogiegn s

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 infates
culture is a collective, not individual attribute. It is not directly visible bumanifested

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 makt vali
According to this framework, culture has four dimensions, including (1) Powenbesta
(2) Uncertainty Avoidance; (3) Individualism versus its opposite Collentivasd (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, theeties ar

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 Westeme ¢alg.

the United States, Canada and Australia). People from the Eastern auitWéestern
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culture also differ in the four dimensions of culture, and the individualism-colleutivis
dimension of culture is a fundamental distinction between Eastern and Westemscultur

(Markus & Kitayama, 1991).

Traditionally, the United States is considered as a highly individualigented
culture, whereas China is considered as a highly collectivism orientedlec(Hiofstede,
1980; Earley, 1989). Parsons and Shils (1951) distinguished individualism as being self-
orientated and collectivism as being collectivity-oriented. An individuadgild (1)
consider his/her personal interests as more important than the interesteugd,a 2jr
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 Stetieseis
on individual accomplishment and self-interest (Ho, 1976). As a representative of
collectivism-oriented cultures, China emphasizes a collective orientationsoodidiges
individual achievement (Ho, 1976). Relationships are greatly valued in collectivism-
oriented societies compared with individualism-oriented societies, elbpéua
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 thalsaahange
with coworkers, supervisors and customers, because they may perceivatdiéiezks 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 thas cul
is an antecedent of OCBs. Researchers also suggested that the dimensions wightB
be different under different cultures (Farth, Earley & Lin, 1997; Law, Worizhé&n,
2007). Considering the characteristics of individualism and collectivism di@rga
employees in individualism-oriented cultures who perform OCB may be motivated mor
by personal interest (egoistic motivation). However, employees from cabact
oriented cultures may be motivated more by a desire to help others (alimostration)

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, aswe#véously
defined individualism-collectivism orientations (Markus & Kitayama, 1991)has

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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Mcs: 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);

Mcs: Culture moderates the relationship between impression management and

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

M. Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ empathy and

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

M7 Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ empathy and

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

Mcs: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ conscientiousness

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

Mco: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ conscientiousness

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

Mo Culture moderates the relationship between empowerment and employees’

Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-0);

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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M1z 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;

Mc1s Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organizational

Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance commitment;

Mc1e 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;

Mc1g Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ workplace social

inclusion and intention to stay;

Mc1g: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ positive emotion

and intention to stay;

Mc2o 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);

Mos: 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);

Mos: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between
impression management and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards

Coworkers (OCB-I);

Moe: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between

employees’ empathy and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkas (O

1);

M7 Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between
employees’ empathy and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB

C);
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Mog: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between
employees’ conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the

Organization (OCB-0O);

Mog: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between
employees’ conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards

Customers (OCB-C);

Mo1o Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between
empowerment and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the

Organization (OCB-O);

Mo12: 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);

Mo1z 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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Mo1s Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and

continuance commitment;

Mo1e 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;

Mo1g Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between

employees’ workplace social inclusion and intention to stay;

Mo1g Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationship between

employees’ positive emotion and intention to stay;

Moz2o 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 behaviorsoderated

by impression-management motivations because the relationships would lee wieak
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the employee has stronger impression management motivation. This ohag toethe
fact that employees who have stronger impression management motivatidn aim a
influencing others’ impression of them through various tactics. As a result, eliew if t
do not perceive positive social exchanges from leaders or coworkers, theylimay st
engage in impression management activities (such as OCBSs). This study progbses t
impression management motivation is not isolated from other types of OCB nooi$vat

Rather, they may have interactions. Therefore, the following hypotheseposed:

Miz: Impression management moderates the relationship between leader-member
exchange and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization

(OCB-O);

Mi,: Impression management moderates the relationship between coworker
exchange and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers

(OCB-I);

Mis: Impression management moderates the relationship between customer
exchange and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers

(OCB-C);

Mis: Impression management moderates the relationship between impression
management and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the

Organization (OCB-O);

Mis: Impression management moderates the relationship between impression
management and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers
(OCB-);
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Mis: 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);

Mis: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’
conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization

(OCB-O);

Mig: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’
conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-

C);

Mizo: Impression management moderates the relationship between empowerment
and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-

0);

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;

Mizs: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance

commitment;

Mie: 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;

Mi1s: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’

workplace social inclusion and intention to stay;

Mirg: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’

positive emotion and intention to stay;

Mizo: 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 employgeedaghts
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-

0);

Mez: Empowerment moderates the relationship between coworker exchange and

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

M.z Empowerment moderates the relationship between customer exchange and

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

Mes Empowerment moderates the relationship between impression management
and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-

0);
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Mes. Empowerment moderates the relationship between impression management

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

Mes 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);

Meg Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’
conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization

(OCB-O);

Meg. Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’
conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-

C);

Me1oc Empowerment moderates the relationship between empowerment and

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

M1 Empowerment moderates the relationship between empowerment and

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

Me1z 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-1) and continuance

commitment;

Me1s 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;

Me1s Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ workplace

social inclusion and intention to stay;

Me1¢ Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ positive

emotion and intention to stay;

Me2o 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 arenrshow

Figure 2.Table 2 to Table 6 summarizes all the hypotheses of this study.
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Table 2. Objective 1 and Associated Hypotheses

Objective 1:
To examine structural relationships of the antecedents and corepgences of hotel employees’ OCB.

Hypotheses:
H;: There is a significant positive relationship between leader-meaXmrange and employees’

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

H,: There is a significant positive relationship between coworker exchamgenaployees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

Hs: There is a significant positive relationship between customer-engpéyshange and employees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) towards Customers (OCB-C);

H,4: There is a significant positive relationship between employe@sésrion management and
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the OrganizatiGB{0);

Hs: There is a significant positive relationship between employe@sésrion management and
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (QCB-I

Hs: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’tbynpad employees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

H;: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’'teynpad employees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

Hg: There is a significant positive relationship between employeescantiousness and employees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);

Ho: There is a significant positive relationship between employeestiemi®ousness and employees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

H.o: There is a significant positive relationship between empowermentapidyees’ Organizational
Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-0);

Hii: There is a significant positive relationship between empowermetiemployees’ Organizational
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I)

Hi,: There is a significant positive relationship between empowermergrapbbyees’ Organizational
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C).

H.s: There is a significant positive relationship between employegirixational Citizenship Behavio
towards the Organization (OCB-0) and continuance commitment;

H.4 There is a significant positive relationship between employegsirational Citizenship Behavio
towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance commitment;

His: There is a significant positive relationship between employees’ @agamal Citizenship
Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance commitment;

Hie: There is a significant positive relationship between employegir@xational Citizenship Behavio
towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and perceived workplace social inclusion;

H.7: There is a significant positive relationship between employeggsirtzational Citizenship Behavio
towards Customers (OCB-C) and positive emotion;

Hig: There is a significant positive relationship between employee&plame social inclusion and
intention to stay;

H.q: There is a significant positive relationship between employeetivgosmotion and intention to
stay;

H.o: There is a significant positive relationship between enga@sy continuance commitment and
intention to stay. F

=

=

=

=
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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 mionships.

Hypotheses:
Mc1: Culture moderates the relationship between leader-member exchaplyg/ees’ Organizational

Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);

Mc2: Culture moderates the relationship between coworker exchange amhayery Organizational
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

Mcs: Culture moderates the relationship between customer exchange arayeeglOrganizational
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

M4 Culture moderates the relationship between impression management aogesspl
Organizational Citizenship Behavior toward the Organization (OCB-O);

Mcs: Culture moderates the relationship between impression management pllogtess’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

Mg Culture moderates the relationship between empathy and employeggsiigational Citizenship
Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

M7 Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ emaath@rganizational Citizenship
Behavior towards Customers ( OCB-C);

Mcg: Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ cotiscisness and Organizational
Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);

Mo Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ cotiscisness and Organizational
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

Mo Culture moderates the relationship between empowerment and emplOygasizational
Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-0);

Mc12: Culture moderates the relationship between empowerment and employgasizational
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

Mc12 Culture moderates the relationship between empowerment and employgasizational
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

Mz Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organiza@aisénship Behavior
towards the Organization (OCB-0) and continuance commitment;

Mc14 Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organiza@itimnship Behavior
towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance commitment;

Mcs Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organiza@aizénship Behavior
towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance commitment;

Mc1e Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organiza@itimnship Behavior
towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and perceived workplace social inclusion;

M7 Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ Organiza@aizénship Behavior
towards Customers (OCB-C )and positive emotion;

Mg Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ workpla@e smbusion and intention tg
stay;

Mc1e Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ positiveoamaotil intention to stay;
Me2o Culture moderates the relationship between employees’ continuancetomenirind 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-collectivis orientation on the proposed
relationships.

Hypotheses:
Moy: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationsleipneen leade-member exchange

and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (QCB-
M,2: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationshigvben coworker exchange and
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers ((RCB-
Mos: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationshigvben customer exchange and
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (©{CB-
Mo Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationslepmieen impression management
and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization(M)CB
Mos: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationshigvben impression management
and employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (QCB-I)
Moe: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationshigvben employees’ empathy and
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);
M,z Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationshipvben employees’ empathy and
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

Mog: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationshigvben employee’s
conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the GiiiamigOCB-O);

Mog: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationshigvben employees’
conscientiousness and Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Cust(@B-C);

Mo1o Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationslgipeen empowerment and
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the OrganizatioB{Q);

Mo11: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationslgiween empowerment and
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (PCB-I

Mo12: Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationslgipeen empowerment and
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (QCB-C

Mo13 Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationslefwvieen employees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O) andnc@mce commitment;
Mo14 Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationsleieen employees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuamesitment;

Mo1s Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationsleieen employees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuancgtooent;

Mo16 Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationslefwieen employees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-1) and perceigdglace social
inclusion;

Mo17 Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationsleiieen employees’
Organizational Citizenship behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and positoteoem

Mo1g Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationslgipeen employees’ workplace
social inclusion and intention to stay;

Mo1e Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationslefwvieen employees’ positive
emotion and intention to stay;

Mo2o Individualism-collectivism orientation moderates the relationslgieen 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 theoposed relationships.

Hypotheses:
Mi1: Impression management moderates the relationship between leader-mechiaeigexand

employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organiz&GB{O);

Mi2: Impression management moderates the relationship between coworker exahdrgeployees
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

Mis: Impression management moderates the relationship between customer exchamgplayees’
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

Mis: Impression management moderates the relationship between impression management
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organiz&GB{O);

M;s: Impression management moderates the relationship between impression mamagene
employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (pCB-

Mis: Impression management moderates the relationship between employesyeamol
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

Mi7z: Impression management moderates the relationship between employesyeamol
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

Mig: Impression management moderates the relationship between employeegntmsness and
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);

Mig: Impression management moderates the relationship between employeegntmsness and
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

Miio: Impression management moderates the relationship between empowermenplaydesh
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);

Mi11: Impression management moderates the relationship between empowerment aydeshpl
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

Mio: Impression management moderates the relationship between empowerment aydeshpl
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

Miis: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ Oyaalizat
Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-0O) and continuance coemtjitm

Mis: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ &igyzadiz
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance commjtment

Miis: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ &hiayzaliz
Citizenship behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance commitment

Mie: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ &igyzadiz
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-1) and perceived workpteta snclusion;

Mii7: Impression management moderates the relationship between employees’ &hiayzaliz
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C ) and positive emotion;

Miis: Impression management moderates the relationship between employeesaeesuaiial inclusion
and intention to stay;

Mize: Impression management moderates the relationship between employeegs posotion and
intention to stay;

Mizo: Impression management moderates the relationship between employe@esiasargicommitment
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 proposedadonships.

Hypotheses:
M1 Empowerment moderates the relationship between leader-member exahdrgyaployees’

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

Me2: Empowerment moderates the relationship between coworker exchange and esploye
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

Mes Empowerment moderates the relationship between customer exchange an@eshploy
Organizational Citizenship behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

Mes Empowerment moderates the relationship between impression managemenployeesh
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);

Mes Empowerment moderates the relationship between impression managemenpkyeesh
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

Mes Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ empatbsganizational
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

Me7 Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ empatbsgandzational
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

Meg Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ coiesiseess and
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);

Mes Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ ctiosisieess and
Organizational Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

Me1oc Empowerment moderates the relationship between empowerment and esh@ogarizational
Citizenship Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O);

Me1:: Empowerment moderates the relationship between empowerment and eg\@ogarizational
Citizenship Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I);

Me12 Empowerment moderates the relationship between empowerment and eg\@ogarizational
Citizenship Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C);

Me1s Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ Organiz@lizethship
Behavior towards the Organization (OCB-O) and continuance commitment;

Me14 Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ Organiz@litiretship
Behavior towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and continuance commitment;

Me1s Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ Orgarat &itizenship behavior
towards Customers (OCB-C) and continuance commitment;

Me1s Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ Organiz@litimehship behavio
towards Coworkers (OCB-I) and perceived workplace social inclusion;

Me17 Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ Organiz@lizethship
Behavior towards Customers (OCB-C) and positive emotion;

Me1s Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ workptaakinclusion and
intention to stay;

Me1s Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ pasititiereand intention to
stay;

Me2s Empowerment moderates the relationship between employees’ continoamoéroent and
intention to stay.
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CHAPTER Il

METHODOLOGY

This section describes the research methodology as well as the atatistic
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 stadurveys
were conducted in both the U.S. and China using convenience sampling method.
Descriptive Analysis, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), Struadt&quation

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 empiricdilg teedel
that describes the motivational mechanism of hotel employees’ OCB, intgdrath the
antecedents and the consequences of OCB. The study used a descriptive and causal
research design and conducted cross-sectional surveys as the sampsetesta@ 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 questionagire
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 transtition/ba
translation procedure as described by Brislin (1976). As suggested by Lo (2007), the
English version questionnaire was first translated into Chinese by agioofal native
Chinese translator. Then another professional translator translated theeGlarson
guestionnaire back to English. However, some necessary modifications were ineede
order to ensure that the Chinese version questionnaire can correctly refleetthiega
of the original English version questionnaire. In addition, content validity (Chiugchil
Brown, 2007) of the statements were checked by three faculty members&&ohool
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’ worledelat
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 ftiemcBart,

Gwinner and Meuter (2001); Empowerment was measured using three items from
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Spreitzer (1997); Impression Management was measured using thre&aenfoux
and Penner (2001). Individualism-collectivism Orientation was measured osing f
items from Wagner and Moch (1986). The respondents were asked to rate their
perception of these statements on a seven-point Likert-type scale (wis¢rengly
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-memhbangsevas
measured using six items from Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995); Coworker Exchange was
measured using six items from Ladd and Henry (2000); Customer-Emplogkarige
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 andai=gbyrAgree).

The fourth section was designed to collect hotel employees’ OCB perfamanc
Employees’ OCB-O was measured using eight items from Williams andgorde
(1991); Employees’ OCB-1 was measured using six items from Wigliand Anderson
(1991); Employees’ OCB-C was measured using eight items from Lin 208B) The
respondents were asked to rate their perception of these statements onpsetven
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 ugagtédms
from Pearce and Randel (2004); Employees’ Positive Emotion was measured @sng thr

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); Employesstidmt to
Stay was measured using four items from Mitchel’s (1981). The respondents kegte as
to rate their perception of these statements on a seven-point Likert-tigpéndoare
1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree).

The sixth section was designed to collect employees’ demographic infanmati
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 empioyees
a Mid-west city of the U.S. in order to examine the reliability of the questi@i2ata
was analyzed using SPSS 17 software. The reliability of the scalessessad using the
Cronbach’s alphas. As suggested by Nunnally and Berstein (1994), the items ahder ea
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 theimsnt.
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. Sincesfiesht
reliability was achieved in the Pilot test, this questionnaire wasueah 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 mnypos
My immediate supervisor knows my potential.

My immediate supervisor will use authority to help me solve work pnadle
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 | 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.

| feel that my services are appreciated by our guests.

| rarely receive complaints from our guests.

| feel our guests are satisfied with the services provided by our hotel.

| feel our guests are happy to stay in our hotel.

I have significant autonomy in deciding how to do my job.

| can decide on my own how to do my work.

| have considerable independence and freedom in doing my job.

OCB Performance | .867

I will give advanced notice if | cannot come to work.

My attendance at work is above the required level.

| take fewer breaks than | deserve.

I do not complain about unimportant things at work.

| follow informal rules in order to maintain order.

| protect our hotel’s property.

| say good things about our hotel when talking with outsiders.

| 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.

| take time to listen to my coworkers’ problems and worries.

| go out of my way to help new coworkers.

| take personal interest in my coworkers.

| pass along notices and news to my coworkers.

| always have a positive attitude at work.

I am always exceptionally courteous and respectful to customers.
| follow customer service guidelines with extreme care.

| respond to customer requests and problems in a timely manner.
| perform duties with very few mistakes.

I conscientiously promote products and services to customers.

| contribute many ideas for customer promotions &communications.
I make constructive suggestions for service improvement.
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Job Attitudes | .859

| feel | am an accepted part of my hotel.
| feel I am included in most of the activities at work.
Sometimes | feel like an outsider.
| feel happy to go above and beyond in order to serve customers.
| feel satisfied with myself if | satisfy my customers with exoapl services.
| enjoy the process of meeting customers’ needs.
Overall | am very satisfied with my job.
If I have a chance to choose my job, | will choose my current job.
| enjoy the work that | 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 | wanted to.
I would turn down a job offer from another company if it came tomorrow.
As far as | can see, | intend to stay with my current hotel.
It is very important for me to spend the rest of my career in this hotel.
| will stay at this hotel even dther hotels offer me higher pay and position.

Personality and Values |.713

| am a very organized person.

| am a very efficient person.

| am a very systematic person.

| am a very practical person.

| try to understand my friends better from their perspective.

Seeing warm, emotional scenes makes me teary-eyed.

| 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.

| am afraid to appear irresponsible.

| prefer to work with others rather than to work alone

I like it when my coworkers work together with each other.

| believe that people need to make sacrifices for the sake of others.
| 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 a

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 ydires
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 débieve.
example, in order to achieve a CFl 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 freedore beggen 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 tHenom
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 difficultytimgéotel employees’
responses, this study used Bentler and Chow (1987)’s approach or having 5 samples for
per estimated parameter. With 144 parameters, the expected sampl& 3zéoisthis

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; generalizati®motdahe
main focus of the study. Therefore, using convenience sampling would be siaitable
studies aiming to test theories. Secondly, random sampling was not avaitahle f
study. As a cross cultural study, data needed to be collected both in Chiha &h8.t
from hotel employees. In the U.S., online data collection was used, and there was not
database that listed all the hotel employees in the United States.oféerahdomization
of sample selection was not possible. Also collecting data from employseaara
difficult than collecting data from customers, which was especiallyitr@hina, where
relationships and networks were critically important. Therefore, conveniang#isg
method was used to collect data from hotels where existing networks werélavaila

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 databasashat

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. Employkes of t

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 pdrforme
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. Oneagtvant
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 surveypis als
relatively efficient and costs less compared with onsite survey (Wrighb) 20
However, there are also disadvantages that are associated with onleys sGmline
surveys have relatively lower respondent rate (Wright, 2005), which may influence t
generalization of the findings. Considering the difficulty of reaching hatpl@yees in
the U.S. as well as the availability of a hotel employee database atriter Gf
Hospitality and Tourism Research at Oklahoma State University, this ctode 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 websitevvw.survermonkey.cojn The website generated a link for

the online questionnaire. A cover letter was prepared with the link for the online

guestionnaire and it was sent to the hotel employees’ E-mail addressalidte hotel
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employee database. The database had a total of 22,103 valid email addresselnd he

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 (}, hotel
Anxin (2 hotels), Shijiazhuang (2 hotels), Guilin (1 hotels) and Hangzhou (2 hotel)
participated in this study. Since employee data is relatively diffiouget, the research
decided to use existing connections in China. Seven friends of the researcher &ho wer
currently working in the hotel industry in China agreed to help with the survey. The
electronic version questionnaire was emailed to the researchenddiin 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 distributedeo thos

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 ifahe da
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, Hersee
guestionnaires were eliminated from further data analysis. This kind of reat@oni is
also recommended for the analysis using SEM (Hair et al., 2006). After thenaxiami
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 pextbimorder to get
a general idea of the hotel employees’ demographic profiles and their watedrel
information. Respondents’ characteristics were classified as Geradeidnd 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 llessntieah
$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; Enginee@itgers) 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 categjanio its
affiliation (International Chain Hotel, Domestic Chain Hotel; Indepehéiotel), and

country of origin (the U.S. and China).

Structural Equation Modeling

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to empirically test the ofiees|
well as the proposed relationships of the motivational mechanism of hotel ensployee
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 multipserved
variables to represent unobserved latent variables. SEM has been widely bsedyin t
building and empirical model testing in the management, marketing and hospitality
literature. This study used the software LISREL 8.80 to analyze data, comgitker
ability to represent unobserved concepts in interdependence relationships éHair et
2006).

As an advanced technique, the procedure to perform SEM is relatively complex
compared with other multivariate analysis technique. As suggested by Hai{2€0&!:

759) SEM involves six stages in testing a full structural model. The six stepsgf

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 canstruct
The indicators for each constructs were identified from previous literatarall the
measurement scales had been tested with reliability and validity. Thespdopmdel
contained seven exogenous variables, including Leader-member ExctBnge (
Coworker Exchang&?), Customer-employee Exchang8)( Impression Management
(¢4), Conscientiousnes&s), Empathy {6) and EmpowermentT). The proposal model
contained seven endogenous variables, including: OCRLD QCB-I (12), OCB-C
(n3), Continuance Commitmeni4), Social Inclusion(5), Positive Emotion6) and

Intention to Stayi(7).

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 ef thre
indicators for each latent construct. In this study, for the seven exogenousegariabl
Conscientiousnes§g) and Empathy(6) had four indicators. Impression Management
(¢4) had five indicators. Empowermef7) had three indicators. Leader-member
Exchange({l) and Coworker Exchangé?) had six indicators, and Customer-employee
Exchange(3) had five indicators. For the seven endogenous variables, OGBy@nd
OCB-C {13) had eight indicators and OCB#2) had six indicators. Continuance
Commitment §44), Social Inclusion{5) and Positive Emotiom6) each had three

indicators, and Intention to Stay7) 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 Coofirma
Factor Analysis (CFA) was applied to evaluate the measurement modelyvalieh can
explore the overall fit of the measurement part of the model, the factor loaditings of
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 asswiedl factor
loadings of the items on each construct. It helps to test if the validity anallitgliaf the
measurement scale as well as the overall model fit at the measureraérthe
measurement model of OCB was assessed by a series of model-fit indexes, theC
overall model fit refers to the degree to which the specified indicatorsesprine
hypothesized latent construct. The CFA model was evaluated using a serigsdofdg
provided by LISREAL 8.80, including: 1. Absolute fit indices, which includes the Chi-
square ¥?)test, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), standardized root
mean square residual (SRMR); 2. Incremental fit indices, including convesafiaindex
(CFI), the Incremental Fit Index (IF1), Normed Fit Index (NFil&Relative Fit Index
(RFI).

The absolute fit indices are direct measures of the fithess 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). Tlidests whether a relationship exists
between two measures. In SEM, the lowerghealue is, the more representative the
model is of the data. The recommended level for the nogfnearsimony index is

between 1.0 and 5.0. The RMSEA is used to correct for the tendencyydtelseto
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reject models with large samples or a large number of observed variables. Ahlakse

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 andmoyar

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 caimpidine

a null model (Reisinger & Turner, 1999). As suggested by Brentler (1990), alG€l va

>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. Tdeési

as well as the cutting values of the fit indices as recommended by previearchess

(e.g. Hair et al., 2006; Kline, 2006) are summarized in Table 8.

Table 8. Fit Indices’ Cutting Values

Fit Index Cutting Value
y2/df 1.0-5.0
RMSEA <.10

SRMR <.10

CFlI >0.9

IFI >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 specificraohst
should share a high proportion of variance in common. The level of convergent validity is

usually assessed from three aspects: factor loading, composite rgleiuiliaverage
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variance extracted. All factor loadings should be statically significadtseandardized
factor loadings should be .5 or higher.
The composite reliabilities (CR) indicated internal consistency, meatlititge
measures consistently represent the same latent construct (Fornetk&n, 4981; 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). GiRds for the
Composite Reliability. It assesses the internal consistency of suneg@g&ornell &
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 vaséptaesd
by a construct in relation to the variance due to random measurement error &ornel
Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2006). The formula for calculating AVE values is:
AVE= X (Ai?)/=X (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 relagpsnshi
among the constructs. Figure 1 showed the path diagrams of the structura ofadlel

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 pathsypetteeses

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 fromdHesestage. At
this stage, the hypotheses were tested. All model fit indices of SEM, includigfgdhe
RMSEA, SRMR, CFlI, IFI and NFI were assessed. Generally speakosg 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, Individualisntectivism
Orientation, Impression Management and Empowerment were assessedulsing
group SEM. There are four basic steps in Multi-group SEM. The moderatintseffec
SEM were performed based on a chi-square difference statigtic They> value from
the baseline model was subtracted fromythealue of a less constrained model. If the
Ay? was significant, the moderating effect was supportetlifvas 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, imipress

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 agdne

the covariance matrices of the two databases were prepared usingNLISER.

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 eamaled

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 goodnesstafifitiss were
recorded. This process was repeated for each hypothesized path (a total of)2@nmhths

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 serigsdifference tests. The
value from the baseline model was subtracted frony’thalue of a less constrained
model. If thesz was significant, the moderating effect was supporte:dxzifvvas not
significant, the moderating effect was not supported. This process was ddpea&ich

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 statist

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 demographi
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 (CFAg third
section presents the results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFAgdttl
measurement model. Both the overall model fit and the factor loadings of eacliconst
were evaluated. After the CFA model was assessed and achieved ateajistathe
fourth section presents the results of the Structural Equation Modeling. The ovaulell
fit was assessed through a series of fit indices and all the twentyweathevaluated for
their significance as well as strength. Section five presentssthksref moderating
effects testing. Four moderators, including Culture, Individualism-colisct
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 efdéemédyees
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 empieyees
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 educatiarhatef
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 necessariligahean t
the living standards of Chinese hotel employees are lower, since the liviagncGhina

are generally lower compared with the living costs in the United States.
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Table 9. Demographic Profile of the Respondents

Demographic Overall The U.S. Chinese
Characteristic Frequency (%) | Frequency (%) | 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
18-29 299 (41.8) 68 (21.7) 231 (57.6)
30-39 144 (20.1) 51 (16.2) 93 (23.2)
40-49 152 (21.3) 89 (28.3) 63 (15.7)
50-59 93 (13) 80 (25.5) 13 (3.2)
>60 27 (3.8) 26 (8.3) 1(.2)
Total 715 (100) 314 (100) 401 (100)
Ethnicity
Caucasian 267 (37.1) 267 (85.3) 0 (0)
African American 11 (1.5) 11 (3.5) 0 (0)
Hispanic 17 (2.4) 17 (5.4) 0 (0)
Asian 421 (58.5) 14 (4.5) 407 (100)
Others 4 (.6) 4(1.3) 0 (0)
Total 720 (100) 313 (100) 407 (100)
Education
Less than High School 55 (7.7) 2 (.6) 53 (13.2)
High School 179 (25.1) 50 (16) 129 (32.2)
2-year College 175 (24.5) 65 (20.8) 110 (27.4)
4-year College 250 (35) 155 (49.5) 95 (23.7)
Graduate School 55 (7.7) 41 (13.1) 14 (3.5)
Total 714 (100) 313 (100) 401 (100)
Income
Less than $10,000 401 (55.7) 16 (5.1) 385 (94.6)
$10,000-$29,999 150 (20.8) 134 (42.8) 16 (3.9)
$ 30,000-49,999 73 (10.1) 67 (21.4) 6 (1.5)
$ 50,000-69,999 64 (8.9) 64 (20.4) 0 (0)
$ 70,000-89,999 32 (4.4) 32 (10.2) 0 (0)
$ 90,000 or more 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Total 720 (100) 313 407 (100)

Table 10 summarizes the work-related characteristics of the respendable 10

shows that about half (51.7%) of the respondents were full-time employees, aftiiethe

half (48.3%) were part-time employees. A detailed look into the two groups dhaives t

large number (94.6%) of the U.S .employees were full-time emplogeds large

number (82.8%) of the Chinese employees were part-time employees. $roferm
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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. employeesl wotlke

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 Overall The U.S. Chinese
Characteristic Frequency (%) | Frequency (%) | Frequency (%)
Employment
Full-time 364 (51.7) 297 (94.6) 67 (17.2)
Part-time 340 (48.3) 17 (5.4) 323 (82.8)
Total 704 (100) 314 (100) 390 (100)
Position
Entry Level 252 (35.0) 42 (13.4) 210 (51.6)
Supervisory 469 (65.0) 272 (86.6) 197 (48.4)
Total 721 (100) 314 (100) 407 (100)
Department
Front Desk 98 (14.9) 56 (17.8) 42 (12.2)
Housekeeping 135 (20.5) 13 (4.1) 122 (35.5)
Food & Beverage 64 (9.7) 11 (3.5) 53 (15.4)
Human Resource 74 (11.2) 32 (10.2) 42 (12.2)
Sales & Marketing 93 (14.1) 65 (20.7) 28 (8.1)
Finance & Accounting 56 (8.5) 30 (9.6) 26 (7.6)
Engineering 26 (4.0) 4 (1.3) 22 (6.4)
Other 112 (17) 103 (32.8) 9(2.6)
Total 658 (100) 314 (100) 344 (100)
Length of Working
Less than 1 year 177 (24.8) 45 (14.3) 132 (33.1)
1to 3 years 183 (25.7) 52 (16.6) 131 (32.8)
4 to 6 years 110 (15.4) 54 (17.2) 56 (14)
7 to 10 years 58 (8.1) 36 (11.5) 22 (5.5)
More than 10 years 185 (25.9) 127 (40.4) 58 (14.5)
Total 713 (100) 314 (100) 399 (100)
Hotel Type
International Chain Hotels 96 (13.4) 85 (27.2) 11 (2.7)
Domestic Chain Hotels 96 (13.4) 48 (15.3) 48 (11.9)
Independent Hotels 526 (73.2) 180 (57.5) 346 (85.4)
Total 718 (100) 313 (100) 405 (100)
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The Three-dimensional Framework of OCB

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed to provide a cortiimy#est
of the validity of the measurement scale for the three-dimensional fraehOCB. A
total sample of 721 was used for the analysis. The hypothesized measuremenbmodel f
OCB in the hotel context consisted of three dimensions: OCB-O, which is @atjanal
Citizenship Behaviors targeting at the organization; OCB-I, which isrDrgigonal
Citizenship Behaviors targeting at individual coworkers; OCB-C, whichgadzational
Citizenship Behaviors targeting at customers. Since in CFA, the dimenstoimsaied as
latent variables and the items or attributes are treated as refleclivators, 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 dealua
through a series of model fit indices, includigg/df, RMSEA, SRMR, CFl, IFI, NFI and
RFI. The values as well as the rule of thumb cutting values for these fit imdé&es
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

y? with degrees of freedor 1778.81 (P=0.0) with 201df | Fit Guidelines
y2/df 8.846 1.0t0 5.0
RMSEA 0.11 <0.10

SRMR 0.060 <0.10

CFl 0.96 >0.9

IFI 0.96 >0.9

NFI 0.95 >0.9

RFI 0.95 >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 factogkatiimenty
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 oflibators
that measuring the same latent construct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Haiy 2006). The
acceptable CR value is 0.7 or higher. Table 7 shows that The CR values for the three
constructs, OCB-O, OCB-I1 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 constr@@sQO0O
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 theoirsdicah 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-0O 0.85| 0.43
| will give advanced notice if | cannot come to wor 0.53 14.63
My attendance at work is above the required level. 0.60 17.07
| take fewer breaks than | deserve. 0.48 13.23
| do not complain about unimportant things at work. 0.50 13.95
| follow informal rules in order to maintain order. 0.47 12.95
| protect our hotel's property. 0.80 25.39
| say good things about our hotel when talking vaitiisiders. 0.86 28.44
| promote the hotel’s products and services agtivel 0.84 27.12
OCB- 0.89 | 0.59
I help my coworkers when their workload is heavy. 0.73 22.02
I help my coworkers who have been absent to fittisir work. | 0.74 22.38
| take time to listen to my coworkers’ problems avatries. 0.78 24.49
| go out of my way to help new coworkers. 0.82 26.37
| take personal interest in my coworkers. 0.73 22.27
| pass along notices and news to my coworkers. 0.79 24.77
OCB-C 0.89 | 0.58
| always have a positive attitude at work. 0.64 18.88
| am always exceptionally courteous & respectfutustomers. | 0.85 27.74
| follow customer service guidelines with extrensgec 0.86 28.72
| respond to customer requests and problems timely. 0.81 26.15
| perform duties with very few mistakes. 0.71 21.30
| conscientiously promote products and servicesugtomers. | 0.76 23.80
| contribute ideas for customer promotions &comneations. | 0.72 21.73
I make constructive suggestions for service impnoset. 0.71 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 target8of OC
Organization, Coworkers and Customers, to categorize the various types of OCBs is a
meaningful as well as a valid approach. This supported previous researchersi@uggest
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 thenNhe SE
model, has been recommended in the application of SEM technique by previous
researchers (e.g. Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). CFA assesses the measumaeéanch
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 tegt), RMSEA, SRMR, CFl, IFI, NFI and RFI. The
values of the fit indices are summarized in Table 13. The fit indices showebehat
measurement part of the whole model fited quite well. In other wordsdivators of

each of the latent variables capture the “true essence” of the latattiesnivell.

Table 13. Comparison of the Fit Indices of the Full CFA Model

y2 with degrees of freedor 10974.57 (P=0.0) with 2359d{ Fit Guidelines
y2/df 4.65 1.0t0 5.0
RMSEA 0.075 <0.10

SRMR 0.060 <0.10

CFl 0.96 >0.9

IFI 0.96 >0.9

NFI 0.95 >0.9

RFI 0.95 >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 theoressa@ment 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 valuesexied 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
| am a very organized person. 0.67 16.42

| am a very efficient person. 0.74 20.93

| am a very systematic person. 0.68 18.77

| am a very practical person. 0.73 20.44

Empathy 0.65 |0.55
| try to understand my friends better from theirgmective. 0.59 16.00

Seeing warm, emotional scenes makes me teary-eyed. 0.74 21.12

| am a very soft-hearted person. 0.87 26.02

Impression Management 075 [ 052
| think it is important to avoid looking bad in fibof others. 0.95 28.81

| think it is important to look better than my corkers. 0.73 20.89

| am afraid to appear irresponsible. 0.37 9.82
Individualism-collectivism Orientation 079 |0.49
| prefer to work with others rather than to workra 0.73 20.98

| like it when my coworkers work together with easther. 0.71 20.10

| believe people need to make sacrifices for the sd others. | 0.63 17.23

| think people should cooperate with each othdrarathan 0.73 20.81

work on their own.

Leader-member Exchange 0.89 | 0.54
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My immediate supervisor understands the problersscieted | 0.83 27.12

with my position.

My immediate supervisor knows my potential. 0.85 27.99

My immediate supervisor will use authority to hele solve 0.68 20.40

work problems.

My immediate supervisor would protect me if needed. 0.80 25.57

| have a good working relationship with my immediat 0.84 27.55

supervisor.

I know how satisfied my immediate supervisor ishwity 0.83 27.15

performance.

Coworker Exchange 0.93 | 0.70
My coworkers support my goals and values at work. 0.80 25.61

My coworkers will help me when | have a problem. 0.83 27.07

My coworkers really care about my well-being. 0.83 27.23

My coworkers are willing to assist me to perfornttée 0.90 30.66

My coworkers care about my opinions. 0.87 28.91

My coworkers will compliment my accomplishmentsnatrk. | 0.80 25.53
Customer-employee Exchange 0.87 |0.57
Most of our guests are polite. 069 20.43

| feel that my services are appreciated by ourtgues 0.73 22.14

| rarely receive complaints from our guests. 0.49 13.43

| feel our guests are satisfied with the serviaesided by our | 0.91 30.75

hotel.

| feel our guests are happy to stay in our hotel. 0.89 29.82

Empowerment 0.92 |0.80
| have significant autonomy in deciding how to dg job. 0.88 29.31

| can decide on my own how to do my work. 0.92 31.37

| have considerable independence & freedom in doiggob. | 0.88 29.54

OCB-O 0.89 [0.43
| will give advanced notice if | cannot come to wor 0.57 16.25

My attendance at work is above the required level. 0.63 18.49

| take fewer breaks than | deserve. 0.48 13.29

I do not complain about unimportant things at work. 0.51 14.17

| follow informal rules in order to maintain order. 0.47 13.01

| protect our hotel's property. 0.80 25.45

| say good things about our hotel when talking waititsiders. | 0.86 28.23

| promote the hotel’s products and services agtivel 0.83 26.77

OCB-I 0.89 | 0.59
I help my coworkers when their workload is heavy. 0.72 21.94

I help my coworkers who have been absent to fithisir work. | 0.73 22.30

| take time to listen to my coworkers’ problems avatries. 0.79 24.81

| go out of my way to help new coworkers. 0.82 26.05

| take personal interest in my coworkers. 0.74 22.78

| pass along notices and news to my coworkers. 0.79 24.99

OCB-C 0.89 | 0.58
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| always have a positive attitude at work. 0.64 18.91

| am always exceptionally courteous and respetiful 0.84 27.56

customers.

| follow customer service guidelines with extrensgec 0.86 28.70

| respond to customer requests and problems melyi 0.82 26.33

manner.

| perform duties with very few mistakes. 0.71 21.50

| conscientiously promote products and servicesigiomers. | 0.76 23.76

| contribute many ideas for customer promotions 0.72 21.83
&communications.

I make constructive suggestions for service impnomet. 0.72 21.90

Workplace Social Inclusion 0.78 |0.56
| feel | am an accepted part of my hotel. 0.90 29.09

| feel I am included in most of the activities abnk. 0.82 25.44

Sometimes | feel like an outsider. 0.44 11.88

Positive Emotion 0.86 |0.68
| feel happy to go above and beyond in order taeser 0.72 21.83

customers.

| feel satisfied with myself if | satisfy my custens with 0.86 28.13

exceptional services.

| enjoy the process of meeting customers’ needs. 0.88 28.91

Job Satisfaction 0.90 [0.76
Overall | am very satisfied with my job. 0.89 30.19

If | have a chance to choose, | will choose my enirjob. 0.85 27.79

| enjoy the work that | do. 0.87 29.09

Continuance Commitment 0.86 |0.68
Staying with my hotel is a necessity for me. 0.83 25.82

Leaving the hotel will result in personal sacrifice 0.80 24.80

It would be hard for me to leave my hotel now, eifdn 0.84 26.58

wanted to.

Intention to Stay 0.89 | 0.67
| would turn down a job offer from another compahiy came | 0.83 26.76

tomorrow.

As far as | can see, | intend to stay with my coirtetel. 0.77 23.65

It is very important for me to spend the rest of cayeer in this| 0.82 26.29

hotel.

| will stay at this hotel even if other hotels affae higher pay | 0.86 27.96

and position.

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 ilsdicator
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 elxeept t
y2/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

¥2 with degrees | 10974.57 (P=0.0) 12581.59 (P=0.0) | Fit Guidelines
of freedom with 2359df with 2423df

y2/df 4.65 5.19 1.0t0 5.0
RMSEA 0.075 0.082 <0.10

SRMR 0.060 0.10 <0.10

CFl 0.96 0.95 >0.9

IFI 0.96 0.95 >0.9

NFI 0.95 0.95 >0.9

RFI 0.95 0.94 >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 consideratibn. Ea
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 diffiexsac
were performed to see if each modification leads to significant char@eisquares

statistically.
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Table 16 summarizes the fit statistics for the initial and the modified smodel
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 Chissgfyare
of 280.50, which is greater than the critical valug®ofiith one degree of freedom (3.84).
The fit indices, including?/df, RMSEA, CFl, IFI, showed improvement, h@tdf 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-1" to “OCB-C” was added, which led to a sgnifi
decrease of’ value (301.63). With the addition of this path, all the modification indices
were below the cutting values. Tydf value dropped from 5.08 to 4.94. The CFl, 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 valugé<11962.20 (p=0.0), df=242¢2/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.
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Table 16. Fit Statistics for the Structural Models

Model [ 42 Prob. [df [ 2/df | RMSEA [ SRMR [ CFI [IFI [ NFI | RFI

M1 12581.59 0.0 2423| 5.19] 0.082 0.10 0.95 0B85 0§95 0.94

M2 12301.03 0.0 2422| 5.08] 0.080 0.10 0.96 0.6 0/95 (.94

M3 11999.40 0.0 2421 4.94| 0.079 0.09 0.96 0.6 095 Q.94

M4 11962.20 0.0 24201 4.94 | 0.078 0.090 1 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 mosgel wa
further examined for individual factor loading, CR and AVE values.

The factor loading estimates of the structural model were examinaducedhat
they had not changed substantially from the CFA model. Table 17 summarizesdhe fac
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 paramete
stability among the measured items in the structural model. All CR valuegxeaeded
the 0.70 threshold value, and the AVE values, except that of Conscientiousness,
Individualism-collectivism Orientation, and OCB-O have AVE values close toiuer|

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
| am a very organized person. 0.63 15.49

| am a very efficient person. 0.71 19.62

| am a very systematic person. 0.68 18.76

| am a very practical person. 0.73 20.44

Empathy 0.77 | 0.54
| try to understand my friends better from theirgmective. 0.62 16.80

Seeing warm, emotional scenes makes me teary-eyed. 0.72 20.51

| am a very soft-hearted person. 0.84 24.71

Impression Management 0.74 | 0.51
| think it is important to avoid looking bad in fibof others. 0.92 27.90

| think it is important to look better than my corikers. 0.74 21.42

| am afraid to appear irresponsible. 0.37 9.73
Individualism-collectivism Orientation 0.79 | 0.49
| prefer to work with others rather than to workra 0.73 20.95

I like it when my coworkers work together with eaather. 0.72 20.37

| believe that people need to make sacrificestfersake of 0.62 17.03

others.

| think people should cooperate with each othdraathan work| 0.72 20.50

on their own.

Leader-member Exchange 0.92 | 0.65
My immediate supervisor understands the problerssciasted | 0.83 27.12

with my position.

My immediate supervisor knows my potential. 0.85 28.07

My immediate supervisor will use authority to hele solve 0.68 20.31

work problems.

My immediate supervisor would protect me if needed. 0.80 25.48

I have a good working relationship with my immediat 0.84 27.59

supervisor.

| know how satisfied my immediate supervisor ishwity 0.83 27.09

performance.

Coworker Exchange 0.93 | 0.70
My coworkers support my goals and values at work. 0.80 25.63

My coworkers will help me when | have a problem. 0.83 27.07

My coworkers really care about my well-being. 0.83 27.17

My coworkers are willing to assist me to perfornttée 0.90 30.66

My coworkers care about my opinions. 0.87 28.91

My coworkers will compliment my accomplishmentsaatrk. 0.80 25.51
Customer-employee Exchange 0.87 | 0.58
Most of our guests are polite. 0.70 20.80

| feel that my services are appreciated by ourtgues 0.78 22.37

| rarely receive complaints from our guests. 0.49 13.43

| feel our guests are satisfied with the servicqesided by our | 0.90 30.32

hotel.

| feel our guests are happy to stay in our hotel. 0.88 29.51
Empowerment 0.92 | 0.79
I have significant autonomy in deciding how to dyg job. 0.87 30.19

| can decide on my own how to do my work. 0.91 28.24

| have considerable independence and freedom igduay job. | 0.88 29.50
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OCB-O 0.85 | 0.44
| will give advanced notice if | cannot come to wor 0.57 16.33

My attendance at work is above the required level. 0.64 13.60

| take fewer breaks than | deserve. 0.48 10.95

| do not complain about unimportant things at work. 0.51 11.57

| follow informal rules in order to maintain order. 0.47 10.88

| protect our hotel’s property. 0.81 15.79

| say good things about our hotel when talking vaitiisiders. 0.85 16.22

| promote the hotel’s products and services agtivel 0.82 15.84

OCB-I 0.89 | 0.58
I help my coworkers when their workload is heavy. 0.71 21.99

I help my coworkers who have been absent to fithisir work. | 0.73 18.67

| take time to listen to my coworkers’ problems avatries. 0.79 19.95

| go out of my way to help new coworkers. 0.82 20.67

| take personal interest in my coworkers. 0.74 18.88

| pass along notices and news to my coworkers. 0.78 19.85

OCB-C 0.92 | 0.58
| always have a positive attitude at work. 0.64 18.93

| am always exceptionally courteous and respetdful 0.83 18.74

customers.

| follow customer service guidelines with extrenseec 0.85 19.07

| respond to customer requests and problems melytimanner.| 0.82 18.45

| perform duties with very few mistakes. 0.71 16.60

| conscientiously promote products and servicesugtomers. | 0.76 17.42

| contribute many ideas for customer promotions 0.72 16.76
&communications.

I make constructive suggestions for service impnomet. 0.73 16.86

Workplace Social Inclusion 0.77 | 0.55
| feel | am an accepted part of my hotel. 0.89 28.95

| feel I am included in most of the activities abnk. 0.82 21.83

Sometimes | feel like an outsider. 0.43 11.29

Positive Emotion 0.87 | 0.68
| feel happy to go above and beyond in order teeseustomers| 0.72 21.86

| feel satisfied with myself if | satisfy my custens with 0.87 21.79

exceptional services.

| enjoy the process of meeting customers’ needs. 0.88 21.90

Job Satisfaction 0.91 | 0.76
Overall | am very satisfied with my job. 0.90 30.19

If | have a chance to choose, | will choose my enirjob. 0.86 28.24

| enjoy the work that | do. 0.86 29.12

Continuance Commitment 0.86 | 0.67
Staying with my hotel is a necessity for me. 0.80 25.77

Leaving the hotel will result in personal sacrifice 0.80 22.39

It would be hard for me to leave my hotel, evehvifanted to. 0.86 23.93

Intention to Stay 0.88 | 0.65
| would turn down a job offer from another compdiiy came | 0.82 26.73

tomorrow.

As far as | can see, | intend to stay with my coirtetel. 0.76 22.48

It is very important for me to spend the rest of cayeer in this | 0.80 24.17

hotel.

| will stay at this hotel even if other hotels aoffae higher pay | 0.84 25.75

and position.
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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) ilyugead (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 &rektefa
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 theieoieffic
indicated whether the two variables were moving in the same or opposite direation, a
the t-value indicated whether the corresponding path coefficient was sigthfica
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, andoamlpdiths

were not significant.

Social Exchanges and OCBs

H;, H, and K postulated the positive relationships between the three types of
social exchanges and the three types/dimensions of OCBs. Leader-menitzergexcad
significant positive influence on hotel employees’ OCBs@ifdardized coefficient=.14,
P<.01). Coworker Exchange had significant positive influence on hotel employees’
OCB-I (standardized coefficient=.29, P<.0pXLustomer-employee Exchange had
significant positive influence on hotel employees’ OCBs@idardized 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 motivatioelfor hot
employees to engage in various OCBs.

The implication is that hotel managers should treat hotel employees withtrespec
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 als@amnnpor
sources of social exchanges. Employees could be motivated to go above and beyond from
positive exchanges/communication with their coworkers and customers. Hotgersana
may encourage teamwork and organize team-building activities so that tloyyeespl
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
employees could also be the source of motivation for hotel employees’ citizenshi
behavior. This finding is encouraging since it leads to positive result to both custome

service and employee well-being.

Impression Management and OCBs

H, and H postulated the positive relationships between impression management
and two types of OCBs. The results supported that there was a significaineposi
relationship between Impression Management and hotel employees’ OCB-O
(standardized coefficient=.22, P<.0pDut 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 organiz&tiomse
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visible to the leaders, thus influencing employees’ performance appeaisal
promotion. However, OCBs to coworkers may not have such influence. The implication
is by paying attention to the targets of OCBs, we could distinguish truenship

behaviors of “good solders” from impression management behaviors.

Personality Traits and OCBs

Hs and H postulated positive relationships existed between Empathy and OCB-I
and OCB-C. The results supported that there was a significant positivensta
between Empathy and OCBs towards coworkstien@ardized 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 mdydo
the reason that hotel employees may consider citizenship behaviors towandsecsistn
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.

Hg and H hypothesized the positive relationships between Conscientiousness and
OCB-0O and OCB-C. The results supported that there was a significant positive
relationship between Conscientiousness and OCBt&hdardized coefficient=.18,

P<.01), and between Conscientiousness and OCBt&h@ardized coefficient=.10,

P<.01). The results implied that hotel employees who were more responsible were mo

116



likely to perform OCBs towards organizations and customers. This finding is also
consistent with previous researchers’ findings (e.g. Ladd & Henry, 2000), and als
enriched the existing literature by adding the OCBs towards custometiigmto

relationship.

Empowerment and OCBs

Hio, H11 and H; 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 andyeagdlo
OCBs towards the organizatiostdndardized coefficient=.37, P<.0pand OCBs
towards coworkerssfandardized coefficient=.07, P<.p3However, 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 exaplty
provide high quality service. Situations would be rare if the employees needed mor
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.r&éherefo
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 implicati

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

Hi3, Hi4 and Hs 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<.land between OCB-C and Continuance
Commitment $tandardized coefficient=.19, P<.pbut 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 feedbac
reaction from the organization compared with the other two types of OCBsptieetl
not have significant influence on employees’ continuance commitment.

Hi6 hypothesized that employees’ OCBs towards coworkers could lead to their
perceived workplace Social Inclusion. The result supported this relationship and ther
was a significant positive and strong relationship between the two constructs
(standardized coefficient=.71, P<.0pIThis may be due to the fact that OCBs towards
coworkers helped develop friendships and the sense of belonging, therefore, ieading
employees’ perceived social inclusion in the organization. The implicabontfris
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 serskse t

118



but also helps the employees to get used to the organization. Further, it could help the
organization to retain employees.

H,7 hypothesized that employees’ OCBs towards customers could lead to
employees’ Positive Emotion. The result supported this hypotlstarsdardized
coefficient=.89, P<.00}, 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 servic
to customers could also make those employees happy. This finding is very gimgpura
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 coulthéring t
employee a good mood.

His, Hio and Hg postulated the positive relationships between Social Inclusion,
Positive Emotion, Continuance Commitment and Intention to Stay. The results sdpporte
that there was a significant positive relationship between Social loelasd Intention to
Stay 6tandardized coefficient=.09, P<.p3Positive Emotion and Intention to Stay
(standardized coefficient=.09, P<.pand Continuance Commitment and Intention to
Stay 6étandardized coefficient=.69, P<.0pII'he strength of the relationships, however,
varied greatly. Social Inclusion and Positive Emotion had relatively weakeemek
(standardized coefficient=.0®n employees’ Intention to Stay, while Continuance
Commitment had much stronger influence on employees’ Intention to Stay. richigyfi
suggested that in the hotel setting, employees stayed with the currenzatigannore
likely because they “had to” stay, but less likely because they “désirsthy. 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 | T-value Result
Coefficient

H,: Leader-member Exchange OCB-O 0.14 3.12** Supported

H,: Coworker Exchange> OCB-I 0.29 7.74%** Supported

Hs: Customer-employee Exchange OCB-C 0.11 3.46** Supported

H,: Impression Management OCB-O 0.22 4.88*** Supported

Hs: Impression Management OCB-I -0.03 -0.82 Not Supported
Hs: Empathy— OCB-I 0.23 6.03*** Supported

H;: Empathy— OCB-C -0.07 -2.10* Not Supported
Hg: Conscientiousness OCB-O 0.18 3.53** Supported

Ho: Conscientiousness OCB-C 0.10 2.92** Supported
Hio: Empowerment»> OCB-O 0.37 7.64%** Supported
H:: Empowerment- OCB-I 0.07 1.98* Supported
Hi,: Empowerment-> OCB-C 0.00 -0.12 Not Supported
H,3 OCB-O— Continuance commitment -0.13 -1.41 Not Supported
Hy4 OCB-l— Continuance commitment 0.34 3.02** Supported
His: OCB-C— Continuance commitment 0.19 2.07* Supported
H.e OCB-l— Social inclusion 0.71 17.17** | Supported
H,7 OCB-C— Positive emotion 0.89 15.01** | Supported
Hig: Social Inclusion— Intention to Stay 0.09 2.43* Supported
Hio: Positive Emotion— Intention to Stay 0.09 2.33* Supported
H,o: Continuance Commitment Intention to Stay 0.69 16.56*** | Supported

Model Fit Indices:  df=2420,5°=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 fa®ors. T

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 nsotivator

for employees’ three types of OCBs. This finding also supported previouscresrsar

claims that employees were expected to have stronger reciprocal bebaciots the
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source of such treatment (Scott, 2007), since the three types of social exchemeges w
positively related to the three types of OCBs towards each specifesoiusocial
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 #ee thr
types of OCBs.

A further evaluation of the results showed that Auguste Comte’s theory of
altruistic and egoistic Motivation could explain employees’ OCB motivatioyn wetl. It
is safe to conclude that employees’ OCBs could be influenced by both altanidtic
egoistic motivations.

The finding also indicated that in addition to benefiting the organization as
traditionally considered, performing OCBs also benefits the employeesna of
positive emotions and social well-being, thus helping to retain employ#en thie

organization.
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Moderating Effects Testing

This study had four moderators, including Culture (in the holistic sense),
Individualism-collectivism Orientation, Impression Management and Enposvé.
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 followiag secti

presents the findings on moderating effects of each moderator.

Culture

Culture’s moderating effects were tested using a multi-group SEM approa
Culture was categorized into two sub groups: Eastern Culture (China asmsgirese
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 patryg to
across employees from Eastern Culture and employees from Westerre (idter, the
constrained model, which allowed only the hypothesized paths constrained to be equal
across the two subgroups were compared (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Tavitiyaman,
20009).

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 elesen pat

Culture’s Moderation on Social Exchanges and OCBs
Culture was found to moderate the relationships between two types of social

exchangesleader-member Exchange and Coworker Exchpagd two types of OCBs
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(OCB-0O and OCB)l For the Leader-member ExchangeOCB-O path, the Chi-square
difference between the free and the constraint models was sthyistigaificant
(454%=19.32, p<.00). This supported Mc Culture moderates the relationship between
Leader-member Exchange and hotel employees’ OCB-O. The standardizedesusffic
showed that the relationship between Leader-member Exchange and OCB-O was
stronger for employees from the Eastern culture than employees fronesteriv
culture. This may be due to the fact the people from Eastern cultures, suuhas C
Korea and Japan have relatively greater power distance, and have moretoespect
authority (Hofstede, 1980; Earley, 1989). As a result, the relationship or exchange wi
leaders may have a greater impact on their citizenship behaviors comjitaréukir

U.S. counterparts.

The Chi-square difference between the free and constraint models of the path
Coworker Exchange> OCB-I| was statistically significantlg?=15.47, P<.00), which
supported hypothesis MdCulture moderates the relationship between Coworker
Exchange and employees’ OCB-I. The standardized coefficients showed tioateow
exchange had a much stronger influence on employees’ OCB-I among Western
employeesdqtandardized coefficient=.40, p<.0pthan Eastern employesténdardized
coefficient=.18, p<.0h 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 Westeryeesiplo
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 significantf’=.05,
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P>.05), which rejected hypothesis McCulture moderates the relationship between
Customer-employee Exchange and employees’ OCB-C. This finding suggestbethat
was no significant difference on customer-employee exchange’s influenceptoyees’
OCBs towards customers.

The following Figure 6 illustrated how culture moderated the relationshipeée

the three types of social exchanges and the three types of OCBs.

Leader-member .17 ./ OCB-O
Exchang "
0.16*
Coworker 0.18™ OCB-I

Exchange
O 40* **

Bold: Chinese Group
Italic: US Group

Custome-employe: '
1
1
i *p<.05; *P<.01;
1
1
1

Exchang

R

***pP< 001.
- % Non-significant
moderation effes

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).

The Chi-square difference between the free and constraint models of the path
Impression Management OCB-O was statistically significant¥’=97.24, P<.003,
which supported hypothesis Mculture moderates the relationship between Impression

Management and employees’ OCB-O. The standardized coefficients showed that
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impression management had significant influence on employees’ OCB-O anestegriV
employeesdqtandardized coefficient=.33, p<.0phut did not have significant influence
on Eastern employestandardized coefficient=-. 03, p>.05This finding supported this
study’s assumption that certain motivation, Impression Management in thisnaaseot
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 ManageméntB-I. The
Chi-square difference between the free and constraint models wascathtisignificant
(44%=90.14, P<.00), which supported hypothesis Mc€ulture moderates the
relationship between Impression Management and employees’ OCB-ltahldarslized
coefficients showed that impression management had significant influenogptoyees’
OCB-1 among Western employeestandardized coefficient=.03, p<.pbut did not have
significant influence on Eastern employessi(dardized coefficient=-. 02, p>J5This
finding supported this study’s assumption that certain motivation, Impression
Management in this case, may not be able to influence employees’ OCBgiardiff

cultures. In another word, OCB motivation may be a culturally specific phenomenon.

OCB-O
Impression
Management I EE L T PP PP e
02 Bold: Chinese Group

Italic: US Group
*p<.05; **P<.01;
**P<.001.

o
o
w

*

____________________

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-Q 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 significaig®4.07, P<.09. This supported M:
Culture moderated the relationship between Empathy and hotel employees. O@EB-
standardized coefficients showed that Empathy has a much stronger influen€84n O
in Eastern culturesandardized coefficient=.76, p<.0pthan in Western culture33,
p<.001).

For the Empathy-» OCB-C path, the Chi-square difference between the free and the
constraint models was statistically significaf¥9.17, P<.0J). This supported M:
Culture moderated the relationship between Empathy and hotel employee< OMB-
standardized coefficients showed that Empathy has a much stronger infine@&B-C
in Eastern culturesandardized coefficient=.71, p<.0pthan in Western culture3g,

p<.001).

i Bold: Chinese Group E
! ltalic: US Group !
I *p<.05; *P<.01; !
1 *¥*P<.001. !
| |

1

Conscientiousness

Figure 8. Culture’s Moderating Effect on Personality Traits and OCBs

- % Non-significant
moderation effect
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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 plaeevalae 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 relationshipsbetwee
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 significagf<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’ OCBstafdardized coefficient=.31, P<.00Dbut

did significantly influence Eastern hotel employees’ OCB-C.

___________________________

0.07

Bold: Chinese Group
Italic: US Group

1 1

| |

~ 1 :

0.31*** ' *p<.05; **P<.01; I
I *P< 001, |

! - - ®Non-significant |

! moderation effe i

____________________

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-0O, OCB-I and OCB-and hotel employees’ Continuance Commitment (Figure
10).

For the OCB-0O— Continuance Commitment path, the Chi-square difference
between the free and the constraint models was statistically sighifigé=48.1,
P<.001). This supported M3z Culture moderated the relationship between hotel
employees’ OCB-O and their Continuance Commitment. The standardizediea&sfic
showed that OCB-O had stronger influence on Western hotel employees’ Continuance
Commitment $tandardized coefficient=.41, P<.0pthan on Eastern hotel employees
(standardized coefficient=-.18, P<.p1n addition, this relationship was negative in
Eastern culture. The initial assumption of this study was that the morecertrébution
that the employees made, the harder it would be for the employee to leave thie curre
organization. The results may be due to the different perception of OCB-O betwee
Eastern and Western employees. Most Eastern employees would consid€@@isio
the organization would be necessary, while Western employees would consider those as
extra role behaviors. Due to this perceptional difference, it is more likelWyéstern
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~l Continuance Commitment path, the Chi-square

difference between the free and the constraint models was sthyistigaificant
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(454%=17.95, P<.00). This supported M4 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’ Continu@ocemitment
(standardized coefficient=.20, P<.pbut did not significantly influence Western hotel
employees’ Continuance Commitment. Similar finding on the path OGB-C
Continuance Commitment, where OCB-C significantly influenced Easterh hote
employees’ Continuance Commitmestandardized coefficient=.55, P<.0phut did not
significantly influence Western hotel employees’ Continuance Commitibatefore,
hypothesis Mis was also supported. This may be due to the fact the Eastern people value
relationships more than Western people. Therefore, when hotel employees angage i
more OCB-I and OCB-C, those activities may help them build relationshipsl$hgs
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 andiweste
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 constidétg m
was statistically significanﬂQZ:S.Sl, P<.10, which supported hypothesis.M Culture
moderated the relationship between OCB-C and hotel employees’ Positiv@noti
detailed look at the coefficients showed that OCB-C had stronger influence on

employees’ Positive Emotion in Eastern cultwtaijdardized coefficient=.80, P<.0p1
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than in Western culturesiandardized coefficient=.74, P<.0PIThis 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 SodiasilmT 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 &\iestielr
employeesdtandardized coefficient=.22, P<.0pthan Eastern employeestgndardized
coefficient=.19, P<.00L Continuance Commitment was found to have stronger
influence on Intention to Stay among Eastern hotel emplogé&asdardized
coefficient=.80, P<.00Lthan Western employeestdndardized coefficient=.61,
P<.001). This suggests that Social Inclusion is a stronger predictor for Western
employees’ Intention to Stay than Eastern employees, while Continuanceit@anms

a stronger predictor for Eastern employees than Western employees.
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Figure 10. Culture’s Moderating Effect on OCBs and Consequences
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Table 19. Culture’s Moderating Effect Using Multi-group SEM

Coefficients (T-values)

Model Chi-square Chi-square Eastern Western Hypotheses
Statistics Difference (n=407) (n=314) Testing

M,: Baseline Model 24258.34 (df=4965)
Mc1: Leader-member Exchange OCB-O 24277.66 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=19.32, df=1, P<.001| .17 (2.82**) .16 (2.43%) Supported
Mc,: Coworker Exchange» OCB-I 24273.81 (df=4966) MM, Ax’=15.47,df=1, P<.001| .18 (2.96*) 40 (6.67**%) Spprted
Mca: Customer-employee Exchange OCB-C 24258.39 (df=4966) MM, Ay’=.05, df=1, P>.05 22 (3.44) .22 (4.17) Rejected
Mcs: Impression Management OCB-O 24355.58 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=97.24, df=1, P<.001| -.03 (-.56) .33 (5.58***) Supted
Mcs: Impression Management OCB-I 24348.48 (df=4966) MM, Ax’=90.14, df=1, P<.001| -.02 (-.38) .03(2.51%) Suppdrt
M¢s: Empathy—OCB- 24262.41 (df=4966) | MM, Ax=4.07,df=1, P<.05 76 (7.48***) .33 (4.68***) | Supped
M¢7: Empathy—OCB-C 24267.51 (df=4966) | MM, Ay*=9.17, df=1, P<.01 71 (7.92%%%) .38 (5.61*) | Suppted
Mg ConscientiousnessOCB-O 24355.58 (df=4966) | MM, Ay’=97.18, df=1, P<.001| .17 (2.70%) .24 (3.56*%) Supteal
Mcg: ConscientiousnesssOCB-C 24258.35 (df=4966) MM, Ay’=.01, df=1, P>.05 17 (2.70) .24 (3.56) Rejected
Mci6 Empowerment> OCB-O 24258.54 (df=4966) | MM, Ay*=.20, df=1, P>.05 .16 (2.65) 39 (5.41) Rejected
M¢1: Empowerment> OCB- 24260.55 (df=4966) | MM, Ax’=2.21, df=1, P>.05 .02 (2.65) . 34(6.41) Rejected
M¢12 Empowerment> OCB-C 24261.68 (df=4966) | MM, Ay’=3.34, df=1, P<.10 .07 (1.26) . 31(5.69***)|  Suppmft
M1z OCB-O— Continuance Commitment 24306.44 (df=4966) MM, Ax*=48.1, df=1, P<.001 | -.18 (-2.80*%) . 41(4.86***) Bported
Mc14 OCB-I — Continuance Commitment 24276.29 (df=4966) MM, Ax°=17.95, df=1, P<.001] .20 (2.42% . 10(1.28) Supedrt
M5 OCB-C— Continuance Commitment 24261.70 (df=4966) MM, Ay*=3.36, df=1, P<.10 .55 (6.14**%) -.13(-1.64) Supteat
M¢1g OCB-I — Social Inclusion 24259.14 (df=4966)] MM, Ay*=.8, df=1, P>.05 .67 (10.01) . 64(9.19) Rejected
Mgz OCB-C— Positive Emotion 24261.73 (df=4966) MM, Ay>=3.31, df=1, P<.10 .80 (9.38%*%) . 74(10.01***)  Spprted
Mg Social Inclusion— Intention to Stay 24270.69 (df=4966) MM, Ayx’=12.35, df=1, P<.001] .19(4.48***) . 22(4.03**%) Spprted
Mg Positive Emotion— Intention to Stay 24259.06 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=.69, df=1, P>.05 -.01 (-.20) . 18(3.45) Rejected
Mo Continuance Commitmenrt Intention to Stay | 24279.44 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=21.1, df=1, P<.001 .80 (14.15%**) . 61(9.48***) Pported

*p < .05; **p < .01; **p < .001
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Individualism-collectivism Orientation

Individualism-collectivism Orientation (use I-C Orientation here atet)sd
moderating effects were investigated using a multi-group SEM approad@riefitation
was categorized into two sub groups: Individualism Orientation Grot®l@) and
Collectivism Orientation GroumE405). The unconstrained model (baseline model or
free model) was to allow all the hypothesized paths vary across emplayees
Individualism Oriented culture and employees from Collectivism Orientitdre. 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 moderatingeffeCt

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 frese ty
of social exchanges éader-member Exchange, Coworker Exchange and Customer-
employee Exchanyjand the three types of OCB3¢B-O, OCB-I and OCB-CNo
significant Chi-square differences were found between the free and theacamabdels.
This finding rejected the three hypotheseg, My, and M, 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 mutstera

two out of three social exchanges with the OCBs, the finding implied thaChe I-
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Orientation dimension was not the key dimension the distinguished Eastern anchWester

difference in OCB maotivation (Figure 11).

Leader-member OCB-O
Exchang

Coworker
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Bold: Collectivism
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1
1
| *p<.05; *P<.01;
1
1
1

Exchang

***P<,001.
- % Non-significant
moderation effes

Figure 11. I-C Orientation’s Moderating Effect on Social ExchaagesOCBs

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{*=-106.5, P<.00),
which supported hypothesis i I-C Orientation moderates the relationship between
Impression Management and employees’ OCB-O. The standardized coeffstiented
that impression management had significant influence on employees’ OCB+{g am

collectivism-oriented employeestéandardized coefficient=.18, p<.phut did not have
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significant influence on Individualism Oriented employstiidardized coefficient=.06,
p>.05).

For the path Impression ManagementOCB-I, the Chi-square difference between
the free and constraint models was statistically significgft(0.04, P<.03, which
supported hypothesis M I-C Orientation moderates the relationship between
Impression Management and employees’ OCB-I. The standardized coedfsihented
that impression management had significant positive influence on employeed’ OCB
among collectivism-oriented employessafdardized coefficient=.27, p<.0pkut
significant negative influence on individualism-oriented hotel emplosta@dardized
coefficient=-.15, p<.0L This may be due to the fact the people from collectivism-
oriented societies place more value on relationships with leaders and ceworker
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-orientedysepl

rather than on individualism-oriented employees.

***P<.001.
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Management e T mmm s
27 ' Bold: Collectivism :
T ' ltalic: Individualism
-.15%* ! *p<.05; *P<.01; i
! :
! 1

____________________

Figure 12. I-C Orientation’s Moderating Effect on Impression Mamege and OCBs
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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@CB-I and OCB-Q. This finding rejected the two hypothesesM

and My7 (Figure 13).

i Bold: Collectivism i
! Italic: Individualism !
I *p<.05; *P<.01; !
1 ***P< 001. I
i

1

1

\*\ N r~=% Non-significant
0.06 3 ! moderation effect

Figure 13. I-C Orientation’s Moderating Effect on Personalityt$rand OCB

Conscientiousness

I-C Orientation was found to moderate the relationships between Conscierggousne
and the two types of OCB®OCB-0O and OCB-L For the Conscientiousness OCB-O
path, the Chi-square difference between the free and the constraint models was
statistically significant{y*=-24.29, P<.00). This supported M: I-C Orientation
moderated the relationship between Conscientiousness and hotel employees: OCB-O
The standardized coefficients showed that Conscientiousness had significarg pos
influence on OCB-O in individualism-oriented cultustahdardized coefficient=.36,
p<.001) but did not have significant influence in collectivism-oriented culture
(standardized coefficient=.05, p>.n5

For the Conscientiousness OCB-C path, the Chi-square difference between the

free and the constraint models was statistically significgft(32.51, P<.00). This
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supported Mo: 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 Collectivisntexi
culture gtandardized coefficient=.18, p<.phut did not have significant influence in

Individualism Oriented culturesfandardized coefficient=.06, p>.n5

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 (OGB+@)id
not moderate the relationships between Empowerment and OCBs towards coworkers.
This rejected hypothesisdM: I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between

Empowerment and hotel employees’ OCB-I (Figure 14).

OCB-O
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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 significagf<3.29, P<.10. This supported
Moio 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 emplogt@sdardized
coefficient=.47, P<.00Lcompared with collectivism-oriented employest®sdardized
coefficient=.37, P<.00L This suggested that empowerment would be a more effective
strategy to encourage employees to engage in OCB-O among individuaksiiedr
employees than collectivism-oriented employees.

For the Empowerment> OCB-C path, the Chi-square difference between the free
and the constraint models was statistically significagf<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 Empowerrdent ha
stronger influence on OCB-C among collectivism-oriented emplogtasdardized
coefficient=.29, P<.00Lcompared with individualism-oriented employesmidardized
coefficient=.26, P<.00L This suggested that empowerment would be a more effective
strategy to encourage employees to engage in OCB-C among Collec@ixiesmed
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 purposée ibetyer

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 typedsf OC
(OCB-0, and OCB)land hotel employees’ Continuance Commitment, but did not
moderate the relationship between OCB-C and Continuance Commitment. Thedrejec
hypothesis M5 I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between employees’ OCB-C
and their Continuance Commitment (Figure 15).

For the OCB-0O— Continuance Commitment path, the Chi-square difference
between the free and the constraint models was statistically sigmiiG°=8.51,
P<.01). This supported M3 I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between hotel
employees’ OCB-O and their Continuance Commitment. The standardizedieaésfic
showed that OCB-O had significant positive influence on individualism-oriented
employees’ Continuance Commitmestandardized coefficient=.25, P<.phut did not
have significant influence on collectivism-oriented hotel employees’ Comiteua
Commitment §tandardized coefficient=-.09, P>.5

For the OCB-I- Continuance Commitment path, the Chi-square difference
between the free and the constraint models was statistically sighifigé=61.88,
P<.001). This supported M4 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 employ€smtinuance
Commitment $tandardized coefficient=.35, P<.0phut did not significantly influence
individualism-oriented hotel employees’ Continuance Commitnstahdardized

coefficient=-.16, P>.0h The implication from the finding is that Collectivism Oriented
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employees tended to value more friendship-relationship with coworkers, tpuggitel
increase their Continuance Commitment with the current organization.

I-C Orientation was found to moderate the relationship between OCB-I aral Soci
Inclusion. The Chi-square difference between the free and the constraint maslels w
statistically significant{;°=39.35, P<.00), which supported hypothesis,) I-C
orientation moderated the relationship between OCB-I and hotel employees$’ Socia
Inclusion. A detailed look at the coefficients showed that OCB-I had strongemicdiue
on employees’ Social Inclusion in individualism-oriented cultstandardized
coefficient=.69, P<.00)Lthan in collectivism-oriented culturstdndardized
coefficient=.63, P<.001L

I-C Orientation was found to significantly moderate the relationship bat@€xB-

C and Positive Emotion. The Chi-square difference between the free and the monstrai
models was statistically significam;f:l?.?G, P<.00), which supported hypothesis
Mo17 I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between OCB-C and hotel emgloye
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<.0pthan in collectivism-oriented culture
(standardized coefficient=.76, P<.pl1

I-C Orientation moderated the relationships between Social Inclusion anddmtent
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 t

hypotheses Mo I-C Orientation moderated the relationship between Positive Emotion
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and Intention to Stay and ¥ 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 employestandardized coefficient=.14,
P<.05) but did not have significant influence on collectivism-oriented employees
(standardized coefficient=.08, P>.5This suggests that Social Inclusion is a stronger
predictor for individualism-oriented employees’ Intention to Stay thaeaolism-

oriented employees.

- C
OCB-O 0.0¢ .
Continuance
0.28%* Commitmen /"~
0.35%+* ’
OCB-I ~ 0.63™ - Intention to
. C o i ’ Sta
v 0.6¢ w/ 0.14% ’, y
o ,~* | Bold: Collectivism E
o /1 ltalic: Individualism :
oce-c \. 0.76* Positive )/ | *p<.05; *P<.01; :
> Emotion | **P< 001. :
0.80%* + - 9 Non-significant !

i moderation effe

Figure 15. I-C Orientation’s Moderating Effect on OCBs and Consequences
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Table 20. Individualism-collectivism Orientation’s Moderating Effed Using Multi-group SEM

Coefficients (T-values)

Model Chi-square Chi-square Collectivism | Individualism Hypotheses
Statistics Difference (n=405) (n=316) Testing
Mb: Baseline Model 30052.09 (df=4965)
Mo1: Leader-member Exchange OCB-O 30052.84 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=.75, df=1, P>.05 .15(2.41) .06 (.96) Rejected
M2 Coworker Exchange> OCB-I 30052.47 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=.38, df=1, P>.05 .28(4.89) .24 (4.18) Rejected
Moz Customer-employee Exchange OCB-C 30052.85 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=.76, df=1, P>.05 .35(5.92) .29(4.84) Rejected
Mos: Impression Management OCB-O 29946.30 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=-106.5, df=1, P<.001 .18(3.43**) .06(0.87) Supported
Mos: Impression Management OCB-I 30062.13 (df=4966) MM, Ay=10.04, df=1, P<.01 | .27(4.92**) -.15(-2.81*) Supported
Mos: Empathy—OCB-I 30054.26 (df=4966) | MM, Ay*=2.17, df=1, P>.05 .15(2.90) .68(6.81) Rejected
Moz Empathy—~OCB-C 30052.19 (df=4966) | MM, Ax’=.10, df=1, P>.05 24(4.70) .55(6.05) Rejected
Mog: ConscientiousnesssOCB-O 30027.80 (df=4966) MM, Ay*=-24.29, df=1, P<.001] .05(.76) .36(4.77**%) Supported
Mog: ConscientiousnessOCB-C 30019.58 (df=4966) MM, Ay*=-32.51, df=1, P<.001] .18(3.43**) .06(.87) Supported
Mo:c Empowerment> OCB-O 30055.38 (df=4966) | MyM, Ay?=3.29, df=1, P<.10 | .37(5.88**) | .47(5.76**) | Supported
Mo1:: Empowerment> OCB-I 30053.67 (df=4966) | MrM, Ay’=.58, df=1, P>.05 | .35(6.47) .31(4.91) Rejected
Mo1 Empowerment> OCB-C 30055.23 (df=4966) | M-M, Ay’=3.14, df=1, P<.10 | .29(5.62**) | .26(4.21**) | Supported
Mo13 OCB-O— Continuance Commitment 30060.60 (df=4966) oMM, Ay°=8.51, df=1, P<.01 | -.09(-1.49) .25(3.05*) Supported
Mo14 OCB-1— Continuance Commitment 30063.97 (df=4966) ..MM, Ax°=61.88, df=1, P<.001] .35(5.04***) -.16(-1.56) Supported
Mo1s OCB-C— Continuance Commitment 30053.14 (df=4966) .MM, Ayx*=1.05, df=1, P>.05 | .24(3.70) .12(1.20) Rejected
Mo:s OCB-I— Social Inclusion 30091.44 (df=4966)| MM, Ay’=39.35, df=1, P<.001 .63(10.64***) | .69(9.99**) | Supported
Mo+ OCB-C— Positive Emotion 30069.85 (df=4966) MM, Ay*=17.76, df=1, P<.001 .76(3.70*) .80(9.14**) | Supported
Mo1g Social Inclusion— Intention to Stay 30055.35 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=3.26, df=1, P<.10 | .08(1.87) .14(2.37%) Supported
Mo1g Positive Emotion— Intention to Stay 30055.86 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=3.77,df=1, P<.10 | .08(1.70) .02(.33) Rejected
Mgze Continuance Commitmené Intention to Stay | 30052.93 (df=4966) MM, Ax’=.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 usinlji-a
group SEM approach. Impression Management was categorized into two sub groups:
Low Impression Management Group (LIM@5354) 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 exegplivgm
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 moderagtg. eff

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 exclloaeyer-
member Exchange and Customer-employee Exchangehe other two types of OCBs
(OCB-0 and OCB-I Therefore, hypothesesiMimpression Management moderates
the relationship between Leader-member Exchange and OCB-O;antigression
Management moderates the relationship between Customer-employee Excttange a
OCB-C were rejected.

For the Coworker Exchange OCB-I path, the Chi-square difference between the

free and the constraint models was statistically significgft@.73, p<.10. This
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supported M: Impression Management moderates the relationship between Coworker
Exchange and hotel employees’ OCB-I. The standardized coefficients shavé#ukt
relationship between Coworker Exchange and OCB-I was stronger for exaplivgm

HIMG (standardized coefficient=.27, p<.pthan employees from LIMGs{andardized
coefficient=.18, p<.0L 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).

Leader-member n OCB-O
Exchang
Coworker 0.27 ./ OCB-I
Exchange ”
0.18**
Custome-employe \ :“B;)I_d_ _H_i;]y_] ___________
Exchang | ltalic: Low
*p<.05; **P<.01;

***pP< 001.
- % Non-significant
moderation effes

Figure 16. Impression Management’'s Moderating Effect on Social Egesaand OCBs

Impression Management’'s Moderation on Personality Traits and OCBs
Impression Management was found to moderate the relationships between Empathy
and two types of OCBL(CB-I and OCB-{. It also moderated the relationship between

Conscientiousness and two types of OGBEB-O and OCB-L
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For the Empathy-» OCB-I path, the Chi-square difference between the free and the
constraint models was statistically significaniz%2.8, P<.10. This supported M:
Impression Management moderated the relationship between Empathy and hotel
employees’ OCB-I. The standardized coefficients showed that Empatlayrhash
stronger influence on OCB-I in HIMGtandardized coefficient=.35, p<.0pthan in
LIMG (.13, p<.01).

For the Empathy-» OCB-C path, the Chi-square difference between the free and the
constraint models was statistically significatig%7.14, P<.0J). This supported M:
Impression Management moderated the relationship between Empathy and hotel
employees’ OCB-C. The standardized coefficients showed that Empathyrhueh a
stronger influence on OCB-C in HIMGtandardized coefficient=.29, p<.0pthan in
LIMG (standardized coefficient=.18<.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 OGB-O&B-C to
manage people’s impression of them, therefore, the relationships betweehyEamuht

OCB-I, OCB-C were stronger in HIMG than LIMG (Figure 17).

0.35***
' Bold: High
! Italic: Low
I *p<.05; *P<.01;
1
1

i

e '
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Figure 17. Impression Management's Moderating Effect on Persomadittg 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

OCB-O
0404~

_—
e
044

---------------------------

O .42***

(Figure 18).
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Figure 18. Impression Management’'s Moderating Effect on Empoweandr®CBs

For the Empowerment> OCB-O path, the Chi-square difference between the free
and the constraint models was statistically significapf=10.13, P<.0). This
supported M: Impression Management moderated the relationship between
Empowerment and hotel employees’ OCB-O. The standardized coefficientsistinatve
Empowerment has stronger influence on LIMG hotel employees’ OCRadardized
coefficient=.44, P<.00Lthan HIMG hotel employees’ OCB-@tandardized
coefficient=.40, P<.001L

For the Empowerment> OCB-C path, the Chi-square difference between the free

and the constraint models was statistically significagf<3.93, P<.09. This supported

146



Mio: Impression Management moderated the relationship between Empowerment and
hotel employees’ OCB-C. The standardized coefficients showed that Empentdraal
stronger influence on HIMG hotel employees’ OCBstaf(idardized coefficient=.42,

P<.001) than LIMG hotel employees’ OCB-Gtandardized coefficient=.19, P<.p1

Impression Management’'s Moderation on OCBs and Consequences
Impression Management was found not to moderate the relationships between the
three types of OCBLICB-0O, OCB-I and OCB-and hotel employees’ Continuance

Commitment. This finding rejected hypotheses;MVi1» and M3 (Figure 19).
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Figure 19. Impression Management’'s Moderating Effect on OCBs anddLenses

Impression Management was found not to moderate the relationships between OCB-
C and Positive Emotion and between Positive Emotion and Intention to Stay. This finding

rejected hypothesesiiMand M.
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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 significapf<44.63, P<.00). This
supported M4: Impression Management moderated the relationship between hotel
employees’ OCB-I and their perception on workplace Social Inclusion. The stmada
coefficients showed that OCB-I had stronger influence on LIMG hotel gegdd Social
Inclusion étandardized coefficient=.76, P<.0pthan on HIMG hotel employees’ Social
Inclusion gtandardized coefficient=.65, P<.p1

Impression Management significantly moderated the relationships betweah Soci
Inclusion and Intention to Stay. The Chi-square difference between thefl ¢éleea
constraint models was statistically significaniz%3.9, P<.05. This supported Me:
Impression Management moderated the relationship between hotel employéas’ Soc
Inclusion and Intention to Stay. The standardized coefficients showed thdt Socia
Inclusion significantly influenced HIMG hotel employees’ Intention to/Sta
(standardized coefficient=.18, P<.phut did not significantly influence LIMG hotel
employees’ Intention to Stagtandardized coefficient=.01, P>.n5

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 significgf=g.99, P<.05. This
supported Msg: Impression Management moderated the relationship between hotel

employees’ Continuance Commitment and Intention to Stay. Continuance Commitment
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was found to have stronger influence on HIMs&(dardized coefficient=.73, P<.0p1
hotel employees than on LIMG hotel employestarfdardized coefficient=.64, P<.0p1
This may be due to that HIMG hotel employees who spent more effort anduiltieg

a good image had a higher tendency to build continuance commitment. This in turn

influenced their intention to stay with the current organization.

149



Table 21. Impression Management’'s Moderating Effect Using Multi-group SE

Coefficients (T-values)

Model Chi-square Chi-square High Low Hypotheses
Statistics Difference (n=367) (n=354) Testing
Mb: Baseline Model 25635.78 (df=4965)
M;1: Leader-member Exchange OCB-O 25636.85 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=1.07, df=1, P>.05 .15(2.22) -.21(-2.60) Rejected
M;,: Coworker Exchange> OCB-I 25638.51 (df=4966)] MM, Ay°=2.73, df=1, P<.10 .27(4.32*) .18(3.47**) Supported
Mis: Customer-employee Exchange OCB-C 25637.18 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=1.4, df=1, P>.05 .25(4.02) .34(4.63) Rejected
M,: Empathy—OCB-I 25638.58 (df=4966)] MM, Ay°=2.8, df=1, P<.10 .35(5.44***) .13(3.18**) Supported
Mis: Empathy—OCB-C 25643.19 (df=4966) MM, Ayx’=7.41, df=1, P<.01 .29(4.70%**) .18(3.53**) Supported
M;s: ConscientiousnesssOCB-O 25680.73 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=44.95, df=1, P<.001 17(2.54*) -.09(-1.01) Supported
Mi7: ConscientiousnesssOCB-C 25688.29(df=4966)| MM, Ay*=52.51, df=1, P<.001 .14(2.34%) .35(4.63***) Supported
M. Empowerment> OCB-O 25645.91(df=4966)| M-M, Ay*=10.13, df=1, P<.01 | .40(4.92**) | .44(4.46*) | Supported
M: Empowerment> OCB-| 25636.71(df=4966) | M-M, Ay*=.93, df=1, P>.05 41(6.62) .30(4.79) Rejected
Mio: Empowerment> OCB-C 25639.71(df=4966)| M-M, Ay*=3.93, df=1, P<.05 42(6.507*) | .19(3.63*) Supported
Mi11: OCB-O— Continuance Commitment 25637.11(df=4966) 5, Ay°=1.33, df=1, P>.05 -.07(-.92) .07(.63) Rejected
Miz,: OCB-l — Continuance Commitment 25636.68(df=4966) 1,N, Ay°=.9, df=1, P>.05 .28(3.45) 17(1.41) Rejected
Mi13: OCB-C— Continuance Commitment 25638.17(df=4966) 5N, Ay°=2.39, df=1, P>.05 .23(2.99) .14(1.75) Rejected
M4: OCB-I— Social Inclusion 25680.41(df=4966] MM, Ay’=44.63, df=1, P<.001 | .65(8.98**) | .76(12.92**) | Supported
M;;5: OCB-C— Positive Emotion 25637.46(df=4966) MM, Ay*=1.68, df=1, P>.05 .74(8.84) .80(10.22) Rejected
Mize: Social Inclusion— Intention to Stay 25639.68(df=4966) MM, Ay°=3.9, df=1, P<.05 .18(3.61*) .01(.20) Supported
Mi17: Positive Emotion— Intention to Stay 25636.59(df=4966) MM, Ay°=.81, df=1, P>.05 .01(.27) .14(2.55) Rejected
Mi.s: Continuance Commitment Intention to Stay | 25639.77(df=4966) MM, Ax°=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-§©Mp
approach. Empowerment was categorized into two sub groups: Low Empowerment
Group LEG, n=325 and High Empowerment GrouplEG, n=396. The unconstrained
model (baseline model or free model) was to allow all the hypothesized patlteckasy
employees from LEG and employees from HEG. Later, the constrained, nvbad
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. Empenter

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
exchangesGoworker Exchange and Customer-employee Exchamgktwo types of
OCBs OCB-I and OCB-(, but did not moderate the relationship between Leader-
member Exchange and OCB-O. This finding rejected hypothegiEhpowerment
moderated the relationship between Leader-member Exchange and esipliyBeO.

For the Coworker-exchange and OCB-I path, the Chi-square difference béteeen
free and constraint models was statistically significag=2.95, P<.10, which
supported hypothesis MeEmpowerment moderates the relationship between Coworker
Exchange and employees’ OCB-I. The standardized coefficients showed toateow
exchange had a stronger influence on employees’ OCB-I among $i&tlérdized

coefficient=.18, p<.00Lthan LEG ¢§tandardized coefficient=.15, p<.R1This
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suggested that empowering employees could help the effective functioning of€@ow
Exchanges’ influence on OCB-I.

For the Customer-employee ExchargeDCB-I path, the Chi-square difference
between the free and constraint models was statistically samift,*=11.29, P<.00),
which supported hypothesis Me&mpowerment moderates the relationship between
Customer-employee Exchange and employees’ OCB-C. The standardized exusffi
showed that Customer-employee exchanges had significant influence on LG hot
employeesdtandardized coefficient=.12, p<.pSut did not significantly influence HEG
hotel employeess{andardized coefficient=.01, p>.D5The findings suggested that
when employees’ empowerment level is low, Customer-employee Exchangéswas t

important motivator for employees to engage in OCBs towards customerse(E@Qur

Leader-member n OCB-O
Exchang
Coworker 0.18™ ./ OCB-I
Exchange g
0.15**
Custome-employe: 0.1e* > OCB-C i Bold: High
Exchang | ltalic: Low
0.15x* | *p<.05; *P<.01;
1

***P<.001.

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).

Management R EEE L
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Figure 21. Empowerment’s Moderating Effect on Impression Management ansi OCB

The Chi-square difference between the free and constraint models of the path
Impression Management OCB-O was statistically significant§’=27.64, P<.003,
which supported hypothesiseM Empowerment moderates the relationship between
Impression Management and employees’ OCB-O. The standardized coeffstiented
that impression management had significant influence on employees’ OCB+{g am
HEG employeesstandardized coefficient=.19, p<.pbut did not have significant
influence on LEG employestandardized coefficient=-.02, p>.D5A similar situation
happened on the path Impression Manageme@CB-I. The Chi-square difference
between the free and constraint models was statistically signifi¢Z=38.35, P<.00),
which supported hypothesise 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@CB-I and OCB-(. It also moderated the relationship between
Conscientiousness and OCB-O, but did not moderate the relationship between

Conscientiousness and OCB-C (Figure 22).
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Figure 22. Empowerment’s Moderating Effect on Personality Traits aresOC
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For the Empathy-» OCB-I path, the Chi-square difference between the free and the
constraint models was statistically significafig¥10.18, P<.0). This supported Iv:
Empowerment moderated the relationship between Empathy and hotel employees’ OCB
|. The standardized coefficients showed that Empathy had a significant irflaenc
OCB-I in HEG ¢étandardized coefficient=.29, p<.0pkut did not had a significant
influence on OCB-I in LEG.(Q7, p>.05).

For the Empathy-» OCB-C path, the Chi-square difference between the free and the
constraint models was statistically significafz¥3.31, P<.10. This supported M:
Empowerment moderated the relationship between Empathy and hotel employees’ OCB

C. The standardized coefficients showed that Empathy had a significant iefluenc
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OCB-C in HEG ¢tandardized coefficient=.30, p<.0pfut did not had a significant
influence on OCB-C in LEGstandardized coefficient=-.0%>.05).

The finding that Empathy influenced hotel employees’ OCB-I and OCB-C
differently may be due to the fact even if employees feel empatheitocbworkers 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 difidesace in
employees’ OCBs towards customers and towards coworkers in both China and US hotel
contexts.

For the ConscientiousnessOCB-O path, the Chi-square difference between the
free and the constraint models was statistically significgft(3.11, P<.00). This
supported Mg: Empowerment moderated the relationship between Conscientiousness and
hotel employees’ OCB-O. The standardized coefficients showed that CormGeaess
had a significant positive influence on OCB-O in LESBa(dardized coefficient=.29,
p<.001) but had a significant negative influence on OCB-O in HE@ndardized

coefficient=-.17 p<.05).

Empowerment’'s Moderation on OCBs and Consequences

Empowerment did not moderate the relationships between the three types of OCBs
(OCB-0O, OCB-I and OCB-and hotel employees’ Continuance Commitment.
Therefore, hypothesesdM, Me11 and Mo 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 M, Meisand Myswere 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 significapf<88.74, P<.00). This
supported My Empowerment moderated the relationship between hotel employees’
OCB-I and their perception on Social Inclusion. The standardized coefficrented
that OCB-I had stronger influence on HEG hotel employees’ Social Inclusion
(standardized coefficient=.73, P<.0pthan on LEG hotel employees’ Social Inclusion
(standardized coefficient=.58, P<.pIThis 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 betweerCOCB-
and Positive Emotion. The Chi-square difference between the free and theicbnstra

models was statistically significant?=3.43, P<.10, which supported hypothesis.M
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Empowerment moderated the relationship between OCB-C and hotel employe@g Posit
Emotion. A detailed look at the coefficients showed that OCB-C had significamntmnict

on HEG hotel employees’ Positive Emotiatapdardized coefficient=.20, P<.phut

did not have significant influence on LEG hotel employees’ Positive Emotion

(standardized coefficient=-.05, P>.5
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Table 22. Empowerment’s Moderating Effect Using Multi-group SEM

Standard Estimate

Model Chi-square Chi-square High Low Hypotheses
Statistics Difference (n=396) (n=325) Testing
Mb: Baseline Model 23631.69 (df=4965)
M1 Leader-member Exchange OCB-O 23631.70 (df=4966) MM, Ayx’=.01, df=1, P>.05 -.09(-1.90) -.10(-2.02) Rejected
Meo: Coworker Exchange» OCB-I 23634.64 (df=4966)] MM, Ax°=2.95, df=1, P<.10 .18(3.83***) .15(2.88**) Supported
Mz Customer-employee Exchange OCB-C 23642.98 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=11.29, df=1, P<.001 | .01(.15) .12(2.48%) Supported
Me4 Impression Management OCB-O 23659.33 (df=4966) MM, Ax°=27.64, df=1, P<.001 | .19(3.10%) -.02(-.29) Supported
Mes Impression Management OCB-I 23670.04 (df=4966)] MM, Ax°=38.35, df=1, P<.001 | -.01(3.10%) .03(.56) Supported
Mes Empathy—OCB- 23641.87 (df=4966) MM, Ax*=10.18, df=1, P<.01 | .29(4.98***) .07(.99) Supported
M.z Empathy—OCB-C 23635.00 (df=4966) MM, Ay’=3.31, df=1, P<.10 .30(5.38*) -.05(-.71) Supported
Mg ConscientiousnesssOCB-O 23644.80 (df=4966) MM, Ay*=13.11, df=1, P<.001 | -.17(-2.49%) .29(3.88***) Supported
Mg ConscientiousnesssOCB-C 23632.83 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=1.14, df=1, P>.05 .03(.50) .17(2.53) Rejected
Mei6 OCB-O— Continuance Commitment 23631.72 (df=4966) o, AM, Ay°=.03, df=1, P>.05 -.14(-1.24) -.45(-2.82) Rejected
Me1: OCB-I — Continuance Commitment 23632.47 (df=4966) .AM, Ay°=.78, df=1, P>.05 .29(2.62) .47(3.06) Rejected
Me12 OCB-C— Continuance Commitment 23631.69 (df=4966) &M, Ay°=0, df=1, P>.05 21(1.77) .28(1.85) Rejected
Me:3 OCB-I — Social Inclusion 23720.43 (df=4966) MM, Ay’=88.74, df=1, P<.001 | .73(11.31**) | .53(8.07***) | Supported
Me.4 OCB-C— Positive Emotion 23632.13 (df=4966) MM, Ay’=.44, df=1, P>.05 74(9.21) .80(8.34) Rejected
Mg Social Inclusion— Intention to Stay 23634.67 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=2.98, df=1, P<.10 .01(.11) .11(1.90) Rejected
Me1e Positive Emotion— Intention to Stay 23635.12 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=3.43, df=1, P<.10 .20(3.78**) -.05(-.91) Supported
M.17 Continuance Commitment Intention to Stay | 23633.59 (df=4966) MM, Ay°=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 inguigchtsed on
previous findings. It also suggests several possible future researciodseElery study
is not free of limitations, and this study, therefore, presents the sewdatatibns

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’ dxpetan a
constant basis. This requires employees to perform citizenship behaviors to csigome
order to satisfy customers with high quality services. Therefore, OCBselglelated to
the hospitality industry, and it is also very important for the effective functitmf
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 requoeesal
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 lubtide
industry, this study proposed a new three-dimensional framework of OCB using the
targets of OCB as the criteria of categorization. The three dimensionden@CB-O (to
organization), OCB-I (to employee) and OCB-C (to customers). The Confiyrfedotor
Analysis of the three-dimensional framework showed that this model has a goalll ove
fit, good factor loadings, and construct validity. Therefore, the result of the stud
supports that the three-dimensional framework of OCB in the hotel setting progosed b
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. Thepiscelly

important as OCB studies have gained popularity in the hospitality disciplewtisec
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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 perstaébthave all
been investigated as motivators for OCB while researchers are still aatisich 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 iekkntif
motivations of OCB into a bigger framework by applying the theory of altruistc a
egoistic motivation (Batson, 1991). The theory of altruistic and egoistic motivaas
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. Thisyiveas first
used to explain employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behaviors by Yuan (2006)

In this study context, two types of egoistic motivations of OCB were testeid) s
exchanges and impression management. The results supported four out of five of the
hypotheses. The three types of social exchanges were supported as stgniibaators
for the three types of OCBs. Impression Management was supported adicasiy
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, conscientiousmess a

empathy. Empathy was supported as a significant motivator for OCB-I, but @Ct#r
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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 asiegidys

motivated. This finding is also consistent with previous researchers’ assuntpibns

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 thediibgpi
industry. Further, the study expanded the traditional social exchange biye@yarding
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 soworker
(Coworker Exchange) on a daily basis. In addition, hospitality is also cdfledPdople’s
Industry”, where “ladies and gentleman serves ladies and gentleman” éRitanC
Motto), and employees interact constantly with customers through service yi€likrer
relationship marketing literature has started to regard the interactivedreemployees
and customers as an important channel of long-term relationship building. Theatefore
would be very meaningful to regard this interaction process as a social excharags pro
(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 fqratiaular OCB
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that directs to the specific source of social exchange. Therefore, thd tagting the
customer-employee interaction process as a social exchange processexpasdeial

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 theessérhis
study attempted to investigate how employees’ OCB performance would irgltheic
perception of workplace social inclusion, their emotion, their continuance commitment
and finally their intention to stay with the current organization. Those conseqaeaces
not only important to the employees themselves, but also critical to the hotetyndust
because this industry is suffering from high labor turnover as well as ienagetition.

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 imfkce
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 organizatiaidout
could help retain those employees. This finding suggests that Orgama a&Zitizenship
Behavior is the potential solution for the two challenges that are facing thenuistiry,

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 motivationa
mechanism behind the U.S. and Chinese hotel employees’ organizational lsiizens
behaviors (OCB). This study proposed that OCB motivation may be culturally specifi
Since culture is a multidimensional construct, this study used two cultuatddel
constructs, culture in the holistic sense and individualism-collectivism ati@m{the
most important dimension of culture) as the moderators to test if culturacagtlif
moderated the relationship between each type of motivation and each type of OCB.

The results showed that culture significantly moderated the relationshipdretw
Leader-member Exchange and OCB-O and, between Customer-employee Excithnge
OCB-C. Culture also moderated the relationship between Impression Masragend
OCB-0O 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 ntodera
however, only the relationship between Conscientiousness and OCB-O, Empowerment
and OCB-0O, 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 usiaghéa
moderator, fewer moderating effects were discovered compared to usurg aslthe
moderator. The result, however, did prove that culture could moderate the relationship
between OCB motivators and each type of OCB. Therefore, the motivationalnisecha

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 roosivaay
behave quite differently. Therefore, even though the motivational mechanis@Bof O

was proved as valid, it may work differently under different situations.

This study tested the moderating effects of several moderators, bdwaasehor
believes that human behavior could be moderated by various situations. Four moderators
including Culture, individualism-collectivism orientation, Impression Managéaed
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 existiatuhié¢

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 &€Bs
motivated by various factors including social exchanges with workplace refeyemas
(leaders, coworkers and customers), personality traits (conscientiousdesa@athy)
and employees’ awareness of impression management. In addition, OCB iovdieat
culturally specific. Empowerment, Impression Management and Persohality
(Conscientiousness) and Leader-member Exchange are all important mefivatmtel
employees’ OCB-O. Chinese employees and American employees areteabtiva
differently by certain OCB motivators. From the findings, several manageria

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 facilitatel@yaes’
OCB-I, hotel managers should create a friendly and cooperative workingreameint, so
that helping each other can become a common practice in the organization. Teamwork
should be encouraged in order to create hotel customers’ satisfaction. Therefbre, hote
managers should also empower employees with sufficient autonomy to help ceworker
exceed their job requirements.

Customer-employee Exchange and Conscientiousness are important motivators

for hotel employees’ OCB-C. This suggests that customers are not passiver reice
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service. Rather, they are actively engaged and participating in theegamoess.
Therefore, hotel managers should treat their employees well so that thiekeaare of
the customers. On the other hand, if the employees treat the customer waghy a ha
customer would express more positive signals to the employees. This in retwat@soti
the employees to engage in more OCBSs. In case that the employeesatect hadly by
the customer, the hotel manager should back-up the employees, so that they wan't let t
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 whereesnploy
perceive fair treatment and care from the leaders, they are moyetdilggd beyond their

job requirement whenever needed.

Empowering Employees

Empowerment has been suggested as an effective and necessary tool to help hote
employees provide exceptional services to the customers. It has also been groved a
facilitator for employees’ job satisfaction. Empowering employeesegkiewy involves the
risk of losing control. Therefore, not all managers dare to implement tthisgst, 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 empowaetiotel
managers want the employees going above and beyond. Otherwise, even if tyzesnpl

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 letehar level
of empowerment tended to facilitate hotel employees’ OCB performaneethzor
lower level of empowerment.

The finings also suggested that as practice that was initiated in the adrtext
U.S., empowerment may not be as an effective strategy when applying in Chigla. Hot
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, théyitéthong-
term relationship with the employees, so that employees are willing tooge and
beyond when there is a need. The finding suggests that conscientiousness isypositivel
related to employees’ OCB-O. Managers should make careful evaluation a
consideration when recruiting employees and try to identify and select thevooese
conscientious and responsible. The findings also show that some employees uss OCBs a

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 emfnoyee

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 msdezhave
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 buiionstds
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 trgdbogees
well, and try to build long-term relationships with the employees. The findinggested
that when social exchanges happened in the organizations, the employees did got merel
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 suggbatdubtel
managers may be able to retain hotel employees with the social peespEaating the
employees with respect and dignity, supporting them to accomplish their jobs #)d goa
facilitating and encouraging teamwork and trying to make them happy drad fesne,

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. Témsdwork
was developed based on a sound theoretical rationale. It also answered tba gskst
by previous researchers in terms of the special requirement of servied @&B
dimensions (e.g. Bettencourt & Brown, 1997). The findings suggest that this new
framework was a valid one. However, the validation of a new framework flibe
test-retest reliability. Therefore, future studies that apply this framein 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 multidimensioaat lat
variable. Another future research direction is to attempt to investigate ¢heailinkage
between the different ways of categorizing OCBs. For example, some tmseas
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 dimemsieach
of the three types of OCBs. In addition, studies may compare the sieslamd
differences with the traditional way of categorizing OCB using the natuD<B.

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 dimensionsgentpr
culture. However, this study only investigated two variables to represent culture
difference, one is in general terms, county difference, and another is the inlddwdua
collectivism orientation. These two variables may not capture the cenecessf culture
well enough. Other dimensions, such as power distance and feministic orientation may
also be significant moderators, especially in the study context of organitationa
citizenship behavior.

Third, future research may analyze if employees of different dexpbig (such
as Gender, Age) characteristics would have different perceptions. Future studies
also compare if there are any differences between employees faamhcltels and
employees from independent hotels. In addition, future studies could also ineestiga
employees at different position levels (e.g. front-line employee and sspgrigvel
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 isttiug.

Limitations

Self-reporting Bias
Researchers have suggested that OCB measures are highly suscepiiiéd to s

desirability bias (Testa, 2009; O’Reilly & Chatman, 1986), particularly whemata are
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self-reported. Such bias occurs when individuals feel pressured to respond in atway tha
makes them appear more positively. The results may be skewed responses and/or
spurious correlations (Ganster et al., 1983). Therefore, supervisors’ ratingseleave

used widely in this measurement. However, supervisor evaluations are not free of bia
either due to the halo effect, memory distortion, selective memory or falwitness

OCB behaviors (Testa, 2009; Schnake, 1991). Donaldson and Grant-Vallone (2002)
argued that self-reports are not necessarily a less reliable sourseatledata. 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 studielsgulinlis
organizational behaviors relied on self-reported data (Sacket & Larson, 199@foféer

this study chose the self-reported method.

Sampling Bias

As a cross-culture study, this study used an online survey to collect informat
from the U.S. hotel employees and on-site surveys from Chinese hotel empkuyebe
on-site survey in China, this study used convenient sampling method. Hotel employees
from seven cities in China were conveniently selected and invited to participlage in t
survey. As the hotel employees were invited to participate in the survey on a woluntar
basis, there may be a non-response bias, as the characteristics ancbpsroéfitose
who were not willing to participate may have differed from those who were witling
participate. This also applies to the online survey. Considering the factitigifilla

guestionnaire survey is also “citizenship behavior” to some extent, those who g will
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to participate may have quite difference perceptions compared with those weho ha
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 nmssed. |
addition, the undeliverable rate of the database was as high as 35.5%, leadingllera sma
valid target population of this study. This further constrained the gene@izdtihe
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 sarvey wa
1.56%. Therefore, the collected responses may not be able to reflect the akacacter
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 foaknew
of hotel employees’ Organizational Citizenship Behavior, using a new thresslional

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 &CB
suggested by the data, was valid as well as a more meaningful framewocialbsfo

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 bydhdhdt OCBs
were merely impression management behaviors, which were egoistic ie. ridtis
study integrated both previously identified altruistic and egoistic motivatioO<afs
and took culture into consideration, and hypothesized that the motivational mechanism of
OCB could be culturally specific. The findings suggested that OCBs dderbe
motivated by both egoistic and altruistic motivation, and culture did moderate the
proposed relationships, in which certain motivators were stronger in one cultuee, whil

others did not.

The findings of this study could contribute the existing literature by engdhie
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 antcust
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employee exchanges all as social exchanges process. By treatsmgxtbbanges as

social exchanges, this study provided potential strategies for hotels to refdayees.

As mentioned at the beginning of this study, two challenges are facing the hotel
industry, creating satisfied customers through quality services and mgtgumlified
employees. An initial thought facilitated this study was to see the pogsibilising
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 understnding
employees’ motivational mechanism of OCB to effectively use OCBs to swvavo

challenges that are facing them.
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APPENDIX A
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE-ENGLISH VERSION
Dear Hotel Employee,
Greetings from the Cowboy State!

| am a Ph.D. student majoring in hotel and restaurant management and | wouyd great
appreciate your help. | am studying how hotel managers can build a better e®ifkpla
hotel employees and managers. As part of this study, | am sending you alsatvey t
asks various questions about you and your work situation.

Your response is veliynportant since | am only sending this survey to a limited group of
people. Your email address was selected at random from a publicly avedsdibase.

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 associdtethisi
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 etetyl
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 engllgtma@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 | Information about your Job

Please check\/) the number that best applies to you. This information is for research purpbses on

1. Are you a Full-time or a Part-time employee?

@ Full-time employee @ Part-time employee
2. What is your position level?

@ Front-line employee @ Supervisory or managerial level employee
3. Which department are you working in?

@ Front Desk @ Housekeeping ® Food & Beverage @ Human
Resources

® Sales & Marketing ® Finance & Accounting @ Engineering

Other, please specify ( )

4. How long have you been working in this hotel?
@ Lessthanlyear @ lto3years ®4to6years @ 7tol10years & More than 10
years
5. What is your hotel’s affiliation?
@ International chain hotel @Domestic chain hotel 3 Independent hotel

Section Il: Your Personality and Values
For the following statements, please use 1 to 7 to indicate your degge@inant.
1=extremely disagree, 2=strongly disagree, 3=soraedisagree, 4= neither agree nor disagsespmewhat agree, 6=strongly
agree, 7=extremely agree

Dearee T agiee”

| am a very organized person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| am a very efficient person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| am a very systematic person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| am a very practical person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| 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
| am a very soft-hearted person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| 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
| 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
| believe that people need to make sacrifices for the sake of others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| think people should cooperate with each other rather than work ontheiro 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Section IlI: Your Feeling about the Working Environment.
For the following statements, please use 1 to 7 to indicate your degigre@mnant.
1=extremely disagree, 2=strongly disagree, 3=soratdisagree, 4=neither agree nor disagsespmewhat Agree, 6=strongly
agree, 7=extremely agree

Extremely Ermely
Disagree Agree
My immediate supervisor understands the problems associated wighaiipgn. 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 pnadle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
My immediate supervisor would protect me if needed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| have a good working relationship with my immediate supervisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| 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 | 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
| feel that my services are appreciated by our guests. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| rarely receive complaints from our guests. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel our guests are satisfied with the services provided by our hotel. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| 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
| can decide on my own how to do my work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| 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 degge@inant.
1=extremely disagree, 2=strongly disagree, 3=soraedisagree, 4=neither agree nor disagsespmewhat agree, 6=strongly
agree, 7=extremely agree

Extremely BExamely

Disagree Agree
I will give advanced notice if | 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
| take fewer breaks than | deserve. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| do not complain about unimportant things at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| follow informal rules in order to maintain order. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| protect our hotel's property. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| say good things about our hotel when talking with outsiders. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| 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
| 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
| take personal interest in my coworkers. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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| pass along notices and news to my coworkers.

| always have a positive attitude at work.

| am always exceptionally courteous and respectful to customers.

| follow customer service guidelines with extreme care.

| respond to customer requests and problems in a timely manner.

| perform duties with very few mistakes.

| conscientiously promote products and services to customers.

| contribute many ideas for customer promotions &communications.
I make constructive suggestions for service improvement.

PRRRRRRRE
MNNOMNNNNNN
WWWwwowoww
I N N N NI NI NI
GRGEG RGNS NGNS NS
o R N N W e e le))
NNNNNNNN

Section V: Your Attitudes about Working in this Hotel.
For the following statements, please use 1 to 7 to indicate your degigre@mnant.
1=extremely disagree, 2=strongly disagree, 3=soraedisagree, 4=neither agree nor disagsespmewhat agree, 6=strongly
agree, 7=extremely agree

Extremely —— 0 ——»p BExamely

Disagree Agree

| feel | am an accepted part of my hotel. 1 2 3 4 5

| feel I am included in most of the activities at work. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Sometimes | feel like an outsider. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| feel happy to go above and beyond in order to serve customers. 1 2 3 4 5

| feel satisfied with myself if | satisfy my customers with exompl services. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| enjoy the process of meeting customers’ needs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Overall | am very satisfied with my job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
If I have a chance to choose my job, | will choose my current job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| enjoy the work that | 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 | wanted to. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| would turn down a job offer from another company if it came tomorrow. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
As far as | can see, | 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
| will stay at this hotel even dther hotels offer me higher pay and positon. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Section VI Information about Yourself
Please checkV) the number that best applies to you. This information is for research purpbses on

1. What is your gender?

@ Male @ Female
2. What is your marital status?
@ Single @ Married

3. What is your age group?

@ 18-29 yearsold @ 30-39yearsold ® 40-49yearsold @ 50-59 yearsold (® 60 or older
4. What is your ethnic group?

@ Caucasian @ African American ~ ® Hispanic @Asian & Pacific Islander

®Other, please specify ( )

5. What is your highest education attained?

@ Less than high school @ High school ® 2-year college @4-year college ® Graduate school
6. What is your personal annual income?

@ Less than $10,000 @ $ 10,000 - $29,999 ® $30,000 - $49,999

@ $50,000 - $69,000 ®$70,000 - $ 89,999 ® $ 90,000 or more

Thank you for your participation in this study!
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APPENDIX C

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD (IRB) APPROVAL

Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board

Date: Thursday, July 30, 2009
IRB Application No HE0943
Proposal Title: A Cross-Culture Study on the Motivational Mechanism of Hotel Employees'

Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Reviewed and Exempt
Processed as:

Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved Protocol Expires: 7/29/2010

Principal

rnvestigator{s):_/

Jintao (Emily) Ma Hailin Qu

210 HES 220 HES

Stillwater, OK 74078 Stillwater, OK 74078

The IRB application referenced above has been approved. It is the judgment of the reviewers that the
rights and welfare of individuals who may be asked to participate in this study will be respected, and that
the research will be conducted in a manner consistent with the IRB requirements as outlined in section 45
CFR 46.

X The final versions of any printed recruitment, consent and assent documents bearing the IRB approval
stamp are attached to this letter. These are the versions that must be used during the study.

As Principal Investigator, it is your responsibility to do the following:

1. Conduct this study exactly as it has been approved. Any modifications to the research protocol
must be submitted with the appropriate signatures for IRB approval.

2. Submit a request for continuation if the study extends beyond the approval period of one calendar
year. This continuation must receive IRB review and approval before the research can continue.

3. Report any adverse events to the IRB Chair promptly. Adverse events are those which are
unanticipated and impact the subjects during the course of this research; and

4. Notify the IRB office in writing when your research project is complete.

Please note that approved protocols are subject to monitoring by the IRB and that the IRB office has the
authority to inspect research records associated with this protocol at any time. If you have questions

about the IRB procedures or need any assistance from the Board, please contact Beth McTernan in 219
Cordell North (phone: 405-744-5700, beth.mcternan@okstate.edu).

Sincerely,

ph

Kennison, Chair
Institutional Review Board
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