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Organizational Citizenship Behavior: A Career Development Strategy 

Martha J. Sutton 

ABSTRACT 

The goals of the present study were to 1.) develop a model of career related factors that 

could be related to organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB); and 2.) determine if the proposed 

relationships between the career focused variables and OCB differed across rating source. A total 

of 262 volunteers from a Corporation and University completed a survey in either online or by 

paper and pencil that included demographics and measures of:  job involvement, career 

motivation, occupational commitment, perceptions of career plateau, career stage, and OCB. 

Ratings of OCB were obtained from approximately 195 participant supervisors and/or coworkers. 

Correlational and multiple regression analyses showed that, as hypothesized, career 

motivation and job content plateau were related to self-ratings of OCB, explaining unique 

variance beyond that accounted for by the organization and select demographics. Coworker 

ratings of OCB were explained only by the organization, levels of education and, gender. A series 

of regression analyses showed that the majority of the relationships between the career variables 

and ratings of OCB were not moderated by perceptions of career plateau or career stage. The 

relationship between job involvement and coworker ratings of OCB, however, was moderated by 

the participants’ career stage. Participants in the primary career stages received higher ratings 

than those in the boundary stages on all three forms of OCB. Simple slope analyses showed that, 

in general, those in the primary and boundary stages who were more job involved received higher 

ratings of OCB. Coworkers may have attributed extra-role behaviors to participants’ job 

involvement, the most visible career factor. Finally, the relationship between career identity and 

participant ratings of OCBO was stronger than between identity and coworker ratings of OCBO.  

 These findings provide practical and theoretical implications. Practically, the results 

suggest that organizations may influence the performance of OCB by recognizing and working 

with those who are career motivated and by ensuring that all employees are challenged by their 

jobs. Theoretically, this research provides evidence that OCB may be an alternative and viable 

career strategy employed by career motivated employees.



1 

 

 

 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was two-fold. The first was to propose a model of career-

related factors that could influence the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors 

(OCB). The second was to determine whether the relationship between the career-focused 

variables and OCB differs across the OCB rating source. 

Organizational citizenship behaviors are voluntary behaviors that can positively influence 

organizational functioning (Organ & Ryan, 1995). Although an employee may not directly 

benefit from performing discrete citizenship behaviors, evidence suggests that in the aggregate, 

OCB can influence performance evaluations and organizational reward recommendations. OCB 

has been most frequently described as either dispositionally driven or as reactionary behaviors 

performed as expressions of job attitudes. More recent work shows OCB may also serve a 

proactive function, that is, to fulfill needs or achieve valued outcomes.  

Career management is a cyclical process of exploring, setting goals, and implementing 

strategies to achieve career or occupational objectives. Theorists have suggested and researchers 

have found, for example, that employees develop skills and work opportunities to realize 

individual career goals. This study proposed that career motivated and committed employees 

perform voluntary citizenship behaviors as a purposive strategy to achieve career objectives. Thus 

one goal of this study was to develop a model of career-related variables and moderators that 

motivate the performance of OCB. 

 The proposed model suggests that an individual’s career motivation, perception, and 

stage influence his or her performance of OCB. These career variables and moderators were then 

evaluated to determine if they are related to supervisor, peer, and self-ratings of OCB in a field 

setting. 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

For over half a century, managers, researchers, and theoreticians have recognized that 

organizations require more from their employees than the circumscribed completion of task 

assignments. Barnard (1938) proposed that the "willingness of persons to contribute efforts to the 

cooperative system" (p. 83), an attribute that includes an "indefinitely large range of variation in 

its intensity among individuals" (p. 84) is indispensable for organizational functioning. Decades 
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later Katz and Kahn (1978) argued that, to survive, organizations must engender in their members 

"innovative and spontaneous behaviors…not specified by role prescriptions" (p. 403).  

Bateman and Organ (1983) suggested the term "organizational citizenship behavior" 

(OCB) to describe informal employee contributions similar to the cooperative and spontaneous 

behaviors described by Barnard (1938) and Katz and Kahn (1978). OCB was later defined as 

behavior that is "discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, 

and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 

4).  

Other authors have proposed constructs that are conceptually similar to OCB such as 

prosocial organizational behavior (Brief & Motowidlo, 1986) and organizational spontaneity 

(George & Brief, 1992). Borman and Motowidlo (1993) divided the performance criterion 

domain into task and contextual behaviors. Task behaviors include those that directly relate to the 

organization’s technical core or those that support the technical core. Employees also contribute 

to organizational effectiveness, however, through contextual behaviors that "are not directly 

related to their main task functions but are important because they shape the organizational, 

social, and psychological context" in which the technical core operates (p. 71). Organ (1997) 

subsequently confirmed the conceptual overlap between OCB and contextual performance. 

Research indicates that OCB is not a unidimensional construct. Factor analyses of one of 

the original measures of OCB resulted in two categories labeled Altruism and Generalized 

Compliance. Items that loaded on the Altruism dimension included helping behaviors. 

Generalized Compliance, later termed Conscientiousness, included items that reflect a dedicated 

adherence to attendance, work time, and organizational rules (Organ, 1990). Williams and 

Anderson (1991) later described the two factors as OCBI - behaviors that directly benefit specific 

individuals, and OCBO - behaviors that benefit the organization as a whole. Their evidence 

suggests the two factors can be distinguished from in-role performance and may be differentially 

related to other variables. 

Organ (1988) later characterized OCB more broadly to include three other categories of 

behaviors termed Courtesy, Sportsmanship, and Civic Virtue. Contextual performance was 

similarly described to comprise five types of behavior (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). Some 

researchers have replicated OCB's five-factor structure, others have reported problems with 

multicollinearity among the factors (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993). Podsakoff and MacKenzie 

(1994) suggested, that, although the actions comprising OCB are conceptually discrete, 
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"managers have difficulty making these fine distinctions and tend to lump them together" (p. 

353). 

The Rewards for Good Citizenship 

 Organ (1988) originally proposed that individuals would not be formally recompensed 

for performing citizenship behaviors. A substantial body of research has confirmed, however, that 

good citizens often receive organizational rewards. Employing both process-tracing and policy-

capturing methodologies, for example, researchers have shown that experienced supervisors 

search for and use both in-role performance and OCB when evaluating and providing dollar-value 

estimates for performance (Orr, Sackett, & Mercer, 1989; Werner, 1994).  

MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Fetter (1991, 1993) rendered further support for the influence 

of OCB on performance evaluations. Their goal was to determine the extent to which sales 

managers' evaluations of their personnel’s performance were influenced by objective sales 

measures and by OCB. The authors compiled field data from samples of insurance agents, 

industrial sales representatives, and district sales managers. Results showed that a combination of 

OCB and actual sales data accounted for more variance in the performance evaluations than 

objective sales data alone, with OCB accounting for the dominant percentage (MacKenzie, 

Podsakoff, & Fetter, 1991, 1993). 

In addition to influencing their performance evaluations, employees who are good 

citizens may receive other positive career outcomes. Researchers have shown that the 

performance of OCB can also result in recommendations for promotions and salary increases 

(Allen & Rush, 1998; Eastman, 1994; Morrison, 1994; Hui, Lam, & Law, 2000; Motowidlo & 

Van Scotter, 1994; Orr et al., 1989; Park & Sims, cited in Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Hui, 1993). 

Kiker and Motowidlo (1999), for example, examined the influence of task and contextual 

performance on reward recommendations. Participants viewed a series of videotapes over a two-

week period that showed a hypothetical employee performing four levels of realistic task and 

contextual behaviors. Based on this information, they decided how substantial a pay increase to 

award the employee, whether to promote the employee, and whether to recommend the employee 

for a fast-track development program. Summing the three judgments, the authors found that high 

levels of both task and contextual performance were rewarded. Results also showed an interaction 

such that reward recommendations for contextual performance were higher as the levels of task 

performance increased. Similarly, high levels of task performance are more richly rewarded as 

the levels of contextual performance increased. 
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The extant evidence suggests that employees may derive a number of positive career 

outcomes from the performance of OCB. Another stream of organizational research has 

investigated the antecedents of citizenship behaviors. Much of this theory and research has 

focused on two categories of predictors, job attitudes and personality. The next section reviews 

these traditional OCB predictors.  

Antecedents of OCB 

Theoreticians have historically argued that three motivational mechanisms drive 

citizenship behaviors: job attitudes, personality, and organizational variables (Borman & Penner, 

2001; Schnake, 1991; Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks, 1995). The underlying assumptions have 

been that OCB is either dispositionally driven or performed as a reaction to the job or 

organization (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Organ, 1990). The bulk of the empirical work to date 

has focused on identifying antecedent job attitudes and personality variables.  

Job Attitudes. OCB was originally conceived as reactionary behavior performed or 

withheld in response to various attitudes such as job satisfaction or organizational commitment. 

Organ (1977) first suggested that satisfaction with the job and the organization could result in 

positive feelings on the part of employees. Because resource or procedural constraints often limit 

task performance, an employee may reciprocate for those positive feelings by performing OCB. 

Subsequent research has shown that job satisfaction accounts for unique variance in OCB 

(Batemen & Organ, 1983; Organ & Konovsky, 1989).  

Organizational commitment is another attitude proposed as a causal agent for OCB 

(Organ, 1990). Employees who identify psychologically with their organization and desire to 

maintain their organizational membership may be willing to exert effort beyond their normal task 

requirements to support the organization and strengthen their ties to it. Organ and Ryan's (1995) 

meta-analysis showed that affective or overall organizational commitment was also comparably 

related to OCB. 

Changes in work life and employee attitudes, however, may be altering the nature of the 

relationship between the organization and the employee. The rash of corporate mergers, 

reorganizations, and restructurings that have occurred over the last two decades have led to 

employment uncertainty and attitudinal changes among individuals who may have once believed 

they were hired for life. These changes in the employment contract model may result in 

employees who feel less committed to their organizations and more committed to their individual 

careers. Boyatzis and Kram (1999) argued that individuals now “adopt a more self-serving 
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posture” and are more inclined to resolve career and life issues “in light of personal concerns, 

with less concern about the consequences to the organization,” (p. 2).  

In concert with “the deterioration of the career-long psychological contract” (Boyatzis & 

Kram, 1999, p. 3), the growth in global competition means that employees are now required to 

work longer hours to accomplish their formal task requirements. To the extent that citizenship 

performance is truly voluntary, it requires a greater level of effort on an individual’s part to go 

beyond that which is required on a daily basis (Horgen, personal communication, 2000). 

Organizational commitment has historically driven OCB. An alternative and perhaps more 

contemporary explanation, given the recent changes in the psychological contract, is that 

citizenship performance derives from a commitment to self. That is, employees may also be 

motivated to engage in citizenship performance when they perceive that it can be instrumental in 

helping them achieve personal goals (Hui et al., 2000; Hui, Law, & Chen, 1999) 

Personality. In addition to job attitudes, another stream of research has focused on 

personality as a driving force behind citizenship behaviors. Conscientiousness, prosocial 

personality, and ambition have emerged as antecedents from this research perspective. In 1995, 

Organ and Ryan performed a meta analysis of the attitudinal and dispositional predictors of OCB. 

Their results showed that conscientiousness was a reliable predictor of both the altruism and 

compliance dimensions. 

 Penner and his colleagues (Penner & Finkelstein, 1998; Penner, Fritzsche, Craiger, & 

Freifeld, 1995) developed a scale to measure the prosocial personality orientation, a person who 

experiences empathy and feels concern for others or who undertakes planful, voluntary behaviors 

over an extended period of time. Initially validated on samples of volunteers, the two factors of 

the measure, Other-Oriented Empathy and Helpfulness, have subsequently been shown to predict 

both self and peer reports of OCB and other good citizen behaviors (Midili, 1996; Midili & 

Penner, 1995, Rioux & Penner, 2001; Tillman, 1998). 

Reviewing the evidence at that time, Organ (1990) theorized that the link between 

personality and OCB was moderated by job attitudes. He suggested, for example, that a 

conscientious employee would perform OCB unless or until the person perceived some relative 

level of injustice within the organizational setting. Job dissatisfaction or procedural injustice, 

another correlate of OCB, could therefore attenuate levels of citizenship behaviors.  

Support for this person by situation interaction comes from research conducted by 

Hogan, Rybicki, Motowidlo, and Borman (1998) who, in the process, identified a third 

personality predictor of OCB. Hogan and her colleagues hypothesized that organizational reward 
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characteristics would influence the type of person performing contextual behaviors. In two 

separate studies conducted in different organizational settings, successful employees completed 

the Hogan Personality Inventory and their supervisors evaluated their performance on two factors 

of contextual behaviors, work dedication and interpersonal facilitation. Regression analyses 

showed that, in organizations with little or no advancement opportunities, prudence (i.e., 

conscientiousness) correlated with and predicted contextual performance. The authors speculated 

that employees would be motivated in these cooperative settings to perform OCB to win 

acceptance and approval or to "get along." They contrasted these results with data obtained from 

three samples in organizations offering extensive advancement opportunities. In these more 

competitive environments, only ambition predicted contextual behaviors. It was suggested that 

ambitious employees would be motivated to perform OCB to gain promotional opportunities or to 

"get ahead." 

Although researchers and theoreticians have emphasized personality, job attitudes, and 

more recently, leader behaviors as primary causes of OCB, these traditional predictors have not 

explained a great deal of variance in OCB measurement (George & Jones, 1997). Other authors 

have suggested that OCB may serve a proactive function. That is, individuals may be motivated 

to perform OCB to attain specific goals or achieve desired outcomes (Bolino, 1999; Folger, 1993; 

Greenberg, 1993). Results obtained by Hogan et al., (1998) support these contentions.  

Motives. Challenged to examine the proactive basis for OCB (Greenberg, 1993), Rioux 

and Penner, (2001) developed a scale to measure citizenship motives. Three factors emerged from 

the scale: prosocial values, organizational commitment, and impression management. Prosocial 

values and organizational commitment were positively related to and explained unique variance 

in supervisor, peer, and self-ratings of OCB over and above that explained by job attitudes and 

personality. Rioux’s results have since been replicated on self-ratings of OCB (Tilman, 1998).  

Although Rioux and Penner (2001) provided a valuable first step in defining proactive 

OCB motivations, the characteristics of their participants may have limited their work. Young 

college undergraduates, the majority of whom worked only part time, developed the pool of 

potential motivational items. As such, the range of possible motivations may be restricted by their 

relative lack of work and career experience. 

Bolino (1999) argued that OCB could be motivated by a desire to enhance one's image or 

impression in the work setting. The model he presented suggests that employees may perform 

OCB when they value being perceived as a good citizen, when they believe OCB will promote 

that image, and when they perceive a discrepancy between their current and desired image. This 
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implies that employees may perform citizenship behaviors on a temporary or sporadic basis to 

polish a tarnished impression. 

One OCB motive that has not been examined to date is career enhancement. That is, 

career-focused employees could use OCB as a proactive strategy to achieve valued work or career 

outcomes. In this case the behaviors would not be short-term activities performed directly prior to 

performance evaluations or promotional decisions (Hui et al., 2000), but rather a long-term, 

systematic commitment to go above and beyond prescribed job requirements. Although other 

researchers have looked at the instrumental value of OCB to gain promotions (Hui et al., 2000), 

no one has presented a model of OCB as a career development strategy. This work was 

undertaken to address this gap in the literature. It could be useful to identify OCB as a career 

development strategy for both the individual and the organization. Employees who are 

beleaguered by recent threats of layoffs would learn the potential career value of citizenship 

behaviors. Organizations that are struggling to maintain commitment and productivity from an 

increasingly contingent workforce could encourage OCB as a mechanism to gain individual 

career objectives. Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, and Bachrach (2000) touched on this motivation 

when they argued that citizenship behavior increases "when employees are not indifferent to the 

rewards made available by the organization, when employees perceive that their leaders control 

those rewards, and when their leaders administer rewards contingent on performance" (p. 533). 

The next section discusses the career management process and links it to OCB. 

Career Management 

Hall (1971) proposed that a career is “that particular sequence of experiences and 

personal changes, both unique and common, which a person goes through during the entire course 

of his life’s work.” (p. 50) Recently, Greenhaus and Callanan (1994) defined career as: “the 

pattern of work-related experiences that span the course of a person’s life.” (p. 5) The 

presumption in both definitions is that a career is unique to, and owned by, each individual, rather 

than owned by an organization (Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994; Hall, 1976). An organizationally 

owned career is presumed to be externally motivated and directed (Boyatzis & Kram, 1999). 

Assuming an individual ownership perspective, a career becomes the individual’s responsibility 

and their actions influence or control their career experiences, within the constraints of the 

environment. 

One way in which individuals influence their careers is through career choice behaviors. 

Hall (1971) distinguished the broader term of "career choice - any piece of behavior which will 

affect the person’s career outcomes” from "occupational choice - the choice of a career role" (p. 
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60). Individuals typically make only a few occupational choices in their lives; career choice 

behaviors, by contrast, can occur continually. Career choice behaviors can be passive or not 

consciously planned to influence a career, or active, that is, intentionally performed to gain 

valued objectives. 

The process by which individuals develop and implement career strategies to achieve 

desired goals may be termed career planning (Hall et al., 1986; Mihal, Sorce, & Comte, 1984) or 

career management (Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994). Career management is a cyclical process that 

individuals undertake that includes career choice behaviors such as self and environmental 

exploration, self-awareness, goal setting, strategy development and implementation, feedback, 

and career appraisal. 

Career Management and OCB 

The selection and implementation of career strategies is a career management step 

particularly relevant to this dissertation. It was suggested that individuals consciously choose and 

perform citizenship behaviors to help manage their careers and achieve goals. Greenhaus and 

Callanan (1994) outlined a number of career development strategies. To facilitate career goal 

achievement, for example, employees may: exhibit job competence, extend their involvement in 

work, acquire work-related skills, develop career opportunities, and develop supportive 

relationships. A detailed examination of these strategies reveals that they include task behaviors, 

OCB, and other actions. 

An individual's first career goal strategy should be to develop and maintain competence 

in his or her present job. Career success, therefore, begins with skilled task or in-role 

performance. Accomplishing assigned tasks effectively, however, is generally considered to be "a 

necessary but insufficient condition for attaining most career goals." (Greenhaus & Callanan, 

1994, p. 74) The implied presumption is that an individual must go above and beyond the 

specified requirements of their task to achieve valued career outcomes. That is, they must perform 

some form of voluntary or extrarole behaviors, or OCB. 

Evidence supports the link between task and citizenship behaviors for career 

development. The Kiker and Motowidlo (1999) research discussed previously showed that 

citizenship performance did not appreciably influence reward recommendations when task 

performance was low. Results suggested, rather, that individuals who perform effectively in both 

task and citizenship performance will receive higher career rewards that those who excel in only 

one. 



A number of the behaviors measured in Podsakoff and MacKenzie's (1989) OCB scale 

reflect the career development actions proposed by Greenhaus and Callanan (1994). Extended 

work involvement, for example, could include arriving early, refraining from taking extra breaks, 

and maintaining high levels of attendance. Volunteering to help or preventing problems with 

others can help to build supportive relationships or alliances within the work group and 

organization.  

Based on the congruence between career strategies and OCB, it was reasonable to 

presume that employees consciously choose to perform citizenship behaviors to achieve valued 

career outcomes. Bolino (1999) suggested that people are more likely to perform OCB when they 

believe that individuals who influence desired outcomes will notice the OCB and view the 

behaviors favorably. 

Model of OCB as Career Management Strategy  
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Figure 1. Model of proposed relationship between career focus and OCB. 
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The career management model developed for this dissertation (see Figure 1) suggests that 

career focused employees perform OCB as a career strategy. Career focused individuals are 

proposed to have high levels of three career-related factors: job involvement, career motivation, 

and occupational commitment. The model further suggests that the relationship between these 

career-related variables and OCB is moderated by career stage and perceived career plateau. The 

next section outlines the theoretical and empirical links between these career-focused variables 

and organizational citizenship behavior. 

Job Involvement. Individuals who are career focused are likely to be highly involved in 

their jobs. Job involvement was originally defined as the "internalization of values about the 

goodness of work" (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965, p. 24). More recent work in this area suggests that 

job involvement is best defined as the degree to which a person's job plays a pivotal role in his or 

her psychological identity (Blau, 1985; Rabinowitz & Hall, 1977).  

Job involvement, a relatively stable psychological state that evolves from the 

socialization of work values (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965), is related to important individual, 

situational, and outcome variables. Job involved individuals, for example, are older, have an 

internal locus of control, believe in the Protestant work ethic, have strong growth needs and 

achievement motivation, and are more satisfied with their jobs and their organizations. Job 

involvement has also been related to job characteristics (i.e., variety, autonomy, task identity, 

feedback), social factors within the organization, the opportunity to participate in decision-

making, effort, absenteeism, and turnover (Kanungo, 1982a, 1982b; Lobel & St. Clair, 1992; 

Lodahl & Kejner, 1965; Mathieu & Zajac 1990; Rabinowitz & Hall, 1977; Randall & Cote, 1991; 

Saal, 1978; Shore, Thornton, & Shore, 1990).   

Job involvement also predicts career-related attitudes, behaviors, and outcomes. 

Individuals who are job involved, for example, report higher levels of career salience (Randall & 

Cote, 1991; Sekaran, 1982; Shore et al., 1990) and are more committed to their careers or 

occupations (Aryee & Tan, 1992; Blau, Paul, & St. John, 1993). Noe and Steffy (1987) found that 

job involved educators were more likely to report having engaged in self-exploration and career 

planning behaviors. Moreover, work role salience (conceptually similar to job involvement) has 

been shown to predict the likelihood that managers had selected a career goal and explored 

various career options (Sugalski & Greenhaus, 1986). Finally, Rabinowitz and Hall (1977) and 

Kanungo (1982b) suggested that job involvement would be related to positive career outcomes 

(e.g., salary and the experience of success). In support of this, researchers have found that 
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individuals who are more absorbed in their work are also more likely to be recommended for 

promotions (Noe & Steffy, 1987) and to receive merit increases (Lobel & St. Clair, 1992). 

It was proposed that the more involved individuals are with their job or career the more 

likely they are to engage in OCB. That is, individuals who psychologically identify with their 

work are more likely to have set career-related goals and to perform voluntary behaviors to help 

them achieve those goals.  

Kanungo (1982a, 1982b) theorized a motivational reformulation of the job involvement 

construct consistent with this hypothesis. Kanungo argued that the level of job involvement is a 

worker’s “cognitive belief state of psychological identification with…that job” (p. 80), which is a 

function of his or her belief that the job has the potential to fulfill salient needs. Those needs may 

be intrinsic (e.g., autonomy, interesting work) or more extrinsic (e.g., pay, benefits, future 

promotional opportunities) and will be relatively more or less salient for each individual. The key 

motivating force is not the type of needs but rather the salience of the particular needs for that 

individual. Job involvement levels would subsequently be reflected in job-related attitudes and 

behaviors such as job satisfaction, effort, and turnover. To the extent that an individual has salient 

career related needs and believes that the job has the potential to fulfill those needs, they are more 

likely be job involved and to manifest that involvement through OCB.  

Empirical tests of the hypothesized relationship between involvement and OCB are 

scarce; however, there is indirect support for the proposal. Many of the items included in Smith, 

Organ, and Near’s (1983) OCB scale describe behaviors that reflect job involvement 

conceptualizations. A person who helps others with their work, whose attendance is above the 

norm, and who makes innovative suggestions, for example, is likely to be viewed as 

psychologically involved in their job. Wiener and Gechman (1977) argued job involvement 

would be displayed in "socially accepted behaviors that exceed formal and/or normative 

expectations" (p. 48), behaviors that define OCB.  

The number of hours worked per week over 40 may be viewed as 'extra-role' behavior, 

particularly for staff employees. Wiener and Vardi (1980), operationalizing effort as the number 

of hours worked beyond those required for the job, found that job involvement made a larger 

relative contribution to work effort than either calculative or normative organizational 

commitment. The number of hours an employee worked has also been related to peer reports of 

OCB (Drenth, 1999). Finally, Somers and Birnbaum (1998) found that job commitment, similar 

to job involvement, was related to voluntary organizational actions such as citizenship or 

prosocial behaviors. 
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One other argument supports the hypothesized relationship between job involvement and 

OCB. The evidence presented suggests that job involvement is related to a variety of individual, 

job, organizational, and career related attitudes and behaviors. The relationship between job 

involvement and performance, however, has been inconsistent or nonexistent, despite what would 

seem to be an intuitive link (Kanungo, 1982b; Rabinowitz & Hall, 1977). In a sample of nearly 

300 scientists, for example, Lawler and Hall (1970) found that although job involvement was 

related to self-reported effort, it did not correlate with performance self-reports. Perhaps the 

reason there is not a stronger relationship between job involvement and performance is because 

researchers have been measuring the wrong performance. Traditional performance measures are 

more likely an evaluation of task or in-role behaviors, which are presumed to be predicted by 

abilities (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993) and moderated by training and other organizational 

constraints (Kanungo, 1982b). Job involvement, or the belief that the job can fulfill salient needs, 

may be a better predictor of extra effort or citizenship performance. Organ (1988) made a similar 

argument when he predicted and found a stronger relationship between job satisfaction and OCB 

than had historically been found between job satisfaction and performance.  

Career focused individuals are more likely to have salient career goals. To the extent that 

they perceive their job can help them achieve those goals, they are more likely to be involved in 

their job. It was reasonable to assume that the more involved individuals are in their jobs, the 

more likely they are to perform voluntary behaviors. 

Hypothesis 1: Individuals who report high levels of job involvement will report and 

receive higher ratings on citizenship performance than will individuals who report lower 

levels of job involvement. 

Career Motivation. London (1983, 1988) originally theorized that career motivation was 

an individual's internal drive that is influenced by the environment and exhibited through their 

organizational and career decisions and behaviors. This internal drive is described by groupings 

of personality factors, needs, and interests that vary depending on the occupational context. 

London categorized these individual characteristics a priori into three components: career 

identity, career insight, and career resilience. Career identity reflects the "degree to which people 

define themselves by their work and by the organization for which they work" (London, 1988, p. 

56). Individuals who are high in career identity are likely to be involved in their occupations and 

organizations and seek career goals that may include recognition, increased salary, promotional 

opportunities, or leadership roles (King, Ehrhard, & Parks, 1998). Career insight is the degree to 
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which individuals understand their strengths and weaknesses, their organizational situations, and 

have clear career goals.  

The third component of career motivation, career resilience, provides the cornerstone for 

insight; resilience reflects an individual's ability to accommodate a changing work or career 

environment. Highly resilient employees are self-efficacious, take risks, and understand the 

organization's political and social environment. In the language of motivation, identity directs 

behaviors toward the achievement of career goals, insight provides the career energizing force, 

and resilience reflects career behavioral perseverance (London 1983, 1988; Noe, Noe, & 

Bachhuber, 1990). London (1997) suggested resilience develops from early childhood 

reinforcement contingencies and fosters insight, both of which then lead to a realistic and 

meaningful career identity. By contrast, King, Ehrhard, and Parks (1998) proposed career 

motivation as "a gradual stepwise movement from self-identity to self-insight to resilience" (p. 

302). 

Career motivation levels are reflected in individuals’ career management behaviors, that 

is, the career goals they set and the strategies they choose to achieve those goals. Highly 

motivated employees, for example, are more likely to set challenging career goals and exert high 

effort on tasks that are related to those goals (London 1983, 1988, 1993b). 

 There has been limited empirical research on London's motivational model. Noe et al., 

(1990) developed a behavioral scale presumed to measure London's (1983) three motivational 

components. Their data showed that work role salience and job characteristics explained unique 

variance in all three components of career motivation.  

More recently, London (1993b) developed a scale to measure career motivating attitudes 

and beliefs. He suggested and found that self-ratings of career motivation were related to 

supervisors’ ratings of support for career development activities and empowerment.  

It was suggested that the more career motivated employees are the more likely they are to 

engage in OCB. To the extent that employees are involved in their jobs or occupations (i.e., high 

identity), understand their ability to achieve their career goals within their organizational 

environment (i.e., high insight), and are resistant to career disruptions (i.e., high resilience), 

voluntary citizenship behaviors present a viable strategy to help them achieve career goals.  

Theoretical links support the hypothesized relationship between career motivation and 

OCB (London, 1983). First, Scholl (1981) suggested that both role performance and innovative 

extra-role behaviors result from an individual's expectation that the behaviors will lead to valued 

outcomes or rewards. London (1983) argued that prospective rationality underlies the 
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relationships between career motivation and career decisions and behaviors. According to the 

tenets of prospective rationality, individuals make their career decisions based on their 

expectations for the future. Expectancy theory, a motivational model based on prospective 

rationality, suggests individuals are more likely to expend effort on work behaviors that they 

expect will lead to valued career outcomes (Scholl, 1981; Vroom, 1962).  

In addition to expectancy theory, a number of authors have argued and shown that, 

although ability predicts task performance, contextual performance (i.e., OCB) is predicted by 

personality and moderated by the situation (Borman, 1998; Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Hogan 

et al., 1998; Organ, 1990; Organ & Ryan, 1995). To the extent that career motivation reflects 

individual personality (London, 1983), the proposed hypothesis is consistent with this theory and 

results. 

Furthermore, an examination of London's (1983) treatise shows that career motivation is 

characterized by discretionary behaviors that facilitate organizational effectiveness (i.e., OCB). 

Individuals who have high levels of career identity, for example, will work longer hours, 

volunteer for assignments, and speak favorably of the company to others. High career insight may 

be demonstrated by initiating change, expressing enthusiasm for new experiences, and seeking 

opportunities to strengthen personal weaknesses. Employees who are highly resilient are also 

adaptable, have high levels of self-esteem, strong inner work standards, and a development 

orientation. Demonstrating initiative and high performance levels, readily learning new 

behaviors, working hard on difficult tasks, and engaging in self-development activities are 

behavioral demonstrations of these traits. Finally, Carson and Carson (1998), provided empirical 

support for the proposed motivation - OCB link. Using the measure developed by Carson and 

Bedeian (1994), the authors found that the three dimensions of career motivation, termed 

commitment by the authors, positively correlated with citizenship behavior.  

Hypothesis 2: Individuals who report high levels of career motivation will report and 

receive higher ratings on citizenship performance than will individuals who report lower 

levels of career motivation. 

Career/Occupational Commitment. Theoreticians suggest that, in addition to motivation, 

organizational behavior is a function of commitment. OCB is also assumed therefore, to result 

from high levels of occupational commitment. Hall (1971) defined career commitment as: “…the 

strength of one’s motivation to work in a chosen career role.” (p. 59) In the last several decades 

this concept has received increasing theoretical and empirical notice resulting in a somewhat 

confusing mix of terminology, definitions, and measures.  
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In Morrow's (1983) review of the work commitment literature, she categorized career 

commitment with career salience (Greenhaus, 1971) and professional commitment (Sheldon, 

1971) to describe career focus, defined as "the importance of work and a career in one's total life" 

(p. 488). Although Morrow argued that career commitment was partially redundant with other 

foci of work commitment (e.g. job involvement, central life interest), she acknowledged the 

utility of denoting an attachment to an occupation or career exclusive of the organization or work 

environment.  

Other authors have similarly noted the value of delineating separate referents of work or 

organizational commitment (Becker, 1992; Ellemers, de Gilder, and van den Heuvel, 1998; 

Wiener & Vardi, 1980). Hall (1971) theoretically distinguished career commitment from 

commitment to the job and organization. Reichers (1985) later proposed that individuals develop 

psychological attachments to various groups or constituencies within or surrounding the 

organizational setting "that compete for the individual's energies, identifications, and 

commitments." (p. 469) There are conceptual similarities among these concepts, however, 

occupational commitment has been shown to be empirically distinguishable from organizational 

commitment (Colarelli & Bishop, 1990; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990), job involvement (Blau, 1985, 

1988, 1989), and team commitment (Ellemers et al., 1998).  

Although Hall (1971) originally used the term career commitment, the construct has also 

been described as commitment to one's profession or occupation. Occupational commitment is 

arguably a more representative term as it includes nonprofessionals who are committed to their 

work and avoids the broad and more confusing conceptualization of a career that spans a lifetime 

(Blau et al., 1993; Meyer, Allen & Smith, 1993). For these reasons, the term occupational 

commitment (OCC) was used in this dissertation, defined as "one's attitude, including affect, 

belief, and behavioral intention, toward his/her occupation." (Blau et al, 1993, p. 311) 

Theoreticians and researchers have recently shown a heightened interest in occupational 

commitment. There are at least two reasons for this attention. First, employees who witnessed, or 

are victims of, company reorganizations, layoffs, and an expanding contingent workforce, may be 

increasingly committed to their occupations and less committed to any one organization (Colarelli 

& Bishop, 1990, Irving, Coleman, & Cooper, 1997). Second, research has shown that 

occupational commitment is related to and predicts important individual and organizational 

variables. Studies conducted in different organizational settings, for example, have shown that 

occupational commitment correlates with skill development (Aryee, Chay, & Chew, 1994; Aryee 

& Tan 1992), job withdrawal intentions (Aryee & Tan, 1992), career withdrawal cognitions 



16 

(Blau, 1985) the number of job applications submitted at current or potential employers (Ellemers 

et al., 1998), salary (Colarelli & Bishop, 1990), and overall performance effectiveness (Somers & 

Birnbaum, 1998). 

Occupational Commitment and OCB. Career motivated employees were purported to 

perform OCB because they expect that valued career outcomes will result. Organizational 

rewards are not given for the performance of OCB on a one-to-one correspondence, however. 

That is, OCB is generally rewarded in the aggregate rather than for individual behaviors. 

Although the expectation of career rewards may serve as motivation to initiate the behaviors, 

their continuation as a viable career strategy may also depend on occupational commitment. 

Colarelli and Bishop (1990) argued that career commitment was important for career progress 

and development. Occupational commitment serves "as a stabilizing force that acts to maintain 

behavioral direction when the expectancy/equity conditions are not met" (Scholl, 1981, p. 593).  

Individuals who are highly committed to their occupations will perform higher levels of 

OCB. Occupationally committed employees are more likely to have established occupational 

goals, and will be attached to, identify with, and be involved in achieving those goals. To do so, 

they will exert high levels of energy and effort (e.g., come in early, stay late, volunteer to help 

others) and perform extra-role behaviors that may lead to valued career related benefits (Mowday, 

Steers, & Porter, 1979). High levels of commitment can stabilize and maintain citizenship 

behaviors over time or when they are not immediately rewarded by the organization.  

 At least two authors have presented models that can help to explain the link between 

motivation, commitment, and OCB. The two models discussed here explain the role of 

organizational commitment in predicting performance; the underlying mechanisms, however, 

apply to occupational commitment as well. 

Drawing on the work of Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), Wiener (1982) proposed that 

employees’ organizational behavior is a function of two components. The first component is a 

cognitive/instrumental motivation based on the perceptions of the outcomes that will result from 

their behaviors and the value employees place on those outcomes. This instrumental component is 

consistent with the expectancy theory of motivation discussed previously. The second behavioral 

driver Wiener proposed is commitment. Individuals’ organizational behavior may reflect 

commitment when the actions are persistent, involve personal sacrifice, or reflect a preoccupation 

with the commitment object. 

 Scholl (1981) presented a model similar to Wiener's (1982), describing commitment as a 

force driving or explaining behavioral consistency. Scholl argued, however, that commitment 
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could result more broadly from four separate mechanisms: individual investments, the norm of 

reciprocity, an individual's perception that he/she lacks viable alternatives, or identification with 

the occupational role. Both authors agree that expectancy/instrumental motivation must exist to 

initiate behaviors; behavioral performance then serves to increase commitment to the occupation. 

The majority of the research showing that committed employees perform OCB has 

focused on commitment to the organization (Organ & Ryan, 1995). As mentioned previously 

however, recent changes in the employment contract could attenuate the relationship between 

organizational commit and OCB and augment the link between occupational commitment and 

OCB. 

Few studies specifically examined the relationship between occupational commitment 

and citizenship behaviors and the results are inconclusive. Meyer et al., (1993) proposed that their 

three dimensional model of organizational commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991) could be 

generalized and extended to other foci of commitment. They developed and validated an 

instrument to measure the affective, normative, and continuance dimensions of occupational 

commitment, hypothesizing that the components would have differential antecedents and 

performance outcomes. Results demonstrated that occupational commitment was related, and 

added unique variance, to self-reported citizenship behaviors even after the inclusion of 

organizational commitment.  

In two separate studies, Aryee and his colleagues (Aryee & Tan, 1992; Aryee et al., 

1994) showed career commitment predicted voluntary behaviors categorized as skill 

development. Self-development is one dimension of organizational spontaneity, conceptually 

similar to OCB (George & Brief, 1992).  

Other research provides indirect evidence for the hypothesized link between occupational 

commitment and OCB. Becker (1992), for example, found that commitment to top management, 

to supervisors, and to work groups explained significant variance in self and supervisory ratings 

of citizenship behaviors over and above that explained by organizational commitment. Although 

Becker did not specifically measure occupational commitment, his results suggest that voluntarily 

performed extra-role behaviors may be driven by commitments to more than just the 

organization.  

Not all the extant research supports the hypothesized occupational commitment - OCB 

relationship (e.g., Somers & Birnbaum, 1998). In two related studies, Ellemers et al., (1998) 

developed a measure and empirically distinguished career commitment from team and 

organizational commitment. They found that career commitment was related to the number of 
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hours worked but did not predict supervisory ratings of task abilities, contextual qualities (i.e., 

OCB), relational abilities, and overall performance. These results, although challenging the 

proposed hypothesis, may not be a reliable test of the premise. The authors factor analyzed 

supervisory ratings of the 18 performance dimensions employed by their participant organization.  

Their contextual performance factor included ratings of enthusiasm and initiative, which may not 

accurately capture the subtle aggregation of behaviors that define OCB. This work was 

undertaken to directly test the hypothesized relationship using established measures of OCB and 

commitment. 

Hypothesis 3: Individuals who report high levels of occupational commitment will report 

and receive higher ratings on citizenship performance than will individuals who report 

lower levels of occupational commitment. 

Conceptual Distinction. The model presented in Fig.1 describes three career-focused 

variables argued to be positively related to OCB. Although job involvement, career motivation, 

and occupational commitment may be positively related, they are also conceptually and 

empirically distinguishable.  

 Job involvement captures an individual's affinity for his or her current job. As such it 

reflects a more short-term or immediate attachment to the work the person performs. Job 

involvement may arise from job characteristics, the significance or complexity of the tasks or the 

autonomy the job provides. Employees may also work long hours and derive satisfaction from 

their current job because they are personally involved with their work team. In both 

circumstances they may have no desire to advance in or remain committed to the same career 

field. Blau et al., (1993), for example, found that the correlation between job involvement and 

occupational commitment was only .27, which may be attributable to common method variance 

(Morrow, 1983). A career-focused person could be involved in his or her current job for the same 

reasons, but would not necessarily be so. A person could also perform well in his or her current 

job because it is perceived as a definable step in a longer-term career path. That is, the current job 

may be only relatively interesting, but may provide the necessary skills, experience, or exposure 

to help achieve a potential career goal.  

Career motivation, by contrast, has a broader perspective and a longer-term orientation 

than does job involvement. Career motivation reflects the interest in, and desire and willingness 

to achieve, career goals that extend beyond the confines of the current role. Career motivated 

employees are likely to be highly involved in their current job. London (1993b) measured the 

career identity domain in part by asking about levels of job involvement and evidence suggests 
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that the two constructs are more than moderately correlated (Carson & Bedeian, 1994). The 

insight domain of motivation focuses on employees' knowledge of their personal strengths and 

weaknesses and the extent to which they have established career goals. The third motivation 

domain, career resilience, captures employees' work adaptability, risk taking, and desire for job, 

coworker, and organizational change. Neither of these two domains would necessarily overlap 

with job involvement. Moreover, research has shown that although they are significantly 

correlated, the size of the coefficients are .30 or less (Carson & Bedeian, 1994). 

Occupational commitment may include aspects of both job involvement and career 

motivation but has distinct characteristics as well. Employees may be committed to their 

occupations because they identify psychologically with them. That is, they may view themselves 

as an accountant, a banker, or a teacher. They may, however, be only marginally involved in their 

current job. Aryee and Tan (1992) found that career commitment was moderately correlated with 

work role salience, which is conceptually similar to job involvement. Perhaps the greatest 

conceptual similarities exist between career motivation and occupational commitment. It was 

argued, however, that employees may espouse commitment to their occupations without a clear 

understanding of their strengths and weaknesses or having established career goals. They may 

also exhibit occupational commitment without a desire to advance further in their careers, 

depending, for example, on their career stage, a concept that is presented later in this proposal. 

This dissertation proposed that job involvement, career motivation, and occupational 

commitment are distinct concepts with conceptual similarities. It was argued that a career-focused 

individual would exhibit relatively high levels of all three factors, which would positively 

correlate with OCB. 

Career Focus and OCB Moderators 

             The proposed model suggests that three career-related variables are related to citizenship 

performance. However, situational factors and individual perceptions may serve as boundary 

conditions on the career focus – OCB relationship (Hogan et al., 1998; Organ, 1990, Organ & 

Ryan, 1995). Specifically, the model suggests that an individual’s career stage and his or her 

perceptions regarding career plateau will moderate the proposed relationships. 

Career Stage  

Hall’s (1971) definition of a career includes the personal changes that individuals 

experience as they progress through their work lives. Developmental and vocational 

psychologists, among other experts (Hall, 1976; Ornstein & Isabella, 1993; Sonnenfeld & Kotter, 
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1982; Super, 1957), have found that, as individuals age, they advance through qualitatively 

different life cycles or stages that are unique to each person, yet share a common sequence and 

temporal character. Levinson (1986), for example, described the life cycle as a recurring series of 

eras and transitional periods, all of which have different biological, sociological, and 

psychological characteristics. Super (Super, Savickas, & Super, 1996) and his colleagues 

proposed that individuals’ lives and their careers progress through relatively predictable stages in 

which they are faced with different personal, career, developmental, and psychological tasks that 

are accompanied by, or result in, changing needs, values, and attitudes. Changing needs and 

attitudes can result in changes in individuals’ career concerns, motivations and work orientations, 

and behaviors throughout their life cycles (Adler & Aranya, 1984; Elsass & Ralston, 1989; 

Feldman, 1988).  

Although there are variations among the life and career stage models in terminology and 

emphasis, four career stages are frequently delineated: exploration, establishment, maintenance, 

and disengagement (Feldman, 1988; Hall & Nougaim, 1968; Super et al., 1996). These stages 

roughly correspond to the early, middle, and late adulthood eras proposed by Levinson (1986).  

Exploration. During the exploration stage, an individual's main career tasks are to attempt 

to identify potential career interests, to obtain training and build skills, and explore alternative 

occupations and organizations. Entering the labor market in a tentative career field, an individual 

will generally be concerned with learning the technical aspects of the job, the norms and values of 

the organization, and gaining peer and organizational acceptance as a competent contributor 

(Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994; Sonnenfeld & Kotter, 1982).  

Establishment. Having achieved a basic level of competence, individuals next enter the 

establishment phase where the major focus is on settling down and achieving growth and 

advancement within their chosen occupation. During establishment the individual is no longer "so 

concerned with fitting into the organization (moving inside) as he is with moving upward and 

mastering it" (Hall, 1976, p. 54). Employees may look for opportunities for personal and 

professional development and their greatest concerns center on upward mobility, achievement, 

mastery, and gaining independence (Cron & Slocum, 1986; Super et al., 1996).  

Maintenance. Individuals experiencing the mid-career or maintenance stage typically 

face two major tasks. First, they often face mid-life transitions in which they reassess and 

reevaluate their career choices and accomplishments relative to their personal ambitions 

(Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994; Levinson, 1986). Second, having attained a measure of career and 

organizational success, they are challenged to maintain that level of proficiency, to remain 
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productive, and to avoid obsolescence. This may entail finding innovative ways to perform 

routine tasks, retraining, updating their skills to remain current with recent developments in their 

field, or acquiring new skills to pursue alternative career or personal opportunities (Super et al., 

1996). 

Disengagement. The final adjustment that most workers face is disengagement, where 

individuals begin to plan for a successful transition from full employment to retirement. At the 

same time, they must maintain effective performance levels and self-esteem at a time when they 

may be experiencing the physical challenges of advancing age and the negative cultural 

stereotypes with which our society views older workers (Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994; Hall, 

1976; Levinson, 1986) 

These career stages are roughly age defined, and have been most frequently 

operationalized and measured by age. There is a growing acknowledgement that individuals cycle 

through the stages as they change job, career, or organizational boundaries (Feldman, 1988; 

Schein, 1978; Super et al., 1996). Hall (1976), for example, argued that a person who has just 

completed advanced training and is beginning his or her first assignment in a new profession 

would likely face the same career issues regardless of age. Evidence suggests that career stage 

issues do vary widely across age groups particularly in the recent work environment where 

workers are, by choice or necessity, retraining and changing jobs and careers more frequently 

than in the past. Nevertheless, the four career stages should be positively correlated with age 

(Cron & Slocum, 1986). 

Career Stage and OCB 

It was suggested that career stage moderates the relationship between a career-focused 

individual's attitudes and motivations and his or her performance of OCB (see Fig. 1). Evidence 

shows that career stage is related to job attitudes and motivation (e.g, Cron & Slocum, 1986; 

Stumpf & Rabinowitz, 1981). In addition, both Levinson's and Super's developmental models 

suggest that career stage can moderate the relationships between these career variables and OCB. 

Specifically, it was hypothesized there would be stronger relationships between job involvement, 

career motivation, and career commitment and OCB in the establishment and maintenance career 

stages than in the exploration and disengagement stages. Those relationships are presented 

graphically in Fig. 2. The next section explains and presents evidence to support the hypothesized 

relationships. 
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Figure 2. Hypothesized relationship between career focus variables, career stage, and OCB. 

Exploration. The relationships between job involvement, career motivation, and career 

commitment will be attenuated in the exploration career stage relative to the establishment and 

maintenance stages for a number of reasons.  

To begin, these relationships should be weaker at this initial career boundary because job 

involvement, career motivation, and career commitment levels are likely to be lower in this early 

stage regardless of citizenship performance (Cron & Slocum, 1986; DeConinck, 1993; London, 

1983; Noe et al., 1990). In the exploration stage, when individuals are investigating various 

occupational choices to maximize their future career goals (Hall, 1971), they may be less 

involved in any particular job unless they are intrinsically challenged by the task characteristics, 

responsibility, and or opportunities for advancement (Hall, 1976; Rabinowitz & Hall, 1981). 

Lorence and Mortimer (1985), for example, found that job involvement was relatively less stable 

in the early than the later career stages. Career motivation and commitment levels will also be 

lower as individuals struggle to understand their skills and job requirements and find occupational 

and organizational matches. Second, employees who do not feel challenged or motivated in the 

exploration stage of their careers are more likely to move on to new jobs or organizations than to 

perform citizenship behaviors to gain rewards in their current jobs (Hall, 1976; Viega, 1983). To 

the extent that these career-focused variables drive OCB, there should be a weaker relationship 

between these and OCB in the exploration stage than the later career stages. 

In the early career stage, the developmental tasks individuals face are to learn their jobs, 

gain experience, and become socialized to the work routines, work groups, and supervisors 
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(Feldman, 1988; Super et al., 1996). Employees who are focused on fitting in and gaining 

occupational self-confidence are not likely to go beyond the established task requirements. They 

may not have established career goals and may not recognize or understand the value of 

performing OCB. Moreover, relatively inexperienced employees are not likely to have the time 

and energy to invest in OCB even if they perceive that it will be instrumental to achieving their 

career goals. Their work performance may be lower than the performance of employees in later 

career stages because they lack training, skills, and experience (DeConinck, 1993). Cron and 

Slocum (1986), for example, found that performance varied by stage with lower performance in 

the exploration stage than other three stages. OCB performance levels should also be lower from 

employees in this group.  

Establishment. A stronger positive relationship was proposed between the three career 

variables and OCB for people in the establishment stage than for those at either the initial or 

terminal career stages. In the early years of the establishment phase some individuals may 

transition to new jobs or occupations before "it becomes clear that the life work will be a 

succession of unrelated jobs" (Super, Crites, Hummel, & Moser, 1957 cited in Hall, 1976). 

Individuals who exhibit these transitory careers (Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994) may never 

become involved, motivated, or committed to a particular job or occupation and are less likely to 

exhibit OCB. 

Most employees however, are more involved, motivated, and committed to their jobs and 

their occupations as they progress into and through the establishment phase than are early or late 

stage employees. King et al., (1998) argued that both career motivation and commitment grow in 

stages over time and evidence supports their contention (London, 1993a). These higher levels of 

career related variables should be reflected in higher correlations with OCB regardless of the 

level of OCB. However, it was presumed that overall levels of OCB would increase in the 

establishment stage for a number of reasons. 

To begin, individuals who are established in their jobs or careers have mastered the 

fundamental requirements of their jobs and have more time and energy to expand their behavioral 

repertoire beyond that which is prescribed by the role. Thus, the possibility of performing extra 

role behaviors is more feasible at this stage. In addition, experienced employees are more likely 

than their less experienced coworkers to have seen other people perform citizenship behaviors 

and to recognize their potential instrumental value.  

In the establishment stage, employees' primary developmental tasks are to become 

stabilized, consolidated, and to advance in their occupational positions (Super et al., 1996). They 
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are concerned with striving for authority by exhibiting positive work attitudes and satisfactory 

performance. As their task performance levels increase, employees search for additional ways to 

secure their organizational position and distinguish themselves from their coworkers. Career 

focused employees who have reached the establishment phase are more likely to exhibit extended 

work involvement, to ask for challenging assignments, to volunteer to help coworkers and 

supervisors, and to become involved in organizational life. That is, as employees transition 

through their establishment career phase, they are more likely to perform OCB as a means to 

achieve their valued career goals.  

Greenhaus and Callanan (1994) argued that achievement is a more appropriate term than 

advancement to encompass the varied career goals for which individuals may strive. They argue 

that a number of career tasks become more salient during the establishment phase. Included in 

those tasks are demonstrating increasing competence in work assignments, acquiring authority 

and responsibility, developing long- and short-term career goals, and developing and 

implementing strategies to achieve those goals. OCB was proposed to be a viable strategy to help 

achieve career goals. The focus on career strategies and goals during this stage would also 

suggest stronger relationships between job involvement, career motivation, and career 

commitment and OCB during this stage. 

Maintenance. As shown in Fig. 2, stronger relationships are hypothesized between the 

career-focused variables and OCB for people in the maintenance stage than for those in the 

exploration or disengagement stages. The strength of the relationships in this phase should be 

comparable to the establishment stage. Similar to the establishment phase, individuals in the 

maintenance stage are likely to have high levels of job involvement, career motivation, and 

occupational commitment. In fact, involvement, motivation, and commitment levels may be at 

their highest levels in this stage, in part because of the increasingly high investments that many 

individuals have made in their jobs, occupations, and feasibly their organizations (Adler & 

Aranya, 1984; London, 1993a; Lorence & Mortimer, 1985; Slocum & Cron, 1985; Smart, 1998). 

These higher levels suggest higher correlations with OCB as well.  

It was proposed that employees in the maintenance stage perform OCB at levels that are 

comparable to those in the establishment phase, although the underlying motivations may vary 

slightly. As mentioned previously, having established themselves in an occupation, many 

individuals reach a transition period where they reevaluate their abilities, talents, and interests, 

their personal and occupational choices, and the congruence between their goals and 

achievements (Feldman, 1988; Super et al., 1996). This reevaluation may result in career changes 
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that interrupt the traditional career stage path. An individual who goes back to school or changes 

occupations at this transition point recycles back to the exploration career stage. Those 

individuals who do not make major career or occupational changes enter the maintenance stage 

and face two developmental tasks. First, they must deal with the ramifications of the mid-life 

transition and second, they must remain current and avoid obsolescence. An individual in the 

maintenance phase is "no longer an up-and-coming star, nor close to retirement" but rather 

"firmly entrenched in the middle years" of his or her career (Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994, p. 

193). 

 It was suggested that career focused individuals in the maintenance phase would perform 

OCB for two reasons. First, citizenship performance may help career-focused individuals 

maintain a competitive advantage when their task performance has stabilized or when their 

technical training is becoming obsolete. Employees who are involved in their jobs and highly 

motivated demonstrate commitment to the organization, for example, by attending meetings and 

maintaining a consistently positive attitude. They may volunteer for training or difficult 

assignments that can reduce the likelihood of career obsolescence (Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994; 

Hall, 1976). These citizenship-type behaviors are representative of a highly career motivated 

employee (London, 1983) and may be perceived as a simpler or less time consuming career 

strategy to maintain performance levels and gain recognition than going back to school to retrain 

and update skills. McEnrue (1989) found that younger employees were more willing to engage in 

self-development activities than the older employees studied, although both groups were similarly 

desirous of advancement. Second, OCB may present a mechanism for coping with the challenges 

of the mid-life transition. Employees in the maintenance stage may have changing career goals 

with less emphasis on getting ahead and more emphasis on security and balance in their lives. 

Career focused individuals may offer to help coworkers or mentor new employees who have 

more up-to-date technical skills but may lack business acumen or knowledge of the organization's 

politics and culture. This facilitates mutual learning, which may help the more experienced 

worker learn new skills and allows them to express their generativity, a developmental issue 

associated with this career stage (Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994; Hall, 1976; Levinson, 1986).  

Disengagement. The relationships between the career-focused variables and OCB are 

expected to be attenuated at the disengagement stage of the career relative to the establishment 

and maintenance stages (see Fig. 2), however, this relationship was more difficult to predict. At 

this juncture employees may begin to experience a decline in energy and interest for their 

occupation. Some evidence suggests that job involvement and perceived job challenge are lower 
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in this final stage than the two previous career stages (DeConinck, 1993). Although career-

focused individuals may still be relatively involved in their jobs at this terminal stage, they are 

also anticipating and preparing for retirement, and work-related involvement may begin to wane 

relative to other personal or family issues. Career motivation and commitment levels may still be 

high and individuals are likely to maintain their task performance levels (Greenhaus & Callanan, 

1994; London, 1993a). In fact, evidence suggests that productivity in older workers is comparable 

to their younger coworkers and that absenteeism, one behavioral demonstration of OCB, is 

actually lower among older workers (Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994). Nevertheless, it was 

expected that overall levels of OCB may decline among those in the disengagement stage. The 

senior worker may not perceive the value of OCB to help them achieve organizational rewards. 

Cron and Slocum (1986) found for example, that job attitudes, psychological success, and the 

perception that performance leads to rewards was not related to performance in this final career 

stage. This may result, in part, from a decline in achievement aspirations as the focus shifts to 

post retirement living.  

Hypothesis 4: Career stage moderates the relationships between the career-focused 

variables (i.e., job involvement, career motivation, occupational commitment) and the 

performance of OCB. Specifically, the relationships between the career focused variables 

(i.e., job involvement, career motivation, occupational commitment) and the performance 

of OCB will be stronger in the establishment and maintenance stages than the exploration 

and disengagement stages. 

Career-focused employees’ organizational performance will also be influenced by their 

perceptions regarding their current job challenges and future promotability. The next section 

discusses employees’ perceptions of career plateaus and the influence that those perceptions may 

have on the performance of OCB. 

Perceptions of Career Plateau 

Ference, Stoner, and Warren (1977) defined a career plateau as that point in a career 

where “the likelihood of additional hierarchical promotion is very low.” (p. 602) Two 

circumstances were presumed to result in a career plateau: (1) an individual’s ambition, skills, or 

abilities were incongruent with the needs of the job in a given career path or (2) the organization 

lacked job opportunities for qualified and willing candidates.  

Based on Ference et al.’s, (1977) definition, researchers historically operationalized 

plateau status based on job tenure. Employees were defined as ‘plateaued’ if their current job 

tenure exceeded five or seven years (e.g., Hall, 1985; Slocum, Cron, Hansen, & Rawlings, 1985; 
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Stout, Slocum & Cron, 1988). Because of the hierarchical structure of most organizations, early 

plateau research typically examined an organizational, as opposed to a career, phenomenon (Blau 

et al., 1993; Chao, 1990; Hall, 1985).  

Recently, two major changes have occurred in career plateau theory and research. First, 

researchers expanded their definition of career plateaus to include organizational responsibility 

(Feldman & Weitz, 1988). Bardwick (1986) for example, proposed that work-related plateaus 

could be either structural, based on the hierarchical restrictions within organizations, or job 

content, which occur when individuals no longer feel challenged by their job responsibilities. 

Ference et al., (1977) alluded to this distinction when they suggested that organizations provide 

job enrichment for employees who lack promotional opportunities. Viewed from this broader 

perspective, career plateaus could result from factors related to the job (e.g., lack of challenge or 

extrinsic rewards) in addition to individual and organizational factors (Feldman & Weitz, 1988). 

Research supports the conceptual distinction between hierarchical and job content plateaus 

(Carnazza, Korman, Ference, & Stoner, 1981; Hall, 1985).  

The second change arose from opposition to the use of job tenure to measure plateaus. 

Chao (1990) and others (Gattiker & Larwood, 1990) argued that a person’s subjective perception 

of his or her future career development is more important than the objective reality. This 

perceptual awareness "emerges slowly and inconsistently as they alternate acknowledging and 

denying it." (Bardwick, 1986, p. 89) Thus a person’s affective, cognitive, and behavioral 

reactions to being plateaued may change or intensify over time (Elsass & Ralston, 1989; Stout et 

al., 1988). Career plateaus should therefore, be measured as a continuous perceptual probability 

rather than an objective dichotomy. Subsequent research has shown that career plateau 

perceptions account for more variance than objective plateau measures (i.e., tenure) in outcomes 

such as intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction, organizational identification, career planning 

(Chao, 1990), intentions to quit, and instrumentality perceptions (Tremblay, Roger, & Toulouse 

1995).  

Building on these two major changes, in two studies Allen and her colleagues (Allen, 

Poteet, & Russell, 1998; Allen, Russell, Poteet, & Dobbins, 1999) tested a subjective, 

multidimensional conception of career plateaus in two recent studies. Their results showed 

individuals’ perceptions of hierarchical or structural plateaus (i.e., promotional opportunities) 

were distinct from their perceptions of job content plateaus. The authors also found that these two 

forms were related to individual and organizational outcomes.  
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The concept of a career plateau frequently evokes negative connotations for both 

individuals and organizations; however, these may be unreasonable assumptions. Ference et al., 

(1977), for example, proposed that the majority of organizational workers are "solid citizens" 

who perform satisfactorily although they have reached their career pinnacle (Patterson, Sutton, & 

Schuttenberg, 1987). Other researchers have similarly warned that plateaus should not be viewed 

as synonymous with poor performance (Bardwick, 1986; Feldman & Weitz, 1988). 

Despite arguments to the contrary, evidence suggests that career plateaus can have 

negative individual and organizational implications. Career plateaus, for example, have been 

negatively associated with attitudes such as job satisfaction (Allen et al., 1998; Burke, 1989; 

Chao, 1990; Tremblay et al., 1995), and organizational commitment (Allen et al., 1998; Stout et 

al., 1988) and identification (Chao, 1990). Plateaued employees have also reported greater 

absences (Near, 1985) and intentions to leave their organizations (Allen et al., 1998; Burke, 

1989). Allen et al. (1998) argued and found that the most negative outcomes were associated with 

those people who perceived themselves as “double plateaued” (p. 163). That is, they felt their 

jobs lacked both challenge and promotional opportunities, an occurrence that Bardwick (1986) 

had predicted. 

Career Plateaus and OCB 

This dissertation proposed that career focused individuals would engage in citizenship 

performance for instrumental purposes. Perceptions of career plateau were expected to moderate 

the relationships between the career-focused variables and the performance of OCB. As shown in 

Figure 3, a stronger relationship was proposed between the career-focused variables and those 

who report low perceptions of career plateau than those who report high plateau perceptions. 

Research and theory support the proposed relationship, although no research had directly tested 

the link. 
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Figure 3. Hypothesized relationship between career focus variables, perceived career plateau, and 

OCB. 

First, although plateaued employees may report more negative job attitudes, their 

performance does not necessarily decline (Carnazza et al., 1981; Patterson et al., 1987; Tremblay 

& Roger 1993). In an intriguing longitudinal study, Stout et al., (1988) found that plateau status 

did not distinguish objective sales performance; sales for the non-plateaued group however, 

increased over a three-year period. 

Bardwick (1986) suggested that employees are hesitant to believe that they have become 

plateaued and may initially maintain performance levels. This appears rational in that 

organizational evaluations and decisions are more likely to be based on required task 

performance. Individuals who are dissatisfied with their plateaued status may feel constrained to 

maintain effective task performance levels for fear of organizational retribution. They may 

manifest their negative attitudes, however, by withholding extra-role performance or OCB.  

In addition, researchers have identified relationships between career plateaus and other 

career related attitudes and behaviors. Plateaued individuals have been found to be less job 

involved (Allen et al., 1998), less likely to make career plans (Chao, 1990), 

and may have lower career aspirations (Tremblay & Roger, 1993). Employees who are not 

involved in their jobs and do not make career plans are less likely to be motivated to go beyond 

required task performance. By contrast, Gould and Penley (1984) found that non-plateaued 

employees were more likely than plateaued employees to use specific career strategies (e.g., 

extended work involvement, networking, self nomination) to enhance upward mobility and gain 
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compensation benefits. Those career strategies, which may be viewed as citizenship behaviors, 

also predicted salary progress in managers.  

Finally Organ (1990) cited evidence from Farh, Podsakoff and Organ (1988) who found 

job scope was directly linked to the compliance aspect of OCB. This implies (and Organ 

suggested) that a person who believes they have a stimulating job (i.e., not plateaued) is more 

likely to perform citizenship behaviors. Conversely, individuals who feel their jobs lack challenge 

are less likely to engage in OCB. Some recent evidence suggests more negative consequences 

may arise from job content plateaus (Allen et al., 1998) than from the hierarchical plateaus that 

are an inevitable byproduct of organizational structures (Bardwick, 1986). The accumulated data 

suggests, however, that negative consequences derive from both hierarchical and job content 

plateaus. Based on the above arguments, it was proposed that individuals' perceptions of career 

plateaus would influence their performance of OCB. 

Hypothesis 5: The relationships between the career focused variables (i.e., job 

involvement, career motivation, and occupational commitment) and the performance of 

OCB will be stronger for those individuals who report lower perceptions of career plateau 

than for those who report higher perceptions of career plateau. 

Rating Source (Target) 

 One final variable that could influence the relationships between the career focused 

variables and OCB was the rating source. That is, research suggests that the relationships between 

job involvement, career motivation, and occupational commitment and OCB could vary 

depending on whether the individual, or his or her peer or supervisor is evaluating the behaviors. 

Performance evaluations of task behaviors, for example, often differ by the organizational level 

of the rater. A meta-analysis performed by Harris and Schaubroeck (1988) found that peer and 

supervisor ratings were more highly correlated than both self and peer and self and supervisor 

ratings. Job type moderated these relationships such that self-supervisor and self-peer ratings 

were lower for management jobs that are more nebulous or difficult to define than for blue-collar 

jobs that have more routine or concrete tasks. This implies that ratings of behaviors that are also 

more difficult to define, that is, OCB, may also vary depending on the person performing the 

rating.  

A limited amount of data shows that the rater's organizational level can also influence 

OCB ratings (Becker & Vance, 1993; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Rioux & Penner, 2001). Allen, 

Barnard, Rush, and Russell (2000) found higher correlations between subordinate and 

supervisory ratings than between self and others' ratings of OCB. Conway (1999) meta-analyzed 
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ratings of task, contextual (i.e., OCB), and overall performance and found greater convergence 

between supervisor and peer ratings on all performance dimensions than between supervisor and 

self-ratings and peer and self-ratings.   

At least two explanations have been presented to explain rating source discrepancy 

(Borman, 1997; Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988). Different raters may observe distinct instances of 

performance and then evaluate them accordingly or they may differentially define or weight 

performance categories. For example, authors have argued and found that supervisors and 

employees differ in how broadly they define the boundaries of job tasks and OCB, which may 

influence the appraisal processes and subsequent evaluations (Hui et al., 2000; Lam, Hui, & Law; 

1999; Morrison, 1994). Accordingly, the lower correlations found across rating sources, relative 

to between rating sources, may not indicate unreliability, but rather valid evaluations based on 

different performance information (Borman, 1974; Borman, 1991).   

As suggested previously, the nature of the OCB performance domain increases the 

probability of rating source discrepancies. Raters' attributions for citizenship performance and 

their subsequent evaluations may depend on the frequency and timing of the performance and 

their observation of OCB (Allen & Rush, 1998; Bolino, 1999). OCB may not be exhibited every 

day and is more likely to be observed, evaluated, and rewarded in the aggregate than for 

individual behavioral instances (Organ, 1997). Career-focused employees must regularly perform 

OCB in the presence of their supervisors in order to obtain instrumental rewards. It was 

reasonable, therefore, to presume that there would be a stronger relationship between the career-

focused variables and supervisor, rather than peer, ratings of OCB, particularly for public or 

observable behaviors directed toward the organization (OCBO) (Allen et al., 1998). However, 

peers may attend to or assign greater importance to helping behaviors than do supervisors 

(Conway, 1999), which could increase their OCB ratings directed at individuals. In addition, the 

motivation underlying the performance of OCB may vary depending on the target and the type of 

behavior. Employees may help their supervisors for instrumental purposes and help their 

coworkers because they like them or in response to team or work group norms. Finally, much of 

the OCB research has examined either self or supervisors' ratings, of OCB exclusively (Allen et 

al., 2000). To gain a more thorough understanding of these issues, this proposal tried to obtain 

supervisor, peer, and self-ratings of OCBI, OCBO, and in-role performance, (Williams & 

Anderson, 1991). Accordingly, the following research question was posed: 



32 

Research question: Does the relationship between the career-focused variables (i.e., job 

involvement, career motivation, and occupational commitment) and the evaluation of 

OCB differ as a function of the person performing the rating? 

Summary 

 Extant research on the correlates of OCB has been only moderately successful in 

explaining the variance in OCB ratings. A model of OCB as a career development strategy was 

proposed to expand this base. It was hypothesized that career focused employees, those who are 

more involved in their jobs, career motivated, and committed to their occupations, would receive 

higher ratings of citizenship performance than would those employees who are less career 

focused. The nature of these relationships may vary, however depending on the individuals' 

career stage and their perceptions regarding their career plateau. Finally, this research attempted 

to determine whether and how the rating source would influence the relationships between the 

career-focused variables and the evaluation of OCB. 
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Method 

Participants 

 A power analysis was performed to determine the appropriate number of participants to 

be included in the study (Cohen, 1988). Table 1 presents the details of that analysis. The 

researcher’s plan was to obtain complete data from 225 participants and OCB data from each 

participant’s supervisor and one peer. The researcher contacted the Human Resources Director of 

a medium-size consulting firm located in the upper mid-west. After receiving initial approval for 

the proposal, the researcher sent the organization an outline of the study and the anticipated data 

collection process (Appendix A). The company agreed to participate with the data collection via 

an online survey; the response rate from this “Corporate sample” did not, however, provide 

sufficient sample size.  

A number of other organizations were then solicited through personal contacts and 

business associates; written proposals were submitted to those who expressed initial interest. 

From this second solicitation attempt, a University in the southeastern United States agreed to 

participate. Not all employees had Internet access and the Human Resource Department of the 

University was not able to provide email addresses for those who did. Data from the “University 

sample” were, therefore, collected through paper and pencil surveys. Together, the Corporation 

and the University provided a sufficient sample size.  The procedures used with the two different 

groups are described in the following sections. 

Response Rate 

The Corporation. A global email was sent to all 657 employees in the corporation 

worldwide asking them to participate. From that request, 155, or 24% of the employees 

completed the participant survey. Requests to complete the coworker and supervisor surveys were 

sent only to the 155 coworkers and supervisors named by the responding participants. From those 

155 requests, 75 (48%) of the coworkers and 54 (35%) of the supervisors responded. Complete 

sets of matched data (i.e., a participant, coworker, and supervisor) were obtained from 30 (19%) 

of the participants, 5% of the total Corporate population. A partial set, that is, a participant and 
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either a coworker or supervisor data were obtained for 99 (64%) of the participants or 15% of the 

Corporate population. 

Table 1. Power Analysis for Required Number of Participants. 

 
Power Calculated from Cohen's (1988) Formula for Hierarchical Analysis 
 
Significance level = .05 (by convention, p. 531) 
 
Desired power = .80 (by convention, p. 445) 
 
Effect size (f2) = .15 (by convention for medium effect size, p. 478) 
 
ky = 1; kx = 3; kA = 1; u = 3 
 
s = 1 (as a function of ky and kx - from Table 10.2.1, p. 475) 
 
Trial estimates  - v = 120; L = 11.1 (Table 9.4.2, p. 452) 
 
Implied v is obtained using the trial value for L (equation 10.4.1, p. 515)  

       Implied v  = (L/f2)u-1 
      = 11.1/.15(3)-1 
       Implied v =  221 

 
Interpolate L based on the implied v (equation 10.4.2, p. 515) 
 Interpolated L = LL - [((1/vL) - (1/v))/((1/vL) - (1/vu))/(LL-LU)] 
    = 11.1 - ((1/120 - 1/221)/(1/120 - 0)(11.1 - 10.9)) 
    = 11.1 - .092 

 Interpolated L  = 11.01  

 
Calculate iterated v using interpolated L (equation 10.4.1, p. 515) 
  Iterated v  =  (L/f2)u -1 
    =  (11.01/.15)(3) - 1 
  Iterated v =  219.1 
 
Calculate the number of participants using the iterated v (equation 10.4.3, p. 515) 
   N  =  1/s(v+u/2-1) + ((ky+kx+3)/2) + max(kc,kA+kG) 
    =  1/1(219+1.5-1) + (7.2) + 1 
   N =  224         
       

 

The University. Survey packets were mailed to 1,000 employees of the University. From 

that group, 106 (11%) participants returned their respective surveys. Surveys were also returned 

from 99 (10%) coworkers and 90 (9%) supervisors. In the University sample, some coworkers 

and/or supervisors returned surveys for which no participant data were received. Sixty-nine (7%) 
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complete sets of matched data were received or 58% of the participants. A total of 103 

participants, (10% of the sample), or 87% of the participants had either a coworker or supervisor 

return a survey. 

Overall Response Rate. In sum, the study consisted of 261 participants from both the 

Corporate and University samples, for a 16% overall response rate. Ninety-nine (6%) complete 

sets of matched data were obtained; 202 (12%) partial sets of data were obtained, which included 

a participant and either a coworker or a supervisor.  

Demographic Information of Respondents 

Participant Data. The highlights of the participant demographics are displayed in Table 

2. Just less than 50% of the participants were between 21 and 35 years of age and 67% were 

female. Respondents were predominantly Caucasian (85%) and highly educated. That is, 85% of 

participants reported having at least a four year degree; 49% of that group indicated they had 

either a Master’s or Doctoral degree.  Participants reported they had been on their current jobs an 

average of 4.10 years and in their current organization 6.07 years. In addition, on average 

participants indicated they had been in their current occupation over 9 years. Finally, the majority 

of participants were in the establishment (26.8%) or the maintenance (26.1%) career stage. A 

smaller percentage of respondents indicated they were in the exploration (24.9%) or 

disengagement (22.2%) stage. 

Coworker/Supervisor Data. The demographic data obtained from coworkers and 

supervisors is displayed in Table 2. Similar to the participants, both coworkers and supervisors 

were also typically female (73% and 70% respectively). Based on respondents from whom 

educational data were obtained, these people were also highly educated. Approximately 56% of 

the coworkers responding had post graduate degrees; 25% had a four year degree. Although only 

28 supervisors provided educational data, 68% of those indicated they had a doctoral degree. 

Finally, both coworkers and supervisors indicated they had relatively close contact with the 

participants for whom they provided ratings. Nearly 50% of the coworkers responded that they 

saw the participants they were evaluating at least 2 – 3 times per day and another 40% saw them 

at least 2 -3 times per week. Similarly, 40% of supervisors indicated they had contact with the 

participants at least 2 - 3 times per day, while another 47% reported observing them 2 – 3 times 

per week. 

 As might be expected, supervisors tended to have more tenure on their jobs (5.19 years) 

and with their organizations (10.11 years) than did coworkers (3.49 years and 5.78 years 
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respectively). The number of years that coworkers (3.22) and supervisors (3.92) reported working 

with the rated participants was similar, however. 



37 

Table 2. Demographic Characteristics of Participants. 

Variable          Participants   

      N   % 
AGE 
      < 20       0    0.0    
 21 – 25      33  12.7 
 26 – 30      43  16.6 
 31 – 35      51  19.9 
 36 – 40      23    8.9 
 41 – 45      29  11.2 
 46 – 50      26  10.0 
 51 – 55      25    9.7 
 56 – 60      19    7.3 
 61 – 65        5    1.9  
 65 +        5    1.9 
 
GENDER  
 Male       84  32.4 
 Female     175  67.6 
 
RACE 
 Caucasian/White    221  85.3 
 African-American     11    4.3 
 Hispanic         7    2.7 
 Asian         7    2.7  
 American Indian or Alaska      7    2.7 
 Other         6                         2.6 
 
EDUCATION 
 High School degree     18    7.0 
 Associate/two year degree     18    7.0  
 Four year degree      51  19.8 
 Some graduate education     43  16.7 
 Master’s degree      76  29.5 
 Doctoral degree      50  19.4 
 Other         2        .8 
 
CAREER STAGE 
 Exploration      65  24.9 
 Establishment      70  26.8 
 Maintain      68  26.1 
 Disengage      58  22.2   
 
TENURE (Years)     MEAN  SD 

Job      4.10   5.26 
 Organization    6.07  6.99 
 Occupation    9.27  8.80  
Note. 
N = Number of Participants 
% = Percentage of Participants 
SD = Standard Deviation 
Numbers for each category may not sum to total sample due to missing data. 
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Table 3. Demographic Characteristics of Coworkers and Supervisors. 

Variable      Coworker    Supervisor 

     N   %   N   % 
GENDER 
 Male    37 27.0   18 29.5 
 Female                           100 73.0   43 70.5 
 
EDUCATION 
 High School degree     7   8.1     5 17.9 
 Associate/two year degree    2   2.3     0    0.0 
 Four year degree   22 25.6     2   7.1 
 Some graduate education    7   8.1     0    0.0 
 Master’s degree   15 17.4     2   7.1 
 Doctoral degree   33 38.4   19 67.7 
 
OBSERVATIONAL FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPANT 
 2 – 3 times per day  67 48.9   23 40.4 
 at least once per day  27 19.7   15 26.3 
 2 – 3 times per week  28 20.4   12 21.1 
 at least once per week    8   5.8     3   5.3 
 2 – 3 times per month    3   2.2     2   3.5 
 at least once a month    4   2.9     2   3.5 
 
TENURE (Years)               MEAN SD                MEAN  SD 

Job     3.50  4.75     5.19 4.94 
 Organization   5.79 5.84                10.11 7.72  
 With Participant   3.22 3.90     3.92 3.80 
Note. 
N = Number of Coworkers/Supervisors for whom data were obtained 
% = Percentage of Coworkers/Supervisor 
SD = Standard Deviation 
Numbers for each category may not sum to total sample due to missing data. 

Materials 

Data were obtained by means of three surveys, one for participants and one each for 

supervisors and coworkers. The participant survey (Appendix A) included the measures designed 

to assess the study variables, demographic data, and job and organizational tenure data. The 

supervisor and coworker surveys (Appendices B and C) included the OCB measure, 

demographics, and questions regarding contact with the participant.  

Measures 

Biographical Data. Participants were asked to provide demographic data including their 

gender, age, and tenure in their current job, organization, and occupation. Supervisors and peers 

of the participants were asked to indicate their job and organizational tenure, the length of their 

relationships with the respective participants and the frequency of contact.  
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Job Involvement. Participants completed the job involvement subscale of the general 

work commitment index developed by Blau et al. (1993) (see Appendix A). This index was 

derived from an analysis of items compiled from conceptually similar instruments that were 

developed by other authors (e.g., career commitment [Blau, 1985, 1988, 1989], career 

involvement [Gould, 1979], job involvement [Kanungo, 1982], and career salience [Sekaran, 

1982, 1986]). The job involvement instrument includes seven items from Kanungo's measure 

such as "The most important things that happen to me involve my present job." Participants rated 

the extent that they agreed that the statements were descriptive of themselves using a 6-point 

Likert scale ("strongly disagree" = 1 to "strongly agree" = 6). Blau et al. (1993) reported internal 

consistency from two studies of .78, and .79 and test-retest reliability of .91 for the involvement 

subscale. The internal consistency reliability of the scale in the present study was .86. 

Occupational Commitment. Participants also completed the occupational commitment 

subscale of the general work commitment index developed by Blau et al. (1993) and presented 

above. The 11-item scale includes items from Blau and his colleagues (1985, 1988, 1989), Gould 

(1979), and Sekaran (1982, 1986) such as "My occupational choice was a good decision." Blau et 

al. reported internal consistency reliabilities of .76 and .73 across two studies and test-retest 

reliability of .90 for the subscale. In the current study the internal consistency reliability was .92. 

Career Motivation. Career motivation was assessed using a measure developed by 

London (1993b) that focuses on feelings and attitudes related to career motivation. The 17-item 

instrument includes 5 items measuring career insight (e.g., "Know your strengths (the things you 

do well"), 7 items measuring career identity (e.g., "Define yourself by your work"), and 5 items 

for career resilience (e.g., "Can handle any work problems that come your way"). Each item was 

rated on a 5-point scale (1 = “low, less developed, would like to improve” to 5 = “high, well 

developed, no improvement needed”). London reported internal consistency reliabilities of .80, 

.85, and .83 respectively for career resilience, insight, and identity.  

Responses to these 17 items in the current sample were factor analyzed to determine if 

they corresponded to the factors outlined by London (1993b). An iterated principle factor analysis 

was performed specifying three factors. The factors were then rotated to a final solution using 

both orthogonal (varimax) and oblique (promax) rotations; the promax rotation provided the more 

interpretable solution. The results of this analysis are displayed in Table 4.  Factor loadings 

greater than .35 are underlined. 

The factor pattern in the current sample did not match the subscales London (1993b) 

identified. For example, the item “Are involved in your job” loaded comparably on two factors. 
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By contrast, the item “Are willing to take risks (actions with uncertain outcomes)” along with two 

others, did not load highly on any factor. Moreover, several items did not load in the patterns 

London identified. Two items related to career goals, for example, were intended to describe 

career insight, along with items describing knowledge of strengths and weaknesses. As shown in 

Table 4, this was not the pattern exhibited in the current sample. 

A number of comparable factor analyses were then performed, deleting various items. 

Four items in particular, underlined in Table 4, were problematic in the current sample. The two 

items related to career goals, both intended to measure career insight, and two items from the 

career identity subscale (professional/technical expert and define self by work) were subsequently 

removed from the analysis. Factor loadings greater than .35 are underlined. 

Table 4. Factor Loadings for Original Career Motivation Subscales. 

Item                            Factor I          Factor II              Factor III 
  
Recognize what you can do well and cannot do well    .81  -.15   .10 
Know your strengths (the things you do well)    .72  -.01   .07 
Know your weaknesses (the things you are not good at)    .69  -.01   .00 
Are able to adapt to changing circumstances     .38   .20   .07 
See yourself as a professional and/or technical expert    .37   .26   .02  
Can handle any work problems that come your way    .36    .25   .05 
Are willing to take risks (actions with uncertain outcomes)   .34   .33  -.24 
Have clear career goals       .14    .74  -.01 
Have realistic career goals       .13    .60   .07 
Work as hard as you can, even if it  
     means working long days and weekends    -.14   .40   .24 
Look forward to working with new, different people    .16   .35  -.02 
Welcome job, organizational changes  
     (e.g., new assignments)       .26    .34   .01 
Define yourself by your work     -.06   .24   .06 
Are proud to work for your organization     .06  -.00   .85 
Are loyal to your employer      .06  -.01   .75
Are involved in your job     -.14   .44   .48
Believe your success depends on your employer's success   .03   .09   .43  
 Note. 
Underlined items were excluded in the final subscales. 
 

Table 5 displays the rotated factor pattern of the analysis performed excluding these four 

items. The remaining items all load on their appropriate factors with loadings (underlined) greater 

than .37. Furthermore, each item loads highly only on the correct factor. Factor I included items 

designed to assess career identity, Factor II included items measuring career insight, and the items 

loading on Factor III measure career resilience. The internal consistency of the identity, insight, 

and resilience scales in the current sample are .75, .81, and .68 respectively. Hypotheses were 

tested with these revised subscales. 
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Table 5. Factor Loadings for Final Career Motivation Subscales. 

Item                            Factor I          Factor II              Factor III 
  
Are proud to work for your organization     .85   .11  -.11 
Are loyal to your employer      .74   .11               -.10 
Are involved in your job       .63  -.15   .17 
Believe your success depends on your employer's success   .44   .03   .02  
Work as hard as you can, even if it  
     means working long days and weekends     .38  -.16   .22 
Recognize what you can do well and cannot do well    .01   .84   .02 
Know your weaknesses (the things you are not good at)   -.01   .72   .04 
Know your strengths (the things you do well)    .02   .69   .11 
Welcome job, organizational changes  
     (e.g., new assignments)       .11   -.01   .71 
Are willing to take risks (actions with uncertain outcomes)  -.14   .11   .51
Are able to adapt to changing circumstances    -.04   .16   .48
Can handle any work problems that come your way    .12    .15   .45
Look forward to working with new, different people    .10  -.01   .40 
Note. 
Final scales exclude following items: 
See yourself as a professional and/or technical expert     
Have clear career goals    
Have realistic career goals        
Define yourself by your work  

Career Stage. Participants completed the Adult Career Concerns Inventory, which was 

used to determine career stage (Super, Zelkowitz, & Thompson, 1981). The 60-item instrument 

includes 15 potential career concerns for each of four career stages. Sample items for the stages 

include: exploration - "Clarifying my ideas about the type of work I would really enjoy," 

establishment - "Achieving stability in my occupation," maintenance - "Keeping in tune with the 

people I work with," and disengagement - "Developing more hobbies to supplement work 

interests." Participants responded to the career concerns using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 

(“Have not yet had to think seriously about it”) to 3 (“A strong concern at the present time; 

actively engaged in this”) to 5 (“No longer a concern; past that stage”). Validity for the scale has 

been demonstrated by a number of authors (e.g., Super & Kidd, 1979) and alpha coefficients have 

been reported for the stages ranging from .83 to .96 (Cron & Slocum, 1986; Ornstein & Isabella, 

1990; Smart, 1998; Smart & Peterson, 1997).  Validity coefficients for the four scales in the 

current sample ranged from .93 to .95. 

To determine the current career stage for participants, responses to the 15 items in each 

stage were averaged. The stage with the average that was closest to 3 was designated as the 

current career stage and participants were categorized accordingly. For 26 respondents, the 

averages for two or more of the career stages were equal and or equidistant from 3 (e.g., 2.75, 
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3.25). Other researchers using the scale have faced similar classification difficulties (Cron, 

personal communication, Aug. 21, 2001). For those 26 cases, responses to the individual items 

were visually inspected to determine if the average resulted from a large number of 3 ratings or, 

for example, from a series of 2 and 4 ratings. Participants were classified into one of the two 

equal stages if the number of 3 ratings was greater in one stage than the other. Using this 

procedure, a career stage was designated for 19 of these cases. A current stage could not be 

accurately determined for 8 participants; those cases were excluded from subsequent analyses. 

Perceptions of Career Plateau. Participants completed two perceptions of career plateau 

scales adapted from Milliman (1992) that were measured using six-point Likert scales (1 = 

strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree). One scale assessed their perceptions of job content 

plateau (e.g., “My job responsibilities have increased significantly.”) Previous studies using this 

measure have reported internal consistency reliabilities of .84 and .83 (Allen et al., 1998; 1999). 

The internal consistency reliability in the current study measured .87. The other six-item scale 

measured participants' perceptions of hierarchical plateau (e.g., “I am unlikely to obtain a much 

higher job title in my organization.”) Allen and her colleagues (Allen et al., 1998; 1999) have 

reported internal consistency reliabilities of .85 and .81 with this scale. The internal consistency 

in this study measured .92. 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior. Williams and Anderson’s (1991) measure of OCB 

was completed, which includes three factors of performance: IRB (In-role behavior), OCBI (OCB 

directed at individuals) and OCBO (OCB directed at the organization). In-role behaviors, or 

behaviors that are part of the formal job requirements, were included to isolate OCB variance that 

is not associated with defined job requirements.  

The motivation for citizenship behaviors directed toward individuals (OCBI) may vary 

depending on whether the recipient is a supervisor or co-worker. Individuals, for example, may 

help co-workers in response to group norms but help a supervisor to obtain career-related 

objectives. It seemed important, therefore, to distinguish those two recipient groups. Accordingly, 

two items from the OCBI subscale were modified and the items repeated to differentiate 

citizenship behaviors directed toward co-workers and supervisors. For example, the OCBI item 

"Helps others who have been absent" was changed to "Helps co-workers who have been absent" 

and the item "Helps his/her supervisor when he/she has been absent" was added. Similarly, the 

item "Passes along information to co-workers" was repeated in the form of "Passes along 

information to supervisors." The final OCBI scale consisted of nine items, three of which were 

directed at co-workers, three targeted to supervisors, and three more general items. Both the IRB 
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(e.g., "Adequately completes assigned duties") and the OCBO (e.g., "Gives advance notice when 

unable to come to work") subscales included seven items. Williams and Anderson reported 

internal consistency reliabilities of .91, .88, and .75 respectively for the IRB, OCBI, and OCBO 

subscales.  Although the IRB items were included in the survey, they were not relevant to the 

current study and were excluded from the analyses and hypotheses testing. 

 An iterated principal axis factor analysis, specifying two factors, with an oblique rotation 

was performed on the 16 citizenship items. As can be seen in Table 6, one item from the OCBO 

subscale (i.e., “Conserves organizational property”) did not load well on either factor. In addition, 

the loading for the negatively worded OCBO item, “Complains about insignificant things at 

work,” was relatively low. Factor loadings greater than .30 are underlined. 

Table 6. Factor Loadings of Items in Original OCB Scales. 

Item       Factor I  Factor II 
Help supervisor when he/she absent    .66  -.05    
Help others with heavy workloads    .65  -.05   
Pass along information to supervisor    .62   .12   
Help co-workers who have been absent    .59  -.10   
Go out of your way to help new employees   .58    .03    
Pass along information to co-workers    .57   .10    
Assist supervisor with work (when not asked)   .56  -.02    
Take a personal interest in other employees   .56  -.11   
Listen to co-workers’ problems or worries   .54   -.03   
Adheres to informal rules to maintain order   .39   .28    
Conserves organization property     .26   .21    
Take undeserved work breaks ®    -.13   .80
A great deal of time spent on personal phone calls ® -.04   .50
Gives advance notice when unable to come to work  .25    .37    
Attendance at work is above the norm    .31   .37    
Complain about insignificant things at work ®  -.08   .30 
Note. 
 ® Indicates negatively worded items 
 
 These two questionable items were excluded and the remaining items were reanalyzed, 

again specifying two factors. Results of this second analysis were less, rather than more, 

interpretable. When these two items were removed, the remaining OCBI items split between the 

two factors while the OCBO items did not load on either.  

To examine the relationships among the items more closely, a series of exploratory 

iterated principal axis factor analyses was performed with the resulting factors subjected to 

oblique rotations. Items that either did not load on any factor or loaded on more than one were 

removed, and the remaining items were reanalyzed. The most interpretable results from this series 
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of analyses consistently suggested that the three negatively worded items should be excluded and 

that the remaining 13 items represent three, rather than two, factors.  

The final rotated pattern and factor loadings are presented in Table 7.  The loadings on 

the respective factors, underlined in the table, are all .38 or higher. Based on the results, 

participants appeared to distinguish between citizenship behaviors directed toward individuals. 

Contrary to expectation, the results do not suggest a distinction between behaviors directed 

toward supervisors and coworkers. The first factor (OCBI-DIRECT) includes four items directed 

at helping both coworkers and supervisors. This factor could be described as personal helping. 

Although the behaviors are still directed toward individuals, factor II (OCBI-INDIRECT), 

represents more indirect or less personal citizenship behaviors (e.g., “Listen to and Pass along 

information to coworkers, Help new employees” etc). The final factor subsumes those behaviors 

directed more generally toward the organization, or OCBO. Note, however, that passing along 

information to a supervisor was perceived as a citizenship behavior directed toward the 

organization, rather than toward an individual.  

Table 7. Factor Loadings of Citizenship Items in Final OCB Scales. 

 
Item                 Factor I          Factor II           Factor III 
  
Help others with heavy workloads    .76   .09  -.05 
Help supervisor when he/she absent    .76  -.08   .16 
Help co-workers who have been absent    .70   .13  -.10 
Assist supervisor with work (when not asked)   .63  -.04   .12 
Take a personal interest in other employees  -.03   .91  -.16 
Listen to co-workers’ problems or worries   .19    .63  -.14 
Pass along information to co-workers   -.16   .63   .36 
Go out of your way to help new employees   .14    .52   .13 
Adheres to informal rules to maintain order   .07   .00   .54
Attendance at work is above the norm    .00  -.01   .47
Gives advance notice when unable to come to work  .04   -.14   .46
Pass along information to supervisor    .08   .35   .43
Conserves organization property    -.01   .09   .38  
 Note. 
 Results excluding the 3 negatively worded items 

Procedure 

Participants were asked to provide demographic data and complete instruments 

measuring their job involvement, career motivation, occupational commitment, career stage, 

perceptions of career plateau, and OCB. To fully test the hypotheses and eliminate same source 

bias, select data were also needed from a participant’s immediate supervisor and one coworker, or 
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both. These ancillary participants were asked to report information on their relationship to the 

participant and to evaluate the participant's inrole and citizenship performance.  

The Corporation 

Participants from the Corporation were solicited via email and completed the surveys in 

an on-line format. To reduce the chance that survey participation would disrupt business, the 

Corporation stipulated that contact would be limited to the initial solicitation and two reminder 

emails. In addition, the Corporation specified that the initial solicitation should take place over 

the end of year holiday season. 

A web designer developed a secure web site containing the three surveys. Response data 

were accumulated in a file on a server that was monitored and controlled by the web designer. 

After development of the site, approximately 25 individuals pilot tested the site and the process, 

final modifications were made, and the pilot data were removed from the database.  

The Corporation was unwilling to send a cover notice to participants encouraging their 

participation. The researcher therefore sent a global email from within the Corporation asking all 

employees to participate (Appendix E). The email included the site password and directed 

participants to point their Internet browsers to the website address. After logging onto the site, 

participants were asked to create a confidential usercode that was used to link data from the 

participant with the data from his/her supervisor and coworker. Participants were asked to read 

and accept the Informed Consent, and enter the names and email addresses of their supervisor and 

one coworker. After completing this process, they were automatically linked to the page 

containing the participant survey (Appendix B). The system prompted participants for answers to 

all items to ensure complete data.  

Once the participant submitted his/her survey responses, the system automatically 

generated emails (Appendix E) to the named supervisor and coworker requesting their evaluative 

responses. The emails included the participant’s name and the web address containing the 

supervisor or coworker survey. The participant’s usercode was included in the web address to 

link the data from all sources. 

Reminder emails were sent approximately two and four weeks after the initial email 

request (Appendix E). The first reminder was in the form of a global email to all employees. 

Because response rates were low, the second reminder was sent in the form of an individually 

addressed email to each employee by name, to increase the likelihood of participation. The linked 

data from all respondents were accumulated in a database on a secure server and forwarded to the 

researcher at the completion of the data collection process.   
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The University 

Operational factors precluded data collection from University employees by means of an 

online survey. As mentioned previously, some University employees did not have email, the 

email format was not consistent for all employees, and the Human Resources Department was 

unable to provide email addresses for all employees. As a result, data were collected from this 

group by means of paper documents. 

Although the University was not willing to generate an introductory letter to the 

employees encouraging participation, the University did compile and present the researcher a list 

of approximately 14,000 employee names including their respective job classifications, and 

campus mailing addresses. The researcher eliminated the employees in job classes that seemed 

inappropriate for the survey (e.g., part time instructors, maintenance and construction workers, 

laborers, etc.) and focused on employees working in office positions (clerical, administrative 

assistants, accountants, associate professors, graduate research assistants etc.). From those 

classes, 1000 names were selected by convenience to receive surveys.  

The researcher prepared a packet of materials for each participant that included: a 

participant’s survey, one each of the coworker and supervisor surveys, cover letters to accompany 

the surveys explaining the study purpose and requesting participation (Appendix F), informed 

consent forms, and self-addressed stamped envelopes for all three surveys. Participants were 

asked to sign the informed consent, complete the first survey and distribute the other materials to 

their immediate supervisors and a coworker. The materials in each packet were numerically 

coded to link the returned responses. The survey for each coworker and supervisor included the 

name of the respective participant on a removable label. They were instructed to evaluate the 

person named on the label, remove the label, and return the survey to the researcher’s home 

address in the enclosed envelope.  

The packets were sealed and address labels were placed on the outside including the 

participant’s name and University mail address. The packets were boxed and mailed to the 

Human Resource Department of the University where they were distributed via campus mail. The 

researcher received approximately 15 pairs of data from a coworker and supervisor for which no 

participant response was received. Hand written notes were sent to those participants asking them 

to complete their surveys. It was cost prohibitive, because of the size of the sample, to send 

reminder letters to all those who did not respond. 



47 

Analyses 

Preliminary Analyses 

Scale Construction. Where appropriate, individual items on the various scales were 

reverse scored and averaged scale scores were computed. The positively worded items on the 

hierarchical plateau scale were reverse scored so that higher scores indicated higher perceptions 

of being plateaud. 

Career Stage. The career stage variable was coded and analyzed in two ways. 

Participants were assigned to one of the four career stages, as described previously and the four 

stages were coded temporally. That is, exploration was coded 1, establishment 2, maintenance 3, 

and disengagement 4, creating an ordinal scale for correlation with the other study variables. The 

fourth hypothesis proposed stronger relationships between the career variables and OCB in the 

two mid career stages (establishment and maintenance) than in the first and last stages 

(exploration and disengagement). To test this hypothesis, the four stages were subsequently 

combined into two and dummy coded. Participants in the exploration and disengagement stages 

were pooled into a boundary stage that was coded 1; participants in the establishment and 

maintenance stages were aggregated into a primary stage that was coded -1. 

Coworker Ratings. Coworker and supervisor responses totaled 167 and 135 respectively. 

Complete sets of matched data, however (i.e., a participant, one coworker and one supervisor), 

were obtained for only 99 participants including both the Corporate and University samples. This 

was not a large enough sample to provide power for testing hypotheses. Because both coworkers 

and supervisors could be categorized as coworkers, the proposed analyses were modified to 

include data from either a coworker or a supervisor, creating a more viable sample size. To make 

use of all the data, and to increase the reliability of the results (Allen, Barnard, Rush & Russell, 

2000), the coworker and supervisor responses were averaged into one coworker rating when 

available. The intraclass correlations (ICC; Shrout & Fleiss, 1979) of coworker and supervisor 

ratings of, respectively, OCBI-DIRECT, OCBI-INDIRECT, OCBO are .48, .67, and 70. 

Subsequent analyses included either the coworker or supervisor rating (whichever was available) 

or an average of the two.  

Hypotheses Testing  

The first three hypotheses were tested by examining the zero order correlations between 

job involvement, career motivation, occupational commitment and the three OCB dimensions. 
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Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were also conducted to determine which of the career-

focused variables contributed meaningfully to the prediction of OCB.  

 Hypotheses 4 and 5 were tested through a series of moderated regression analyses for 

each of the two rating sources. First the ratings were separately regressed onto each the three 

predictor variables (job involvement, career motivation, or occupational commitment) and then 

on the respective moderator variable (career stage or plateau perceptions). Finally, the interaction 

terms were entered into the equations. A significant interaction term indicated a moderated 

relationship between the respective variables. Two separate series of regression analyses were 

performed to test hypothesis 5, one for job content plateau and one for hierarchical plateau 

perceptions. In both cases, plateau perceptions served as the potential moderating variable. 
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Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

 A multivariate analysis of variance was performed to test the assumption that participant 

and coworker ratings of citizenship behaviors were independent. In a one-way multivariate 

analysis of variance, ratings of the three OCB scales were the dependent variables and the rating 

source (participant and coworker) was the independent variable. The means, standard deviations 

and results of this analysis are displayed in Table 8. The overall MANOVA was significant, 

Wilk’s Λ = .98, F(3, 459) = 6.74, p < .001, indicating differences existed between the ratings. 

Univariate ANOVAs showed that participant mean ratings of OCBO were significantly higher 

than coworker ratings. No differences were found between participant and coworker mean ratings 

of OCBI-DIRECT or OCBI-INDIRECT. 

Table 8. Means, Standard Deviations, and MANOVA Results for Participant and Coworker 

Ratings of OCB. 

Manova Wilk’s Λ = .98,  F(3, 459) = 6.74, p < .001 

OCB Scale   Ratings Mean Standard Deviation F 

 OCBI – DIRECT Participant 3.40a  .88  3.52   

    Coworker 3.25a  .80 

 

 OCBI – INDIRECT Participant 3.78a  .74   .29 

    Coworker 3.74a  .80 

 

 OCBO   Participant 3.97a  .62             17.48*** 

    Coworker 3.74b  .56. 

Note. 
Significant mean differences, using Tukey’s HSD, are indicated by subscripts with different letters 
p < .0001 

 A Multitrait-Multirater matrix of OCB ratings was then examined using Campbell and 

Fiske’s (1959) four criteria. The four criteria are 1.)  the values on the validity diagonal should be 

significantly different from zero and large enough to warrant further investigation, 2.) the values 
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on the validity diagonal should be larger than their corresponding heterotrait-heteromethod 

coefficients, 3.) the coefficients in the validity diagonal should be larger than the respective 

values in the monomethod triangles, and 4.) the correlational patterns should be the same among 

the heterotrait-heteromethod blocks and the monomethod triangles. The first criterion is used to 

demonstrate convergent validity; the last three are used to demonstrate discriminant validity and 

the absence of method (rater) effects.    

Table 9.  Multitrait-Multirater Matrix for Ratings of OCB. 

      1   2  3     4    5     6  

1. Part OCBI-DIRECT (.82) 

2. Part OCBI-INDIR. .42** (.79)   

3. Part OCBO  .36** .43** (61) 

 

4. Cowrk-OCBI-DIRECT .13 .03 .12  (.72) 

5. Cowrk-OCBI-INDIR. .13 .14* .15*  .70** (.86) 

6. Cowrk-OCBO  .05       -.07 .18*  .65** .51** (.61) 

 

Mean     3.40 3.78 3.97  3.25  3.74 3.74   

Standard Deviation    .88   .74   .62    .80   .80   .56 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 

The multitrait-multirater matrix is displayed in Table 9; scale reliabilities are in 

parentheses, values on the validity diagonal are underlined. As seen in the table, there is modest 

convergent validity as two of the three coefficients on the validity diagonal are significantly 

larger than zero, and the third approaches significance. These values are also equal to or larger 

than most of the heterotrait-heteromethod values. The correlation of coworker ratings of OCBI-

INDIRECT and participant ratings of OCBO is, however, larger than two of the values in the 

validity diagonal. There is no support for Campbell and Fiske’s (1959) third and fourth criteria. 

The values on the validity diagonal are uniformly and considerably smaller than the values in 

both of the monomethod triangles and the pattern of correlations was not the same across the 

matrix. Failure to meet the last three criteria suggests a lack of discriminant validity and the 

presence of substantial method variance, particularly among coworker ratings.  

The descriptive statistics for the study variables are presented in Table 10. Table 11 

displays the zero-order correlations between the variables. The hypotheses were tested using a 

statistical significance level of .05. 
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Table 10. Descriptive Statistics of Survey Variables. 

Variable                        # of          Likert  N Mean SD Min Max    Alpha 
                          Items         Scale 
Job  
Involvement  7  6 260 2.87 .97 1.00 5.70 .85 
 
Occupational 
Commitment  11 6 260 4.22      1.08 1.20  6.00 .93 
 
Job Content     
Plateau   6 6 260 2.74      1.03 1.00 6.00 .87  
 
Hierarchical 
Plateau   6 6 259 3.98      1.25 1.00  6.00 .91 
 
Career      
Identity   5 5 260 3.70 .73 1.40 5.00 .75 
 
Career 
Insight   3 5 260 3.99 .71 2.00 5.00 .81 
 
Career 
Resilience  5 5 260 3.86 .57 2.20 5.00 .68 
 
Exploration  15 5 261 3.64 .93 1.20 5.00 .95 
 
Establish  15 5 261 3.56 .87 1.10 5.00 .94 
   
Maintain  15 5 261 3.18 .90 1.00 5.00 .94 
   
Disengage  15 5 260 2.16 .84 1.00 4.90 .93 
 
OCBI-DIRECT  
(Participant)  4 5 260 3.40 .88 1.00 6.20 .82 
 
OCBI-INDIRECT  
(Participant)  4 5 260 3.78 .74 1.50 5.00 .79 
 
OCBO 
(Participant)  5 5 260 3.97 .62 2.20 5.00 .61 
 
OCBI-DIRECT 
(Coworker)  4 5 203 3.25 .80 1.00 5.33 .72 
 
OCBI-INDIRECT 
(Coworker)  4 5 203 3.74 .80 1.25 5.78 .86 
 
OCBO 
(Coworker)  5 5 203 3.74 .56 2.00 5.00 .61 
Note. 
N for Coworker data includes individual and averaged coworker and supervisor responses 
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Table 11. Zero Order Correlations of all Study Variables. 

 
Variable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1.   Age  -  
 
2.   Gender -.07  -         
     
3.   Education -.04 -.17**  -        
   
4.   Job 
      Involvement  .02 -.16**  .23**  - 
 
5.   Occupational  
      Commitment  .05 -.08  .34**  .49**  - 
 
6.   Job Content 
      Plateau -.05  .17** -.25** -.36** -.59**  -   
 
7.   Hierarchical 
       Plateau  .28**  .10 -.11 -.15* -.38**  .35**   - 
 
8.   Resilience  .17*  .01 -.01  .10  .09 -.02  .01   -  

9.   Identity  .21**  .01  .01  .35**  .40** -.39** -.12  .22**  - 

10. Insight  .24** -.01  .01 -.01  .06 -.02  .07  .36**  .20**  - 

11. Career Stage  .55**  .01  .11  .11  .31** -.19**  .04  .24**  .21** .27**  
 
12. OCBI-DIRECT 
      (Participant)  .17**  .07 -.16** -.07 -.05 -.02  .07  .17**  .18**  .16** 
 
13. OCBI-INDIRECT   
      (Participant) .06  .06 -.06  .06  .07 -.16**  .05  .21**  .11  .14*   
 
14. OCBO 
      (Participant)  .18**  .11  .02  .11  .12* -.19** -.02  .17**  .29**  .17**  
 
15. OCBI-DIRECT 
      (Coworker)  .03  .14* -.27** -.05 -.07 -.01  .02  .01  .07 -.01 
 
16. OCBI-INDIRECT 
      (Coworker)  .04  .11 -.14*  .01 -.02 -.01 -.03  .07  .02  .01   
 
17. OCBO 
      (Coworker)  .15*  .19** -.16*  .01 -.01  .03  .04  .02  .11  .03  
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Table 11 (Continued) 
Variable    11  12           13  14   15   16  17                                          _____ 

11. Career Stage    -  
 
12. OCBI-Direct 
      (Participant)  .08   - 
 
13. OCBI-Indirect   
      (Participant)  .08  .42**   - 
 
14. OCBO 
      (Participant)  .16**  .36**  .43**  -  
 
15. OCBI-Direct 
      (Coworker)  -.05  .13  .03  .12  - 
 
16. OCBI-Indirect 
      (Coworker)   .07  .12  .14*  .15*  .70** - 
 
17. OCBO 
      (Coworker)  .04  .05 -.07  .18**  .65**  .51**    - 
Note. 
Gender: Male = 1, Female = 2 
N=200-260 
*   p <.05 
** p<.01 
 

 

 



54 

Hypotheses Testing 

Zero Order Correlations 

 The first hypothesis concerned the potential relationships between levels of job 

involvement and ratings of OCB. Higher ratings of OCB were predicted for participants who 

rated themselves higher on job involvement. As displayed in Table 10, participants who rated 

themselves higher on job involvement did not rate themselves higher on OCBI-DIRECT (r = -

.07, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT (r = .06, n.s.) or OCBO (r = .11, n.s.). Similarly, coworkers did not 

rate participants who reported higher levels of job involvement as showing higher levels of 

OCBI-DIRECT (r = -.05, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT (r = .01, n.s.) or OCBO (r = .01, n.s.). The first 

hypothesis was not supported. 

 The second hypothesis argued that participants who rated themselves higher on the career 

motivation scales would report and receive higher ratings on citizenship behaviors. Hypothesis 2 

was generally supported for participant ratings, although not for coworker ratings. 

More specifically, participants reporting higher levels of career resilience also rated themselves 

higher on OCBI-DIRECT and INDIRECT (r = .17, p < .01, r = .21, p < .01) and on OCBO (r = 

.17, p < .01). Coworkers did not, however, rate those reporting higher levels of resilience as 

performing higher levels of OCBI-DIRECT (r = .01, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT (r = .07, n.s.), or 

OCBO (r = .02, n.s.). Note in Table 10 that a similar pattern of results was observed with regard 

to career insight. Participants who rated themselves higher on career insight also rated themselves 

higher on OCBI-DIRECT (r = .16, p < .01), OCBI-INDIRECT (r = .14, p < .05) and OCBO (r = 

.17, p < .01). As mentioned previously, the prediction for coworker ratings of citizenship 

behaviors was not supported. That is, participants that rated themselves higher on career insight 

did not receive correspondingly higher ratings from their coworkers on OCBI-DIRECT (r = -.01, 

n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT (r = .01, n.s.), or OCBO (r = .03, n.s.).  

The responses for career identity, the final career motivation indicator, were consistent 

with the responses of the previous two. Higher self-ratings on career identity were associated with 

higher self- ratings on OCBI-DIRECT (r = .18, p < .01) and on OCBO (r = .29, p < .01). The 

relationship between participant ratings on identity and OCBI-INDIRECT failed to reach 

significance (r = .11, n.s.). Participants who indicated higher levels of career identity did not 

receive higher ratings from coworkers on OCBI-DIRECT (r = .07, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT (r = 

.02, n.s.), and OCBO (r = .11, n.s.). 
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 Hypothesis 3, which suggested a positive correlation between ratings of occupational 

commitment and ratings of OCB, was partially supported. The correlations in Table 10 show that 

participants who reported higher levels of occupational commitment did not rate themselves 

higher on OCBI-DIRECT (r = -.05, n.s.) or OCBI-INDIRECT (r = .07, n.s.). They did, however, 

report higher levels of OCBO (r = .12, p < .05). There was no relationship between self-ratings of 

occupational commitment and coworker ratings on OCBI-DIRECT (r = -.07, n.s.), OCBI-

INDIRECT (r = -.02, n.s.), or OCBO (r = -.01, n.s.).  

Regression Analyses 

 Hierarchical regression analyses were performed to investigate the contribution of each 

of the career variables to the prediction of citizenship behaviors. Organization was coded 

(University = 1, Corporation= 2) and entered into the analyses as a control variable because 

differences could exist between participants based on the organizations for which they were 

employed. In the first step, organization was entered alone; in the second step organization and all 

of the career variables were entered. 

 OCBI-DIRECT. The organization and the career focused variables accounted for 12% of 

the variance in the performance of OCBI-DIRECT (F(9, 247) = 3.88, p = .0001). Individually, the 

organization for which participants were employed (t(247) = -2.91, p < .01) and self-reported 

career identity (t(247) = 2.65, p < .01) were significant predictors. Further details of these 

analyses are shown in Table 12. 

Table 12. Regression of Participant Ratings of OCBI-DIRECT on Organization and the Career 

Variables. 

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                 ß b
 
Step One - Overall F = 11.98, p < .001 .04 
Organization                 -1.51  .44               -.21 
 
Step Two - Overall F = 3.88, p < .0001      .08* F∆ = 2.75, p < .01 
  Organization                                        -1.27  .44  -.18** 
  Job Involvement                                -.04  .04  -.09 
  Occupational Commitment                                           -.04  .02  -.15 
  Content Plateau                                             -.04  .04  -.06 
  Hierarchical Plateau                                 .02  .03    .05 
  Resilience               .16  .08   .13 
  Insight        .10  .11   .06 
  Identity      .18  .07   .19** 
  Career Stage                                             -.03  .21  -.01 
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation 
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*   p < .05 
** p < .01 

 The analyses of coworker ratings of OCBI DIRECT are displayed in Table 13. Although 

organization and the career variables collectively resulted in a significant model, the addition of 

the career variables did not add to the prediction of the ratings beyond that which was provided 

with organization alone (∆R2 = .02 F∆ = .48, n.s.). 

Table 13. Regression of Coworker Ratings of OCBI-DIRECT on Organization and the Career 

Variables. 

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                 ß b
 
Step One - Overall F = 18.35, p < .0001 .09 
Organization                  -.47  .11               -.30 
 
Step Two - Overall F = 2.43, p < .05   .02 F∆ = .48, n.s. 
  Organization                                          -.47  .12  -.30*** 
  Job Involvement                                -.01  .01  -.04 
  Occupational Commitment                                           -.01  .01  -.10 
  Content Plateau                                             -.01  .01  -.09 
  Hierarchical Plateau                                 00  .01    .01 
  Resilience               .01  .02   .02 
  Insight                    -.03  .03  -.09 
  Identity      .01  .02   .06 
  Career Stage                                              .03  .06   .04 
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 

 OCBI-INDIRECT. As displayed in Table 14, organization and the career variables 

explained a significant amount of variance in participant ratings of OCBI-INDIRECT (F(9, 247) 

= 2.55, p < .01). Individual predictors included participant perceptions of job content plateau 

(t(247) = -2.73, p < .01) and by their mean ratings of career resilience (t(247) = 2.77, p < .01).   
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Table 14. Regression of Participant Ratings of OCBI-INDIRECT on Organization and the Career 

Variables. 

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                 ß b
 
Step One - Overall F = .04, n.s.  .00 
Organization                   -.07  .38               -.01 
 
Step Two - Overall F = 2.55, p <. 01    08* F∆ = 2.75, p < .01 
  Organization                                         .03  .38                       .00 
  Job Involvement                                            -.02  .03                       -.04 
  Occupational Commitment                                                        .01  .02      .00 
  Content Plateau                                                          -.10  .04              -.22** 
  Hierarchical Plateau     .05  .03   .12 
  Resilience      .19  .07  .19** 
  Insight       .09  .09  .06 
  Identity      .01  .06  .02 
  Career Stage                                                          -.09  .18  .03 
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 

 As shown in Table 15, the organization and the career variables reliably predicted 

coworker ratings of OCBI-INDIRECT (F(9, 184) = 2.29, p < .05). The career variables did not 

add appreciably to the prediction, however (∆R2 =.01 F∆ = .48, n.s.), beyond variance that was 

explained by organization alone. 

Table 15. Regression of Coworker Ratings of OCBI-INDIRECT on Organization and the Career 

Variables. 

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                 ß b
 
Step One - Overall F = 18.60, p < .0001     .09 
Organization                  -.46  .11               -.30 
 
Step Two - Overall F = 2.29, p < .05      .01 F∆ = .48, n.s. 
  Organization                                          -.48  .12  -.31*** 
  Job Involvement                                 .00  .01  -.01 
  Occupational Commitment                                            .00  .01  -.06 
  Content Plateau                                             -.01  .01  -.08 
  Hierarchical Plateau                                 .00  .01   -.02 
  Resilience               .02  .02   .08 
  Insight                    -.02  .03  -.05 
  Identity      .00  .02  -.04 
  Career Stage                                              .02  .06   .03 
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation 
*   p < .05 
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** p < .01 

OCBO. Nearly 12% of the variance in participant self-reports of OCBO was accounted 

for with organization and the career variables in the equation (F(9, 247) = 3.95, p = .0001). As 

displayed in Table 16, both job content plateau (t(247) = -2.12, p < .05) and career identity 

(t(247) = 2.99, p < .01) were significant predictors of OCBO. 

Table 16. Regression of Participant Ratings of OCBO on Organization and the Career Variables. 

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
Step One - Overall F = 1.83, n.s.  .01 
Organization                   -.07  .38               -.01 
 
Step Two - Overall F = 3.95, p <.0001  .12* F∆ = 3.75, p < .01 
  Organization                                          -.25  .38                      -.04 
  Job Involvement      .00  .03              -.01 
  Occupational Commitment                                                      -.02  .02              -.06 
  Content Plateau                                                          -.08  .04              -.16* 
  Hierarchical Plateau      .01  .03   .03 
  Resilience      .09  .07  .08 
  Insight       .13  .09  .09 
  Identity      .18  .06  .21** 
  Career Stage      .16  .19  .06 
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 

 Approximately 16% of the variance in coworker ratings of OCBO was accounted for by 

the organization for which they worked and the career variables (F(9, 184) = 3.89, p < .01. 

Further details of the analyses are presented in Table 17. Similar to the results obtained when 

analyzing other coworker ratings, however, the career variables did not explain incremental 

variance beyond that which was accounted for by the organization alone (∆R2 =.02, F∆ = .67, 

n.s.). 
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Table 17. Regression of Coworker Ratings of OCBO on Organization and the Career Variables. 

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
Step One - Overall F = 30.07, p < .0001 .14 
Organization                   -.41  .07               -.37 
 
Step Two - Overall F = 3.89, p <.01    .02  F∆ = .67, n.s. 
  Organization                                          -.40  .08                      -.36*** 
  Job Involvement      .00  .01              .02 
  Occupational Commitment                                                       .00  .00               .00 
  Content Plateau                                                           .00  .01               .03 
  Hierarchical Plateau      .00  .01   .05 
  Resilience      .00  .01  .00 
  Insight                   -.02  .02              -.07 
  Identity      .02  .01  .11 
  Career Stage      .06  .04  .10 
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01         

Moderator Analyses 

Hypotheses four and five suggested that the relationships between the career focused 

variables and the performance of citizenship behaviors may be moderated by participants’ career 

stage and their perceptions regarding their career plateaus, respectively. A series of hierarchical 

multiple regression analyses was performed to test these hypotheses. The results of the moderated 

analyses are presented next. 

 Hypothesis 4 proposed that there would be a stronger relationship between the career 

variables and OCB for participants in the establishment and maintenance career stages than for 

those in the exploration and disengagement stages. To perform these analyses, participants in the 

exploration and disengagement stages were pooled into a boundary stage (1); those in the 

establishment and maintenance stages were combined into a primary stage (-1) and the two 

aggregated stages were dummy coded. The change in R2, regression weights, standard errors, and 

the standardized regression weights for these analyses are presented in Tables 18 through 27. 

 Job Involvement. The fourth hypothesis was not supported for job involvement. As 

shown in Table 18, participant career stage did not influence the relationship between their 

reports of job involvement and their self-ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .30, n.s.), 

OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = 1.25, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .08, n.s.).  
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Table 18. Career Stage as Moderator of Relationship between Job Involvement and Self-Reports 

of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .40, n.s. 
Job Involvement    .00  -.03  .03  -.06 
Career Stage    .00   .42  .71   .12 
Job Involvement * Career Stage  .00  -.02  .03  -.11  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = .23, n.s. 
Job Involvement    .00   .02  .03   .05 
Career Stage    .00   .17  .58   .06 
Job Involvement * Career Stage  .00  -.01  .03  -.07  
 
OCBO Overall  F = 1.70, n.s. 
Job Involvement    .02   .06  .03   .14 
Career Stage    .00   .35  .61   .11 
Job Involvement * Career Stage  .00  -.01  .03  -.06 
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 

The hypothesized results were obtained, however, when coworker ratings were analyzed. 

That is, participant career stage did moderate the relationship between participant ratings of job 

involvement and coworker ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .04, F∆ = 7.02, p < .01.), OCBI-

INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .06, F∆ = 11.18, p < .01), and OCBO (∆R2 = .04, F∆ = 6.60, p < .01). Table 

19 illustrates the details of these analyses.  
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Table 19. Career Stage as Moderator of Relationship between Job Involvement and Coworker 

Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = 2.74, p < .05 
Job Involvement    .00  -.01  .01  -.05 
Career Stage    .00  -.41  .18  -.51* 
Job Involvement * Career Stage  .04   .02  .01   .60**  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 3.84, p < .05 
Job Involvement    .00   .00  .01   .00 
Career Stage    .00  -.53  .18  -.66** 
Job Involvement * Career Stage               .06   .03                 .01   .74**  
 
OCBO Overall F = 3.13 p < .05 
Job Involvement    .00   .00  .01   .03 
Career Stage    .01  -.24  .13  -.43 
Job Involvement * Career Stage               .04   .02  .01   .58* 
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 

 To examine the nature of these interactions more fully, data from the primary and 

boundary career stages were divided and separate regressions were computed for the three 

measures of OCB for each stage (Brannick, 2004, p.8). The results of the first analyses are 

presented graphically in Figure 4. Examination of the simple slopes suggests that, for the 

boundary career stage, there is virtually no relationship between job involvement and coworker 

ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (B = .14). As hypothesized, a significant positive relationship between 

job involvement and coworker ratings of OCBI-DIRECT was shown, however, for employees in 

the primary career stage (B = .23).  
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Figure 4. Moderated regression of career stage and job involvement on coworker ratings of 

OCBI-DIRECT. 

 As shown in Figure 5, the pattern for coworker ratings of OCBI-INDIRECT is contrary 

to hypothesized results. The relationship between job involvement and OCBI-INDIRECT is 

positive and slightly stronger for the boundary (B = .25) stage than for the primary stage (B = 

.22). 
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Figure 5. Moderated regression of career stage and job involvement on coworker ratings of 

OCBI-INDIRECT. 

62 



 

 Figure 6 displays the final moderated regression analyses, which are also contrary to the 

hypothesis. For those in the boundary career stage, job involvement is related to coworker ratings 

of OCBO (B=.22). There is no relationship, however, between self-reports of job involvement 

and coworker ratings of OCBO for those in the primary career stage (B = .15). The results were 

notable across the three OCB measures in that those in the primary career stage uniformly 

received higher ratings from coworkers than those in the boundary career stage. 
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Figure 6. Moderated regression of career stage and job involvement on coworker ratings of 

OCBO. 
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Occupational Commitment. Table 20 includes the key information for the analysis of 

occupational commitment. Self-reports of career stage did not moderate the relationship between 

mean levels of occupational commitment and participant ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, 

F∆ = .00, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .38, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .01, F∆ = 3.54, p 

< .05). 

Table 20. Career Stage as Moderator of Relationship between Occupational Commitment and 

Self-Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .44, n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .01  -.02  .02  -.07 
Career Stage    .00               -.01  .93   .00 
Occup. Commit. * Career Stage  .00   .00  .02   .00  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = .45, n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .00   .02  .02   .07 
Career Stage    .00   .43  .77   .15 
Occup. Commit. * Career Stage  .00  -.01  .02  -.16  
 
OCBO  Overall F = 2.68, p < .05 
Occupational Commitment  .02   .04  .02   .15 
Career Stage    .00               1.62  .79   .53 
Occup. Commit. * Career Stage  .01  -.03  .02               -.49  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Nor was the hypothesis supported when analyzing coworker ratings. As shown in Table 

21, participants’ career stage did not influence the relationship between their levels of 

occupational commitment and coworker evaluations of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .11, 

n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .01, F∆ = .60, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .20, n.s.). 

Table 21. Career Stage as Moderator of Relationship between Occupational Commitment and 

Coworker Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .45, n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .01   .00  .00  -.06 
Career Stage    .00  -.03  .23  -.04 
Occup. Commit. * Career Stage  .00   .00  .00   .10  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = .34, n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .00   .00  .00  -.03 
Career Stage    .00  -.14  .23  -.18 
Occup. Commit. * Career Stage  .01   .00  .00   .22  
 
OCBO Overall F = .90, n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .00   .00  .00   .02 
Career Stage    .01   .14  .16   .24 
Occup. Commit. * Career Stage  .00   .00  .00  -.13  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Career Resilience. Participant ratings of career stage did not influence the relationship 

between self-reports of career resilience and self-reports of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .01, F∆ = 

3.28, p < .05), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .62, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .31, 

n.s.). Further details of the analyses are exhibited in Table 22. 

Table 22. Career Stage as Moderator of Relationship between Career Resilience and Self-

Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = 3.87, p < .01 
Career Resilience    .03   .24  .08   .20** 
Career Stage    .00               2.70              1.50   .77 
Career Resilience* Career Stage  .01  -.14  .08  -.76  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 3.35, p < .05 
Career Resilience    .04   .18  .06   .18** 
Career Stage    .00             -1.03              1.23  -.35 
Career Resilience* Career Stage  .00   .05  .06   .33  
 
OCBO Overall F = 2.85, p < .05 
Career Resilience    .03   .18  .07   .17 
Career Stage    .00  -.62              1.30  -.21 
Career Resilience* Career Stage  .00   .04  .07   .25  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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The analyses of coworker ratings of OCB also failed to support the hypothesis. Career 

stage did not influence the relationship between self-reports of career resilience and the ratings 

coworkers provided for OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .87 n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = 

.00, F∆ = .70, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .01, F∆ = 2.05, n.s.). Table 23 highlights the details of the 

analyses. 

Table 23. Career Stage as Moderator of Relationship between Career Resilience and Coworker 

Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .64, n.s. 
Career Resilience    .00   .01  .02   .03 
Career Stage    .01   .43  .40   .54 
Career Resilience* Career Stage  .00  -.02  .02  -.47  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = .70, n.s. 
Career Resilience    .01   .02  .02   .06 
Career Stage    .00  -.30  .40  -.37 
Career Resilience* Career Stage  .00   .02  .02   .42  
 
OCBO Overall F = 1.63, n.s. 
Career Resilience    .00   .01  .01   .05 
Career Stage    .01   .47               .28   .83 
Career Resilience* Career Stage  .01  -.02  .01  -.72  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Career Insight. Hypothesis 4 was not supported for the career insight variable. As shown 

in Table 24, career stage did not moderate the association between career insight and participant 

ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .05, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .00, 

n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .10, n.s.). 

Table 24. Career Stage as Moderator of Relationship between Career Insight and Self-Reports of 

Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = 2.59, n.s. 
Career Insight    .03   .29  .10    .17 
Career Stage    .00  -.18              1.26   .05 
Career Insight* Career Stage  .00   .02  .10   .08  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 1.82, n.s. 
Career Insight    .02   .20  .09   .14 
Career Stage    .00               -.14              1.05  -.05 
Career Insight* Career Stage  .00   .01  .09   .03  
 
OCBO Overall F = 3.87 p < .01 
Career Insight    .04   .30  .09   .21** 
Career Stage    .00    .45              1.08   .15 
Career Insight* Career Stage  .00  -.03  .09  -.11  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Nor was the proposed relationship found when analyzing coworker ratings. As shown in 

Table 25, career stage did not influence the relationship between participant ratings of career 

insight and coworker ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .00, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, 

(∆R2 = .01, F∆ = 1.36, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .02, n.s.). 

Table 25. Career Stage as Moderator of Relationship between Career Insight and Coworker 

Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .33, n.s. 
Career Insight    .00   .00  .03  -.01 
Career Stage    .01   .08  .32   .10 
Career Insight* Career Stage  .00   .00  .03  -.03  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = .61, n.s. 
Career Insight    .00   .00  .03   .01 
Career Stage    .00  -.34  .33               -.43 
Career Insight* Career Stage  .01   .03  .03                .48  
 
OCBO Overall F = .94, n.s. 
Career Insight    .00   .01  .02   .03 
Career Stage    .01   .10  .23   .17 
Career Insight* Career Stage  .00   .00  .02  -.05  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Career Identity. Career stage did not moderate the relationship between self-reported 

career identity and OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .01, F∆ = 2.00, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .01, 

F∆ = 1.22, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .03 n.s.). The highlights of these analyses are 

displayed in Table 26. 

Table 26. Career Stage as Moderator of Relationship between Career Identity and Self-Reports of 

Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = 3.67, p < .05 
Career Identity    .03   .13  .07   .14 
Career Stage    .00   .14  .23   .04 
Career Identity * Career Stage  .01   .00  .00   .10  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 1.92, n.s. 
Career Identity    .02   .08  .06   .09 
Career Stage    .00  -.01  .19   .00 
Career Identity * Career Stage  .00   .00  .00   .08  
 
OCBO Overall F = 8.30, p < .0001 
Career Identity    .08   .26  .06   .31*** 
Career Stage    .01   .33  .19   .11 
Career Identity* Career Stage  .00   .00  .00  -.01  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*     p < .05 
**   p < .01 
*** p < .001 
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Coworker ratings provided similar results. Table 27 presents the details of the analyses. 

Career stage did not moderate the relationship between participant reports of career identity and 

the evaluations coworkers provided for OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .00, n.s.), OCBI-

INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .15, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .12, n.s.).  

Table 27. Career Stage as Moderator of Relationship between Career Identity and Coworker 

Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .79, n.s. 
Career Identity    .00   .02  .02   .08 
Career Stage    .01                .08  .06                .09 
Career Identity * Career Stage  .00   .00  .00   .00  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = .33, n.s. 
Career Identity    .00   .01  .02   .05 
Career Stage    .00   .05  .06   .07 
Career Identity * Career Stage  .00   .00  .00  -.03  
 
OCBO Overall F = 2.61, n.s. 
Career Identity    .01   .02  .01   .14 
Career Stage    .03   .09  .04   .15* 
Career Identity* Career Stage  .00   .00  .00   .03  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 

 To summarize, there was little evidence to support the fourth hypothesis with the 

majority of the career variables. Career stage did, however, moderate the relationship between 

participant ratings of job involvement and coworker ratings of all three measures of OCB. 

The fifth and final hypothesis suggested that perceptions of career plateau would 

moderate the potential relationship between the career variables and ratings of citizenship 

behaviors. More specifically, it was hypothesized that the relationships between job involvement, 

occupational commitment, and career motivation and OCB would be stronger for those who 

reported lower perceptions of career plateau than for those who reported higher perceptions of 

career plateau. Ratings of both job content plateau and hierarchical plateau were examined for 

potential moderating effects. The change in R2, regression weights, standard errors, and the 

standardized regression weights for these analyses are presented in Tables 28 through 47. 
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 Job Involvment. Table 28 displays the details for the job involvement analyses. The 

extent that participants viewed themselves as job content plateaued did not moderate the 

relationship between job involvement and their ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .05, 

n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .08, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .34, n.s.).   

Table 28. Job Content Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Job Involvement and Self-

Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .57, n.s. 
Job Involvement    .00  -.02  .09  -.05 
Job Content Plateau   .00   .00  .10   .00 
Job Involvement * Job Content Plateau .00   .00  .01  -.05  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 2.36, n.s. 
Job Involvement    .00   .01  .07   .03 
Job Content Plateau   .00  -.06  .08  -.12 
Job Involvement * Job Content Plateau .00   .00  .00  -.05 
 
OCBO Overall F =4.00, p < .01 
Job Involvement    .01   .05  .08   .12 
Job Content Plateau   .03  -.05  .09  -.10 
Job Involvement * Job Content Plateau .00   .00  .00  -.11  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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As indicated in Table 29, similar results were found when coworker ratings of OCB were 

analyzed. In particular, participant perceptions of job content plateau did not moderate the 

association between job involvement and coworker ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = 

.30, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .02, F∆ = 3.80, p < .05.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .00, 

n.s.).  

Table 29. Job Content Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Job Involvement and 

Coworker Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .50, n.s. 
Job Involvement    .01  -.02  .02  -.18 
Job Content Plateau   .00  -.02  .03  -.15 
Job Involvement * Job Content Plateau .00   .00  .00   .11  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 1.45, n.s. 
Job Involvement    .00  -.05*  .02  -.39* 
Job Content Plateau   .00  -.05*  .02  -.40* 
Job Involvement * Job Content Plateau .02   .00  .01   .41 
 
OCBO Overall F = .02, n.s. 
Job Involvement    .00  -.00  .02  -.02 
Job Content Plateau   .00  -.00  .02  -.00 
Job Involvement * Job Content Plateau .00   .00  .00   .01 
         
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Table 30 highlights the results for the ratings of hierarchical plateau. As indicated, the 

extent that participants reported that they were hierarchically plateaud did not influence the 

relationship between their reports of job involvement and their ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = 

.00, F∆ = .79, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .00, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = 

.33, n.s.). 

Table 30. Hierarchical Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Job Involvement and Self-

Reports of Citizenship Behaviors.  

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = 1.06, n.s. 
Job Involvement     .01   .07  .11   .12 
Hierarchical Plateau    .00   .11  .09   .23 
Job Involvement * Hierarchical Plateau  .00  -.00  .00  -.24  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F =.55, n.s. 
Job Involvement    .00   .03  .10   .06 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00   .03  .08   .06 
Job Involvement * Hierarchical Plateau .00  -.00  .00  -.00 
 
OCBO Overall F = 1.01, n.s. 
Job Involvement    .01   .11  .10   .22 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00   .04  .08   .11 
Job Involvement * Hierarchical Plateau .00  -.00  .00  -.15  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Coworker evaluations paralleled the evaluations provided by participants. Table 31 

presents the highlights of the analyses. There were no moderating effects found for hierarchical 

plateau on the association between job involvement levels and coworker ratings of OCBI-

DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .02, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = 1.00, n.s.), or OCBO 

(∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .06, n.s.).  

Table 31. Hierarchical Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Job Involvement and 

Coworker Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb            ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .28, n.s. 
Job Involvement    .00  -.01  .03  -.09 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00  -.00  .02  -.02 
Job Involvement * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00  .00   .03  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = .15, n.s. 
Job Involvement    .00  -.01  .03  -.11 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00  -.01  .02  -.11 
Job Involvement * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00  .00  -.10 
 
OCBO Overall F = .15, n.s. 
Job Involvement    .00   .00  .02   .06 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00   .00  .02   .10 
Job Involvement * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00  .00  -.09  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05  
** p < .01 
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Occupational Commitment. Participant perceptions of the extent that they felt job content 

plateaud did not exert a moderating influence on the relationship between self-reports of 

occupational commitment and OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .82, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, 

(∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .55, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = 2.21, n.s.). The details of the analyses are 

displayed in Table 32. 

Table 32. Job Content Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Occupational Commitment 

and Self- Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .73, n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .00  -.05  .05  -.18 
Job Content Plateau   .00  -.09  .12  -.16 
Occup. Commit. * Job Content Plateau .00   .00  .00   .08  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 2.54,  n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .01  -.03  .04  -.14 
Job Content Plateau   .00  -.16  .10  -.32 
Occup. Commit * Job Content Plateau .00  -.00  .00   .13 
 
OCBO Overall F -= 4.62 p <.01 
Occupational Commitment  .02   .07  .05   .20 
Job Content Plateau   .02   .05  .10   .10 
Occup. Commit. * Job Content Plateau .01  -.00  .00  -.26  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Moreover, the results for coworker ratings of OCB matched the ratings provided by 

participants. As shown in Table 33, the extent that participants felt they lacked challenge in their 

jobs did not influence the relationship between their reports of occupational commitment and 

coworker evaluations of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .01, F∆ = 1.92, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = 

.03, F∆ = 5.26, p < 01.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .36, n.s.). 

Table 33. Job Content Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Occupational Commitment 

and Coworker Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = 1.10, n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .00  -.02  .01  -.35 
Job Content Plateau   .01  -.05  .03  -.38 
Occup. Commit. * Job Content Plateau .01   .00  .00   .28  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 1.86, n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .00  -.03  .01  -.44* 
Job Content Plateau   .00  -.07  .03  -.55* 
Occup. Commit * Job Content Plateau .03   .00  .00   .45* 
 
OCBO Overall F = .12, n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .00  -.00  .01  -.09 
Job Content Plateau   .00  -.01  .02  -.10 
Occup. Commit. * Job Content Plateau .00   .00  .00   .11  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Participant reports regarding hierarchical plateaus did not modify the relationship 

between self-reports of commitment to their occupation and OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .02, F∆ = 

3.85, p < .05.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .03, F∆ = .80, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .02, F∆ = 3.35., p 

< .05). The highlights of the results are reported in Table 34. 

Table 34. Hierarchical Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Occupational Commitment 

and Self-Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = 3.00, p < .05 
Occupational Commitment  .00   .16  .07   .55* 
Hierarchical Plateau   .01   .36  .13   .54 
Occup. Commit * Hierarchical Plateau .02  -.01  .10  -.53  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 1.54, n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .006   .08  .06   .32 
Hierarchical Plateau   .01   .14  .11   .34 
Occup. Commit. * Hierarchical Plateau .03  -.00  .00  -.26 
 
OCBO Overall F = 2.81, p < .05 
Occupational Commitment  .01   .15  .06   .56* 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00   .22  .11   .54 
Occup. Commit. * Hierarchical Plateau .02  -.00  .00  -.53  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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No support was found for hypothesis five as it relates to coworker ratings. As shown in 

Table 35, participant ratings of hierarchical plateau did not influence the relationship between 

their ratings of occupational commitment and coworker ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .01, F∆ 

= .98, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = 1.04, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .16, n.s.). 

Table 35. Hierarchical Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Occupational Commitment 

and Coworker Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .54, n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .00  -.02  .02  -.32 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00  -.03  .03  -.31 
Occup. Commit * Hierarchical Plateau .01   .00  .00   .32  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = .42, n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .00  -.02  .02  -.28 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00  -.04  .03  -.35 
Occup. Commit. * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00  .00   .33 
 
OCBO Overall F =.19, n.s. 
Occupational Commitment  .00  -.00  .01  -.09 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00  -.00  .02  -.08 
Occup. Commit. * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00  .00   .13  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Career Resilience. Contrary to hypothesized results, job content plateau did not moderate 

the correlation between career resilience and citizenship behaviors. The results, as shown in Table 

36, are consistent for participant ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .1.32, n.s.), OCBI-

INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .01, F∆ = 1.33, n.s.), and OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .41, n.s.). 

Table 36. Job Content Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Career Resilience and Self-

Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb            ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = 3.01, p < ,05 
Career Resilience    .03   .45*  .22   .37* 
Job Content Plateau   .00   .28  .24   .49 
Career Resilience * Job Content Plateau .00  -.01  .01  -.52  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F  = 6.47, p < .001 
Career Resilience    .04   .01  .18   .01 
Job Content Plateau   .02  -.31  .20               -.64 
Career Resilience * Job Content Plateau .01   .01  .01   .52 
 
OCBO Overall F = 6.44, p < .001 
Career Resilience    .03   .06  .19   .06 
Job Content Plateau   .04  -.23  .21  -.47 
Career Resilience * Job Content Plateau .00   .01  .01   .29  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 



81 

Table 37 presents similar results for coworker ratings of OCB. Specifically, the extent 

that participants reported they were job content plateaued did not influence the relationship 

between self-reports of career resilience and coworker ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .01, F∆ 

= .64, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .20, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .1, F∆ = 2.76, n.s.). 

Table 37. Job Content Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Career Resilience and 

Coworker Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .54, n.s. 
Career Resilience    .00   .07  .06   .25 
Job Content Plateau   .00   .07  .06   .57 
Career Resilience * Job Content Plateau .01   .00  .00  -.63  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 50, n.s. 
 
Career Resilience    .01   .04  .06   .16 
Job Content Plateau   .00   .02  .06   .17 
Career Resilience * Job Content Plateau .00   .00  .00  -.22 
 
OCBO Overall F =.96, n.s. 
Career Resilience    .00   .07  .04   .34 
Job Content Plateau   .00   .07  .04   .81 
Career Resilience * Job Content Plateau .01   .00  .00  -.85  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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The results of the next moderator analyses are similar to those previously reported. As 

shown in Table 38, the extent that participants reported they had been plateaued hierarchically did 

not influence the association between their self-reports of resilience and OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = 

.00, F∆ = .00, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .40,  n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = 

.24, n.s.). 

Table 38. Hierarchical Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Career Resilience and 

Self-Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = 3.09, p < .05 
Career Resilience    .03   .21  .28   .17 
Hierarchical Plateau   .01   .04  .21   .08 
Career Resilience * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00              -.01   .00  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 4.05, p < .01 
Career Resilience    .04   .06  .24   .06 
Hierarchical Plateau   .01  -.09  .18  -.23 
Career Resilience * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00              -.01   .32 
 
OCBO Overall F = 2.56, n.s. 
Career Resilience    .03   .07  .25   .06 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00  -.09  .19  -.23 
Career Resilience * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00  .01   .24  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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The findings from the analyses using coworker evaluations also failed to support the 

hypothesis. Participant ratings of hierarchical plateaus did not modify the relationship between 

their ratings of career resilience and coworker reports of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .00, 

n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .00, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .01, F∆ = .92, n.s.). These 

results are documented in Table 39. 

Table 39. Hierarchical Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Career Resilience and 

Coworker Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .02, n.s. 
Career Resilience    .00   .00  .08   .01 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00   .00  .06   .01 
Career Resilience * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00  .00   .01  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = .44, n.s. 
Career Resilience    .00   .01  .07   .05 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00               -.01  .05  -.09 
Career Resilience * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00  .00   .06 
 
OCBO Overall F = .45, n.s. 
Career Resilience    .00   .05  .05   .27 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00   .04  .04   .54 
Career Resilience * Hierarchical Plateau .01   .00  .01  -.56  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Career Insight. Table 40 displays the results of the moderator analyses for job content 

plateau and career insight. Participant reports regarding job content plateaus did not moderate the 

relationship between their ratings of career insight and their self-reports of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 

= .00, F∆ = .08, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .01, F∆ = .2.58, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ 

= .95, n.s.).  

Table 40. Job Content Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Career Insight and Self-

Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = 2.29, n.s 
Career Insight    .03   .35  .29   .21 
Job Content Plateau   .00   .06  .20   .11 
Career Insight * Job Content Plateau .00  -.00  .02  -.12  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 4.72, p < .01 
Career Insight    .02  -.18  .24  -.13 
Job Content Plateau   .02  -.34*  .16  -.70* 
Career Insight * Job Content Plateau .01   .02  .01   .61 
 
OCBO Overall F = 6.84, p < .01 
Career Insight    .03   .02  .25   .02 
Job Content Plateau   .04  -.26  .17  -.53 
Career Insight * Job Content Plateau .00   .01  .01   .36  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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As indicated in Table 41, no moderating effects were found for self-reports of job content 

plateau on the relationship between career insight and coworker evaluations of OCBI-DIRECT 

(∆R2 = .01, F∆ = 1.48, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .40, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .01, 

F∆ = 1.14, n.s.). The results do not support the hypothesis. 

Table 41. Job Content Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Career Insight and 

Coworker Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .51, n.s. 
Career Insight    .00   .08  .08   .23 
Job Content Plateau   .00   .06  .05   .44 
Career Insight * Job Content Plateau .01  -.01  .00  -.51  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = .22, n.s. 
Career Insight    .00  -.04  .07  -.10 
Job Content Plateau   .00  -.03  .05  -.27 
Career Insight * Job Content Plateau .00   .00  .00   .27 
 
OCBO Overall F .49, n.s. 
Career Insight    .00   .06  .05   .24 
Job Content Plateau   .00   .04  .04   .42 
Career Insight * Job Content Plateau .01  -.00  .00  -.45  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 



86 

There was no evidence that mean ratings of hierarchical plateau influenced the 

correlation between participant reports of career insight and their reports of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 

= .01, F∆ = 2.04, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .31, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = 

.42, n.s.). The highlights of the analyses are presented in Table 42. 

Table 42. Hierarchical Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Career Insight and Self-

Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb              ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = 3.36, p < .05 
Career Insight    .02  -.22  .35  -.13 
Hierarchical Plateau   .01  -.20  .16  -.43 
Career Insight * Hierarchical Plateau .01   .02  .01   .60  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 1.89, n.s. 
Career Insight    .02   .03  .29   .02 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00  -.06  .14  -.14 
Career Insight * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00  .01   .23 
 
OCBO Overall F = 2.89, p < .05 
Career Insight    .03   .07  .30   .05 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00               -.10  .14  -.25 
Career Insight * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .01  .01   .27  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Comparable results were found for coworker ratings of citizenship behaviors. As shown 

in Table 43, levels of hierarchical plateau did not moderate the association between career insight, 

as reported by participants and OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .61, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, 

(∆R2 = .01, F∆ = 1.36, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .04, n.s.) as reported by coworkers. 

Table 43. Hierarchical Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Career Insight and 

Coworker Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .22, n.s. 
Career Insight    .00  -.06  .09  -.18 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00  -.03  .04  -.29 
Career Insight * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00  .00   .37  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = .32, n.s. 
Career Insight    .00  -.09  .09  -.24 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00  -.05  .04  -.48 
Career Insight * Hierarchical Plateau .01   .00  .00   .54 
 
OCBO Overall F = .23, n.s. 
Career Insight    .00  -.00  .06  -.01 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00  -.00  .03  -.04 
Career Insight * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00  .00   .10  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Career Identity. Analyses involving the final component of career motivation failed to 

support the hypothesized results. Additional information is presented in Table 44. Participant 

ratings of job content plateau did not influence the relationship between their ratings of career 

identity and any of the three forms of citizenship behavior (i.e., OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = 

.00, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .18, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .18, n.s.)).  

Table 44. Job Content Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Career Identity and Self-

Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = 3.19, p < .05 
Career Identity    .03   .19  .17   .20 
Job Content Plateau   .01   .04  .16   .07 
Career Identity * Job Content Plateau .00   .00  .01   .01  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 2.57, p < .05 
Career Identity    .01  -.00  .14  -.02 
Job Content Plateau   .02  -.12  .13  -.25 
Career Identity * Job Content Plateau .00   . 00  .01   .11 
 
OCBO Overall F = 8.87, p < .001 
Career Identity    .08   .26  .14   .30 
Job Content Plateau   .01  -.01  .14  -.02 
Career Identity * Job Content Plateau .00  -.00  .01  -.09  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Results for ratings provided by coworkers followed a similar pattern. That is, no 

moderating influences were found for job content plateau on the association between self reported 

ratings of career identity and coworker ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .04, n.s.), 

OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .36, F∆ = .04, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .14, n.s.). Table 45 

presents the details of the analyses. 

Table 45. Job Content Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Career Identity and 

Coworker Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .33, n.s. 
Career Identity    .01   .01  .04   .05 
Job Content Plateau   .00  -.00  .04  -.04 
Career Identity * Job Content Plateau .00   .00  .00   .04  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = .20, n.s. 
Career Identity    .00  -.02  .04  -.08 
Job Content Plateau   .00  -.03  .04  -.20 
Career Identity * Job Content Plateau .00   .00  .00   .17 
 
OCBO Overall F = 1.22, n.s. 
Career Identity    .01   .03  .03   .21 
Job Content Plateau   .01   .02  .03   .19 
Career Identity * Job Content Plateau .00  -.00  .00   -.11  
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 



90 

The final analyses looked for moderating effects of hierarchical plateau ratings on the 

correlation between participant ratings of career identity and OCB. As indicated in Table 46, no 

significant results were found in the analyses for self-ratings of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = 

.03, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .00, n.s.), or OCBO (∆R2 = .00, F∆ = .00, n.s.). 

Table 46. Hierarchical Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Career Identity and Self-

Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = 3.60 p < .05 
Career Identity    .03   .21  .21   .21 
Hierarchical Plateau   .01   .07  .16   .14 
Career Identity * Hierarchical Plateau .00  -.00  .01  -.05 
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = 1.55, n.s. 
Career Identity    .01   .11  .18   .14 
Hierarchical Plateau   .01   .04  .13   .10 
Career Identity * Hierarchical Plateau .00  -.00  .01  -.03 
 
OCBO Overall F = 7.77, p < .001 
Career Identity    .08   .23  .18   .27 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00  -.01  .13  -.01 
Career Identity * Hierarchical Plateau .00   .00  .01   .03 
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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As the details presented in Table 47 indicate, hierarchical plateau ratings did not 

moderate the relationship between participant reports of career identity and coworker reports of 

OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .01, F∆ = .40, n.s.), OCBI-INDIRECT, (∆R2 = .01, F∆ = 1.00, n.s.), or 

OCBO (∆R2 = .01, F∆ = .20, n.s.). 

Table 47. Hierarchical Plateau as Moderator of Relationship between Career Identity and 

Coworker Reports of Citizenship Behaviors. 

 Variable    ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb                 ß b
 
OCBI-DIRECT Overall F = .49, n.s. 
Career Identity    .00  -.02  .06  -.08 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00  -.02  .04  -.22 
Career Identity * Hierarchical Plateau .01   .00  .00   .27  
 
OCBI-INDIRECT Overall F = .43, n.s. 
Career Identity    .00  -.05  .05  -.22 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00  -.04  .04  -.40 
Career Identity * Hierarchical Plateau .01   .00  .00   .42 
 
OCBO Overall F = 1.19, n.s. 
Career Identity    .01   .04  .04   .23 
Hierarchical Plateau   .00   .02  .03   .22 
Career Identity * Hierarchical Plateau .01  -.00  .00  -.19 
          
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation including variables and interaction term 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 

To summarize, there was limited evidence to support either hypothesis 4 or 5. Neither the 

aggregated career stage nor the two indices of career plateau had a moderating influence on the 

relationships between the career focused variables and participant ratings of OCB. Career stage 

did moderate the relationship between job involvement and coworker ratings of citizenship 

behavior, no other coworker ratings supported the hypotheses. 

Post Hoc Analyses 

 Because previous hypotheses were analyzed using data from two organizational sources, 

it seemed useful to determine whether the results were influenced by the sample from which the 

data were obtained. Accordingly, the same series of moderated regression analyses were 

performed with the addition of organization as a control variable. Results of the separate 

moderator analyses matched results from the combined analyses with one exception. When 

analyzing data from each organization, neither career stage nor job plateaus moderated the 

relationships between the career focused variables and any of the ratings of OCB.  



92 

 Although not the major focus of the study, it seemed reasonable to presume that 

participant education, and job and/or organizational tenure could influence ratings of citizenship 

behaviors. It would also be useful to determine the incremental value of the career variables 

beyond that contributed by the demographics. To examine these issues, a series of hierarchical 

regression analyses was performed in which the ratings of citizenship behavior were regressed on 

the participant demographic variables. Organization was coded (University = 1, Corporation = 2) 

and entered into the analyses to control for differences resulting from the respective work 

environments. In the first step, organization was entered alone; in the second step organization 

and the demographic variables were entered. Finally, the career variables were added to 

determine if they added predictive power over and above the organization and demographics. 

Those results are presented in the next section. 
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Demographics and Tenure 

OCBI-DIRECT. Participant demographics and tenure accounted for 6% of the variance in 

the performance of OCBI-DIRECT (F(6, 240), = 4.49, p < .001), in addition to that which was 

accounted for by the organization. Table 48 presents the details of the analysis. Within the 

predictor group, in addition to organization, participant level of education (t(240) = -2.06, p < 

.05) job tenure (t(240) = 2.93, p < .01), and organizational tenure (t(240) = -2.47, p < .05) were 

significant individual predictors. The addition of the career variables in the third step did not 

appreciably increase the amount of variance explained (∆R2 = .05, ∆F = 1.86, n.s). 

Table 48. Regression of Participant Ratings of OCBI-DIRECT on Demographic and Career 

Variables.  

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
Step One - Overall F = 10.36, p < .01 .04 
 
Organization                -1.44  .45              -.20** 
 
Step Two - Overall F = 4.49, p < .001 .06,* ∆F = 3.00, p < .05 
 
Organization                -1.14  .45              -.16* 
Education                  -.31  .15              -.13* 
Gender       .32  .47  .04 
Job Tenure      .16  .06  .24** 
Occupational Tenure     .04  .03  .11 
Organizational Tenure                 -.12  .05              -.23* 
 
Step Three - Overall F = 3.06, p < .001 .05, ∆F = 1.86, n.s.  
 
Organization                -1.06  .46              -.15* 
Education                  -.26  .16              -.11 
Gender       .20  .47  .03 
Job Tenure      .14  .06  .20* 
Occupational Tenure     .02  .03  .05 
Organizational Tenure                 -.13  .05              -.25* 
Job Involvement                  -.02  .04              -.04 
Occupational Commitment                -.03  .03              -.10 
Content Plateau                  -.02  .05              -.03 
Hierarchical Plateau     .02  .03  .04 
Resilience      .09  .08  .07 
Identity       .19  .07  .20** 
Insight       .12  .11  .08 
Career Stage                    .03  .24                .01 
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Table 49 displays the details of the analyses for coworker ratings of OCBI-DIRECT. The 

organization and the demographic variables were significant predictors of coworker ratings of 

OCBI-DIRECT (F(6, 184) = 5.06, p < .0001), explaining 14% of the variance. Organization 

(t(184) = -3.58, p < .01) and education (t(184) = -2.59, p < .05) were significant individual 

predictors. The addition of the career variables to the equation did not add appreciably to the 

prediction of OCBI-DIRECT (∆R2 = .02, F∆ = .40, n.s.). 

Table 49. Regression of Coworker Ratings of OCBI-DIRECT on Demographic and Career 

Variables.  

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
Step One - Overall F = 20.33, p < .0001 .10 
 
Organization                  -.48  .10              -.31** 
 
Step Two - Overall F = 5.06, p < .0001 .04,*  F∆ = 2.75, p < .05 
 
Organization                  -.43  .11              -.26*** 
Education                  -.10  .04              -.19 
Gender       .13  .12  .08 
Job Tenure      .00  .01  .03 
Occupational Tenure     .00  .01  .03 
Organizational Tenure                  .00  .01              -.03 
 
Step Three - Overall F = 2.45, p < .01 .02,  F∆ = .40, n.s.  
 
Organization                  -.38  .12              -.25** 
Education                  -.10  .04              -.20* 
Gender       .16  .12  .10 
Job Tenure      .00  .01  .03 
Occupational Tenure     .01  .01  .06 
Organizational Tenure                  .00  .01              -.03 
Job Involvement                   .00  .01              -.05 
Occupational Commitment                 .00  .01              -.02 
Content Plateau                  -.02  .01              -.12 
Hierarchical Plateau     .00  .01              -.04 
Resilience      .00  .02  .01 
Identity       .00  .02  .04 
Insight                   -.02  .03              -.05 
Career Stage                  -.03  .06              -.05 
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation 
*     p < .05 
**   p < .01 
*** p < .001 
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OCBI-INDIRECT. Participant demographics and tenure variables did not predict self-

ratings of OCBI-INDIRECT (F(6, 240) = 1.44, n.s.). Table 50 displays the details of the analyses. 

The overall model was significant when the career variables were included in the equation (F(14, 

232) = 1.91, p < .05), however, explaining an additional 7% of the variance. Perceptions of job 

content plateau was the only reliable predictor (t(232) = -2.65, p < .01) in the equation. 

Table 50. Regression of Participant Ratings of OCBI-INDIRECT on Demographic and Career 

Variables.  

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
Step One - Overall F = 0.02, n.s.  .00 
 
Organization                .05  .38         .01 
 
Step Two - Overall F = 1.44, n.s.  .03,  ∆F = 1.75, n.s. 
 
Organization               .24  .39              .04 
Education                  -.14  .13              -.07 
Gender       .27  .40  .04 
Job Tenure      .08  .05  .13 
Occupational Tenure     .05  .03  .17* 
Organizational Tenure                 -.07  .04              -.18* 
 
Step Three - Overall F = 1.91, p < .05 .07,*  ∆F = 2.25, p < .05.  
 
Organization                .29  .40             .05 
Education                  -.24  .14              -.12 
Gender       .35  .40  .06 
Job Tenure      .05  .05  .09 
Occupational Tenure     .03  .03  .09 
Organizational Tenure                 -.07  .04              -.17 
Job Involvement                   .01  .03              -.02 
Occupational Commitment                 .01  .02               .03 
Content Plateau                  -.10  .04              -.22** 
Hierarchical Plateau     .04  .03  .11 
Resilience      .12  .07  .12* 
Identity       .04  .06  .05 
Insight       .10  .09  .07 
Career Stage                  -.11  .21              -.04 
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Table 51 shows the highlights of the hierarchical regression of coworker ratings of 

OCBI-INDIRECT on the demographic and career variables. Only the organization for which the 

participants worked was a significant predictor of OCBI-INDIRECT (F(1, 195), = 24.71, p < 

.0001.), explaining 10% of the variance in coworker ratings. Neither the addition of the 

demographic variables (∆R2 = 01, F∆ = .40, n.s.) nor the career variables (∆R2 = 01, F∆ = .40, n.s.) 

reliably increased the amount of explained variance. 

Table 51. Regression of Coworker Ratings of OCBI-INDIRECT on Demographic and Career 

Variables.  

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
Step One - Overall F = 24.71, p < .0001 .10 
Organization                  -.49  .11              -.32*** 
 
Step Two - Overall F = 3.95, p = .001 .01  F∆ = .40, n.s. 
Organization                  -.46  .11              -.30*** 
Education                  -.05  .04              -.09 
Gender       .03  .12  .02 
Job Tenure                  -.01  .01              -.06 
Occupational Tenure                 .00  .01  .06 
Organizational Tenure                  .00  .01               .00 
 
Step Three - Overall F = 2.00, p < .01 .02  F∆ = .60, n.s.  
Organization                  -.45  .12              -.30*** 
Education                  -.05  .04              -.09 
Gender       .07  .12  .04 
Job Tenure                  -.01  .01              -.08 
Occupational Tenure     .00  .01  .02 
Organizational Tenure                 .00  .01              .04 
Job Involvement                  .00  .01              -.03 
Occupational Commitment                 .00  .01              -.05 
Content Plateau                  -.01  .01              -.12 
Hierarchical Plateau                 -.01  .01              -.06 
Resilience      .02  .02  .09 
Identity                   -.01  .02              -.04 
Insight                   -.01  .03              -.04 
Career Stage                   .05  .06              .07 
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation 
*     p < .05 
**   p < .01 
*** p < .001 



97 

OCBO. Participant ratings of OCBO were reliably predicted by a combination of the 

organization, demographic, and tenure variables (F(6, 240), = 2.31, p < .05), accounting for 6% 

of the variance in OCBO. Table 52 presents the details of the analysis. Within that predictor 

group, occupational tenure (t(240) = 2.34, p < .05) was a significant predictor. An extra 10% of 

variance was explained when the career variables were subsequently added to the equation (F∆ = 

3.00, p < .05). In the full model, participant gender (t(232) = 2.05, p < .05), job content plateau 

(t(232) = -1.95, p < .05), and career identity (t(232) = 2.54, p < .05) were reliable individual 

predictors. 

Table 52. Regression of Participant Ratings of OCBO on Demographic and Career Variables.  

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
Step One - Overall F = 2.41, n.s.  .01 
 
Organization                 -.61  .39              -.10 
 
Step Two - Overall F = 2.31, p < .05 .05,*  ∆F = 2.25, p < .05 
   
Organization                  -.41  .40              -.04 
Education                   .11  .13               .05 
Gender       .70  .41  .11 
Job Tenure      .06  .05  .07 
Occupational Tenure     .06  .03  .18* 
Organizational Tenure                 -.01  .05              -.03 
 
Step Three - Overall F = 3.05, p < .001 .10*,  ∆F = 3.00, p < .05 
 
Organization                  -.20  .40              -.03 
Education                   .00  .14               .00 
Gender       .84  .41  .13* 
Job Tenure      .04  .05  .06 
Occupational Tenure     .05  .03  .13 
Organizational Tenure                 -.04  .04              -.10 
Job Involvement                  .03  .03               .05 
Occupational Commitment                -.02  .02              -.07 
Content Plateau                  -.08  .04              -.16* 
Hierarchical Plateau                 -.01  .03              -.03 
Resilience      .03  .07  .03 
Identity       .16  .06  .19** 
Insight       .18  .10  .13 
Career Stage                   .01  .21               .02 
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation 
*   p < .05 
** p < .01 
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As displayed in Table 53, over 20% of the variance in coworker ratings of OCBO was 

explained by the organization and the demographic variables (F(6,184) = 7.68, p < .0001). Both 

the participant organization (t(184) = -4.66, p < .0001) and gender (t(184) = 1.92, p < .05) were 

reliable individual predictors. The addition of the career variables did not add appreciably to the 

prediction of OCBO (∆R2 = .01, F∆ = .25, n.s.).

Table 53. Regression of Coworker Ratings of OCBO on Demographic and Career Variables.  

Variable     ∆R2a    Bb  SE Bb               ß b
 
Step One - Overall F = 32.67, p < .0001 .15 
Organization                  -.44  .07              -.38*** 
 
Step Two - Overall F = 7.68, p < .0001 .05,*  F∆ = 2.29, p < .05 
Organization                  -.36  .08              -.33*** 
Education                  -.02  .03              -.05 
Gender       .16  .08  .13* 
Job Tenure      .00  .01  .04 
Occupational Tenure     .00  .01  .01 
Organizational Tenure                  .01  .01               .14 
 
Step Three - Overall F = 3.33, p < .0001 .01,  F∆ = .25, n.s.  
Organization                  -.36  .08              -.32*** 
Education                  -.02  .03              -.04 
Gender       .16  .08  .13 
Job Tenure      .01  .01  .07 
Occupational Tenure     .00  .01  .04 
Organizational Tenure                  .01  .01               .14 
Job Involvement                  .00  .01              -.01 
Occupational Commitment                .00  .00              -.02 
Content Plateau                  .00  .01               .01 
Hierarchical Plateau     .00  .01              -.03 
Resilience      .01  .02  .03 
Identity       .01  .01  .04 
Insight                   -.02  .02              -.06 
Career Stage                  -.03  .04              -.07 
Note. 
a ∆R2 = amount of additional variance accounted for at each step 
b refers to the final regression equation 
*     p < .05 
**   p < .01 
*** p < .001 

Research Question 

 In addition to the hypotheses, analyses were also performed to determine whether the 

relationships between the career focused variables and OCB differed as a function of who was 

performing the ratings. To examine this issue, the correlations between the career focused 

variables and participant ratings of OCB were statistically compared with the correlations 

between the variables and coworker ratings of OCB. Because of limitations with sample size, 
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ratings obtained from coworkers and supervisors had been combined, precluding an examination 

of the differences between those ratings.  

To complete these analyses, all relevant correlation coefficients were first converted to z-

scores. The differences between the transformed coefficients were then tested for significance. 

For example, the difference between the correlation of job involvement and coworker ratings of 

OCBI-DIRECT and job involvement and participant ratings of OCBI-DIRECT was obtained and 

tested. As displayed in Table 54, the relationship between career identity and participant ratings 

of OCBO (r = .29, p < .01) was larger than the correlation between career identify and coworker 

ratings of OCBO (r = .11, n.s.), (z = 2.00, p < .05). There were no other reliable differences 

between the respective coefficients.  

Table 54. Z-scores from Comparisons between Relationships of Participant and Coworker 

Ratings of OCB and Career Focused Variables.  

Variable        OCBI-DIRECT    OCBI-INDIRECT               OCBO 
 
 
Job Involvement      .21     .53   1.05 
 
Occupational Commitment    .21     .53   1.16 
 
Job Content Plateau     .10   1.58   1.68 
 
Hierarchical Plateau     .53     .21     .21 
 
Resilience    1.68   1.47   1.58 
 
Identity     1.16     .95   2.00* 
 
Insight     1.58   1.37   1.48 
 
Career Stage      .32     .11   1.26 
*p < .05 
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Discussion 

This study had two primary objectives. The first was to propose a model of career-related 

factors that could influence the performance of organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB). The 

second was to determine whether the relationships between the career-focused variables and OCB 

differ as a function of the OCB rating source. 
 Historical evidence suggests OCB is predicted by job attitudes and personality. This 

research was predicated on the assumption that employees who are focused on their career may 

perform citizenship behaviors to gain valued career rewards. The work extends current 

knowledge regarding career management by proposing OCB as a viable career strategy. In 

addition, the work helps to extend our understanding of the motivations underlying, and the 

prediction of, OCB. Finally, several demographic variables are identified as reliable predictors of 

OCB.  

The discussion is divided into several sections. The first section reviews the preliminary 

analyses that were performed. Next, the results of the hypotheses are discussed and the influence 

of moderators on the relationship between career variables and OCB is explored. The differences 

between ratings made by different sources are then reviewed. The final sections include a 

discussion of the theoretical and practical conclusions that might be drawn, a review of the 

limitations of the study, and provide suggestions for future research in the areas of careers and 

OCB. 

Hypotheses Testing 

 Including both a priori and post hoc analyses, three of the five hypotheses were at least 

partially supported. The results provide valuable knowledge regarding both career development 

and OCB theory. 

Job Involvement 

Contrary to prediction, employees who were more involved in their jobs did not exhibit 

higher levels of citizenship behaviors. Comparable results were found for both self and coworker 

ratings of citizenship behaviors. Participants who reported being involved in their jobs were also 

occupationally committed and much less likely to report being job content and, to a lesser degree, 
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hierarchically plateaued. This is not surprising given that Bardwick (1986) defined job content 

plateau to be the antithesis of job involvement. It is also consistent with results of research by 

Allen, Russell, Poteet, and Dobbins (1999). 

Participant involvement in their current jobs did not, however, translate behaviorally into 

OCB. There are a number of explanations for these findings. First, a participant may be involved 

in his/her current job because of its intrinsic value but may not desire greater responsibility or 

levels of authority. Given that, he/she may see no need to perform behaviors that could lead to 

those challenges. Alternatively, those who are highly involved in their jobs may not have 

sufficient time to perform behaviors that go above and beyond their normal job requirements. K. 

Horgen (personal communication, April, 2001) suggested that it would take much more energy to 

perform OCB in the current economic environment where fewer employees are being forced to 

perform more duties than in less competitive work environments. Under current circumstances, 

even career motivated employees may not have, or may not be willing to expend, the resources 

required to go beyond normal job duties.  

Moreover, in a consulting firm populated by highly educated, independent producers, (the 

majority of the participant sample) there may be less need, or opportunity, than in other 

organizational settings, to exhibit the type of helping behaviors described in the Williams and 

Anderson (1991) measure. In the corporate environment from which volunteers were drawn, 

items defining willingness to collaborate may more appropriately capture the essence of OCBI 

than items measuring willingness to help. Finally, to the extent that an organization is a 

competitive work environment, those who are involved in their jobs may view helping coworkers 

as a threat to their own progress and be less willing to help. 

Occupational Commitment  

As hypothesized, participants who described themselves as more committed to their 

careers also rated themselves more highly on citizenship behaviors directed toward the 

organization (OCBO). Behaviors designed to facilitate organizational processes would be of 

direct benefit to the organization. Occupationally committed individuals could profit in at least 

two ways by performing these behaviors, both of which are congruent with the theory. First, by 

improving the efficiency of the organization for which they work, occupationally committed 

participants increase the likelihood that the organization will remain viable, thereby furthering 

their own organizational career. Second, employees could garner valued career goals if viewed by 

their supervisors as good citizens. A number of authors have found that supervisors rate extrarole 
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behaviors comparable to inrole or task behaviors when making overall performance ratings (e.g., 

Borman, White, & Dorsey, 1995)  

The configuration of correlations between occupational commitment and the other career 

variables is intuitive and supportive of previous work. That is, participants who were more 

committed to their occupations were also more involved in their jobs and reported higher scores 

on career identity than those less committed to their occupations (Carson & Bedeian, 1994). 

Similar to results obtained by others, when compared to those reporting lower levels of 

commitment, they were also more highly educated, tended to be in the more advanced career 

stages and were less likely to have experienced career plateaus of either content or structure. 

Colarelli and Bishop, for example (1990), predicted and found that both age and education were 

positively related to career commitment in samples of MBAs and professional scientists.  

Those who described themselves as more occupationally committed did not rate 

themselves more highly than those less committed on either facet of OCBI. Nor did they receive 

higher coworker ratings of OCB. In contrast to OCBO, behaviors designed to assist other 

employees may not have the same perceived value for the occupationally committed employee. 

Going out of their way to listen to or help coworkers may require a greater resource commitment 

than occupationally focused employees are willing to make. Feldman and Weitz (1992) explored 

the characteristics of what they termed a careerist orientation to work, defined as “the propensity 

to pursue career advancement through non-performance-based means.” (p.237) The authors 

argued that careerists develop personal relationships with colleagues at work for instrumental 

reasons. That is, while evidencing a team spirit, they are likely to help others only to the extent 

that others can help them further their own career. To the extent that the occupationally 

committed may also be careerist in orientation, that would account for the lack of relationship 

with OCBI. Moreover, committed employees may not see as clear a link between OCBI and their 

career goals as they perceive between OCBO and career goals. This hypothesis was partially 

supported. 

 Although occupational commitment was related to OCBO, it was not found to be a 

reliable individual predictor when OCBO was regressed on the career variables. The variance 

occupational commitment shares with aspects of career motivation may help to explain those 

results. In his theory of career motivation, London (1983) outlined three domains as key 

predictors of OCB. Current evidence suggests all three components are related to the performance 

of citizenship behaviors.  
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Career Identity 

London (1983) and London and Mone (1987) describe career identity as the directional 

component of career motivation including the centrality of the job and career in a person’s life 

and the extent that he/she pursues advancement, recognition, and organizational objectives. 

Participants that reported high levels of career identity also reported being involved in their jobs, 

committed to their occupations, tended to be in the more advanced career stages, and were less 

likely to be job content plateaued than those reporting lower levels of identity. These findings 

support previous research in related areas (Allen, Russell, Poteet, & Dobbins, 1999, King, 

Ehrhard, & Parks, 1998). 

More central to this dissertation, however, participants that reported higher levels of 

career identity also rated themselves higher on OCBI-DIRECT and OCBO than those reporting 

lower levels of identity. Moreover, identity was also a significant predictor of self-reports of both 

forms, accounting for unique variance over and above the variance explained by the organization 

and demographic variables. In his original development of citizenship behavior, Organ (1988) 

tied OCB conceptually to career identity. Although the results are consistent with London’s 

(1983) original characterization of identity, they only partially support similar research. Carson 

and Carson (1998) found career identity, measured by what they termed career commitment, was 

related to the civic virtue dimension of OCB but did not relate to the altruism or helping 

dimension. Employees who define job and career as central components of their lives make 

conscious decisions to perform OCB to help achieve goals. Helping behaviors directed toward 

coworkers and supervisors can facilitate organizational functioning and demonstrate the 

employee’s job involvement and value to the work team. The performance of OCBO displays a 

willingness to invest in the success of the organization as a whole. For the employee with a 

defined career identity, engaging in citizenship behaviors could lead to career goal achievement.  

Alternatively, the results may show evidence of a citizenship identity. That is, employees 

may view themselves as “good citizens” and perform those behaviors to remain congruent with 

that role. Others have shown that individuals behave in ways designed to demonstrate consistency 

between their self-image and their behaviors (Baumeister, 1982, London 1983). Moreover, 

Penner and Finkelstein (1998) argued citizenship-type behaviors could be motivated by an 

attempt to maintain a prosocial role identity.  

Career identity, however, was not correlated with OCBI-INDIRECT. On first analysis, it 

appears as though a person who perform the behaviors described as OCBI-INDIRECT may 

exemplify the “good guy,” someone who goes out of his/her way for the new employee and 
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listens to coworker concerns. The indirect behaviors may be viewed as more of a career strategy 

than the more straightforward helping behaviors of OCBI-DIRECT, which may be more closely 

related to inrole performance. OCBI-INDIRECT may be a more optional form of extrarole 

behavior than OCBI-DIRECT, even for those who are career motivated. Although the two forms 

of OCBI certainly overlap, the pattern of relationships suggests the division between OCBI-

DIRECT and INDIRECT is a viable distinction and a fruitful area for future research.  

It could be argued that the two forms of OCBI could also be characterized as representing 

two aspects of leadership: consideration and initiating structure. OCBI-DIRECT includes the 

helping behaviors that might be typical of a considerate leader. OCBI-INDIRECT, by contrast, is 

a less personal form of behavior that might be viewed as representing initiating structure (C. 

Nelson, personal communication, Jan. 14, 2005). 

 The results may also suggest an equivocal view of OCBI-INDIRECT. The behaviors 

comprising OCBI-INDIRECT may, in certain situations, have negative organizational 

implications. Brief and Motowidlo (1986) suggested that extrarole behaviors could be either 

organizationally functional or dysfunctional. In the researcher’s current government work setting, 

many employees appear to undertake these theoretically “helpful” behaviors as a strategy to 

waste time and keep them from performing their required job duties. Stopping by other 

employees’ desks each morning to listen to problems or pass along the most recent information 

serve as quasi legitimate behaviors within the workplace that, in this instance, actually reduce 

productivity. The current sample consists, in part, of government employees who may understand 

this negative view of these behaviors. From that perspective, the career motivated may actually 

decline to perform OCBI-INDIRECT for fear of negative ramifications. 

Career Insight 

Career insight has been described as the energizing aspect of career motivation (London, 

1993). Insight is typified by the clarity of a person’s knowledge regarding his/her strengths and 

weaknesses, the extent that a person has well-defined career goals, and his/her ability to use that 

knowledge to achieve those goals. The career behaviors London (1983) described as reflecting 

high levels of career insight include establishing career goals, identifying strategies to achieve 

those goals and “working harder on projects that will affect one’s career” (p. 623). 

Results obtained in the study support the proposed hypothesis. That is, participants 

reporting higher levels of career insight were more likely than those reporting lower insight levels 

to perform all three forms of OCB. In part because of their career and work experience, those 

with high insight may be more likely than those with low insight to recognize the instrumental 
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value of OCB. Moreover, when compared to those with less self-knowledge or less clearly 

defined goals, those high in career insight are also more likely to make the personal investment 

involved to perform behaviors that go beyond role requirements. 

 In the current sample, employees with high levels of insight were also older and in more 

advanced career stages than those reporting lower levels of insight. London (1993a) also found 

that insight was positively related to age. This presents the possibility that the relationship 

between insight and OCB may be a byproduct of the more advanced career stages. One of the 

tasks of employees in the maintenance and, to a lesser extent, the disengagement career stages, is 

to maintain performance levels and remain productive members of the workforce. Based on 

results from both a lab and field study, Allen and Rush (1998) proposed OCB may have the 

greatest influence on performance judgments when inrole performance is average. Viewed from 

that perspective, those with higher levels of insight may also perform OCB in an attempt to 

ameliorate society’s stereotypes and biases toward older workers’ inrole performance (Greenhaus 

& Callanan, 1994). This may also explain why, although positively related to all forms of OCB, 

career insight does not uniquely predict any of the three facets when combined with the other 

career variables. 

Career Resilience 

Resilience is characterized by the ability to welcome and adapt to changing 

circumstances and the perseverance to maintain high performance levels when confronted with 

situational and/or resource constraints. In this study, participants who rated themselves as highly 

resilient tended to be older and in more established career stages than those with lower levels of 

resilience. Noe, Noe, and Bachhuber (1990) and others have found that those who were older 

and/or in the later stages of their careers were more resilient than those in early career stages 

(Carson & Bedeian, 1994, London, 1993a, London & Noe, 1997). King, Ehrhard, and Parks 

(1998) suggested the facets of career motivation evolve from identity to insight to resilience; a 

progressive development culminating over time in career commitment.  

As hypothesized, when compared to those reporting lower levels of resilience, those 

reporting higher levels were also more likely to perform all three forms of OCB. The results 

support similar work by Carson and Carson (1998) who found that high levels of career resilience 

were related to OCB, specifically Organ’s (1988) sportsmanship dimension. Moreover, resilience 

was also a significant individual predictor of self-ratings of OCBI-INDIRECT.  

In his original career motivation model, London (1983) argued that career motivation 

would be evidenced by the career decisions one makes and behaviors one performs. Moreover, 
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the tenets of prospective rationality suggest that decisions and behaviors are directed by the 

desired outcomes and expectations for achievement (O’Reilly & Caldwell, 1981). The citizenship 

behaviors outlined in this study could be viewed and performed by the career motivated as 

optional activities undertaken with the expectation that valued career benefits will result. The fact 

that the more resilient are also older suggests that the career motivated may have learned through 

experience that positive outcomes can result from OCB.  

Potential Moderators 

 In the current study, situational and contextual factors were proposed to influence the 

relationships between the career focused variables and OCB. For example, career motivated 

employees who perceive they have reached a career plateau in their organization may perform 

lower levels of OCB that those who are not plateaued. In addition, employees who are exploring 

their career options or preparing for retirement may be less likely to perform OCB than 

employees who are struggling to establish themselves or attempting to maintain their performance 

levels. No evidence was found for the existence of career plateau as a moderator and minimal 

evidence was found for career stage as a moderator. Both career variables were shown to be 

related to OCB, however. A more detailed discussion of these findings is presented next. 

 Hierarchical Plateau. The most traditional view of career plateau has been the structural 

form. Employees who, for various reasons, had reached what was likely to be their highest level 

on the organization chart were defined as plateaued. Recognizing that they were unlikely to 

receive positions with greater responsibility, employees were presumed to experience negative 

feelings and attitudes that could translate into negative consequences for their employers. 

Research in the area of career plateaus in general, and, more recently, structural plateaus has 

generally supported these contentions. 

 In the current study, experiencing a structural or hierarchical plateau was not related to 

the behaviors of career focused employees. In fact, no relationship was found between hierachical 

plateaus and OCB. This is a positive finding for organizations as the number of employees facing 

hierarchical plateaus continues to grow. The failure of hierarchical plateaus to predict OCB may 

be explained in part by the demographic and organizational changes that have taken place in the 

last decades. A large number of the baby boomer generation has reached the age where 

hierarchical plateaus are commonplace (Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994). They have also been 

witness to, or personally involved in, corporate restructurings and downsizings that have flattened 

the levels of the organizational pyramids. As a result, they may understand the ramifications to 

their hierarchical career progression (Allen, Russell, Poteet, & Dobbins, 1999; Boyatzis & Kram, 
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1999). In addition, employees that have reached a hierarchical plateau may adapt to the situation 

by becoming more involved in non-work activities or relationships (Near, 1985). The correlations 

found between hierarchical plateau and the other study variables support this explanation. As 

compared to those who rated themselves as less plateaued, those who rated themselves more 

hierarchically plateaued were typically older, somewhat less involved in their jobs, and much less 

committed to their occupations.  

 An alternative, but related, explanation has to do with the refined classification and 

measurement of the career plateau construct. Although the hierachically plateaued may report less 

positive attitudes than those who do not report being plateaued, the negative behavioral 

ramifications of career plateaus may result more specifically from the lack of job challenge or 

responsibility. Thus, the perception of being job content plateaued may be more personally and 

organizationally damaging than the perception of being hierachically plateaued (Allen, Russell, 

Poteet, & Dobbins, 1999). 

Job Content Plateau. Feldman and Weitz (1988) first suggested that career plateaus 

should be defined less by hierarchical progression, the historical perspective, than by levels of 

responsibility. Bardwick (1986) expanded the career plateau concept to include both a job content 

plateau, a lack of job challenge or responsibility, and a structural or hierarchical plateau, a limited 

chance for upward mobility. 

Contrary to the hypothesis, no evidence was found that perceptions of job content plateau 

moderated the relationship between the career variables and OCB. From an organizational 

perspective this may be promising in that career motivated employees who choose OCB as a 

career strategy may continue to perform the behaviors regardless of the extent that they believe 

their jobs lack challenge. Career focused employees could use extra role behaviors as a 

mechanism to alleviate or ameliorate the negative motivational effects of being content plateaued. 

Although the hypothesis was not supported, perceptions of job content plateau was 

negatively associated with critical study variables. Specifically, as compared to those who 

reported lower levels of plateau, those reporting higher levels of job content plateau were less 

involved in their jobs, less committed to their occupations and, less likely to perform OCB.  

No relationship was found between perceptions of job content plateau and self-reports of 

OCBI-DIRECT. This suggests that this direct form of helping may not be as highly valued a 

career strategy as the other two forms of OCB. Direct helping of coworkers and supervisors may 

be seen as an expression of prosocial values, rather than as a career strategy. Rioux and Penner 

(2001) found that prosocial values explained variance in the altruism dimension of OCB over and 
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above personality and organizational justice. Alternatively, OCBI-DIRECT may be viewed as a 

more visible and/or role related behavior. Morrison (1994) found that employees differ in the 

extent that they view certain behaviors as OCB. It may be that even those who feel their jobs lack 

challenge may feel compelled to help their coworkers and supervisors. 

Higher perceptions of content plateau were negatively associated with self-reports of 

OCBI-INDIRECT and OCBO. In addition, job content plateau was the only significant predictor 

of these two forms of OCB when they were regressed on the career variables, providing 

incremental value over the variance explained by the organization and demographic variables. 

These somewhat impersonal forms of citizenship behaviors may be viewed as more voluntary 

than helping supervisors or coworkers (i.e., OCBI-DIRECT). To the extent that employees feel 

they lack challenge or growth opportunities in their jobs, these indirect behaviors could be 

suspended with less fear of evaluative retribution.  

Alternatively, those who go out of their way to help their coworkers and/or demonstrate 

their commitment to their organization may feel more involved and satisfied with their jobs. That 

is, the performance of OCB may actually decrease the perceptions of being content plateaued. 

This alternative cannot be ruled out by the cross-sectional nature of the current study.  

Job content was negatively associated with career identity, suggesting that those who 

were not challenged by their current jobs may lack direction or may be exploring other career 

alternatives. Indirect support for this explanation is found in the association between job content 

and career stage. Participants in the early stages of their careers were more likely to experience 

the lack of challenges defined as job content plateau than those in later career stages. Highly 

educated employees (representative of this sample) in the early stages of their career may have 

high expectations for the responsibilities they will be allowed to assume. Organizations, by 

contrast, may not be willing to let those with relatively lower levels of experience assume major 

job challenges. 

 Career Stage. Theoretical models (Hall, 1971, 1976, Levinson, 1986, Super, 1957) have 

suggested and empirical data (e.g., Allen, Freeman, Reizenstein, & Rentz, 1995, Rabinowitz & 

Hall, 1981) have shown that career stage influences the relationship between various job and 

organizational attitudes and behaviors. The moderation hypothesis was based on the presumption 

that career focused employees would perform OCB, but that the relationship would be altered 

based on current career issues. To test this hypothesis, participants in the boundary stages of their 

careers (i.e., the exploration and disengagement stages) were aggregated into one group and those 

in the primary stages (i.e., the establishment and maintenance stages) were combined into 
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another; the two groups were then dummy coded for analyses. The data provided very limited 

support for the hypothesis. 

 Career stage did moderate the relationships between job involvement and coworker 

ratings of OCB. As anticipated, participants in the primary career stage uniformly received higher 

coworker ratings of all forms of OCB than those in the boundary career stage. Moreover, levels of 

job involvement were differentially related to the indices of OCB for the two stages. There was 

virtually no relationship between job involvement and coworker ratings of OCBI-DIRECT for 

those at the beginning or end of their career. In the primary career stages however, as 

hypothesized, participants that were more involved in their jobs received higher ratings of OCBI-

DIRECT. This suggests that, for job involved employees in the primary career stages, helping 

coworkers and supervisors is a reasonable behavioral expression.  

The findings for the two other dimension of OCB were contrary to expectations, 

however, and somewhat more difficult to explain. For ratings of OCBI-INDIRECT, job 

involvement was positively related to coworker ratings for all employees. The relationship was 

somewhat stronger, however, for participants in the boundary stages than for those in the primary 

stages. Finally, participants in the boundary stage received higher ratings on OCBO the more 

involved they were in their jobs. Job involvement had no appreciable influence on OCBO ratings 

for those in the primary stages, however.  

 The results support research indicating that career stage moderates the relationship 

between career variables. Stumpf and Rabinowitz (1981) for example, found that career stage 

influenced the relationships between satisfaction with work and coworkers and various 

performance indices. Results of the current study may be attributed in part to the congruence 

between job involvement and OCB. Many of the behaviors identified as OCB may also be viewed 

as evidence of job involvement. W. L. Cron (personal communication, Aug. 14, 2001) argued, for 

example, that job involvement and career stages were closely linked and proposed that OCB 

would be related as well. It may be easier for coworkers to identify higher levels of job 

involvement than of career motivation or occupational commitment. Coworkers may perceive 

direct helping behaviors performed by those in the primary career stages as evidence of their job 

involvement. Those in the early or late career stages received lower ratings of OCBI, which may 

be attributed to other causes (e.g., personality). For those in the boundary stages, coworkers were 

more likely to attribute performance of OCBI-INDIRECT and OCBO to their job involvement 

than for those in the primary stages. OCBO and to a lesser extent, OCBI-INDIRECT may be 
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viewed as a job requirement for those in the primary career stage and less subject to the influence 

of job involvement.  

The career stage moderation hypothesis was not supported, however, with any of the 

other career variables for either participant or coworker ratings. One reasonable explanation for a 

failure to find the hypothesized results relates to the gender of the sample. Predominantly male 

samples have been used in the theoretical and empirical career stage research to both develop the 

career stage models and to document the influence of career stages on attitudes and behaviors 

(e.g., Lynn, Cao, & Horn, 1996). The current sample, by contrast, was 67% female. Researchers 

have begun to question the usefulness of male career stage models for female workers because of 

the disparity in how they approach and manage their careers (Ornstein & Isabella, 1993). Ornstein 

and Isabella (1990) found that neither Levinson’s (1986) life stage model nor Super’s (1957) 

career stage model were viable predictors of women’s job attitudes and behaviors. Moreover, 

Lynn, Cao, and Horn, (1996) found there were differences in work attitudes across career stages 

for male, but not for female accounting professionals.       

  Although limited evidence was found for career stage as a moderator, career stage was 

found to be directly related to OCB. Participants in the more advanced career stages were more 

likely than those in the early stages to perform OCBO. Overall, the pattern of relationships 

between career stage and the other variables suggests that employees may learn or come to 

perform OCBO as they advance in career stage. 

In the exploration stage, people are focused on investigating and identifying an 

appropriate job and/or career, becoming socialized to the organization and work group, and 

developing job competence (Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994). They may not see the need to go 

beyond what is required in their jobs, in part because they have not yet decided that this is the 

career they want to pursue. In the establishment stage, employees may employ more overt or 

direct career strategies than OCB to achieve career goals. For example, they may focus on 

exhibiting competence in their role defined tasks, pursuing educational opportunities designed to 

increase their skill development, and building alliances with mentors. Once employees reach the 

maintenance stage they may view OCBO as a means to remain productive, offset the negative 

connotations of educational obsolescence, and reduce the possibilities of being career plateaued. 

Finally, in the disengagement stage, when most workers will have reached some form of career 

plateau, OCBO may be a viable demonstration of the older workers’ involvement in and 

commitment to the organization.  
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The argument could also be made that OCB should be viewed as less of a career strategy 

and more a function of age or career stage. Participants in the more advanced career stages were 

also older than those in the early career stages. In addition, older people were also more likely 

than younger to perform OCBI-DIRECT. Although reasonable, several factors mitigate the 

viability of this explanation. First, neither form of OCBI was related to career stage, and OCBI-

INDIRECT was not related to age. Second, career stage was also positively correlated with 

occupational commitment, and career identity, insight and resilience. Finally, when combined 

with the other career variables, career stage did not emerge as a significant individual predictor of 

OCBO. This suggests that the relationship between career stage and OCBO is based on its shared 

relationships with motivation and commitment to career. 

Rating Source Differences – Research Question  

Increasingly researchers and managers have recognized the value of gathering 

performance data from multiple sources. Data obtained from different sources, for example, can 

help to overcome the measurement problem of same source bias, which can spuriously inflate 

correlations. In addition, Borman (1974, 1991, & 1997) suggested that different rating sources 

may provide reliable evaluations of different performance information. To examine these 

potential differences, the present study attempted to gather data from participants, coworkers, and 

supervisors. The obtained data precluded the comparison of participant ratings with supervisor 

and coworker ratings; the differences between the correlations of participant and coworker ratings 

with the study variables were compared for significance. In addition, all the hypotheses were 

examined from the perspective of participant and the combined coworker/supervisor ratings of 

OCB. The results show only modest evidence of differences between rating sources. 

In direct comparisons, tests of the individual differences between participant and 

coworker correlations with the career variables showed only one reliable difference. The 

association between career identity and participant ratings of OCBO was significantly stronger 

than the relationship of identity and coworker ratings. None of the other participant correlations 

with the study variables were significantly different than the coworker correlations.  

There are at least two explanations for the failure to find other significant differences 

between the participant and coworker correlations. The first reason is related to the pattern and 

size of the correlations. Coworker ratings of OCB were not associated with any of the career 

variables. Participant ratings of OCB were also not related to job involvement; occupational 

commitment was only related to OCBO. No differences between the correlations for these 

variables would be expected. Moreover, the relative magnitude of the correlations for those 
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participant ratings that were associated with the career variables was low to moderate. The second 

reason that differences were not found is related to statistical power. It is more difficult to find 

significant differences between two correlations than to obtain significance when comparing one 

correlation to zero because of the greater variability inherent in the combination of two groups 

and the statistical limitations of the smaller sample size (Bobko, 1995). 

Similar results were found for rating source differences obtained from other analyses. For 

example, although mean participant ratings of OCBO were significantly higher than coworker 

ratings, no differences were found between participant and coworker ratings on either facet of 

OCBI. This supports previous research by Allen and her associates (2000). In comparing self with 

supervisor and subordinate ratings, they found that self ratings were generally the same as 

supervisor ratings on the facets of OCB but were higher than subordinate ratings. Based on the 

analysis of the MTMR matrix in the current study, there was modest convergent validity and a 

lack of discriminant validity suggesting significant method (rater) variance, particularly in 

coworker ratings. Taken as a whole, differences based on rating source were evident only for 

citizenship behaviors directed toward the organization. 

As mentioned, there were no significant relationships between any of the career focused 

variables and coworker ratings of OCB. One possible explanation has to do with the visibility of 

career attitudes. For example, all of the career motivation variables, insight, identity, and 

resilience, were related to OCB, particularly OCBO. London (1983) defined career motivation as 

an internal drive described by personality factors, needs, and interests, which is reflected in an 

individual’s goals and career management behavior. Motivations are not observable. Only the 

behaviors that result from the motivations can be observed by others (Bolino, 1999).  

Not only are career motivations transparent, but participants may purposefully hide career 

motives from coworkers and supervisors. In a governmental setting, for example, organizational 

or group norms may exist that encourage average performance. Vocalizing career strategies 

and/or exhibiting behaviors designed to “get ahead” may be frowned on by the rank and file. 

Under those circumstances, career focused employees could perform in ways designed to help 

them get ahead without elaborating their underlying motivation for doing so. That is, career 

motivated employees may let their actions speak for themselves. 

  Moreover, the causal attributions that could be made for citizenship behaviors may subtly 

discourage participants from showing their true motivations. In the present study, the advantages 

of the behaviors to the organization were presumed to be equitable regardless of the underlying 

motives. However, Eastman (1994) found the same extrarole behaviors were variously described 
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as good citizenship or ingratiation. Behaviors described as citizenship received higher evaluations 

and pay raises. Similarly, Allen and Rush (1998) found that causal attributions (altruistic vs. 

instrumental) for OCB influenced reward recommendations. Thus, under certain organizational 

situations, participants may feel compelled to hide or disguise what may be interpreted as 

instrumental career motivations for their performance of OCB.    

Finally, recall that coworker ratings of OCBI-DIRECT and OCBO were predicted by 

participant level of education and gender, respectively. In particular, coworkers rated more 

educated participants as less likely to perform OCBI or OCBO than participants with lower levels 

of education. In addition, as compared to males, females received higher coworker ratings of 

OCB. This finding is congruent with results from Allen and Rush (1998) who found that raters 

judged females as more likely than males to perform citizenship behaviors in male typed or 

gender neutral jobs. The link between demographics and coworker ratings of OCB suggests that, 

unable to “see” career motivations, coworkers may have relied on stereotypes to explain these 

extrarole behaviors.  

Post Hoc Analyses 

Although not part of the formal hypotheses, post hoc analyses showed that participant 

and coworker ratings of OCB were reliably predicted by education, job and organizational tenure, 

and gender. As compared to those with less education, the more highly educated participants were 

less likely to help their coworkers and supervisors. Employees with more job and organizational 

experience were more likely to perform OCB than those with less tenure. Moreover, females were 

judged more likely than males to perform OCBO. The demographic results provide one of the 

few areas of consistency between participant and coworkers ratings.  

In almost all work environments, the more highly educated employees have more career 

options than those with less education. Highly educated employees (the majority in the current 

sample) may believe that their inrole performance is sufficient to gain their desired career 

rewards. If unable to achieve their career goals with their current employer, they have the 

education needed to obtain desirable positions with other employers. As a result, highly educated 

employees may not feel compelled to help others in the workplace. Interestingly, as compared to 

the less educated, the more educated participants rated themselves lower only on this direct 

helping facet of OCBI (OCBI-DIRECT), a pattern which matched the ratings that coworkers 

provided.  

Those with more tenure on the job were also more likely to help coworkers than those 

with less job tenure. As compared to those who have less time on the job, those with longer job 
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tenure are more likely to have a closer relationship with their coworkers, and could help them 

more as a result. Alternatively, those who have been on the same job for longer periods of time 

may have greater concerns about career advancement than those with less job tenure and may 

help their coworkers and supervisors in order to receive increased recognition and/or job 

opportunities. 

Participant and coworker ratings of OCBO were predicted by gender and organizational 

tenure. Females, and those with more tenure in the organization, were more likely to adhere to 

informal rules, conserve organizational property, and maintain high attendance standards than 

were males and those with less organizational tenure. Considering that females were also the less 

educated in the sample, these results provide additional, unanticipated support for the use of OCB 

as a career strategy, particularly for women. Astin (1984) suggested that work motivation is 

comparable for men and women but that socialization and opportunities can lead to different 

career choices. Moreover, Powell and Mainiero (1992) suggested that women’s career 

perspectives, decisions, and behavior are different than are men’s, in part because of the 

conflicting concerns that women feel about career and family and personal relationships. In the 

current sample, males and females reported similar levels of career motivation but males were 

more educated than females. Career motivated females may have fewer career options than their 

career motivated male counterparts. Under those circumstances, females may perform OCB to 

help them gain a competitive edge in career advancement. 

Employees with more organizational tenure may perform OCBO because they have 

invested more resources in, and have a stronger commitment to, the organization. This investment 

may be reflected in behaviors designed to demonstrate that commitment and benefit the 

organization. Conversely, those with more organizational tenure may also feel they have fewer 

job opportunities elsewhere. Under those circumstances, OCBO may be viewed as a viable career 

development strategy.  

Summary 

Although very little evidence for moderation was found, the career variables examined in 

the current study are clearly related to OCB. In particular, employees who are career motivated 

and perceive that their jobs are challenging, are more likely to perform OCB than those who are 

less motivated by their careers or those who feel their jobs lack challenge and responsibility. The 

career motivation variables explain variance in participant ratings of OCB over and above that 

which is explained by the organization and demographics. The organization in which people are 

employed is related to both participant and coworker ratings of OCB. London (1983) argued that 
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situational factors would have both a direct influence on career behaviors and/or interact with 

individual factors to moderate career behaviors. Finally, some combination of education, tenure, 

and/or gender contributed significantly to the explanation of participant ratings of OCBI-DIRECT 

and OCBO; education and gender explained coworker ratings of OCB.     

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

The results of the current study broaden our understanding and explanation of why some 

employees are willing to go beyond what is required in their jobs. OCB theory and research has 

focused primarily on job attitudes, personality, and justice cognitions; the presumption has been 

that citizenship behavior is reactive. Evidence from the present study suggests that OCB may be a 

very proactive strategy chosen by motivated employees for instrumental reasons. From a practical 

perspective, organizations may find it useful to advertise or communicate to their employees that 

rewards could accrue from the performance of OCB. This contradicts prior concerns that 

identifying and explicitly rewarding OCB could have deleterious effects on this voluntary 

behavior. 

This work has also extended the career management literature by more clearly delineating 

the taxonomy of career strategies that may be useful to help achieve career goals. The link 

between career motivation and OCB supports London’s (1983) theory of career motivation and 

expands our understanding work behavior.  

The role played by job content plateau in predicting citizenship behaviors helps extend 

our understanding of the negative consequences that result from lack of challenge and 

responsibility in the work environment. This influence may be particularly important among 

younger workers and/or those in their early career stages. One practical conclusion is that 

organizations may be able to increase the levels of OCB by helping, particularly those in their 

early career stage, stay challenged in their jobs. Alternatively, an organization which does not 

challenge its workers may experience lower levels of OCB.  

An interesting highlight of the study was the role that education and gender played in 

predicting both self and coworker ratings of OCB. The more highly educated were less likely to 

help coworkers and supervisors than those less educated.  Moreover, as opposed to males, 

females rated themselves and were rated as more likely to perform OCBO. 

Study Limitations and Future Research 

A key factor underlying the attempt to gather data from three sources was to reduce the 

limitations inherent in same source data. Although the sample size was not sufficient to compare 
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participant data with coworker and supervisor responses, the reliability of coworker responses 

was increased, where possible, by averaging both coworker and supervisor data. The original 

research proposal was developed with the intention of obtaining sufficient data from one 

organizational source. Because of response limitations, it became necessary to combine data from 

two sources, both organizational samples including employees from different countries. In 

concert, these factors increase the generalizability of the results.  

In hindsight, the two organizations from which the samples were drawn may not have 

been the most appropriate to provide a thorough test of the hypotheses. The Corporation was in 

the midst of both financial and managerial turmoil. A relatively large number of employees had 

been laid off; many had voluntarily left, and there was a pending risk that the Corporation would 

be sold. From the perspective of the psychological contract, the Corporation’s current 

employment relationship may have been characterized as either transactional or transitional. A 

transactional employment contract is a short term, monetary or economic exchange of benefits. In 

volatile organizational situations there may be a breakdown of the employment contract, what 

might be termed a transitional arrangement (Rousseau, 1995). Under either of these two 

scenarios, career focused employees may have been searching for new employment opportunities, 

rather than working to advance their careers in an organization with a tenuous future. London and 

Noe (1997) suggested that a declining business environment and the potential for layoffs can 

reduce employee levels of career motivation. 

The University sample, by contrast, consisted of governmental employees for whom the 

opportunities for reward or advancement are constrained by a promotional merit system. Hogan, 

Rybicki, Motowidlo, and Borman (1998) found that, in more cooperative settings, prudence, (i.e., 

conscientiousness) rather than ambition predicted OCB. The authors speculated that the 

motivation underlying OCB in this type of organizational setting would more closely approximate 

“getting along” rather than “getting ahead.” Given the limitations of these organizational samples, 

it would be useful to replicate the study in several large corporate environments in which 

opportunities exist for, and value is placed on, career growth and development. 

It should be noted, however, that no organization presents an optimal sample over time. 

That is, organizational conditions continually change with the economic and environmental 

climate and a corporation experiencing growth and expansion today may face financial 

difficulties tomorrow. Moreover, measuring OCB in any setting will be difficult given the 

potential influence of group norms that can vary considerably within the same organization. From 

that perspective, these samples may present an accurate test of current organizational conditions.  
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This study was an initial attempt to look for career focused variables that may influence 

OCB. Although the hypotheses were developed and tested based on theory, the results are based 

of correlational data gathered at one point in time. No variables were manipulated; the direction 

of causation cannot be determined. It is also possible that employees who regularly perform OCB 

derive positive benefits, which subsequently increase their levels of career motivation. Moreover, 

helping others in the workplace may increase the challenge and responsibility of the job, reducing 

the perception of a career plateau. Alternatively, performing OCB may become part of an 

employee’s work role. Penner and Finkelstein (1998) argued that employees who initially 

performed prosocial behaviors for one reason may, over time, come to view themselves as a 

“good citizens,” continuing the behaviors to maintain the role identity. Having identified these 

specific career variables that are related to OCB, it would be useful to refine the proposed model, 

gather further data, and test the model for viability.  

One final limitation relates to the nature of the sample. Participants from both 

organizations volunteered to participate. Penner et al. (1995) reported that volunteers scored 

higher than non-volunteers on both prosocial and other-oriented empathy scales. The results may 

be skewed therefore, towards people who are more likely to help others. This may be particularly 

relevant since neither organization encouraged their employees to participate in the study. 

 The motivational intention and mechanism underlying OCB warrant further research 

attention, particularly as it relates to career strategies. A number of authors have suggested and 

found that motivations underlying OCB include altruism or prosocial values, or instrumental or 

impression management motives (e.g., Eastman, 1994, Rioux & Penner, 2001). Bolino (1999) 

suggested that employees perform OCB to manage the impression others have of them. He 

argues, however, and Eastman showed, that audience attributions will moderate the extent that 

those who engage in OCB are viewed as “good citizens” or “good actors.” An underlying theme 

in these treatises is that instrumental motivations may have negative connotations and potentially 

consequences for the individual and the organization. Certainly employees who only engage in 

OCB in temporal proximity to their performance evaluations, or perform only those behaviors 

that are highly visible to supervisors may be more politically motivated than truly career 

motivated. It is reasonable to believe however, that the regular performance of OCB can benefit 

both the individual performing the behavior and the organization in which the behavior is 

performed.  
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Conclusions 

 Evidence from the present study suggests citizenship behaviors are performed by career 

motivated employees. To the extent that organizations can identify employees who are motivated 

by their careers, and/or increase their levels of motivation, they may be able to increase the 

incidence of OCB. 

The identification of the relationship between job content plateau and OCB expands our 

understanding of career plateaus and how job challenge can influence performance. In an 

economic environment where a growing number of people are experiencing hierarchical career 

plateaus (Greenhaus & Callanan, 1994), it is critical for organizations to recognize that a more 

serious performance deterrent is lack of responsibility and challenge.  
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Appendix A 

Data Collection Solicitation Request 

 
Dear ______, 
 
In today’s challenging economic environment, keeping great employees can be a key tactic to 
facilitate corporate performance and growth. The areas of career motivation and involvement are 
of increasing interest both to individuals and to organizations as companies have retracted their 
work forces or increased their reliance on contract workers.  
 
My name is Marty Sutton and I am a doctoral candidate at the University of South Florida in 
Industrial/Organizational Psychology. I am also the Administrator of the Employee Development 
Program at the Alabama Department of Transportation in Montgomery, AL. 
 
I am studying career involvement and its influence on organizational behavior. I believe that 
employees who are more focused on their careers (i.e., motivated by and involved in their jobs 
and careers) are more likely to perform voluntary, conscientious and helpful behaviors (i.e., 
organizational citizenship behavior - OCB) as a strategy to achieve their career goals. By contrast, 
career focused employees may be less willing to perform voluntary behaviors if they feel their 
jobs lack challenge or growth opportunities.   
 
To test these assumptions, I would like to ask the ________ employees to complete an online 
survey. 
 
Benefits for                     : 

 

In exchange for sponsoring my research, I will provide you with your employees’ 

perceptions regarding their levels of: 

• Job involvement 
• Career motivation 
• Career commitment 
• Perceptions of career plateau ( structural] and job content [i.e., 

challenge/growth] 
• Career stage 
• Citizenship behaviors 

 
Method:  
 
I have established an online survey on a secure website. The survey takes approximately 15-20 
minutes to complete. I would ask your employees to participate via email delivered through your 
global email system. Each participant that completes the survey would be asked to provide the 
name and email address of his/her immediate supervisor and one coworker. The supervisor and  
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Appendix A. (Continued). 
 
coworker would then be asked (via email) to evaluate the employee's citizenship behavior (5 
minutes), again, through an on-line survey process. 
 
Cost: There would be no direct costs to ______________.  
 
Data analyses: I will perform all data analyses and present ___________with the aggregated 
results from the study. The accumulated data and results would be reported as part of my doctoral 
dissertation.  
 

I would like to discuss this with you at your convenience.  

 
Sincerely, 
 
Marty Sutton 
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Appendix B 

Participant Survey 
 
On the following pages are lists of items or statements that may or may not be descriptive of you 
and your attitudes regarding your job and your occupation.  
 
There are no right or wrong answers. Please read each of the items or statements carefully and use 
the appropriate scales from each group of items to record your answers.  
 
Use the scale below to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements. Darken the circle that corresponds to your response. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
   1                      2                           3                         4                         5                       6  

Strongly          Disagree           Slightly              Slightly             Agree            Strongly 

disagree                             disagree             agree                                          agree 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
How I feel about my job 
 
1. The most important things that happen to me    

involve my present job.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
2. To me, my job is only a small part of who I am.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
3. I live, eat, and breathe my job.     Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
4. Most of my interests are centered around my job.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
5. Most of my personal life goals are job-oriented.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
6. I consider my job to be very central to my existence.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
7. I like to be absorbed in my job most of the time.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
 
How I feel about my occupation 
 
1. If I could, I would go into a different occupation.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
2. I can see myself in this occupation for many years.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
3. My occupational choice was a good decision.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
4. If I could do it all over, I would not choose this occupation.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
5. If I had all the money I needed, I would still continue to   

work in this occupation.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
6. I am sometimes dissatisfied with my chosen occupation.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
7. I like my occupation too well to give it up.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
8. My education and training are not tailored for this occupation.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
9. I have an ideal occupation for a life's work.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
10. I wish I had chosen a different occupation     Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
11. I am disappointed that I ever entered this occupation.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
 
        Please turn to the next page 
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Use the scale below to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements. Darken the circle that corresponds to your response. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
      1                      2                           3                         4                         5                       6  

Strongly          Disagree   Slightly    Slightly        Agree Strongly 

disagree                                 disagree             agree                                        agree 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
My Job Challenges  
 

1. I expect to be constantly challenged in my job.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
2. I have an opportunity to learn and grow a lot in my current job.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
3. My job tasks and activities have become routine for me.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
4. My job responsibilities have increased significantly.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
5. My job requires me to continually extend my abilities and  
knowledge.             Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
6. I am challenged by my job.     Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  

 
My Job Opportunities 
 

1. I am unlikely to obtain a much higher job title in my organization. Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
2. I expect to advance to a higher level in my company in  
3. the near future.        Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
4. My opportunities for upward movement are limited in my    
5. present organization.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
6. I expect to be promoted frequently in my company in the future.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
7. I have reached a point where I do not expect to move much  
8. higher in my company.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
9. The likelihood that I will get ahead in my organization is limited. Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
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CAREER ISSUES         
 
Listed below are a number of personal characteristics or situations that may or may not describe 
you and how you deal with your work situation.  
 
Use the scale below to rate the extent to which you believe you have developed and would like to 
improve each of the following personal characteristics. Darken the circle that corresponds to your 
response 
________________________________________________________________________ 
            1                        2                           3                              4                      5 
          Low,                           Moderate,                        High,  
    less developed,               somewhat developed,                      well developed, 
would like to improve     improvement needed        no improvement needed 
________________________________________________________________________ 

 
1.   Am able to adapt to changing circumstances.                Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
2. Am willing to take risks (actions with uncertain outcomes).   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
3. Welcome job and organizational changes (e.g. new assignments.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
4. Can handle any work problems that come my way.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
5. Look forward to working with new and different people.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
6. Have clear career goals.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
7. Have realistic career goals.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
8. Know my strengths (the things I do well).    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
9. Know my weaknesses (the things I am not good at).   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
10. Recognize what I can do well and cannot do well.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
11. Define myself by my work.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
12. Work as hard as I can, even if it means frequently     

working long days and weekends.     Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
13. Am involved in my job.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
14. Am proud to work for my organization.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
15. Believe that my success depends upon the  

success of my employer.     Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
16. Am loyal to my employer.       Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
17. See myself as a professional and/or technical expert.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
 
 
 
 
        Please turn to the next page 
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CAREER CONCERNS 
 
Listed below are statements of career concerns.  How much thinking or planning have you done 
in these areas?  Use the following scale to rate each statement. Darken the circle that corresponds 
to your response. 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
         1                                  2                                     3                                    4                                5 
Have not yet had       A growing concern;        A strong concern          Still some concern           No longer a  
to think seriously     beginning to become      at the present time;          but declining in           concern;  past  
     about this                  important            actively engaged in this          importance           that stage 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

1. Clarifying my ideas about the type of work I     
 would really like to do.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
2. Deciding what I really want to do for a living.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
3. Finding what line of work I am really best suited for.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
4. Learning more about various kinds of opportunities   
 that might be open to me.     Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
5. Learning what skills and training are required for certain  
 jobs in which I think I might be interested.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
6. Choosing among the best career alternatives I now see.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
7. Choosing a job, among the several that interest me,  
 that will provide the most challenge.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
8. Finding a line of work that really appeals to me.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
9. Making sure of my current occupational choice.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
10. Choosing a job that will really be satisfying for me.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
11. Getting started in my chosen field.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
12. Deciding how to qualify for the work I now want to do.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
13. Meeting people who can help me get started in  

  my chosen field.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
14. Finding opportunity to do the kind of work I really like.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
15. Making specific plans to achieve my current career goals. Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
16. Settling down in a job that I can really stay with.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
17. Making a place for myself in my organization.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
18. Doing things that will help me stay in my chosen job.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
19. Achieving stability in my occupation.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
20. Making my place in my organization secure.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
21. Developing a reputation in my organization.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
22. Making a reputation in my line of work.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 

    
 Please turn to the next page 
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_____________________________________________________________________________ 
         1                                  2                                     3                                    4                                5 
Have not yet had       A growing concern;        A strong concern          Still some concern           No longer a  
to think seriously     beginning to become      at the present time;          but declining in           concern;  past  
     about this                  important            actively engaged in this          importance           that stage 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

23. Becoming a dependable producer.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
24. Becoming especially skillful in my work.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
25. Winning the support of my supervisor and employer.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
26. Planning how to get ahead in my established    
 field of work.       Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
27. Getting ahead in the organization.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
28. Doing the things that make people want me.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
29. Finding ways of making my competence known.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
30. Advancing to a more responsible position.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
31. Maintaining the occupational position I have achieved.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
32. Holding my own against the competition of  
 new people entering the field.     Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
33. Adapting to changes introduced since  
 I got established in my job.     Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
34. Keeping in tune with the people I work with.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
35. Keeping ahead of the workers below me.               Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
36. Reading the new literature and publications in my field.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
37. Attending meetings and seminars on new methods.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
38. Visiting places where new developments can be seen.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
39. Taking part in non-work (leisure time) activities that  
 will help me keep up to date on my work.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
40. Getting refresher training.     Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
41. Identifying new problems to work on.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
42. Finding out about new opportunities as my field changes. Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
43. Deciding what new fields to open up or develop.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
44. Developing new skills to cope with new  
 needs and opportunities.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
45. Developing special knowledge or new skills to help  
 me improve on the job.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
46. Developing easier ways of doing my work.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
47. Concentrating on things I can do as I get older.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
48. Cutting down on my working hours.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  

       
       Please turn to the next page 
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_____________________________________________________________________________ 
         1                                  2                                     3                                    4                                5 
Have not yet had       A growing concern;        A strong concern          Still some concern           No longer a  
to think seriously     beginning to become      at the present time;          but declining in           concern;  past  
     about this                  important            actively engaged in this          importance           that stage 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

49. Avoiding excess occupational pressures.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
50. Developing more hobbies to replace work interests.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
51. Finding out what types of activities I would really like to  
 engage in after retirement.     Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
52. Planning well for retirement.      
53. Making sure I can have a good life when I retire.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
54. Talking to retired friends about the problems they     
 faced and the adjustments they made when they retired.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
55. Setting aside enough assets for retirement.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
56. Finding an area of the country in which to retire.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
57. Having a good life in retirement.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
58. Having friends I can enjoy in retirement.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
59. Making good use of the free time that comes with retirement. Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
60. Doing the things I've always wanted to do but never  
 had the time for because of my work.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
        Please turn to the next page 
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Work Behaviors 
 
Listed below are a number of behaviors that some people may perform at work.   
 
It would be very unlikely for any one person to perform all the behaviors at the same level. Most 
people will be more proficient in some areas and less proficient in others. Consider your 
performance during your last six months on the job.  
 
For each statement please indicate HOW DESCRIPTIVE it is of you by marking the circle that 
corresponds to your response. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
       1                            2                                 3                              4                            5 
Not at all             Somewhat               Pretty much            Very much         Completely 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1. Adequately complete assigned duties.      
2. Fulfill responsibilities specified in job description.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
3. Perform tasks that are expected of you.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
4. Meet formal performance requirements of the job.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
5. Engage in activities that will directly affect your  

performance evaluation.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
6. Neglect aspects of the job you are obligated to perform.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
7. Fail to perform essential duties.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
8. Help co-workers who have been absent.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ   
9. Help your supervisor when he/she has been absent.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
10. Help others who have heavy workloads.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
11. Assist your supervisor with his/her work (when not asked).  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
12. Take time to listen to co-workers' problems and worries.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
13. Go out of your way to help new employees.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
14. Take a personal interest in other employees.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
15. Pass along information to co-workers.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
16. Pass along information to your supervisor.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
17. Attendance at work is above the norm.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
18. Give advance notice when unable to come to work.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
19. Take undeserved work breaks.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
20. A great deal of time is spent with personal phone conversations.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
21. Complain about insignificant things at work.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
22. Conserve and protect organizational property.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
23. Adhere to informal rules devised to maintain order.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
 

Please turn to the next page 
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I will be collecting information from people throughout the organization. To help me understand 
the characteristics of those who responded please complete the following information. Please 
check the appropriate space. 
 
 
Your Age:    

_____ <20  _____ 46 - 50 
 _____ 21 - 25  _____ 51 - 55 
 _____ 26 - 30  _____ 56 - 60 
 _____ 31 - 35  _____ 61 - 65 
 _____ 36 - 40  _____ 65 + 
 _____ 41 - 45 
 
Your gender: _____ Male  _____ Female 
  
  
Your Race: 
 _____Caucasian/White  _____ African-American/Black 
 _____ Hispanic/Latino  _____ American Indian/Alaskan Native  

_____ Asian/Pacific Islander  _____ Other 
 
Your Education: 
 _____ High School degree    
 _____ Associate/two year degree _____ Master's degree 
 _____ Four year degree  _____ Doctoral degree 
 _____ Some graduate education _____ Other 
 
How long have you worked in your current job?    _____ years _____ months  
 
How long have you worked in your current organization?  _____ years _____ months 
 
How long have you worked in your current occupation? _____ years _____ months  
 
 
 
 
Thank you very much for your participation. If you have any questions or comments on the 
survey please contact Marty Sutton at __________________  
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Supervisor Survey 
 
Listed below are a number of behaviors that some people may perform at work.   
 
It would be very unlikely for any one person to perform all the behaviors at the same level. Most 
people will be more proficient in some areas and less proficient in others. Consider this 
subordinate’s performance during their last six months on the job.  
 
For each statement please indicate HOW DESCRIPTIVE it is of this subordinate by darkening 
the circle that corresponds to your response. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
       1                          2                             3                             4                          5 
Not at all           Somewhat         Pretty much            Very much         Completely 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1. Adequately completes assigned duties.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
2. Fulfills responsibilities specified in job description.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
3. Performs tasks that are expected of him/her.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
4. Meets formal performance requirements of the job.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
5. Engages in activities that will directly affect his/her  

performance evaluation.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
6. Neglects aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
7. Fails to perform essential duties.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
8. Helps co-workers who have been absent.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
9. Helps his/her supervisor when he/she has been absent.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
10. Helps others who have heavy workloads.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
11. Assists his/her supervisor with his/her work (when not asked). Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
12. Takes time to listen to co-workers' problems and worries.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
13. Goes out of his/her way to help new employees.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
14. Takes a personal interest in other employees.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
15. Passes along information to co-workers.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
16. Passes along information to his/her supervisor.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
17. Attendance at work is above the norm.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
18. Gives advance notice when unable to come to work.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
19. Takes undeserved work breaks.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
20. A great deal of time is spent with personal phone conversations.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
21. Complains about insignificant things at work.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
22. Conserves and protects organizational property.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
23. Adheres to informal rules devised to maintain order.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  

 
 
Please turn to the next page 
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I will be collecting information from people throughout the organization. To help me understand 
the characteristics of those who responded please complete the following information. Please 
check the appropriate space. 
 
Your gender: _____ Male  _____ Female 
  
 
How long have you worked in your current job?    _____ years _____ months 
 
How long have your worked in this organization?  _____ years _____ months 
 
How long have you been a supervisor?    _____ years _____ months 
 
How long have you supervised this employee?  _____ years _____ months 
 
How frequently do you observe this employee's behavior? 
 

_____ 2-3 times per day 
_____ at least once per day 
_____ 2 - 3 times per week 
_____ at least once per week 
_____ 2 - 3 times per month  
_____ at least once a month 

 
 
Thank you very much for your participation. If you have any questions or comments on the 
survey please contact Marty Sutton at __________________  
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Peer Survey 

Listed below are a number of behaviors that some people may perform at work.   
 
It would be very unlikely for any one person to perform all the behaviors at the same level. Most 
people will be more proficient in some areas and less proficient in others. Consider this 
subordinate’s performance during their last six months on the job.  
 
For each statement please indicate HOW DESCRIPTIVE it is of this subordinate by darkening 
the circle that corresponds to your response. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
        1                            2                               3                             4                          5 
Not at all             Somewhat           Pretty much            Very much        Completely 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

1. Adequately completes assigned duties.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
2. Fulfills responsibilities specified in job description.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
3. Performs tasks that are expected of him/her.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
4. Meets formal performance requirements of the job.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
5. Engages in activities that will directly affect his/her  

performance evaluation.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
6. Neglects aspects of the job he/she is obligated to perform.     Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
7. Fails to perform essential duties.     Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
8. Helps co-workers who have been absent.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
9. Helps his/her supervisor when he/she has been absent.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
10. Helps others who have heavy workloads.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
11. Assist his/her supervisor with his/her work (when not asked). Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
12. Takes time to listen to co-workers' problems and worries. Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
13. Goes out of his/her way to help new employees.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
14. Takes a personal interest in other employees.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
15. Passes along information to co-workers.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
16. Passes along information to his/her supervisor.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
17. Attendance at work is above the norm.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
18. Gives advance notice when unable to come to work.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
19. Takes undeserved work breaks.      Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
20. A great deal of time is spent with personal phone conversations.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
21. Complains about insignificant things at work.    Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
22. Conserves and protects organizational property.   Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ  
23. Adheres to informal rules devised to maintain order.  Θ Θ Θ Θ Θ 
 
 

Please turn to the next page 
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I will be collecting information from people throughout the organization. To help me understand 
the characteristics of those who responded, please complete the following information. Please 
check the appropriate space. 
 
Your gender: _____ Male  _____ Female 
  
 
How long have you worked in your current job?    _____ years _____ months 
 
How long have you worked in this organization?   _____ years _____ months 
 
How long have you worked with this coworker?    _____ years _____ months 
 
How frequently do you work with this employee or observe this co-worker's behavior? 
 

_____ 2-3 times per day 
_____ at least once per day 
_____ 2 - 3 times per week 
_____ at least once per week 
_____ 2 - 3 times per month  
_____ at least once a month 

 
 
 
Thank you very much for your participation. If you have any questions or comments on the 
survey please contact Marty Sutton at __________________  
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Emails to Corporation Employees Requesting Participation 

 
Greetings ___ coworkers! 
 
My name is Marty Sutton and I am a research associate working in the Tampa office of _____. I 
am also completing my Ph.D. in I/O Psychology at the University of South Florida. I would like 
to ask for your help in collecting my dissertation data. 
 
My research interests are focused on careers and the career management process.  I have created 
an online survey that asks for your perceptions and attitudes regarding your occupation, various 
career issues that you may be facing, and your work performance. The survey should take no 
more than 15 minutes to complete.  In a second part of the research project, your supervisor and 
one coworker will be asked to complete an abbreviated version of the same survey.  The abridged 
version should take less than 5 minutes to complete. 
 
 The ‘hot link’ at the end of this email will take you directly to the website housing the survey. I 
want to emphasize that the data is strictly confidential and will be used for research purposes 
only. To accomplish this, you will initiate your own 6-character username prior to beginning the 
survey. To ensure confidentiality, the survey program will automatically link your responses with 
the responses provided by your supervisor and coworker through your username. You will be 
asked to supply the site password (listed below) and your username when you access the site.  
  
The relationship between career issues and performance is an important area of research. The 

time and effort you contribute to this project will help to further this research.  

 
I would like to complete the first stage of data collection within the next two weeks. If possible, 
please complete the survey by Jan 15. 
 
I really appreciate your willingness to help me with my dissertation. If you have any questions, 
please contact me at 334-242-6783. 
 
Sincerely, 
Marty Sutton 
 
Site password is: dissertation (case sensitive - type exactly as printed) 
 
Your 6-character username should be a combination of alpha, numeric, mixed case, or 

special characters. 

   
Please click on the blue ‘hot link’ to proceed with the survey now. Thanks! 
 
http://www.archinon.com/sutton/secure.html 
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Appendix E (Continued). 
 

Email to Corporation Supervisors and/or Coworkers Requesting Participation 

 
A few weeks ago I emailed _____ employees and asked them to help me gather data for my 
dissertation. They were asked to complete an online survey of their perceptions regarding various 
career and occupational issues. You may have agreed to participate yourself. 
 
In order for the data from each participant to be included, his or her supervisor and one coworker 
must also complete a very short section of the original survey. This second phase will take less 
than five minutes. The employee listed below completed the first phase and included your name 
as either a coworker or supervisor. He/she has given their permission to have you rate them. I 
would ask you to complete the process to ensure that his/her data can be included. 
  
This abridged survey is also available online. The ‘hot link’ listed at the end of this email will 
take you directly to the website housing this supervisor/coworker survey. You will be asked to 
supply the site password (listed below) when you access the site. 
 
As with the original survey, the data obtained in this second phase is strictly confidential. The 
program will automatically and confidentially link your responses to the participant’s.  
 
Thank you very much for your participation. If you have any questions, please contact me at 813-
229-6646. 
 
Marty Sutton 
 
Site password is: ______________ (case sensitive - type exactly as printed) 
 
Participant Name ____________________  
 
Please click on the blue ‘hot link’ to proceed with the survey now. Thanks! 
 
http://www….. 
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Reminder Email to Corporation Employees 
 
Happy New Year to all! 
 
I’m just following up with individuals on my dissertation data collection. As you may recall, last 
month I asked for your help in completing an online survey regarding your attitudes on your 
career. I have heard from many of you, from all levels of the organization, throughout the world.  
Please accept my sincere thanks to all of you who have already participated.  
 
If you haven’t yet had a chance to complete the survey, I would ask you to do so now. I 
understand that the end of the year was an unusually busy time for everyone in the company, with 
holiday festivities, vacations, and those year-end billings to complete.  I also know that your time 
is very valuable now. I think this is an important area of research, however, certainly for me, but 
also for ____. To clarify an issue that arose previously, I’m very interested in hearing from all 
employees at all organizational levels in the United States and internationally.  
 
You will be asked to supply the name of an immediate supervisor and one coworker, and to 
develop a 6-character username to link their responses with yours and keep all of your responses 
completely confidential. The survey should take no more than 15 minutes to complete. Your 
supervisor and coworker will complete a very short section of the survey taking no more than 5 
minutes. By the way, thanks to those coworkers and supervisors that responded to their follow-up 
emails, ensuring that all the data is complete.  
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Letter to University Employees Requesting Participation 

 
Hello! 
 
My name is Marty Sutton and I am a doctoral candidate at the University of South Florida. I 
would like to ask you a favor. 
 

I developed a survey that asks for your attitudes about your occupation and various career issues. 

I would like you to complete this survey, which will help me to complete my dissertation.  I 

would also like one of your coworkers and your supervisor to complete a very short version of the 

same survey. All of the information is completely confidential. The surveys have been 

numerically coded to link them together.  

 
All the paperwork is included in this envelope. The first package is the participant survey. Please 
sign one copy of the Informed Consent form, complete the survey and return the survey and the 
signed Consent form in the attached envelope. The other copy of the Informed Consent is yours 
to keep. 
 
I have also enclosed separate surveys, consent forms, and envelopes for your supervisor and 
coworker. Your name is listed on their surveys on a removable label, so they know who they are 
thinking about when they respond. After they complete the surveys they are asked to remove the 
name label and send the completed forms back to me. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at 334-271-5776 or msutton375@aol.com. 
 
I really appreciate your help. I have been in school for a very long time and this is my final 
doctoral assignment. Your participation is extremely important. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Marty Sutton 
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Letter to University Supervisor/Coworker Requesting Participation 

 

Hello 

 
My name is Marty Sutton and I am a doctoral candidate at the University of South Florida. I 
would like to ask you a favor. 
 
One of your coworkers has agreed to help me by completing a survey on career issues. In order 
for me to use that person’s information, his or her coworker must also complete one short section 
of the original survey. It should take just a few minutes to complete and all the information is 
completely confidential. I numerically coded the surveys so I can link them together.  
 
First, please sign one copy of the Informed Consent Form, the other copy is yours to keep. The 
next document is the survey. It has the name of your coworker on a removable label. He/she has 
given permission to have you rate him/her. Please complete the survey based on your experience 
with that person. Then remove the name label so there will be no personal information on the 
form. Finally, send the survey and the signed Consent Form back to me in the enclosed envelope.  
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at 334-271-5776 or msutton375@aol.com. 
 
I really appreciate your help with this. I have been in school for a very long time and this is my 
final doctoral assignment. Your participation is extremely important. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Marty Sutton 



150 

Appendix F (Continued). 
 

Reminder Note to University Participant for whom Coworker and Supervisor Previously 
Responded 

 
Dear _____, 
 
As you may recall, last month I asked for your help in completing a survey regarding your 
attitudes on your career.  The survey is to be used in completing my dissertation. 
 
You also received surveys for your immediate supervisor and one coworker. You distributed 
those documents and both of those people have completed and returned their surveys to me. Their 
responses are not usable, however, without the information you provide.  
 
If you haven’t yet had a chance to complete the survey, I would ask you to do so now.  I know 
that your time is very valuable and I appreciate your help. 
 
Thanks in advance, 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Marty Sutton   
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