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Using meta-analytic path analysis, the authors tested several structural models linking agreeableness and
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OCB-O, and that for conscientiousness the pattern of direct and indirect effects was exactly opposite
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Following years of research on the antecedents and consequences
of in-role, or formally prescribed, job performance, researchers since
the 1980s have increasingly turned their attention to more spontane-
ous and voluntary workplace behaviors that enhance organizational
functioning. Known variously as organizational citizenship behavior
(OCB; Organ, 1988), prosocial organizational behavior (Brief &
Motowidlo, 1986), extra-role behavior (Van Dyne & LePine, 1998),
and contextual performance (Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994), these
actions were originally defined as “individual behavior that is discre-
tionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward
system, and that in the aggregate, promotes the efficient and effective
functioning of the organization” (Organ, 1988, p. 4). Recognizing that
in contemporary organizations the boundaries between in-role and
discretionary extra-role performance are often ill-defined, scholars
have come to embrace a view of OCB consistent with contextual
performance, that is, behaviors that enhance the organizational envi-
ronment rather than directly contribute to the achievement of work-
place tasks (e.g., Organ, 1997).

Citizenship behaviors have been categorized in several ways.
One framework describes a typology based on clusters of be-
haviors (e.g., sportsmanship, conscientiousness, civic virtue,
altruism, and courtesy; Organ, 1988; Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). Another approach “slices” behav-
iors not by category of behavior but instead by the intended
beneficiary of the behavior (e.g., OCBs targeted at individuals
[OCB-I] vs. OCBs targeted at organizations [OCB-O]; Mc-
Neely & Meglino, 1994; L. J. Williams & Anderson, 1991).
Proponents of this approach assume that clusters of behaviors
fall into one of these two categories and that the two higher
order dimensions of OCBs likely have different antecedents
(L. J. Williams & Anderson, 1991). For example, behaviors
reflecting altruism, helping, courtesy, cooperative behavior, and
interpersonal facilitation are enacted to benefit other people in
some way. On the other hand, behaviors like conscientiousness,
sportsmanship, compliance, and civic virtue are enacted to
benefit the larger organization, not necessarily specific people.

Because citizenship behaviors are often spontaneous and by
definition not directly task-focused, they are not formally pre-
scribed or directly enforced by explicit means; therefore, situ-
ational cues triggering these behaviors tend to be relatively
weak. Furthermore, contextually oriented behaviors are less
strongly influenced by cognitive ability and more so by person-
ality, compared to task behaviors (Motowidlo, Borman, &
Schmit, 1997). Consequently, a steady stream of research, in-
cluding several meta-analytic studies (Borman, Penner, Allen,
& Motowidlo, 2001; Dalal, 2005; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000;
Lapierre & Hackett, 2007; LePine, Erez, & Johnson, 2002;
Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bach-
rach, 2000), has explored relationships among personality and

Remus Ilies and Matthias Spitzmuller, Department of Management, Eli
Broad Graduate School of Management, Michigan State University; Ingrid
Smithey Fulmer, College of Management, Georgia Institute of Technol-
ogy; Michael D. Johnson, Department of Management and Organizations,
University of Washington.

We thank Linn Van Dyne for her helpful comments on a previous
version of this article.

Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Remus
Ilies, Department of Management, Eli Broad Graduate School of Manage-
ment, Michigan State University, East Lansing, MI 48824. E-mail:
ilies@msu.edu

CORRECTED MARCH 29, 2009; SEE LAST PAGE
Journal of Applied Psychology © 2009 American Psychological Association
2009, Vol. 94, No. 4, 945–959 0021-9010/09/$12.00 DOI: 10.1037/a0013329

945



OCB. Two personality traits in particular, conscientiousness
and agreeableness, have been found to predict OCB (Organ &
Ryan, 1995).

Interestingly, there is little research on psychological mecha-
nisms explaining why personality traits predict OCB; most prior
meta-analytic studies have not gone beyond estimating true-score
correlations between personality and discretionary behaviors.1

This general lack of attention to intervening processes is surpris-
ing, given that Organ and Ryan (1995) suggested more than 10
years ago that attitudes would mediate the effect of personality on
citizenship behavior. In the present study, we begin to address this
gap by conceptualizing an attitudinal mechanism—job satisfac-
tion—that is likely to mediate the effect of personality on citizen-
ship behavior, an approach which we then test with meta-analytic
path modeling.

Another important issue informed by the current study is related
to the construct validity of OCB. Some prior meta-analyses ex-
ploring personality as a predictor have estimated true-score corre-
lations with only broad measures of OCB or OCB-like behaviors
(e.g., Borman et al., 2001; Dalal, 2005; Hurtz & Donovan, 2000;
Lapierre & Hackett, 2007), whereas others have estimated rela-
tionships with specific behaviors (altruism, generalized compli-
ance, etc.; Organ & Ryan, 1995; Podsakoff et al., 2000). Only one
meta-analysis (LePine et al., 2002) has estimated a relationship
between a personality trait (conscientiousness) and target-focused
OCB, finding little evidence for differential relationships with
OCB-I and OCB-O (or the lower level subdimensions). Other
authors (e.g., Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007), however, have
suggested that target-focused OCBs are distinct from one another
and that examining worker behaviors through a target-oriented
lens is a useful approach. In the current study, we inform this issue
both theoretically and empirically by reexamining the differential
validity for personality predictors of OCB-I and OCB-O.

Finally, we contribute to the literature on OCB by examining
issues related to the source of OCB ratings. The performance of
citizenship behaviors may be either self-assessed or evaluated by
supervisors or peers. When both a predictor (e.g., personality) and
OCB are self-rated, the correlation between the two is almost
certainly inflated by common rater bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Conversely, when the predictor score is
self-rated and citizenship behavior is rated by a different person
(usually the supervisor), the correlation may be biased downward.
Limited observational opportunities on the part of the supervisor
may (a) cause the rater to underestimate the occurrence of OCBs,
particularly when the OCBs benefit multiple targets besides the
rater, and (b) result in range-restricted ratings of OCB across
subordinates (i.e., if supervisors do not observe all or most OCBs
they will have trouble differentiating among those who perform
OCBs frequently and those who do not). To the extent that OCB
ratings by supervisors are less accurate and more range-restricted
than self-ratings, correlations of supervisor-rated OCB with self-
rated antecedents will be biased downward. We also examine the
influence of the rating source separately for OCB-I and OCB-O, as
differences between self- and other-ratings of behavior may vary
according to the target of behavior. These results could inform
researchers about the appropriateness of using self- or supervisor-
rated OCB when studying targeted (interpersonal- or organization-
focused) behaviors.

To summarize, the purpose of the present study is fivefold. First,
we integrate theoretical perspectives on personality and OCB,
suggesting that job satisfaction mediates the relationships between
two relevant personality traits—conscientiousness and agreeable-
ness—and OCB. Second, we consider how these relationships may
differ depending on OCB target, a theoretically substantive con-
sideration, and also depending on OCB rater, a methodological
issue. Third, to answer these questions, we update meta-analytic
estimates of the relationships between OCB and two important
antecedents, personality and job satisfaction, and conduct a series
of moderator analyses. Fourth, in order to link personality, job
satisfaction, and OCB in integrated models, we test structural path
models using meta-analytic data. Finally, to better understand the
implications of the rating source for OCB research, we examine
path model fit and parameters for meta-analytic correlations com-
puted using only different-source data.

Personality Traits and OCB: Direct and Mediated Effects

Direct Effects

The question of whether humans are predisposed to engage in
prosocial acts has been tackled by writers from diverse disciplines,
from evolutionary and neurobiological psychologists like Buck
(2002) and Dawkins (1976) to moral philosophers like André Gide
(see Fowlie, 1965). Philosophical questions aside, in basic and
applied psychology it is accepted that individual differences in
prosocial tendencies do exist (see Penner, Dovidio, Piliavin, &
Schroeder, 2005). Contemporary research on individual differ-
ences in personality has coalesced around a five-factor theoretical
model for describing the structure of personality (Digman, 1990);
of these five factors, conscientiousness and agreeableness have the
most obvious theoretical connections with OCB and have been the
subject of most dispositionally based OCB research. Given that
most OCB researchers have focused on conscientiousness and
agreeableness among the Big Five, we too focus on these traits for
the present meta-analytic study.

Agreeable people tend to be altruistic and cooperative, with an
expectation that others will do the same (Costa & McCrae, 1992).
They are predisposed to seek out interpersonally supportive and
accepting environments (e.g., Barrick, Stewart, & Piotrowski,
2002; Wiggins, 1991); the enactment of citizenship behaviors,
particularly those targeted at individuals, may be one means of
creating and maintaining such environments for themselves. Not
surprisingly, agreeableness has been found to be related to OCB in
prior research. Organ and Ryan (1995) reported relatively small
(but nonzero) meta-analytic relationships between agreeableness
and OCB dimensions (r � .10 for altruism and r �.08 for gener-
alized compliance), a finding replicated in a later meta-analysis by
Borman et al. (2001; r � .13). Following the conceptual reasoning
and the empirical evidence reviewed above, we expect a positive
zero-order correlation between agreeableness and OCB.

Conscientious individuals tend to be diligent, organized, and
achievement oriented (Costa & McCrae, 1992); they are likely to

1 The lone exception is a study by Lapierre and Hackett (2007), who
found that conscientiousness increases OCB, which enhances leader–
member exchange quality, leading to greater job satisfaction.
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engage in citizenship behaviors because these behaviors contribute
to their personal sense of achievement on the job. Organ and Ryan
(1995) reported meta-analytic evidence that trait conscientiousness
was associated with two OCB dimensions, with sample size-
weighted mean uncorrected correlations ranging from .16 (with
altruism) to .21 (with generalized compliance). Similarly, Borman
et al. (2001) and LePine et al. (2002) reported average correlations
between conscientiousness and OCB of .24 and .19, respectively.
Consistent with prior research, we expect to find a positive zero-
order correlation between conscientiousness and OCB.

Mediating Mechanisms

Organ and Ryan (1995) concluded their review of dispositional
influences on citizenship behavior with the suggestion that dispo-
sitional variables influence such behaviors only to the extent that
they affect thoughts and feelings about a job. Following this line of
reasoning, we consider a specific job attitude that involves both
thoughts and feelings (e.g., Ilies & Judge, 2002)—job satisfac-
tion—as a mediator in the relationship between these two person-
ality traits and citizenship behavior. Broadly speaking, agreeable
and conscientious employees are predisposed to engage in activi-
ties and behaviors that result in increased job satisfaction, which in
turn influences them to engage in OCB via social exchange mech-
anisms. In other words, to the extent that employees view their
work contributions as part of an exchange (e.g., Bateman & Organ,
1983; Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch, 1994), those who benefit
from satisfying work environments will be more likely to recip-
rocate by engaging in citizenship behaviors.

Agreeable individuals value cooperative environments (e.g.,
Barrick et al., 2002; Wiggins, 1991) and consequently strive to
foster pleasant and harmonious interpersonal relationships with
coworkers; in so doing, they experience more satisfying work
environments themselves (Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002). Con-
scientiousness, on the other hand, is associated with job involve-
ment and with individual behaviors (diligence, reliability, orderli-
ness, etc.) that are valued and rewarded in most workplaces (Judge
et al., 2002; Organ & Lingl, 1995). Given the achievement orien-
tation associated with conscientiousness, being recognized, valued,
and rewarded for diligent in-role behaviors contributes positively
to experienced job satisfaction (Judge et al., 2002). For both
agreeable and conscientious employees, this experienced job sat-
isfaction may in turn engender reciprocation in the form of in-
creased OCBs.

Two other conditions are required for mediation. First, job
satisfaction must be related to the personality traits. Indeed, there
is empirical evidence supporting a direct association with both
agreeableness and conscientiousness (Judge et al., 2002). Second,
job satisfaction must be linked to citizenship behavior; this has
been shown in previous meta-analyses (e.g., LePine et al., 2002;
Organ & Ryan, 1995). Furthermore, job satisfaction has been
shown to be related to both individually and organizationally
targeted citizenship behaviors (McNeely & Meglino, 1994).

Differential Relationships by OCB Target

Thus far, we have treated OCB as a unitary construct, not
distinguishing among different OCB dimensions. On this point,
there is a lack of consensus in the literature. With respect both to

the lower order categorization of OCB and to OCB-I/OCB-O,
LePine et al. (2002) concluded on the basis of meta-analytic
evidence that the high intercorrelations between the dimensions
and the fact “that there are no meaningful differences in relation-
ships with predictors across dimensions” (p. 62) suggest that OCB
should be conceptualized as a latent construct. A recent meta-
analysis by Hoffman, Blair, Meriac, and Woehr (2007) also ques-
tions the OCB-I/OCB-O distinction.

Other empirical evidence, however, suggests that it is useful to
distinguish between OCB dimensions. A recent meta-analytic
study found a true-score correlation (corrected for attenuation) of
.64 between OCB-I and OCB-O (Dalal, 2005), indicating that the
two higher order dimensions of OCB are related yet distinct (i.e.,
60% of the variance in one dimension is unexplained by the other,
even after accounting for imperfect measurement). Further evi-
dence for the distinctiveness of OCB-I and OCB-O is offered by a
recent meta-analysis on the effects of leader–member exchange
(LMX) on OCB. Ilies et al. (2007) found that LMX, as an inter-
personal exchange variable, is more strongly associated with
OCB-I than with OCB-O. Altogether, this evidence suggests that
there continues to be value in examining OCB-I and OCB-O
separately.

There are also conceptual reasons to believe that relationships
between personality and OCB may differ depending on the target.
Following Organ’s (1994) distinction between thematically related
and topographically similar behaviors, Ilies et al. (2007, p. 271)
suggested that it is important “to distinguish between dimensions
that reflect different types of behavior and to consider the thematic
correspondence between predictors and these behavioral dimen-
sions” when examining predictors of citizenship behavior. In the
workplace context, agreeableness reflects individual differences in
interpersonal behavioral tendencies and conscientiousness reflects
individual differences in more generalized, or impersonal, behav-
ioral tendencies (e.g., Lee, Ashton, & Shin, 2005; Mount, Ilies, &
Johnson, 2006). Focusing on interpersonal versus impersonal be-
havior themes, one would expect to observe that agreeableness is
more closely associated with OCB-I and conscientiousness with
OCB-O.

As we noted earlier, those who experience positive work out-
comes such as job satisfaction are likely to reciprocate with OCBs
as a form of social exchange (e.g., Bateman & Organ, 1983).
Taking this one step further, we expect that individuals will choose
to reciprocally benefit the perceived source of their job satisfac-
tion. Therefore, agreeable individuals would tend to engage in
reciprocating OCBs that benefit colleagues with whom they have
enjoyed rewarding workplace relationships (i.e., OCB-Is). On the
other hand, because conscientious employees attain job satisfac-
tion through an organizational system of rewards and recognition,
their reciprocation would tend to be directed toward the broader
organization (i.e., OCB-Os).

Given these arguments, first, we expect that agreeableness will
be more strongly associated with interpersonal citizenship behav-
iors (OCB-I) and that conscientiousness will be more strongly
associated with impersonal citizenship behaviors (OCB-O). Sec-
ond, following Lee and Allen (2002) and Organ and Ryan (1995),
we expect that the effects of agreeableness and of conscientious-
ness on OCB will be mediated through job satisfaction. We expect
partial, as opposed to full, mediation because there are other
personality-influenced mechanisms (besides satisfaction) that are
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known to influence OCB, such as perceptions of fairness (Organ &
Ryan, 1995) and organizational support (Rhoades & Eisenberger,
2002), that may explain these effects.

In sum, we test path models that link agreeableness and consci-
entiousness to OCB through job satisfaction. We expect both traits
to have direct and indirect (through job satisfaction) effects on
overall OCB. When predicting OCB-I/OCB-O, we expect differ-
ential patterns of direct and mediated effects. We expect agree-
ableness, but not conscientiousness, to have a direct effect on
OCB-I in addition to the mediated effect through satisfaction
(conscientiousness is expected to be fully mediated by satisfac-
tion). For OCB-O, we expect an opposite pattern; conscientious-
ness should have both a direct and an indirect effect on OCB-O,
whereas the influence of agreeableness on OCB-O should be fully
mediated by satisfaction.

Differential Relationships by OCB Rater

As noted, correlations between self-rated personality and self-
rated OCB are likely inflated by common rater bias, whereas
correlations between self-rated personality and other-rated OCB
may be biased downward due to raters’ limited observational
opportunities. Therefore, correlations with predictors should be
lower for other-rated OCB, compared to self-rated OCB. We also
examine whether the source of ratings differentially influences the
consistency of results for predicting OCB-I and OCB-O, as dif-
ferential influences may help in elucidating the role of observa-
tional opportunities for different OCB ratings. Finally, to further
investigate whether common method bias explains the mediated
effects proposed in this article, we examine how well the path
models describe the true-score correlations matrices that include
meta-analytic correlations between OCB and predictors using (a)
all the data available in the literature and (b) only correlations
involving different-source ratings.

Method

We used meta-analysis to estimate the true-score zero-order
correlations between OCB and its antecedents. To test the hypoth-
esized differential associations between predictors and OCB-O and
OCB-I, we conducted moderator meta-analyses to obtain indepen-
dent estimates for the associations of OCB-O and OCB-I with their
antecedents. Next, we conducted fully hierarchical moderator anal-
yses to examine the impact of the source of the OCB ratings used
to compute the original correlations (same source vs. different
source) on the magnitude of the meta-analytic estimates. Finally,
to test alternative path models (fully and partially mediated) with
job satisfaction as a mediator of the effects of the personality traits
on OCB, we used meta-analytic path analysis. Meta-analytic path
analysis tests a structural model specified by researchers against
the matrix of population correlations between the constructs in-
cluded in the model (Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995).

Meta-Analysis

Literature search. A literature search was conducted to iden-
tify published and unpublished reports that examined the relation-
ship between the predictors considered in this study (agreeable-
ness, conscientiousness, and job satisfaction) and OCB. First, we

performed electronic searches of the PsycINFO (1887–2006) da-
tabase using the keywords organizational citizenship, contextual
performance, organizational spontaneity, extrarole behavior, and
prosocial behavior combined with the search terms agreeableness,
conscientiousness, personality, or satisfaction. The electronic
searches resulted in the identification of 792 published and unpub-
lished reports, including dissertations. Second, we searched refer-
ence lists of key articles and prior meta-analyses on the topic (e.g.,
Borman et al., 2001; LePine et al., 2002; Organ & Ryan, 1995).
Third, we searched the homepages of professional conferences to
identify potentially relevant but unpublished manuscripts, and we
contacted the authors asking for a copy of the manuscript. Alto-
gether, the last two steps resulted in an additional 61 studies.

Inclusion criteria. We read all the abstracts obtained from the
electronic search. First, we excluded studies that reported no data
(e.g., theory papers) or studies that did not examine any of the
associations that we were meta-analyzing. In the next stage, we
examined each of the studies that could not be excluded on the
basis of the abstract, as well as the additional studies selected from
reference lists or conference papers. We excluded studies that did
not report sufficient data to calculate an effect size for at least one
of the relationships considered in this research (we contacted
authors to obtain data necessary to calculate an effect size if it
appeared that such data were collected but were not reported).
There were 151 studies that met the inclusion criteria; these studies
provided a total of 193 unique correlations between OCB and its
predictors (31 correlations with agreeableness, 39 with conscien-
tiousness, and 123 with job satisfaction). From the 151 studies
included in the final analysis, 98 were journal articles, 40 were
dissertations, and another 12 were conference proceedings. One
study was published in a book chapter.

Coding. In the analyses related to overall OCB, for each of the
relationships that we estimated, we included a unique correlation
estimate from each particular sample. For studies that did not
provide such overall estimates (e.g., provided correlations with
OCB-O and OCB-I but not with overall OCB), we combined
multiple estimates into a single correlation using the formula for
computing the correlation between a predictor and a composite of
criteria scores, which takes into account the intercorrelations
among the scores comprising the composite criterion (Hunter &
Schmidt, 1990).

For the moderator analyses, we first categorized the primary
estimates according to the target of the citizenship behavior
(OCB-O or OCB-I), and we then conducted separate meta-
analyses by category for each of the relationships examined. Mea-
sures of conscientiousness (as a citizenship behavior, not a trait),
sportsmanship, compliance, job dedication, civic virtue, loyalty,
and creativity/innovation were categorized as OCB-O. We coded
behaviors reflecting altruism, helping, courtesy, cooperative be-
havior, personal support, prosocial behavior, and interpersonal
facilitation as OCB-I. This coding, done by one of the authors, was
based on the definitions of the dimensions of citizenship behaviors
provided by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Hui (1993) and Podsakoff
et al. (2000). To verify coding accuracy, another author coded the
information provided in 35 studies (51 correlations, which
amounts to more than 20% of the estimates); comparing this
coder’s categorization of estimates as reflecting OCB-I/OCB-O
with that of the initial coder revealed a 94.4% agreement. Studies
often provided correlations between predictors and criteria for
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multiple OCB-I (e.g., altruism and courtesy) and OCB-O (e.g.,
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, and compliance) dimensions. In
these cases, we used the formula for computing a correlation
between a predictor and a composite criterion. Second, we coded
estimates according to whether the data were provided by the same
rater or by different raters.

Procedure. We used the Schmidt–Hunter psychometric meta-
analysis method (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990) to cumulate the esti-
mates reported in the literature. The correlations reported in the
primary studies were corrected for measurement error in both the
predictor and the criterion scores using the internal consistency
reliability. The large majority of studies provided the reliabilities
of the measured scores used to compute the reported correlations;
if reliability estimates were not provided, we used the average
value of the estimates that were provided for the specific construct.
Besides providing point estimates for the true-score correlations,
we also examined variability in these estimates by computing 80%
credibility intervals and 90% confidence intervals around the point
values.

Path Analysis

Procedure. Meta-analytic path analysis examines how well a
proposed structural model explains the population correlations
among the constructs included the model. In this study, we con-
sidered a path model in which job satisfaction fully mediated the
effects of agreeableness and conscientiousness on OCB, and we
considered partially mediated models, in which agreeableness and
conscientiousness also have direct effects on OCB. We tested such
alternative models against (a) a true-score correlation matrix with
overall OCB as the end outcome, (b) a true-score correlation
matrix with OCB-O as the end outcome, and (c) a true-score
correlation matrix with OCB-I as the end outcome. In estimating
these models, we followed Viswesvaran and Ones (1995), who
recommended using the harmonic mean of the cumulative sample
sizes to compute the standard errors of the estimated parameters
(see also Colquitt, LePine, & Noe, 2000; Ilies & Judge, 2003).

Input data. In meta-analytic path analysis, the model param-
eters are estimated by using true-score correlations as input (Vis-
wesvaran & Ones, 1995). Therefore, to test the alternative models
considered in this article (fully and partially mediated models) we
used the meta-analytic true-score correlations of predictors with
OCBs (overall OCB, OCB-O, OCB-I) that were obtained in this
study, the true-score correlation between agreeableness and con-
scientiousness reported by Ones (1994; see Ones, Viswesvaran, &
Reiss, 1996), and the true-score correlations between the two traits
and job satisfaction reported by Judge et al. (2002).

Results

Meta-Analysis Results

Table 1 presents the meta-analytic results for the relationships
between the predictors and overall OCB. In short, all the predictors
showed positive relationships with the criterion, and neither the
credibility nor the confidence interval included zero for any pre-
dictor. Job satisfaction showed the highest true-score correlation
with overall OCB (� � .28); the correlations of personality traits T
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with overall OCB were � � .18 and � � .24 for agreeableness and
conscientiousness, respectively. These meta-analytic correlations
represent the best estimates for the correlations between the three
predictors considered in this research and overall OCB, at the
population level. Table 2 integrates the results of this analysis with
the results from other meta-analytic studies as described above.

The results of the moderator analyses by target are also pre-
sented in Table 1. These results support our expectations that the
target of the behavior moderates the magnitude of the effects of the
personality traits on citizenship behavior. First, as we predicted,
agreeableness was more strongly correlated with individual-
targeted behaviors than with organization-targeted behaviors (� �
.21 vs. � � .15), and conscientiousness was more strongly corre-
lated with organization-targeted behaviors than with individual-
targeted behaviors (� � .31 vs. � � .18). Hotelling–Williams tests,
recommended when comparing nonindependent correlations that
share a variable (see Steiger, 1980), showed that for both traits, the
correlations with OCB-O and OCB-I were significantly different
from each other, in the predicted direction (t � 6.21, p � .01 for
agreeableness, and t � 12.76, p � .01 for conscientiousness).

In Table 3 we present the results of the moderator analyses by
rating source (same- vs. different-source ratings) for overall OCB,
OCB-I, and OCB-O. All the correlations between predictors and
overall OCB were larger when they were computed from same-
source ratings, as expected. Furthermore, the hierarchical moder-
ator analyses with OCB-O and OCB-I as criteria showed that for
each of the six comparisons between same-source and different-
source ratings (three predictors by two criteria), the meta-analytic
correlation was higher for same-source ratings.2

Path Analysis Results

The path analysis concerning overall OCB showed only limited
support for the fully mediated model (standardized root mean
residual [SRMR] � .08; root-mean-square error of approximation
[RMSEA] � .17; comparative fit index [CFI] � .89). The stan-
dardized path coefficients are shown in Figure 1. Jointly, the
predictors explained 12% of the variance in citizenship behaviors.

Because the fully mediated model did not fit the data well, we
estimated a partially mediated model. Because this is a fully
specified (saturated) model, fit indices cannot be used to assess
whether the directional effects specified in the model adequately
describe the pattern of correlation among the constructs included
in the model (i.e., we cannot claim that this model fits the data
better than the fully mediated model). Therefore, we interpret only
the magnitudes of the path coefficients that were added to the fully
mediated model (the direct effects from agreeableness and consci-
entiousness). The standardized path coefficients representing the
direct effects of the personality traits on OCB were .11 and .18 for
agreeableness and conscientiousness, respectively, and both esti-
mates were statistically significant ( p � .01). This model ex-
plained 17% of the variance in OCB, and the total effects of
agreeableness and conscientiousness on OCB were .15 and .27,
respectively. These results suggest that the effects of the two
personality traits on overall citizenship behavior are not fully
mediated by job satisfaction.

The next set of analyses consisted of a series of path models on
the meta-analytic correlations concerning OCB-O and OCB-I.
First, as with overall OCB, the fully mediated model (Model 1) did
not fit the data well for either criteria (RMSEA�.22/.16 for
OCB-O/OCB-I; see Table 4). Next, we estimated Model 2, which
specified full mediation for agreeableness and partial mediation for
conscientiousness for predicting OCB-O and full mediation for
conscientiousness and partial mediation for agreeableness for pre-
dicting OCB-I. The fit indices for Model 2 are included in Table
4, and the standardized path estimates are shown in Figures 2
(OCB-O) and 3 (OCB-I). Across all the fit indices presented,
Model 2 clearly fit the data better than Model 1 for both OCB-O
and OCB-I (in addition, the ��2 was significant at p � .001 for
both comparisons).

Finally, to examine the role that the source of ratings has in
explaining the relationships included in the models described
above (i.e., does common rater bias completely explain these
relationships?), we conducted path analyses using meta-analytic
correlations among predictor and OCB variables computed using
only different-source correlations. Even though in general the
magnitudes of the path coefficients decreased (e.g., in the fully
mediated model the effect of job satisfaction on OCB decreased
from .34 to .29 in the model predicting overall OCB, from .36 to
.30 in the model predicting OCB-O, and from .33 to .28 in the
model predicting OCB-I), substantively, the results were remark-
ably similar to those obtained by using both types of correlations.
That is, nothing changed in terms of the statistical significance of the
path coefficients or the relative fit of the models (i.e., the partially
mediated model fit the data much better than the fully mediated model
for each of the three criteria), which suggests that our results cannot
be explained exclusively by common method variance caused by
same-source measurement (see Podsakoff et al., 2003).

To summarize, the path analyses supported our expectations that
the effects of the personality traits on organization-targeted behav-
iors were mediated—fully for agreeableness and partially for con-

2 The number of samples was relatively low for some of these analyses
(e.g., only 5 samples reported same-source correlations between agreeable-
ness and OCB-O), which raises the possibility that these results are biased
because of second-order sampling error.

Table 2
Meta-Analytic Correlations Among the Constructs Included in
the Study

Construct � 1 2 3 4

1. Agreeableness .75 —
2. Conscientiousness .78 .27 —
3. Job satisfaction .83 .17 .26 —
4. Organizational citizenship behavior .82 .18 .24 .28 —

Note. N � 16,694 (the harmonic mean of the meta-analytic sample sizes
used to estimate each correlation in the table; Viswesvaran & Ones, 1995).
All coefficients are true-score correlations (corrected for internal consis-
tency). Internal consistency (alpha) values are taken from the literature
(Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000) or estimated in this study. The
agreeableness– conscientiousness correlation was estimated by Ones
(1994; Ones et al., 1996). The correlations between the two personality
traits and job satisfaction were taken from Judge et al. (2002). The
correlations of personality traits and job satisfaction with organizational
citizenship behaviors were estimated in the present meta-analysis (see
Table 1).
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scientiousness—through job satisfaction. The pattern was reversed
when examining individual-targeted behaviors, as the effects of
these traits were mediated—fully for conscientiousness and par-
tially for agreeableness—through job satisfaction. Importantly,
support for these differential effects was consistent whether we
used all data available or only different-source correlations.

Discussion

The findings reported herein make several contributions to the
literature on citizenship behavior. First, we provide updated meta-
analytic estimates for the associations between OCB and some of
its most important antecedents. Compared to the meta-analytic
estimates previously reported in the literature (e.g., LePine et al.,
2002), our estimates are based on substantially higher numbers of
studies, samples, and participants, which increases the confidence
in the stability of the results. Consistent with previous meta-
analytic reviews (Organ & Ryan, 1995), conscientiousness was
more strongly related to OCB than was agreeableness (� � .24 and
� � .18, respectively). We also found that job satisfaction had a
positive relationship with OCB and that job satisfaction not only
mediated the effects of personality traits on OCB but also ex-
plained additional variance in the criteria scores.

Second, this study provides the first meta-analytic evidence of
mediated effects of multiple dimensions of personality on OCB.
Meta-analytic path analyses revealed that job satisfaction mediated
the effects of the personality traits on overall OCB and that both
agreeableness and conscientiousness had direct effects on OCB in
addition to their indirect effects through job satisfaction. Second,
we provide meta-analytic evidence supporting an OCB categori-
zation based on the target of the behaviors. Our moderator analyses
results clearly show that interpersonal (agreeableness) and imper-
sonal (conscientiousness) traits have differential validities in pre-
dicting OCB-I and OCB-O, which attests to the different nature of
the two OCB dimensions. Fully hierarchical moderator analyses
revealed that the relationships between these predictors and OCB-
I/OCB-O were further moderated by the type of ratings used to
compute the meta-analytic estimates, but that their differential
effects on OCB-I and OCB-O were maintained.

These results differ from those in two recent meta-analyses that
suggest that a single-factor model of OCB may have greater
construct validity than either a behaviorally focused five-factor
framework (e.g., altruism, sportsmanship, etc.) or a target-focused
two-factor framework (e.g., OCB-I/OCB-O; Hoffman et al., 2007;
LePine et al., 2002). How do we reconcile these seemingly con-
tradictory results? First, our results are not directly comparable
with those of Hoffman et al. (2007), because we set out to examine
differential relationships of OCB-I and OCB-O with conscien-
tiousness and agreeableness, whereas the goal of the Hoffman et
al. study was to examine what factor structure best explains the
intercorrelations among lower order behavioral dimensions of
OCB. We can only speculate that the methodology employed by
Hoffman et al.—treating the five lower order dimensions (altru-
ism, civic virtue, etc.) as indicators for the higher order dimensions
(thus correcting for an index of reliability given by the correlations
among the lower order dimensions) led to the very high OCB-I–T
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OCB-O correlation (� � .98).3 Of note here is the fact that the
result of Hoffman et al. is divergent with that of Dalal (2005), who
found a true-score correlation of � � .64 among OCB-I and
OCB-O, and these two sets of results are directly comparable.

The difference between our conclusion and the results of LePine
et al. (2002) does seem surprising because these authors also
examined differential relationships for OCB-I and OCB-O with a
range of predictors. We believe the conclusion of LePine et al. is
different from ours because these authors included only one pre-
dictor that can be matched, conceptually, with the different targets
for OCB-I and OCB-O. That is, with the exception of conscien-
tiousness—which should be expected to correlate more strongly
with OCB-O than with OCB-I—there is no clear conceptual reason
to expect differential relationships of OCB-I and OCB-O with the
other predictors considered by LePine et al. (e.g., job satisfaction
is not expected to relate differentially with OCB-I/OCB-O, and
indeed, our results concerning satisfaction are consistent with
those of LePine et al.).4 We obtained differential results for two
predictors, agreeableness and conscientiousness, that were theo-
retically matched to the OCB-I/OCB-O themes. LePine et al., on
the other hand, did not find differential relationships with OCB-I
and OCB-O for conscientiousness (they did not examine agree-
ableness). A closer inspection of their results testing differential
relationships for conscientiousness reveals that they are based on
only three studies, which raises the question of whether their
failure to find differences might have been due to low statistical
power or second-order sampling error.

Finally, our findings are informative with respect to the impor-
tance of the source of OCB ratings. We found that the mediated
relationships of personality traits to OCB through job satisfaction
are supported even when using only different-source correlations
as input in the path analyses. This is an important finding because
it rules out the possibility that common method/rater bias com-
pletely explains these relationships. Another interesting finding
was that even though the meta-analytic correlations based exclu-
sively on different-source correlations were lower than those based
on all the data, the difference in the magnitudes of these meta-
analytic estimates was consistently (across predictors) smaller for
OCB-O compared to OCB-I. On average, different-source corre-
lations were 35.3% smaller than correlations based on all data for
OCB-I, compared to 25.7% for OCB-O. This suggests that super-
visor ratings may be less accurate for OCB-I than for OCB-O,
perhaps because of the more pronounced effect of limited obser-

vational opportunities (i.e., different employees may perform
OCB-Is directed at different people, and thus supervisors are less
consistent in rating these behaviors, whereas OCB-O can be more
consistently rated), and thus self-ratings may reasonably assess
OCB-I.

Limitations

As is the case with all research, there are several limitations
associated with the work presented in this article. First, many of
the OCB measures used to compute the primary estimates included
in the analyses were self-reported, which, as noted, raises the
question of whether common method/rater bias explains the cor-
relations of these scores with self-rated personality and job satis-
faction. Nevertheless, the meta-analytic estimates from analyses
including only correlations between different-source ratings were
distinguishable from zero for all predictors. Furthermore, the path
analyses conducted on meta-analytic correlations among predictor
and OCB variables computed using only different-source correla-
tions fully supported the partially mediated models. Second, a
possible limitation stems from the fact that the path analysis results
are based on a diverse set of meta-analyses, which themselves
were based on a diverse set of studies. This is a limitation common
to any path or regression model based on meta-analytic data (see
Ilies & Judge, 2003, for a more extended discussion of this issue).
Estimating the variability around the meta-analytic correlations
(confidence and credibility intervals) and the path coefficients
(statistical significance) should, to some extent, alleviate this con-
cern.

Despite its limitations, we believe this research has clear impli-
cations for both researchers and managers. First, as noted previ-
ously, these findings make several conceptual contributions to the

3 Hoffman et al. (2007) also included only studies that contained inter-
correlations among measures of OCB that explicitly mapped onto Organ’s
(1988) five-category framework, with no overlap across dimensions; there-
fore, compared to our effort, they sampled from a more restricted study
population.

4 Perhaps a case could be made that leader support, one of the correlates
from LePine et al. (2002), should more strongly correlate with OCB-I, but
it is not clear to what extent respondents interpret leader support as enabled
by the organization and respond as such by performing OCB-O (these
authors also do not report what measures of leader support they included).

Agreeableness

Conscientiousness

Job 
Satisfaction

Citizenship
Behavior

.28*

.12*

.34* (.26*)

(.11*)

(.18*)

Figure 1. Path model predicting overall organizational citizenship behavior. Coefficients in parentheses were
estimated in the partially mediated model. � p � .01.
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literature on citizenship behavior at work, and they also raise new
and interesting questions about reasons and motives that lead to the
different types of OCBs. Second, as described in the next section,
the findings presented in this report have important implications
for practice, especially for selecting employees into organizations
and for influencing behavior by managing the work context.

Practical Implications

Our results suggest some ways that an organization might in-
crease the prevalence of citizenship behaviors, which are known to
be linked with organizational performance (Podsakoff & Mac-
Kenzie, 1997; Podsakoff et al., 2000). The meta-analytic results
concerning the personality predictors suggest that utilizing these
two traits for selection and career development decisions would be
beneficial for organizations. A long-term, systematic approach
encompassing selection, career development, and job design may
result in especially beneficial synergies for the organization.

Previous meta-analytic reviews on personality and overall job
performance (see Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001), and Organ and
Ryan’s (1995) meta-analysis on antecedents of OCB, have high-
lighted the value of selecting employees high on trait conscien-
tiousness. Our results show that such practice is likely to increase
overall OCB in organizations (of the two traits examined in this
study, conscientiousness had the highest validity). However, when
examining OCB-I, agreeableness had a higher validity than con-
scientiousness. This result suggests that selecting on agreeableness

may also be important, particularly for organizations with a high
degree of interdependence and interpersonal interactions among
employees but low levels of formal structure, such as those using
self-managing teams.

Shifting focus from the organization level to the job level, it is
worth noting that dispositional characteristics also may indirectly
affect OCBs through sorting processes, such that people will tend
to gravitate toward jobs where their activities are most compatible
with their motivations and abilities (Judge, Higgins, Thoresen, &
Barrick, 1999; Wilk, Desmarais, & Sackett, 1995). Meta-analytic
data suggest that agreeable people seem to be more attracted to
jobs that require interpersonal interaction and helping (“social”
jobs in Holland’s RIASEC typology; Holland, 1997), whereas
conscientious individuals are drawn more to investigative jobs
(requiring analytical thinking ) and to conventional jobs (requiring
systematic thinking) (Barrick, Mount, & Gupta, 2003). To the
extent that organizations can facilitate this natural sorting through
staffing, career development systems, and job design, they are
likely to benefit long-term from having more satisfied employees
who in turn are also better organizational citizens.

Conclusion and Directions for Future Research

These findings contribute to the organizational behavior litera-
ture by complementing previous results linking personality, job
satisfaction, and OCB. Our results support a mediated model in
which personality traits, as distal predictors of behavior, influence

Agreeableness

Conscientiousness

Job 
Satisfaction OCB-O

.28*

.12*

.36* (.27*)

(.30*)

Figure 2. Path model predicting organization-targeted citizenship behavior (OCB-O). Coefficients in paren-
theses were estimated in the partially mediated model. � p � .01.

Table 4
Summary of Fit Indices for Path Models Predicting OCB-O and OCB-I

Model df �2 GFI/AGFI CFI NFI/NNFI RMSEA SRMR

Predicting OCB-O
Model 1: Full mediation 2 1,131.86 .95/.77 .83 .83/.50 .22 .093
Model 2: Partial mediation 1 12.60 1.00/.99 1.00 1.00/.99 .03 .009

Predicting OCB-I
Model 1: Full mediation 2 676.24 .98/.88 .90 .90/.69 .16 .073
Model 2: Partial mediation 1 69.31 1.00/.97 .99 .99/.94 .07 .019

Note. Model 2 involved a fully mediated effect of agreeableness and a partially mediated effect of conscientiousness for predicting organization-targeted
citizenship behavior (OCB-O) and a fully mediated effect of conscientiousness and a partially mediated effect of agreeableness for predicting
individual-targeted citizenship behavior (OCB-I); see Figures 2 and 3. �2 � minimum fit function chi-square; GFI/AGFI � goodness-of-fit/adjusted
goodness-of-fit index; CFI � comparative fit index; NFI/NNFI � normed/nonnormed fit index; RMSEA � root-mean-square error of approximation;
SRMR � standardized root mean residual.
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OCB through the proximal predictor of job satisfaction. We en-
courage researchers to continue this line of research by exploring
other potential mediators of the effects of personality and by
conducting longitudinal studies to explore the causal relationships
implied in this study. In addition, the literature on OCB could be
further informed by examinations of more nuanced relationships
among specific citizenship behaviors and bandwidth-matched fac-
ets of agreeableness (e.g., trust, altruism, etc.) and conscientious-
ness (e.g., achievement striving, dutifulness, etc.). Conversely,
combining aspects of personality that are theoretically matched to
the general discretionary nature of citizenship behavior into higher
order or composite predictors (see Hogan & Hogan, 1989) may
also prove useful in both research and practice.

References

References marked with an asterisk indicate studies included in the
meta-analyses.

�Allen, T. D., Facteau, J. D., & Facteau, C. L. (2004). Structured inter-
viewing for OCB: Construct validity, faking, and the effects of question
type. Human Performance, 17, 1–24.

�Alotaibi, A. G. (2001). Antecedents of organizational citizenship behav-
ior: A study of public personnel in Kuwait. Public Personnel Manage-
ment, 30, 363–376.

�Ang, S., Van Dyne, L., & Begley, T. M. (2003). The employment
relationships of foreign workers versus local employees: A field study of
organizational justice, job satisfaction, performance, and OCB. Journal
of Organizational Behavior, 24, 561–583.

�Avis, J., Kudisch, J. D., & Fortunato, V. J. (2002). Examining the
incremental validity and adverse impact of cognitive ability and consci-
entiousness on job performance. Journal of Business and Psychology,
17, 87–105.

�Bacha, R. R. (2004). Specifying personality and self-monitoring effects
on overall, task, and contextual performance (Doctoral dissertation, Kent
State University, 2003). Dissertation Abstracts International, 64, 2552.

�Barksdale, K., & Werner, J. M. (2001). Managerial ratings of in-role
behaviors, organizational citizenship behaviors, and overall perfor-
mance: Testing different models of their relationship. Journal of Busi-
ness Research, 51, 145–155.

Barrick, M. R., Mount, M. K., & Gupta, R. (2003). Meta-analysis of the
relationship between the five-factor model of personality and Holland’s
occupational types. Personnel Psychology, 56, 45–74.

Barrick, M. R., Mount, M. K., & Judge, T. A. (2001). Personality and job
performance at the beginning of the new millennium: What do we know

and where do we go next? International Journal of Selection and
Assessment, 9, 9–30.

Barrick, M. R., Stewart, G. L., & Piotrowski, M. (2002). Personality and
job performance: Test of the mediating effects of motivation among
sales representatives. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 43–51.

�Bateman, T. S., & Organ, D. W. (1983). Job satisfaction and the good
soldier: The relationship between affect and employee “citizenship.”
Academy of Management Journal, 26, 587–595.

�Beaty, J. C., Jr., Cleveland, J. N., & Murphy, K. R. (2001). The relation
between personality and contextual performance in “strong” versus
“weak” situations. Human Performance, 14, 125–148.

�Becker, T. E., & Billings, R. S. (1993). Profiles of commitment—An
empirical test. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 14, 177–190.

�Begley, T. M., Lee, C., & Hui, C. (2004, August). Job level, justice, and
employee outcomes in a Chinese firm. Paper presented at the 64th annual
meeting of the Academy of Management, New Orleans, LA.

�Bergman, M. E. (2002). Contingency of work as a psychological con-
struct (Doctoral dissertation, University of Illinois at Urbana–
Champaign, 2002). Dissertation Abstracts International, 62, 5415.

�Bettencourt, L. A., & Brown, S. W. (1997). Contact employees: Rela-
tionships among workplace fairness, job satisfaction and prosocial ser-
vice behaviors. Journal of Retailing, 73, 39–61.

�Bettencourt, L. A., Gwinner, K. P., & Meuter, M. L. (2001). A compar-
ison of attitude, personality, and knowledge predictors of service-
oriented organizational citizenship behaviors. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 86, 29–41.

�Billings, S. W. (2002). Clarifications of the relationship between consci-
entiousness and job integrity (Doctoral dissertation, Wayne State Uni-
versity, 2001). Dissertation Abstracts International, 62, 6005.

�Blakely, G. L., Andrews, M. C., & Fuller, J. (2003). Are chameleons good
citizens? A longitudinal study of the relationship between self-
monitoring and organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Business
and Psychology, 18, 131–144.

�Bolon, D. S. (1993). Beyond job satisfaction: A multidimensional inves-
tigation of the relationship between organizational commitment and
organizational citizenship behaviors (Doctoral dissertation, Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University, 1993). Dissertation Abstracts
International, 54, 1003.

�Bolon, D. S. (1997). Organizational citizenship behavior among hospital
employees: A multidimensional analysis involving job satisfaction and
organizational commitment. Hospital & Health Services Administration,
42, 221–241.

Borman, W. C., Penner, L. A., Allen, T. D., & Motowidlo, S. J. (2001).
Personality predictors of citizenship performance. International Journal
of Selection and Assessment, 9, 52–69.

�Bowler, W. M., & Brass, D. J. (2006). Relational correlates of interper-

Agreeableness

Conscientiousness

Job 
Satisfaction OCB-I

.28*

.12*

.33* (.28*)

(.21*)

Figure 3. Path model predicting individual-targeted citizenship behavior (OCB-I). Coefficients in parentheses
were estimated in the partially mediated model. � p � .01.

954 ILIES, FULMER, SPITZMULLER, AND JOHNSON



sonal citizenship behavior: A social network perspective. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 91, 70–82.

�Bragger, J. D., Rodriguez-Srednicki, O., Kutcher, E. J., Indovino, L., &
Rosner, E. (2005). Work–family conflict, work–family culture, and
organizational citizenship behavior among teachers. Journal of Business
and Psychology, 20, 303–324.

Brief, A. P., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1986). Prosocial organizational behaviors.
Academy of Management Review, 11, 710–725.

�Bryant, M. E. (2001). The nature of employee commitment: Exploring the
value of the multidimensional perspective (Doctoral dissertation, North
Carolina State University, 2001). Dissertation Abstracts International,
62, 2980.

Buck, R. (2002). The genetics and biology of true love: Prosocial
biological affects and the left hemisphere. Psychological Review,
109, 739 –744.

�Burroughs, S. M., & Eby, L. T. (1998). Psychological sense of commu-
nity at work: A measurement system and explanatory framework. Jour-
nal of Community Psychology, 26, 509–532.

�Busso, L. (2004). The relationship between emotional intelligence and
contextual performance as influenced by job satisfaction and locus of
control orientation (Doctoral dissertation, Alliant International Univer-
sity, 2004). Dissertation Abstracts International, 64, 5260.

�Chan, D., & Schmitt, N. (2002). Situational judgment and job perfor-
mance. Human Performance, 15, 233–254.

�Chen, C. C., & Chiu, S. F. (2005, August). An integrative model linking
supervisor support and organizational citizenship behaviors. Paper pre-
sented at the 65th annual meeting of the Academy of Management,
Honolulu, HI.

�Chen, X. P., Hui, C., & Sego, D. J. (1998). The role of organizational
citizenship behavior in turnover: Conceptualization and preliminary tests
of key hypotheses. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 922–931.

�Cohen, A., & Vigoda, E. (2000). Do good citizens make good organiza-
tional citizens? An empirical examination of the relationship between
general citizenship and organizational citizenship behavior in Israel.
Administration & Society, 32, 596–624.

Colquitt, J. A., LePine, J. A., & Noe, R. A. (2000). Toward an integrative
theory of training motivation: A meta-analytic path analysis of 20 years
of research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 678–707.

�Comeau, D. J., & Griffith, R. L. (2005). Structural interdependence,
personality, and OCB—An examination of person–environment inter-
action. Personnel Review, 34, 310–330.

Costa, P. T., Jr., & McCrae, R. R. (1992). Revised NEO Personality
Inventory (NEO–PI–R) and NEO Five-Factor (NEO–FFI) Inventory
professional manual. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.

Dalal, R. S. (2005). A meta-analysis of the relationship between organi-
zational citizenship behavior and counterproductive work behavior.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 1241–1255.

Dawkins, R. (1976). The selfish gene. Oxford, England: Oxford University
Press.

�Deluga, R. J. (1998). Leader–member exchange quality and effectiveness
ratings: The role of subordinate–supervisor conscientiousness similarity.
Group & Organization Management, 23, 189–216.

Digman, J. M. (1990). Personality structure: Emergence of the five-factor
model. Annual Review of Psychology, 41, 417–440.

�Donavan, D. T. (2000). Antecedents and consequences of the contact
employee’s service orientation: From personality traits to service behav-
iors (Doctoral dissertation, Oklahoma State University, 2000). Disser-
tation Abstracts International, 60, 3724.

�Donovan, M. A. (2000). Cognitive, affective, and satisfaction variables as
predictors of organizational behaviors: A structural equation modeling
examination of alternative models (Doctoral dissertation, University of
Illinois at Urbana–Champaign, 1999). Dissertation Abstracts Interna-
tional, 60, 4943.

�Doran, L. I. (1991). Reconceptualizing personality in worker–workgroup

fit: An investigation into the influence of gender identity on job satis-
faction and organizational citizenship behavior (Doctoral dissertation,
New York University, 1991). Dissertation Abstracts International, 52,
2334–2335.

�Draves, P. R. (2004). An examination of potential moderating effects of
personality on the relationship between job attitudes and organizational
citizenship behaviors (Doctoral dissertation, University of South Florida,
2004). Dissertation Abstracts International, 64, 6363.

�Edwards, B. R. (1999). The contributions of person–environment fit in
understanding organizational identification (Doctoral dissertation, Uni-
versity of California, Irvine, 1999). Dissertation Abstracts International,
59, 3879.

�Farh, J. L., Earley, P. C., & Lin, S. C. (1997). Impetus for action: A
cultural analysis of justice and organizational citizenship behavior in
Chinese society. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42, 421–444.

�Farh, J. L., Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1990). Accounting for
organizational citizenship behavior—Leader fairness and task scope
versus satisfaction. Journal of Management, 16, 705–721.

�Feather, N. T., & Rauter, K. A. (2004). Organizational citizenship behav-
iors in relation to job status, job insecurity, organizational commitment
and identification, job satisfaction and work values. Journal of Occupa-
tional and Organizational Psychology, 77, 81–94.

�Finkelstein, L. M., Protolipac, D. S., & Kulas, J. T. (2000). The role of
subordinate authoritarianism in cross-level extra-role relationships.
Journal of Psychology, 134, 435–442.

�Fisher, C. D. (2002). Antecedents and consequences of real-time affective
reactions at work. Motivation and Emotion, 26, 3–30.

�Fisher, C. D. (2003). Why do lay people believe that satisfaction and
performance are correlated? Possible sources of a commonsense theory.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 24, 753–777.
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Correction to Ilies et al. (2009)

In the article “Personality and Citizenship Behavior: The Mediating Role of Job Satisfaction,” by
Remus Ilies, Ingrid Smithey Fulmer, Matthias Spitzmuller, and Michael D. Johnson (Journal of
Applied Psychology, 95, 945–959), the path coefficients presented in the figures are slight overes-
timates. For example, in Figure 1 (p. 952), the paths from Agreeableness and Conscientiousness to
Job Satisfaction should be .11 and .23 instead of .12 and .28, the direct effects from Agreeableness
and Conscientiousness to Citizenship Behavior should be .10 and .16 instead of .11 and .18, and the
paths from Job Satisfaction to Citizenship Behavior should be .28 (.22) instead of .34 (.26). The
statistical significance of the path coefficients is correct, and so are the substantive conclusions
based on the better fit of the partially mediated models relative to the fully mediated models. Also,
the meta-analytic estimates presented in Table 1 (p. 949), Table 2 (p. 950), and Table 3 (p. 951) are
correct.

Correction to Correction to Ilies et al. (2009)

In the Correction to Ilies et al. (2009; Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 95, No. 2, 404) the
volume number of the original article was incorrectly identified. It should have been identified as
Vol. 94.


