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Individualism-Collectivism (1C) as an Individual Difference
Predictor of Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) in

Abstract

an Accounting Environment Setting
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The purpose of this research is to examine whether individualism-collectivism

dimension (beliefs, values and norms) positively related with organizational

citizenship behavior dimension (interpersonal helping, individual initiative and loyal

boosterism) in an accounting environment setting. Structural Equation Model (SEM)

are used to analyze data. The sample consists of 365 accounting college students. The

results showed that individualism-collectivism s dimension positively related with

organizational citizenship behavior dimension. This result supported the previous

research conducted by Moorman and Blakely (1995).
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1. INTRODUCTION

Researches on Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) have been well
established since 1980 until now (Scholl, 1981; Weiner, 1982; Bateman and Organ,
1983; Smith, Organ and Near, 1983; Hogan, Hogan and Busch, 1984; Motowidlo,
1984; Puffer, 1987; Williams, 1988; Organ and Konovsky, 1989; Organ, 1990, 1994;
Farh, Podsakoff and Organ, 1990; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman and Fetter, 1990;
Williams and Anderson, 1991, 1992; Moorman, 1991, 1993; Karambayya, 1991;
George, 1991; Moorman and Sayeed, 1992; Becker, 1992; Niehoff and Moorman,
1993; McNeely and Meglino, 1994; Motowidlo and Van Scotter, 1994; Organ and
Lingl, 1995; Organ and Ryan, 1995; Moorman and Blakely, 1995; Konovsky and
Organ, 1996; Dyne et al., 2000.) These research focus were examining the factors that
act as antecedent of OCB.

In previous researches, researchers have been used job attitudes as an
antecedent of OCB, such as job satisfaction (Bateman and Organ, 1983; Smith, Organ
and Near, 1983; Motowidlo, 1984; Puffer, 1987; Organ, 1990; Williams and
Anderson, 1992), organizational commitment (Scholl, 1981; Weiner, 1982; Williams
and Anderson, 1991; Becker, 1992), and fairness perception (Organ and Konovsky,
1989; Moorman, 1991; Niehoff and Moorman, 1993.) Some researches also suggested
task characteristic (Farh, Podsakoff and Organ, 1990; Moorman and Sayeed, 1992)
and interpersonal trust (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman and Fetter, 1990.) Finally,
the others have suggested that certain contextual factors such as work unit size,
stability of unit membership and interpersonal relationship may also influence an

individual’s decision to perform citizenship behaviors (Karambayya, 1991.)



However, most of these researches have centered on situational causes. Then,
some researchers suggested that individual difference variable, such as agreeableness,
positive effect, extroversion, neuroticism, and equity sensitivity (Smith et al., 1983;
Williams, 1988; Organ and Konovsky, 1989; George, 1991; Konovsky and Organ,
1996; Organ, 1994; Organ and Lingl, 1995) as a predictor of organizational
citizenship behavior.

Most of studies about individual difference (focused on dispositional)
concentrate in positive affect and personality trait as predictors of OCB but they
haven’t showed the consistence’s results. That’s why research about individual
difference as a predictor of OCB still done until now.

Some researchers have suggested individualism-collectivism (cultural
dimension of Hofstede, 1980) as a predictor of OCB (Moorman and Blakely, 1995;
Dyne et al., 2000). Both of these statistically showed significant results of
individualism-collectivism and OCB. Research that proposed to examine the
relationship of individualism-collectivism and OCB has not been adequately
addressed in the literature and the results haven’t showed the strong and consistent
results.

Based on the analysis about these results, so the research question emerges on
this research is whether cultural dimension (individualism-collectivism) as an
individual difference variable statistically has a significant relation with dimension of
OCB such as interpersonal helping, individual initiative, and loyal boosterism in
accounting environment. This research takes an accounting environment setting

because research of OCB in this environment is still rare.



Some research of OCB that took an accounting setting, such as Ryan (2001)
examined moral reasoning level of employees with OCB. Then, Lih Farh, Podsakoff,
Organ (1990) examined leader fairness and task scope with OCB. So, research of
OCB in accounting environment setting is still rare.

The expected result from this research is the high score in Individualism-
Collectivism (indicates that more oriented in collectivism) statistically related with
dimension of OCB such as interpersonal aid, individual initiative, and loyal
boosterism in accounting environment. These results support previous researches of
Moorman and Blakely (1995.)

This paper is organized as follows. First, we present a theoretical framework
and hypotheses. Second, we explain the research method and findings. Finally, we

follow with a discussion, implications and limitations of our research.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES

Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB)

Work behavior of OCB is also called as extra-role behavior (Pearce and Gregersen,
1991) or prosocial behavior (Puffer, 1987.) But, many researchers called OCB with
extra-role and define it as the attitude or employees behavior which done task out of
job description or in role and not directly obtained reward from organization.

Organ (1988) in William and Anderson (1991) defined OCB as on the job
behaviors which are discretionary, not formally or directly recognized by the
organizational reward system, yet promote the efficiency and effectiveness of the
organization and it’s contributes to transformational resources, innovativeness and

adaptability.



Then, Organ (1988) in Dyne and Ang (1998) emphasized that OCB are
behaviors which formed out of employees’ job description, such as helping co
worker, helping studying new tasks, as a volunteer to do something that gives benefits
to group and more oriented with new employee.

Conceptually, OCB divided in two categories, (Organ, 1988 in William and
Anderson, 1991), OCB-0 and OCB-1. OCB-O is all of behaviors that give benefits to
organization (such as attendance that exceed norm and obey the informal rules).
While OCB-I is all of behaviors that gives benefits to individual directly and not
directly gives benefits to organization (such as, helping other who absence and

helping new employee).

Individualism-Collectivism (IC) as an individual difference

Parson and shills (1951) in Moorman and Blakely (1995) explained that IC as a way
to distinguish between individuals who are oriented more towards self-interest and
reaching their own goals and individuals who are oriented toward the collective and
focus more on the social system rather than themselves (Earley, 1989.) Individualism
would (1) consider his/her personal interests more important than interests of a group,
(2) would look out for him/herself and (3) would consider the attainment of his/her
personal goals of primary importance (Earley, 1989; Wagner and Moch, 1986.) On
other hand, collectivist would allow the interest of the group to take precedence over
those of the individual. A collectivist would greatly value membership in a group and
would look out the well-being of the group even at the expense of his/her own
personal interests (Wagner, 1992; Wagner and Moch, 1986.)

Work by Hofstede (1980) and others suggested that IC dimension as a cultural
dimension. Some cultures (such as U.S.) are primarily individualistic and others (such

as China) are decidedly collectivistic.



A collectivist society is characterized by citizens who seek to support the goals and
group welfare, while individualistic society always promote their own interests.
Some researchers suggested that distinction between individualists and
collectivists within cultural dimension as a form of an individual difference.
Hui and Trianfis (1986) in Moorman and Blakely (1995) suggested that cultures
which are labeled with individualistic-collectivistic, commonly describe collectivistic
or individualistic individual difference. Wagner (1992), in a study of social loafing
among U.S. college student, labeled the variable individualism-collectivism, but it
was clear he was discussing an individual difference, not a culture influence. In
addition, Earley (1989, 1993) measured IC directly and did not merely on country or
culture to indicate the degree the respondents were either individualistic or
collectivistic. Cox et al. (1991); Moorman and Blakely (1995); Chartman and Barsade
(1995) also suggested that IC can be used as an individual difference within cultural

dimension.

Individual Difference as an antecedent of OCB

Some researchers tried to measure relationship between individual difference such as
agreeableness, positive effect, extroversion, neuroticism, and equity sensitivity with
OCB (Smith et al., 1983; Williams, 1988; Organ and Konovsky, 1989; George, 1991;
Konovsky and Organ, 1996; Organ, 1994; Organ and Lingl, 1995.) Most of these
studies have focused on positive affectivity (PA) as a predictor of OCB and the results
is still inconsistent. So, searching for the variable of individual difference as a

predictor of OCB is still needed.



The relationship between individualism-collectivism as an individual

difference and OCB

Some researchers had examined the relationship between IC as an individual
difference with OCB (Moorman and Blakely, 1995; Dyne et al., 2000). Statistically,
results of this research showed significant relationship between individualism-
collectivism with OCB. So, individualism-collectivism as an individual difference can
be act as antecedent of OCB. Bult, this research is still rare. So, in this research, we
will examine this relationship.
Graham (1989) in Moorman and Blakely (1995) suggested four dimension of
OCB. They are:
= Interpersonal helping: This focuses on helping co-workers in their jobs
when such help was needed.
= Individual initiative: This describes communications to others in the
workplace to improve individual and group performance.
= Personal industry: This describes the performance of specific tasks above
and beyond the call of duty.
= Loyal boosterism: This describes the promotion of organizational image to
outsiders.
Personal industry, as one of Graham’s dimension, judged as a dimension which didn’t
have a difference between individualism and collectivism. This is because of neither
individualist nor collectivist will do his/her jobs well (Moorman and Blakely, 1995.)
So, there are only three dimensions of OCB (interpersonal helping, individual
initiative and loyal boosterism) which judged differ within individualist and

collectivist.



Given this explanation, we offer the following hypothesis:

IC (as measured by higher IC scores indicating more of a collectivistic orientation) will be
positively related to the OCB dimensions of interpersonal helping, individual initiative and loyal
boosterism in accounting environment setting.

In this study, we took accounting environment setting because research of OCB in this
environment setting still rare. Some researches of OCB in accounting environment
setting, such as Ryan (2001), examined relationship between employee’s levels of
moral reasoning with OCB. The result showed that statistically, there is a significant
relationship between employee’s moral reasoning with the two dimension of OCB
(interpersonal helping behaviors and sportsmanship behaviors).

Then, Lih Farh, Podsakoff, Organ (1990) examined relationship between leader
fairness and task scope with OCB. The result showed a significant relationship

statistically.

3. RESEARCH METHOD

Sample Selection and Data Collection

Purposive sampling method is used as sample selection technique, which respondent
criterion is accounting students (bachelor degree, master degree, professional
program.) This sample was selected because researcher would like to examine the
relation between IC as individual difference with OCB in an accounting environment

setting, so respondents should have an accounting background.



A survey was distributed to accounting students of several universities in
Yogyakarta. They are Master of Science Program students of Gadjah Mada
University, Accountant Professional Program students of Gadjah Mada University,
Bachelor program students of Gadjah Mada University, Bachelor program students of
Ahmad Dahlan University, Bachelor program students of State University, and
Bachelor program students of Atma Jaya University.

Data was collected in one month and it distributed by researcher. Table 1
provides detail distribution. A total of 365 surveys were sent and 270 useable surveys
were returned, representing a 74 percent response rate.

Table 1
Surveys Distribution in an Accounting Environment

Surveys
Respondents Semester Y
Sent  returned
Students of Master of Science Program-Gadjah Mada University | 29 15
Il 15 15
1 23 15
Students of Accountant Professional Program-Gadjah Mada University | 31 23
Students of Bachelor Program-Ahmad Dahlan University \ 167 142
Students of Bachelor Program-State University 1| 50 42
Students of Bachelor Program-Atma Jaya University \ 50 41
TOTAL 365 293

Variables Measurement

OCB was measured with Moorman and Blakely (1992) 19-item scale. This instrument
described four OCB dimensions (interpersonal helping, individual initiative, personal
industry, and loyal boosterism). They were based on Graham’s (1989) dimensions of
OCB, but contained items which referenced Organ’s (1988) dimensions. We used this

instrument because its validity has been tested (Moorman and Blakely, 1992.)



IC was measured with Wagner and Moch’s (1986) 11-item scale. Wagner and
Moch identified three structural dimensions of IC. The first was called beliefs and
measured statements of truth or fact as they relate to whether the work group is
perceived more productive or efficient when members are more or less collectivistic.
The second dimension was called values and measured the respondent’s general
preferences about working in a more collectivistic environment versus a more
individualistic environment. The third dimension was called norms and measured the
respondent’s specific prescriptions for the behavior of other work group members.
These prescriptions described either individualistic or collectivistic work behaviors.
We used this instrument because its validity has been tested (Wagner and Moch,

1986.)

Validity and Reliability Testing

Validity refers to the extent to which a test measures what we actually wish to
measure (Cooper, 2003.) We used factor analysis with SPSS for windows program
version 11.5 to tested validity. Rules of thumb for loading factor are at or above 0.40
(Hair et al., 1998.)

Reliability of measure indicates the extent to which the measure is without
bias (error free) and hence offers consistent measurement across time and across the
various items in the instrument (Sekaran, 2000.) We used Cronbach’s Alpha
coefficient with SPSS for windows program version 11.5 to tested reliability. Rules of
thumb for Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient are at or above 0.60 (Nunally, 1968 in
Gozali, 2005)

Table 2 shows the result of validity tested and table 3 shows the result of

reliability test.
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Table 2
Factor Analysis Result

. . Constructs
Dimensions Items
IC OCB
Beliefs IC-1 0.760
IC-2 0.699
IC-3 0.709
Values IC-4 0.472
IC-5 0.536
IC-6 0.512
Norms 1C-7 0.499
IC-9 0.555
IC-10 0.502
Interpersonal Helping OCB-2 0.553
OCB-3 0.428
oCB-4 0.652
OCB-5 0.530
Individual Initiative oCB-7 0.567
OCB-8 0.536
OCB-9 0.538
OCB-10 0.489
Personal Industry OCB-11 0.535
0OCB-13 0.498
Loyal Boosterism OCB-15 0.578
OCB-18 0.515
OCB-19 0.505

IC indicated Individualism-Collectivism variable;
OCB indicated Organizational Citizenship Behavior variable.

Table 2 showed that 22 items have loading factor at or above 0.40. This result

indicated valid items (Hairs, et al., 1998.)

Table 3
Reliability Test Result
Constructs Items Cronbach Alpha Result
IC IC-1,2,3,4,5,6,7,9,10 0.657 Reliable
OCB 0CB-2,3,4,5,7,8,9,10,11,13,15,18,19 0.752 Reliable

Then, table 3 showed that Individualism-Collectivism and Organizational Citizenship
Behavior were reliable because Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient at or above 0.6

(Nunally, 1968.)
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4. RESULT AND ANALYSIS

This structural model tested relation between Organizational Citizenship Behavior
(interpersonal helping, individual initiative, personal industry, loyal boosterism) and
Individualism-Collectivism (beliefs, values, norms). This model was described at

Picture 1.

Picture 1
Structural Model
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4.1 Fit Model Testing

This research tested fit model with some indexes from absolute fit. They are degree of
freedom (df), chi-square (y ) statistic, the normed chi-square (y  /df), the root mean
square residual (RMR), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA),
Goodness of fit (GFI), adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI). This test used AMOS

statistic application program version 401, the summary of the result was showed at

table 4.
Table 4
Goodness of Fit Indexes
Goodness of Fit Indexes Rules of Thumb Result Result
Degree of freedom (df) Positive 390 Good
x2 Af 2<y2/df<5 2.248 Good
RMR 0.03 <RMR <0.08 0.059 Good
RMSEA <0.10 0.068 Good
GFI >0.90 0.826 Marginal
AGFI >0.90 0.792 Marginal

Table 4 showed that this model was accepted as research model because there are four
good fit indexes. Although GFI and AGFI were accepted as marginal.
4.2 Hypothesis Testing

After model was accepted, then hypothesis testing will conducted. Hypothesis testing
was conducted with path analysis. Table 5 showed the result, hypothesis will be

supported if Critical Ratio (CR) above 1.960 (p<0.10.)
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Table 5
Structural Relation, Standardized Regression Weights,
And Critical Ratio

Standardized Regression Critical

Structural Relation Weights Ratio
Interpersonal Helping « Beliefs -0.211 -2.227*
Individullnitiative < Beliefs -0.293 -2.83**
Personal Industry < Beliefs -0.031 -0.308
LoyalBoosterism «<— Beliefs -0.343 -3.436**
Interpersonal Helping < Values 0.041 0.428
Individullnitiative < Values 0.222 1.99*
Personal Industry « Values 0.225 1.478
LoyalBoosterism < Values 0.235 2.152*
Interpersonal Helping «— Norms 0.752 5.649**
Individullnitiative < Norms 0.762 4,955**
Personal Industry «— Norms 0.561 2.081**
LoyalBoosterism < Norms 0.724 5.722**
* p< 0.05;
**p< 0.01.

This hypothesis examined IC dimensions (beliefs, values, and norms) will be
positively related to the OCB dimensions (interpersonal helping, individual initiative,
and loyal boosterism). This hypothesis consisted of twelve paths (see Picture 1.)
Table-5 showed nine paths which statistically significant ((p<0.05 and p<0.01.)

Path from beliefs to interpersonal helping (p<0.05), individual initiative
(p<0.01), and loyal boosterism (p<0.01) were significant statistically. But this path
have contrary relation, it means that OCB dimensions influenced beliefs dimension.
This result supported previous research which conducted by Moorman and Blakely
(1995). Wagner and Moch (1986) argued that beliefs dimension has no relation with
OCB dimensions because items in beliefs dimension measured statements of truth or
fact as they relate to whether the work group is perceived more productive or efficient

(group performances). As known, OCB oriented was individual performances.
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Path from values dimension to individual initiative (p<0.05), and loyal
boosterism ((p<0.05) were significant statistically. Path from norms dimension to
interpersonal helping (p<0.01), individual initiative (p<0.01), personal industry
(p<0.01), and loyal boosterism (p<0.01) were significant statistically. Finally, path
from values dimension to interpersonal helping, and personal industry; and path from
beliefs dimension to personal helping were not significant statistically.

In general, the results showed that hypothesis was supported, it means that
Individualism-Collectivism as a predictor of Organizational Citizenship Behavior.
This result showed that personal industry of OCB dimension has no difference
between individualist and collectivist (path from beliefs and values to personal
industry were not significant statistically.) Individualists could perform personal
industry behaviors because they believe they will be rewarded for doing so and thus
no difference between the degree individualist and collectivists perform this
dimension would exist. (Moorman and Blakely, 1995). This result supported previous

research which conducted by Moorman and Blakely (1995).
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5. CONCLUSION AND LIMITATION

This research proposed to examine whether Individualism-Collectivism positively
related with Organizational Citizenship Behavior’s dimension (interpersonal helping,
individual initiative and loyal boosterism) in accounting environment. The result
showed that Individualism-Collectivism can be used as a predictor of Organizational
Citizenship Behavior (hypothesis supported.) Result also showed that personal
industry dimension did not have a difference in individualist and collectivist. It can be
seen in path which statistically not significant in beliefs and values dimension. The
explanation for this is, neither individualist nor collectivist will done his/her job well
(Moorman and Blakely, 1995).

The results also showed that all dimensions of OCB influences beliefs
dimension, it means that result showed a contrary relation. This is due to all items
contained in beliefs dimension are fact of group performance while dimensions of
OCB are more oriented in individual performance. This research supported the
previous work by Moorman and Blakely (1995.)

One of the main limitations in this research that should be noted is the sample,
which in this research, accounting college students is used as a sample. This became
limitation because although all of respondent have a background in accounting, but
not all of them have work experience in accounting setting. So, it causes bias in filling
up the questionnaire.

Future research also needed to examine the same research model but sample
criterion that used should have a work experience in accounting setting. It is
recommended others to examine other variable as a predictor of OCB in accounting

environment in future research.
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